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What?
Philanthropic foundations in Australia have traditionally been labelled ‘icebergs’. Much of 
what they do and who they are is not apparent on the surface. Many are unknown and 
apart from an occasional biography, almost all are sparsely documented in terms of the 
very personal decisions behind establishing them. Practically and academically, scant data 
exist on the decision journeys people make into formalised philanthropy. This study seeks 
to fill that gap. It is believed to be the largest such study of foundation decision-making ever 
undertaken in this country. It is the latest in a series of research into types of considered 
(versus spontaneous) giving in Australia.1 

Why?
It is about describing and better understanding philanthropic practice, and boosting the 
capacity of nonprofit organisations (NPOs) to work most effectively with supporters and 
potential supporters. Most NPOs do not have open access to foundation operations 
or to their founders. Likewise, many people who are interested in giving more substantively 
report being unsure about how best to proceed – sometimes to the point of inertia. Many 
givers in previous ACPNS research have wanted to learn from others like them who have 
trodden the path before. This study offers some insights across a wide range of giving 
options and approaches.

Who and hoW?
This report is a snapshot of the thinking and actions of 40 people involved in structured, 
formalised philanthropy who contributed through in-depth interviews. These interviewees 
give through a very diverse mix of structures ranging from family or individual charitable 
foundations, to endowment sub-funds in community foundations or trustee companies, 
to corporate foundations and Private Ancillary Funds (PAFs).

Where and When? 
Interviewees were from most states and contributed their thoughts from late 2010 
to late 2011.

findingS SnapShot
Four key themes emerge from the study. This findings snapshot section summarises what 
people in foundation life speak about. The report that follows is quite long, intentionally so. It 
offers many, many quotes from individuals expressing their views on multiple matters to do 
with their giving. The richness of the research is in these direct quotes, which are thick 
with detail, analysis and often emotion. These are accumulated into themes so readers can 
easily access the areas of most interest or consult a section as it becomes relevant to their 
own activities and decisions. This report is in no way intended as a textbook but readers 
may nonetheless learn from what these experienced givers share about their journeys.

1  https://wiki.qut.edu.au/display/CPNS/Planned+Giving 

execUtive SUmmary
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theme 1: Why doeS philanthropy happen? 
the poWer of valUeS
Clearly a lot is going on prior to people signing up with a community foundation or 
trustee company or briefing their advisor to set up a legal entity. Giving has antecedents. 
Respondents in this study reflect on this giving prelude by talking about the internal values 
that propel them or their companies towards giving. Many topics surface. Some will not be 
new or unexpected to those who have been in the field a while, but all are insightful and 
important if a real understanding of structured giving is sought. Top of mind issues include: 
philosophies on anonymity, where children and families fit in when people structure their 
giving, views about the future and the wish to perpetuate or to spend funds in a set time, 
thoughts about inheritance (both what they might have received and what they might or 
might not leave). Perpetuity holds potent allure for most respondents, but certainly not all. 
Building a grantmaking corpus is highlighted as a challenge but a very worthwhile one, with 
substantive legacy. 

The largest conversations though are about what motivates people to structure their 
giving. Three key ideas are evident in this discussion of structured giving motivations:

•	 reaching a life turning point; 

•	 obligation to give; and

•	 having enough. 

For many, the decision to give involves reaching a life turning point where giving seems 
next on the life list or ‘the second half of the game’ often after some sizeable achievement 
in commercial or other parts of life. Giving is linked robustly with fulfilment and a life well 
lived. The notion bubbling up most commonly is that all people (or companies) of wealth 
should feel and act on a responsibility to give an unspecified proportion of their income 
and capital. Giving because people have enough, that is, more than their present and 
future family needs is also voiced strongly; both as a motivator for personal giving and as a 
criticism of those known to have enough wealth but who did not give. Hoarding and being 
frightened of not having wealth are to a lesser degree identified as reasons for non-giving. 
A small number in the study talk about being guilty or uncomfortable about their wealth.

These diverse values influence how people in this study variously structure and implement 
their philanthropy. Participants also talk about the shared values of people who structure 
their giving and many find a community of likeminded people when they make this move.
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theme 2: deciSion momentS – eventS, 
people, choiceS and inflUenceS
This theme looks at what is going on and the choices that arise at the time when the key 
decision is made to create a formal structure for future giving. The ideas that spring up most 
commonly from the 40 participants include:

•	 the role of advisers and intermediaries;

•	 peer leaders;

•	 single tipping points (e.g. catalytic conversations or events);

•	 taxation influences;

•	 donating through a structure versus less formalised giving;

•	 commitment and time decisions; 

•	 giving other than money; and

•	 choices of structure type (e.g. PAF, community foundation, trustee company).

The role of advisers and intermediaries arises in almost all interviews and this varied 
group is seen to play important roles in recruiting people into philanthropy, and in providing 
services and importantly education in the sector. While very positive about the need and 
growth of this area as a whole, some respondents also express reservations, mainly in four 
areas: 

•	 the lack of specific expertise about philanthropy in the wider non-specialist advice 
landscape; 

•	 a perceived conflict of interest potential if philanthropy is adopted primarily as a 
strategy to differentiate wealth management services; 

•	 a perceived lack of status accorded to grantmaking advice and capability compared 
with more technical skills such as legal, taxation or investment advice; and

•	 some individual negative experiences with philanthropy networks of various types.

This advisory infrastructure is seen as expanding rather than mature in the Australian 
philanthropic marketplace.

Many interviewees comment on the role of key individuals in both influencing and directly 
advising them during their decision-making process. These peer leaders are sometimes 
advisers/professionals, sometimes people encountered in networks, sometimes colleagues, 
(especially for corporate giving entities) and sometimes friends or family members. At the 
same time, the lack of overt peer leaders and champions is highlighted as an area needing 
change, as is heard regularly in giving research in Australia. Intermediary groups figure 
positively throughout interviews as providing momentum in philanthropy, though of differing 
worth to different people.

A single tipping point or catalyst is often behind the move to structure giving. Individuals 
particularly mention:

•	 windfalls (such as a business sale, financial success or an inheritance);

•	 a critical mass (of dollars, philanthropy levels and grantmaking experience);

•	 age/life stage/life crisis; and

•	 clarity about what money can achieve.
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Corporate respondents focus on:

•	 a realisation that a formal structure may achieve more community outcomes;

•	 external factors (disasters and taxation incentives);

•	 marking an occasion/anniversary;

•	 a financial event that creates an endowment opportunity; and 

•	 valuing staff’s community-mindedness.

Another facet worth noting is that many respondents are unsure about where to turn once 
making the decision to structure their giving. This knowledge gap is evident in previous 
research and for some people still exists.

One area of information interviewees report learning about quickly is the interface between 
taxation and giving. Three main issues arise:

•	 tax deductions as a motivation for giving; 

•	 impacts on grantmaking practice through eligibility restrictions; and 

•	 the need for accountability and transparency.

Views about taxation incentives as a giving motivator cover a wide spectrum. A few 
respondents feel that tax incentives are the key driver, but the more prevalent opinion is that 
they factor in as either a ‘nice aspect’, a means to help beneficiaries more, or a way to get 
the conversation about giving structures rolling. They serve the critical role of sometimes 
engaging people who would not otherwise have thought about philanthropy. The key sore 
point amongst respondents is the wish at times to fund beyond Deductible Gift Recipient 
(DGR) status beneficiaries, which is a restriction of the PAF structure and impacts the 
grantmaking practice of some interviewees.

Most respondents see logic in accountability and transparency but not all agree with this 
view and both sides of the equation are debated with fervour. Those ‘for’, argue that tax 
deductibility transforms this money into public property whose use should be in open view. 
Those ‘against’, argue that trust deeds ensure they are unable to derive benefit from the 
donated money and suggest more transparency will stifle the growth of philanthropy. 

Giving as an individual and donating through a planned giving structure can be very 
different. This area is at the crux of the research. The overwhelming sentiment is that 
structured giving is serious, rational, focused and larger whereas a person’s earlier non-
structured giving is labelled with words such as ‘more random,’ ‘ad hoc,’ ‘heartstrings,’ ‘less 
disciplined’ or ‘taking pot shots into different appeals’. Satisfaction with structured giving is 
very high. For some, creating a structure has not stopped them from also continuing to give 
outside their foundation, often quite sizeably. 

Interviewees speak about what structuring their giving means in terms of the time and 
commitment required. Experiences vary greatly and as one interviewee says, it probably 
comes down to just how passionate and how invested the individual wants to be in their 
philanthropic activity. Opinions are divided on whether the set up phase is easy or time 
consuming and many are surprised that, to quote, it’s just darned hard work to give away 
money with any kind of integrity and smartness!

Quite a common further commitment and one that is well identified in other research is to 
give beyond money. Interviewees report donating their time, experience, and/or voice to 
grant recipients and bodies that promote the interests of these grantees. This help varies 
from advocacy to find further funding, to volunteering, and connecting nonprofits with 
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helpful networks. Some feel strongly that this is a natural extension of their dollar support 
and a real value-add to their grantmaking. In line with the Philanthropy Australia definition of 
philanthropy,2 many modes of giving are evident from foundations, and obvious satisfaction 
from this wider involvement can be noted.

‘Horses for courses’ probably best sums up the sub-theme of giving structure choice. 
People champion the type of structure that suits them and may decry other types. 
Clearly, choosing a giving vehicle is almost as individual a process as choosing a motor 
vehicle! Diversity, hybrids and creating arrangements to suit unique circumstances are key 
features of respondent stories in this study. This flexibility within Australia’s philanthropic 
landscape to generally meet most people’s needs and preferences is a positive. Some 
clinical classification of models into individual, corporate and community foundations is 
over-simplistic for the rich tapestry in practice. Charitable trusts, companies operating 
as foundations, community foundations with only corporate donors, and hybrids of all 
are described. A small number of respondents operate different types of structures 
simultaneously or change vehicles as their experience grows. 

theme 3: procedUral and operational 
deciSionS
This theme addresses the ongoing and often detailed decisions required after the initial 
decision to establish a formal structure for giving.

Ideas that interviewees talk about within this broad theme are largely about grantmaking but 
also include:

•	 staffing;

•	 board trustees and governance;

•	 nonprofit grantee management;

•	 education and training for grantmakers; 

•	 fundraising/seeking donations;

•	 grantmaking evaluation (of grants made and of a grantmaking program); and

•	 co-funding/collaborative funding (and the role of intermediary groups here).

After decisions involving the creation of the planned giving structure, grantmaking arises as 
the critical decision making area. Choices around fields to support, unsolicited applications, 
application processes, administration, timing and delegation are all raised. More training for 
grantmakers is raised as a key future sector need.

On the subject of staffing, participants discuss the tension between funding foundation 
infrastructure against a desire to put most money into grants. The role of board trustees in 
grantmaking is frequently mentioned but less so their role in governance. Some community 
foundations applaud the valuable fundraising and outreach tasks sometimes performed by 
trustees and the challenges some face building critical capital mass. In nonprofit grantee 
management, main matters on record are the cost of applying for grants, charitable tax 
status, project versus capacity building grants and financial sustainability. 

2   Philanthropy is ‘The planned and structured giving of money, time, information, goods and services, voice and 
influence to improve the wellbeing of humanity and the community’, http://www.philanthropy.org.au/ 
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Within education and training, grantmakers identify a significant gap in available 
resources, relying heavily on networks, advisers and colleagues. For those foundation 
types that fundraise, there are mixed perspectives on the topic, largely dependent on 
philosophical fit with the foundation and need for additional funds. Again, the topic of 
evaluation receives mixed reviews, with some seeing it as a pathway towards more 
informed grantmaking and others deterred by the perceived costs involved. In terms of 
collaborative funding, respondents are generally in favour of the idea; however, they also 
identify a number of logistical challenges.

theme 4: the environment aroUnd giving
Giving and grantmaking do not operate in a vacuum and participant comments reflect the 
impact of the wider sector and national culture. Ubiquitously, the image of philanthropy 
in this country, the inevitable overseas comparisons (not always about or in favour of the 
U.S.) and some thoughts about sector resources and leadership flow from the interviews.

In particular, Australia’s philanthropic sector is seen to be still in its infancy, with a huge 
potential for growth driven by the untapped generosity of those giving below their capacity. 
Compared to overseas, structured giving in Australia is not seen to stem from any particular 
national culture of philanthropy. Australia’s lesser giving norm than comparable nations 
appears to be driven by a cringe around the word/concept ‘philanthropist’. 

So What doeS thiS all mean?
Across the study, three main ideas stand out about structured giving in Australia, namely, 
that structured giving is:

•	 Different from non-structured giving – Structured giving is depicted as a journey. 
It is often larger, more considered, more consistent, more researched and more 
engaging. 

•	 A turning point, a life choice and a statement – The act of structuring is a tangible 
statement and expression of values. It is a turning point in participants’ giving, and 
often in their lives. Frequently, it comes from taking stock of life, a natural closing of a 
chapter such as moving on from a business career, or a life event such as a windfall 
inheritance. 

•	 A kaleidoscope – The sheer variety of structures, approaches and activities across 
the structured giving spectrum in this country is significant. 

Key takeout messages for NPOs include:

It is about the donor not the dollars – The concept of donor-centric thinking applies to 
foundations as much as to individual supporters. This study underlines more than ever the 
basic tenet that applications must be tailored and informed and well researched. 

Turning points are critical – The comments in this study highlight the value of charitable 
experiences in people’s lives. There is no substitute for communicating need and 
opportunities, that fit this focus on values – well and in a targeted way. It is important to be 
alert to the life stages moments when people may move into structured giving. 

Referral points count – Participants speak about a wide range of networks – intermediary 
groups, peers, advisers, and people who may be one step removed rather than a direct 
colleague. 
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There are a growing number of people who may be very interested in your work – 
While money is important to people who own or operate foundations, it is what those dollars 
can do that really matters to them. 

The next generation is learning about giving early – Values about inheritance emerge 
strongly in this study, both the values of those continuing a tradition of family giving and 
those new to wealth. Supporters may be grown across generations. 

Sources of giving vary – People in this study often give beyond their foundation. Some 
also give outside DGR organisations. These factors suggest that funding sources may be 
wider than the obvious ones.

Perpetuity and the endowment concept link – This study emphasises how important the 
concept of perpetuity is for many people who structure their giving. It is worth considering if 
there are similarly minded people with a commitment to your organisation’s work who may 
be motivated by the power of perpetuity.

acKnoWledgementS
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foreWord

Philanthropy happens. It has done since ancient times. Yet many questions remain about 
the concept.

•	 Why does philanthropy happen? How? 

•	 What leads people and companies of significant or moderate means in this country to 
structure their giving? 

•	 What factors are in play in the structure they choose? 

•	 What decisions and experiences follow? Where are the challenges and barriers and 
how do people navigate them? What impacts are possible and what does it take to 
achieve them?

•	 In what ways is ‘philanthropy’ as an ongoing, dedicated life choice different from an 
intermittent cheque or a one-off charitable legacy at a life’s end? Does having a formal 
giving approach change people’s giving either in amount or style?

This study probes these and other issues by reporting the thinking and actions of 40 people 
involved in philanthropy who participated in the research through in-depth, semi-structured 
interviews.3 Their combined tenure in the field represents literally several centuries of 
experience that is deep and multi-directional. 

rationale
Considered, ongoing giving through formal structures can support nonprofit organisations 
(NPOs) over time, provide carefully targeted funds, and underpin productive and creative 
partnerships. Knowing more about the motivations and choices made by the individuals, 
families and companies that establish philanthropic trusts and foundations will give their 
future beneficiaries better opportunities to engage and work with them. Further, this 
research adds to the overall body of knowledge of the Australian philanthropic environment, 
and may also help guide people thinking of setting up a foundation or those operating 
foundations already.4

3   Full details of the research methods and interview questions are available in Appendix A and B respectively

4  Appendix C and D contain links to some other recent studies that may be of interest.
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Research attests that, happily, most Australians (87%: Giving Australia 2005) are 
givers – willingly tossing coins in the Surf Lifesavers’ bucket, sponsoring a colleague 
to grow a moustache for men’s health fundraising or inking a cheque or giving 
online when floods or fires devastate an ‘Aussie’ community. Fewer however, are 
philanthropists – their giving ongoing, considered, serious and often multiple in ways 
beyond dollars alone. The distinction is important. As Giving Australia (2005) revealed, 
people who plan their giving donate four times as much as more spontaneous or 
reactive givers. Yet philanthropy is not about amounts per se, contrary to its public 
image of being associated with ‘rich people’. Philanthropy may be practised by people 
at all wealth levels – its core is planning, consideration and dedication to sustained 
giving generously according to means, rather than an arbitrary dollar figure suddenly 
launching someone into the philanthropist ranks. 

Accordingly, this study generally adopts the Philanthropy Australia definition that 
denotes philanthropy as the planned and structured giving of money, time, information, 
goods and services, voice and influence to improve the wellbeing of humanity and the 
community (2012). It also acknowledges that while ‘structured’ will in most cases mean 
a legal entity, for some people beyond the scope of this study, giving may follow an 
ongoing and considered plan outside a formally constituted structure.

 
The research builds on the understanding of the decision to bequest and the decision to 
make a major gift in preceding studies (also funded by the Perpetual Foundation, the EF & 
SL Gluyas Trust and the Edward Corbould Trust). In particular, it extends findings from the 
2010 major gift study to question aspects of major giving in the more structured form of a 
foundation.5

reSearch oUtcomeS
The research findings may be of interest to nonprofits, foundations/philanthropists, potential 
philanthropists, policymakers, students and academics. 

Four key themes emerge from the study: 

Theme 1: Why does philanthropy happen? The power of values

Theme 2:  Decision moments: events, people, choices and influences

Theme 3: Procedural and operational decisions

Theme 4: The environment around giving

Readers can access easily the areas of most interest or consult a section as it becomes 
relevant to their own activities and decisions. 

5   No quantitative picture exists (or seems possible to gain) of the breakdown between structured and unstructured 
philanthropy. Readers may wish to peruse the ACPNS study A Transformational Role (2010) http://eprints.
qut.edu.au/40336/, which captures views about major gifts, with many of the respondents in that study giving 
outside a formal structure. 
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I was probably about halfway through my useful working life...I’ve been incredibly 
blessed by people and opportunity... So what was I going to do with that?...I felt at 
that point that I ought to be winding back my full time commercial work and winding up 
some exploration of a kind of ‘second half of the game’ that was more weighted to not 
for profit things...

Clearly a lot is going on prior to people signing up with a community foundation or trustee 
company, or briefing their advisor to set up a legal entity. It is the same for companies. 
Giving has antecedents. Respondents here and in previous studies most typically reflect 
on this giving prelude by looking inwards and talking about the internal values that propel 
people (or companies) towards giving. The values that commonly surface range from 
philosophies on everything from anonymity to perpetuity but the most data centre on 
motivations for giving. All topics reported here influenced how people in this study went on 
to variously structure and implement their philanthropy. 

motivationS for giving
What is striking in this study and a recurring motif is how people or companies’ individuality 
drives very different outcomes and how philanthropy as a field in Australia accommodates 
this distinctiveness well.

There’s a lot of creativity in it, deciding what’s the human face on your work, what 
are the fields of interest you want invest in? How do you want to have grantmaking 
relationships work, what’s the colour and style of who you are that makes your 
foundation distinct and unique...what sort of world are you shooting for, why are you 
bothering to do this, what is the legacy or the big picture that you’re intending to 
create?

Philanthropy is a ‘broad church’ where people congregate for many different reasons. 

Is it a social issue? Is it a personal cause, or is it the money … to get rid of? 

Four key ideas are evident in the values respondents talk about as motivating their giving:

•	 having reached a life turning point, a time to change or to better voice values;

•	 an obligation to give; 

•	 having enough; and

•	 to a small extent, guilt about wealth. 

A life turning point

For many, the decision to give seemed next on the life list, often after some substantive 
achievement in commercial or other parts of life. Giving is linked robustly with fulfilment and 
a life well lived.

...there are quite a few people out there who with small amounts of money, as well as 
big, decide, ‘I’m going to do this’, because they’re at a stage in their life where money 
means less to them in terms of material comfort and it’s more of a social meaning and 
a personal fulfilment.

theme 1: Why doeS philanthropy 
happen? the poWer of valUeS
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...okay I’ve done that, I’ve built my business and that sense of achievement. Then 
maybe ...sell it...And think well okay that’s sort of a mark of success and…well now 
what?

I took some long service leave and very deliberately spent that time contemplating, 
considering what should the future look like? Rather than just letting it happen to me 
… I can keep doing what I’m doing forever…I loved it and didn’t want to end that. But 
what should I be doing? 

...getting past middle age, say 45 plus [and]...starting to think, ‘Are we making a 
difference? ...we’ve raised our children...they’re independent, we’ve got this capacity to 
give, should we?’

The sense of using acquired business skills or expertise gained in managing money and 
applying that to a structured approach to philanthropy is strong.

One has altruistic views but the people that are altruistic also want the best use of their 
money the same as a business.

I’ve learnt so much and surely that’s got to be of some use to somebody.

Giving back – a sense of obligation

This obligation idea is strongly represented by respondents across individual and corporate 
interviews. The notion is that all people (or companies) of wealth should feel and act on 
a responsibility to give an unspecified proportion of their income and capital. While not 
universally expressed, this theme is very common. 

It’s the old ‘with wealth comes responsibility’ thing...if you are fortunate then you owe a 
duty to those less fortunate. Tell me that’s wrong. Tell me anybody who can legitimately 
argue against that…it’s about having an obligation that if you’re in the top one or two 
per cent of the income earners in the country that I actually think you have an obligation 
to provide for the community that you’re part of.

...I’m a refugee in Australia. So it was a way of paying back the successful life I’ve 
enjoyed.

I’ve been very lucky, I’ve been very successful, I’ve done very well...we should be 
giving more...there isn’t enough philanthropy or giving in general in Australia, because 
people...feel that they can shirk all the responsibility.

For some it is a settling of life’s account by continuing to pay back for a successful life.

It’s always there. It’s a reconciliation and a thank you for the good luck. 

Corporate representatives express different motivations but still often with an altruistic vein 
and a need to give back to those who have helped build their success.

They [company] establish a foundation...as a sort of celebration and a commitment to 
the country that they’re in...That then translates to...looking at the issues...and giving 
back.
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Vary rarely individuals speak about this sense of obligation as driven by guilt. Only two 
respondents specifically use the word ‘guilt’ when discussing their reasons for giving, 
although others use words such as ‘uncomfortable’ to describe their feelings about their 
wealth.

Maybe it’s the old Catholic guilt.

...it’s given me a bit of a sense of purpose and it’s helped me kind of feel okay about 
the privilege – my privileged life and my privileged position.

She always felt embarrassed and uncomfortable about wealth. The Trust gave her a 
front to do it from.

Having enough

The concept of giving being a natural consequence of having surplus to the present and 
future needs of the family is voiced strongly. It is expressed both as a motivator for giving 
oneself and as a criticism of those who are known to have enough wealth but who do not 
give. Hoarding and being frightened of not having enough remaining wealth are identified as 
possible reasons behind low or non-giving. 

…my wife and I at that point sort of did an inventory of our assets and came to the 
conclusion that we’d been very fortunate.

...once you’ve got enough money to take care of your own needs, they think well what 
else can I do? A lot of people for various reasons think well I’d like to achieve something 
with what I’ve got.

...people will happily keep accumulating things regardless of how much is enough.

Many do not understand those who operate from a different values set. 

The key question that I am still trying to get my head around is we’ve got a number 
of friends with enormous wealth who just do not give. They’re set up. Their children 
are set up...I do not understand why they want to feel they have to hold onto it...I’m 
regularly surprised at how little community spirit they have and how they suffer from the 
scarcity mentality...that there’s not enough for everybody so I have to keep all of mine.

...people don’t understand how well off they are and that they do have disposable 
assets or income. They are well prepared for their future so they can afford...to have a 
strategy for philanthropy.

There are just a lot of high wealth people that are not giving. They can still take their 
holidays. They can still have their boats. They’ve still got enough to give back. Why 
aren’t they doing that?

In summary, the most common motivations for setting up a giving structure are:

•	 reaching a life turning point;

•	 feeling an obligation to give; and 

•	 a sense of having enough.
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other driverS and related valUeS
Religion and compassion

Interestingly, religion, faith-based and cultural reasons to give are almost never mentioned 
but when present are critical to the giving decision.

...the defining piece for us is our Christian faith and...things...flow from that...a sense of 
gratitude and...a sense of some responsibility for using resources wisely...because of 
the faith element it actually drives a bit more thinking about that. 

An interesting sidebar from a community foundation with a pattern of involvement from 
elderly single women is the comment that these women express a motivation akin to a 
caring predisposition:

...they have invariably suggested that it comes back to some maternal instinct. That 
they have wanted to care for other people and demonstrate their compassion.

Anonymity 

This idea links strongly with the need to promote giving, and the image of philanthropy in 
Australia (see Theme 4). Responses are on a continuum between wishing for complete 
anonymity (for reasons including fear of being overwhelmed by applications, humility and not 
wishing to ‘big note’ themselves) to those who feel that the need for role models overrides 
other considerations. 

...I wanted to stay fairly low key. I preferred the anonymity of it.

I’ve always been a bit reluctant to profile myself as somebody who has money...Though 
I’m also conscious that if no one does it then how do you encourage it?

No, they [friends and wider family] wouldn’t know that I have got a PAF…the reason we 
don’t suggest to people that they should give more is...a view that we will come across 
as looking down on people because they don’t give and we do. 

Moving to a more open approach is seen by those who do so as a conscious though not 
always an easy decision. It is for these respondents both a statement that community work 
is important and a pathway to promoting giving.

So I’m becoming more comfortable with the notion...that this is...an opportunity for me 
to do good work in the world. There’s no reason not to be proud of that.

[It’s] saying to others, ‘you can do it too!’

Some feel anonymity is the right choice because kudos more correctly sits with the 
nonprofits that apply the funds for community benefit.

…we’re not doing it for some sort of glory or being stuck on some pedestal because 
that’s not the goal. Because it’s the people out there doing the work that are the ones 
that should be on the pedestal. We’re just in the very happy position to be facilitators, 
we hope, of some great stuff.
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Other respondents believe structured giving makes it easier to manage requests because it 
can offer total or at least some measure of anonymity.

…it gives you the third person relationship with the work, because you can talk to 
people about their projects, but you can refer to the fact that it’s the board that makes 
the decision. … you can talk about the foundation identity, with you just being one part 
of it. So it may be your money, but you’ve more or less handed over the stewardship 
and the responsibility...I think you actually need a buffer zone...

The people who’ve set up the trust accounts...they’re just keeping that separation, so 
we’re acting as a filter, which is useful for them.

However, an inundation with requests and a sense of being taken for granted are to the fore 
in some respondents.

There are some of these very generous people [who] may have had 10 or 20, in some 
cases 50, agencies that they were supporting and unfortunately some of those receipt 
letters that came back from the agencies contained a request to give again. Now that’s 
wrong, that’s greedy and it wasn’t very well received. 

...they’re just wanting to stop all of them...at their letterbox.

Others report no approaches since going public and a willingness to advise existing 
commitments if approached. Some articulate fervently that foundations should be more 
open about their activities and raise accountability as an issue that the sector really needs to 
address directly and soon (see Theme 2 under Taxation for a wider discussion of this issue 
by respondents).

Values about children and families

Children and families are patently a foremost consideration for people structuring their 
giving, and quite disparate answers reflect widely divergent parenting values amongst 
interviewees. More respondents see their philanthropy as a way to become and remain 
engaged with their children into their adulthood, and even keep wider families close, but 
some see it as leaving their children an unwanted burden. Others actively use their giving to 
disinherit their kids believing too much money is a way to potentially ruin their lives. 

Beginning with family engagement through structured philanthropy...

Well rather than going in different directions, as quite often happens, either 
geographically or just because things send you different directions. I saw this as one 
absolute way that we could make sure that those children are meeting on a regular 
basis and have this thing in common, which is a good thing... giving and involvement 
in the community.

...we arranged a trip...to see the field, to see the work that we do and what the impact 
of it was...We had one of those most significant father/son trips you can imagine...So it 
was a powerful internal family connection over the journey.
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[It’s] a great way to build glue and to teach family members how to work together 
– or as I say, to play nice. Plus they also give us an opportunity for exploring some 
great ideas, and as I said, building a common bridge or a common ground, and also 
exploring common values and also when the values differ, and I think that’s really – I 
think from a – interpersonal relationships and maintaining family harmony, it’s a really 
useful exercise to give people the opportunity to explore each other’s values and to 
gain an understanding...that leads to overall a better health and longevity for large 
family units. 

…I’ve only got one fear…that I would hate to think that this, in any way, splits us 
up. Because one family member says, ‘well I want to give to some pretty strange 
organisation,’ and all of a sudden the rest of the family say absolutely not. But I’ve 
raised that issue with a number of people that have got PAFs …and they’ve said at no 
point has it ever been a negative.

For others though, passing on a giving structure is seen as a potential burden.

…in many ways I’m reluctant to load them with responsibilities that they haven’t 
asked for. 

You don’t want to burden your children though, and make them feel like they’ve got 
to do it.

In principle it’s a good thing for the children to be interested and eventually to become 
involved. On the other hand, it was our decision to do it and I don’t want to necessarily 
burden them.

One participant who has experienced an inherited structure argues fervently against the 
burden notion.

I don’t share that view [not passing on responsibility to children]...there’s too little 
responsibility being passed around...as a general society...we need to have people 
step up. 

The concept of ‘when and if they are ready’ is used by many respondents to negate the idea 
of leaving an unwanted burden.

Slowly as they get a bit older and they’re ready to take a more active part...I’ll put the 
right structure in place for them to do it. Let’s hope that they pick up the ball and run 
with it. If they don’t, well then I’ll spend it down.

It’s a call you make with the particular children as well. I mean I think that one of 
them would benefit more from it than the other...It’s family dynamics as much as 
anything else. 

…it’s our direction that the corpus at the time of our death that’s attributed to us should 
be spent down, but the foundation can continue on if our children decide to use it as 
their own vehicle to do their own philanthropy.
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People feel children have much to learn about life through structured philanthropy and much 
to contribute as well.

If anything I would prefer that they had their own passions than simply thinking oh, what 
would Dad have done? 

I think they know more, they understand more, they’re more aware of the planet that 
they live on and the good bits and the bad bits about it. We’ve certainly talked to 
them about giving and tried to provide them with principles in their life at a scale that’s 
appropriate to them…let’s say we have $200 to donate, what shall we donate it to? 
How might we go about that decision?…In the terms of the scale of it, no they’ve got 
no idea…As they get older...we’re going to have to spill the beans and hopefully we’ll 
know when the right time is.

I was in and out of the foundation quite often…after school waiting to go home, and 
having that exposure to the ideas that came across and the opportunities that came up 
through philanthropy and thinking…there were some really great, really exciting ideas.

…each of the kids are involved to identify what they perceive as being an innovative 
process that’s going to benefit the community. For them to put forward an application 
for…[a dollar amount] a piece to go and do that. 

I think this younger generation are extraordinary...they do have a conscience and they 
do want to make a difference. If we can help them continue to do that, then that’s 
fantastic…

The Warren Buffet notion (leaving children enough money so they feel they can do anything 
but not so much that they could do nothing) is a widespread value amongst respondents.

...we’re giving away their inheritance but we feel pretty good about that.

I would not be comfortable leaving the amount to my sons and watch them from afar, 
possibly squander it. That was a judgement …the other thing was that I had always 
planned to give the inheritance, not at the time of my death but at a time when it’s most 
useful to my sons. 

I was concerned that my sons could take the view that their inheritance was being 
given away, … but fortunately they are trustees of the foundation and as keen as I am 
to give the money away.

I would like to broadcast from the roof tops that people who can afford it, should not 
follow ...the logic of, ‘it’s all going ...to my children’. 

…[We’ll] give something to the kids, but not so much that they don’t have the joy of 
actually earning money themselves and filling a life for themselves. I think if you pass 
too much down to your kids it’s a great way to ruin them. 

So we want to give the kids every possible advantage…go to a good school and be 
extended in your world view and that kind of stuff…I think that sets them up and then 
it’s up to them.

…We don’t want to leave our children money because it doesn’t make them happy. 
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The associated view is that the foundation is the more important inheritance to leave 
children and future generations.

…he [father] sees it as his legacy to hand onto us and then the grandchildren.

They struggle to know how to transfer wealth and educate their children to say, it’s not 
about the money… it’s about the values.

Respondents also see some downsides in that a leaving a well-endowed structure can 
reduce present-day giving, and may increase management costs.

…one of the problems…in the foundation area is that people have got this great 
ambition ... to pass them onto their kids. Sometimes the desire to build up the capital 
so you can pass it onto the kids gets in the way…of effective giving. Ultimately, the best 
people to give are the people who earned the money... 

What’s bad about them? Everything that’s bad about a family…they do seem to grow 
patriarchy. They can kind of fall into a default conservative position…satisfying the 
masses by taking the lowest common denominator…you can have resources that 
can otherwise be spent in the community wasted in effect servicing family members…
preparing papers and running committee meetings and whatnot.

Respondents are interested in the concept of philanthropy representing shared family values 
that serve to both give the family an identity more than the sum of its individual members, 
and also to carry that identity into the future.

[It] turned out to be a good thing for us as a family, I think, to collaborate on running the 
Trust…it’s kept us meeting. We have had other business sorts of things that have kept 
us kind of tied together in a financial way, but you know, it’s something that we all share 
a commitment. While we have had some disagreements about other sorts of things, 
we’ve never had any major disagreements about the direction of the Trust or about 
particular grants.

…we start documenting what the family values are and start getting people to think 
about the real drivers of family success. You find that the whole dynamics of the family 
group and their thinking changes. From capital or wealth – financial wealth I should say, 
wealth’s a very broad term, financial wealth to actually values and family groups and 
the things that tie them together. It’s that intangible that really sits behind all of these 
structures.

That all comes from the family tradition of giving … before I knew what the family did … 
what the family business was, I thought that philanthropy is what the family did.

Being childless prompts people to want their money to be applied in useful ways after their 
death or to honour their family name.

…they had no children and had no close relatives; they wanted to do something 
worthwhile with their fortune.

…it’s an attractive thought that in some way they will be perpetuated and...they’ll be 
remembered. This trust is named after the couple themselves, but in many cases…they 
name it after Mum or Dad or somebody, but effectively it still perpetuates them. 
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Values about inheritance 

One respondent suggests the source of the philanthropic funds doesn’t make a difference.

 If you’re a high net worth individual, where the money came from becomes almost 
immaterial…

However, some others believe inherited funds may be spent with less passion and 
connection.

If I’m spending money that I’ve earned I’m probably going to be much more focused on 
the way that I give than if I’m basically spending money that I’ve inherited. 

I think when people inherit money sometimes they don’t take it quite as seriously as the 
person who actually earned the money in the first place. 

Nonetheless, those who have themselves inherited speak of a strong connection and a 
dedicated wish to recognise and honour the donor through their giving. 

So she’d always been interested in it – saw the purpose of life as being to improve the 
conditions for ordinary people. When she inherited money from her family – because 
her family was quite wealthy…she really gave it away – gave most of it away.

...this financial legacy that I have is from my grandparents...it’s personally satisfying to 
be able to set up something that honours them...It’s an absolute privilege. 

…my grandmother…left us with a parcel of shares …we didn’t have…financial need for 
...so...we thought...we could...tip into a foundation [and create a PPF6] at the time and 
use that as our…first bit of corpus for our giving going forward. 

The trend among those considering leaving money to their children is stoutly that ‘less is 
more’ and this theme is covered earlier under Values about children and families.

Values about the future, perpetuity and spending down

Thinking about the future drives respondents in diverse ways. The perpetuity versus spend 
down argument is well canvassed by supporters of both approaches, and reflects some 
of the ways that values change the shape and character of how philanthropy is ultimately 
structured by different individuals. The choice is a common, early and sometimes thorny one.

Should we just do it for the next five [years] and just be really aggressive with the 
payout? Is it all about us? Should we include our kids?

...I know quite a number of people who have their own Private Ancillary Funds that 
actually are now looking to get out of them because of that requirement to distribute 
that portion of their funds. When, in actual fact, they’re trying to establish funding 
perpetuity and they’re not wanting to distribute them just because they have to, now 
they’re wanting to make the choice to build that capital.

6  Prescribed Private Funds (PPFs) preceded Private Ancillary Funds (PAFs)
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It’s the long-term versus the quick immediacy that I think is something that a lot of 
people struggle with...To build them, sometimes takes time and not everybody can 
invest that time. 

Most respondents think of the future in terms of one generation, two at the most. While 
most responses consider the future in terms of wishing to ensure the sustainability and 
financial viability of their giving structure, few refer to a notion of perpetuity beyond one 
hundred years, although a visionary 500 years is floated on one occasion. 

...what if someone were to [have] put some money away for our region here 100 years 
ago, what would that have looked like now and why isn’t somebody doing it today? 

I saw the value of long term investing rather than funds just being given and then used 
immediately. That was really my goal – that concept of something that was there for 
perpetuity and the income stream is able to keep growing. So I know there’s a bit of an 
argument about getting the balance right about giving today and not just banking it for 
the future but ... in my mind anyway, that there isn’t enough of that ‘for the future’ stuff.

…it was really that concept of...when you think of planning for individuals, you’re 
thinking 30, 40 years generally but when you start to think 400 years and see the 
impact that that can make, it really just takes it to a whole other level.

...for a community foundation, it should very much have the long, long term view. 
Because one would hopefully plan for a community – communities are going to be 
around in those locations in 100, 200, 500 years time. So just keep growing it.

Perpetuity holds potent allure for most respondents. Building a grantmaking corpus is 
highlighted as a challenge but a very worthwhile one, especially by community foundation 
and other sub-fund respondents. The need for capital to address a future range of problems 
compels others to ensure that their current giving does not exceed the income generated 
from their corpus.

…this is one of the great challenges within foundations about whether or not you look 
at it as a true fund or … as a corpus building. My strong view is that it’s the corpus 
model that is one that has to be looked at. There is definitely some pain in that because 
many people who by inclination are drawn into community foundations …are keen just 
to assist people …and almost the overwhelming drag is to give the dollars now rather 
than …invest in the future. 

We wanted the foundation to be perpetual, but …to give it some credence …we’ve 
said it will be perpetual in the future. Maybe in the short term we have to start spending 
so that we can get some runs on the board, then people will feel like we’re doing 
something. 

…if you want something to last, have benefit in the medium to long term, you’ve got 
to get away from this notion of through dollars and a churn. …these sorts of bequests 
and corpuses are really the magic pudding of the future. 
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Perpetuity brings a real comfort and sense of satisfaction to many who are structuring their 
giving.

...the permanency in the identification with this name

I suppose it’s that my name will go on forever and my help for girls’ education will go on 
forever, you see what I mean?

It’s the legacy thing. It really is leaving something that continues to grow and that 
continues to serve and that continues to do good. Yeah, that survives you and that 
saves me or that makes me feel good. 

It’s a philosophical question…people who go to trust companies are probably more 
likely than not to [perpetuate] – well …they have the security that the trust company is 
going to be there forever and look after their funds.

[You] have to be financially savvy about the whole concept of delayed gratification. The 
dollar may be better off put away and invested. Yeah, but I’ve got a need here for that 
dollar. Yeah, but if you let it – the thing’s going to be producing its own dollar in a few 
years’ time. 

…there are many people who want to give bequests or gifts…they don’t want to give 
something unless it’s going to be forever.

A few respondents carry some concerns about intentions being carried forward if they 
choose to perpetuate, and people structure their philanthropy with care to ensure better 
control.7

He is worried that, should anything happen, his intentions, which have been specifically 
stated that he wants it to go to charity...The way the law [of wills] is, they can always 
change it later down the track. But if he puts it into a PAF, they can’t touch it. 

...a bit of a worry that they wouldn’t in the future feel that they needed to abide by my 
wishes… 

…the next thing that I have to worry about … is what happens when I die. Obviously 
I will have – all of the entities will have these agreements between myself and the 
university or the school or whatever, which I have been really confident that the entities 
will abide by. …I can still enjoy hearing about the students et cetera, but I don’t have to 
worry that money’s going to just disappear. That’s been quite important to me.

7  See for instance, Hannah, F. and M. McGregor-Lowndes (2008). Every Player Wins a PRIZE? Family Provision 
Applications and Bequests to Charity. Brisbane: ACPNS, Queensland University of Technology. Available from: 
https://wiki.qut.edu.au/pages/viewpage.action?pageId=84285787 
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A sense of vision and longevity is evident in corporate foundations quite often as well.

...really my business is to ensure that the employees feel that our company is engaged 
in a responsible, proactive and sustainable manner in the community. Not just now, but 
for years to come.

…when I leave this company I’ll know that there’s still a commitment, a definite 
commitment, to the community sector and there’ll be money there for that to happen. 
Whereas in the [competitor] for instance with their community programs every year 
they’re fighting for their budget and it goes up and down…[Founder of company] felt 
that he’d done so well out of the community with his companies… he wanted to give 
something back, so he actually started the foundation with his own money and then we 
get 10 per cent of the company’s profits every year. When [Name] eventually passes 
on…the Foundation will be the beneficial owner of the companies.

I think we do have a sunset clause, but it’s way into the future. 

Corporate foundations may be uniquely suited to an ongoing leadership role in the 
philanthropy landscape if the time frame is long according to some respondents.

Because I think when you have an iconic brand name you can do a lot of things with it 
that other organisations maybe can’t do… I would want to see it continue to be given a 
lot of energy. 

However, corporate foundations also feel an imperative to be spending in the present as well 
as building some kind of corpus.

…it would take us many years to build a corpus of a size that we can actually then start 
distributing and making activities that are worthwhile. But we very much want to be 
able to provide...opportunities for our staff to actually to take action now…we want to 
be addressing current needs.

Pitted against perpetuity is a range of people keen to be involved in spending their 
foundation dollars in their lifetime and for immediate need. These respondents report a 
strong sense of urgency in regard to applying the resources they have to problems now, 
rather than saving the funds (and the problem) for a later date. 

…we have a view that you get more bang for your buck, if you like, by spending the 
money now rather than bequeathing it in 30 years’ time. 

I think future generations need to sort their own problems. So for me, I think we need to 
solve the problems of the day.

I do not believe in trying to dictate from the grave...

Our corpus has reduced during the GFC [Global Financial Crisis] but we resolved just 
to continue to fund and – because we just feel it is really important and really urgent 
and you think well, what are we saving it for? This needs to be done now and it’s worth 
doing, so…
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...keeping that capital mobilised, keeping it moving, keeping it within the not for profit 
sector in Australia and really starting to deliver better projects, programs, services and 
keeping the information up around that, ‘cause that actually seems to increase the 
propensity for people to give more regularly if they can see that there money is doing 
something, rather than just sitting on investment and the interest being granted away 
each year. 

I’m certainly not trying to have a go at corpus-based funds they play an important role, 
but sometimes you do look at that and wonder whether there is an amount of wasted 
capital there that could be out there addressing some issues more immediately.

It would not surprise me if there’s a trend towards spending down…for people who 
are currently giving, it’s a lot about them, it’s in that kind of nature of the culture of, ‘it’s 
actually my money, I want to be associated with it so it’s got to be spent in my lifetime 
or in my children’s lifetime’…

The choice is a very individual one. Some people feel they have set up their structure to be 
able to achieve the best of both perpetuity and flexibility to changing needs. 

…for some people it might be as little as five years’ and someone else it might be 20…
actually it’s much easier to identify the beginning than the end.

...everybody was melting down, of course, because money was disappearing [GFC], 
but some of the trusts…said, ‘this is the time when we fund twice as much, even if we 
do spend down’. Other people saying, ‘we have a responsibility to stop funding until we 
know our corpus is safe’, and I think both sides of the argument were right. That was 
the trouble, because the dual responsibilities in their case were to be good stewards of 
the money and to support the community. They are actually conflicting.

The real goal though is to stay meaningful as one respondent suggests.

If you’re going to stay in perpetuity, make sure you’re effective in perpetuity. Don’t just 
say, if we’re still here in 10 years that must mean we’re doing a good job. It doesn’t 
mean anything of the sort; it just means you stayed safe. In 10 years time will you still 
be present, will you still be viable and will you still be relevant? So relevance, viability 
and staying in operation, they all have to have a good answer not just, will you be 
present?

Shared values – philanthropy as a community of sundry 
but like-minded individuals

Respondents comment on the connections with other philanthropists through or 
subsequent to the establishment of their giving structure, and the informational and social 
benefits they derive.

It’s a small field so inevitably you...meet the same people at a lot of the same 
organisations or ... functions. That’s alright, that’s one of things I actually like about it... 
a side benefit of it is that I’ve met some nice people through it. 

It’s a nice community to be part of – there’s a social sort of dimension to it too I guess.
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...as a person who in that same period has gone from being very involved in a full 
time job and having lost that in the sense that people do when they retire from 
paid employment. So it’s been a...social connection, if you like, as well as the work 
satisfaction and personal satisfaction.

I’ve actually made some friends – some quite good friends. People of a roughly 
similar age, mostly women; and we are all people in the situation of running our own 
foundation...It’s much easier to have conversations with them than it is with my other 
friends.

There are a lot of problems with the sector...but there are so many inspirational, driven 
people doing amazing things in the sector. I think it’s fantastic to be exposed to those 
sorts of people. 

The couple of functions that I’ve gone to I’ve found very, very interesting, you’re 
meeting likeminded people.

...there’s a sort of camaraderie amongst those people that have got PAFs to help each 
other out. 

So they’re very pleased to navigate their way along cautiously, with advice and for 
them the community foundation model has been fantastic and the fact that they can go 
along and rub shoulders with others who are like them and perhaps they’re giving at a 
smaller level. 

In summary, the top of mind values that people report pondering at this stage are:

•	 anonymity;

•	 where children and families fit in;

•	 views about the future, perpetuity and spending down; and 

•	 inheritance matters.

People report that they often find a community of people in philanthropy who 
share similar values.
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Theme 1 – OvervieW

•	 Values are a wellspring for giving, and they are highly individual – The decisions 
to give, to structure that giving, and to shape that structure in particular ways all stem 
from people’s individual values.

•	 The result is a kaleidoscope of foundations, in approach, purpose and 
operation – While there may only be a limited range of legal frameworks, Australia’s 
foundation landscape has real ‘species diversity’. Foundations and funds, whether 
individual, family, corporate or community are intrinsically about the character, 
preferences and views of the people who found/administer them. 

•	 Some common motivations drive people to structure their giving:

 Reaching a turning point in life – boosting the community seems to be the next 
arena where people might use their talents to achieve. By mid-life, it seems a very 
apt place to direct their skills, profits won from business, extra funds or inheritance. 
A life event or some reflection on life and what legacy they might choose to leave 
may be the momentum to structure some significant giving. Giving is linked very 
definitely by these individuals with fulfilment and a life well lived.

 A sense of obligation to give – most people felt a responsibility to give and that 
people and companies of greater means should shoulder some responsibilities to 
boost the community and the country that had been good to them.

 A sense of having enough – people here had asked themselves the question, 
‘How much is enough?’ and calculated the answer. They feel they have more than 
they and their family need now and for their future. They question others whom 
with similar means feel they do not have enough to invest in their community. This 
is viewed as sometimes hoarding or being frightened of not having wealth.

 A sense of guilt about wealth – A few people who have been uncomfortable with 
their wealth and privilege find structured giving is a way to reconcile that.

•	 Particular value judgements may need to be made when structuring giving – 
Decisions exercising people’s minds at this point include positions on:

 Anonymity – with the desire by some to role model structured giving in 
counterpoint to a desire for humility and privacy.

 Where children and families fit in – foundations may be both a family glue and 
purveyor of values that exchange across many generations, or a possible burden.

 What the future should look like – with vision for communities as a driving force for 
individuals, communities and companies.

 Perpetuity or spending down – arguments exist for both but perpetuity is seen by 
most as a potent community asset, provided the grantmaking stays relevant; and

 Inheritance – where the dual concepts of honouring a predecessor and not 
depriving children of life experiences are raised. 

•	 People and companies moving into structured philanthropy often find a 
community of diverse but like-minded people – People encountered often share 
their values and may enhance their giving and sometimes their broader lives.

...he and his wife decided they had reached the economics of enough and I was really 
fascinated to think that someone could define what that was, because who knows what 
enough is? But he just decided that he had enough money for his life and his children 
and he now wanted to use his skills to do something else, besides keep accumulating it.
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...But the fact that it [grantmaking advice] ends up being an apparently unnecessary 
cost is really falling at the last hurdle. You can’t do that anymore and say that you are 
practising good grantmaking, you are not. You might as well throw darts at a board.

This theme looks at the events, people, choices and influences that are directly present 
at the time when the key decision is made to create a formal structure for future giving 
and prepare to make grants. Respondents also reflect on how this choice to structure 
philanthropy may have changed them and their giving. Insights to why people settle on 
particular structure types are also offered.

Ideas that sit under this broad theme include: 

•	 the role of advisers and intermediaries; 

•	 peer leaders; 

•	 single tipping points (e.g. catalytic conversations or events); 

•	 taxation influences;

•	 giving through a structure versus less formalised giving;

•	 commitment and time decisions (including giving other than money); and

•	 choices of structure type (e.g. Private Ancillary Fund [PAF], community foundation).

adviSerS and intermediarieS
The role of advisers and intermediaries arises in almost all interviews. Virtually no 
respondents set up their giving structure without any assistance. Advisers and 
intermediaries are a varied group and are seen by most respondents to play important roles 
in recruiting people into philanthropy, and in providing services and importantly education 
in the sector. While it is not the role of this research to identify individuals, several trusted 
names appear frequently in discussions, suggesting a depth of expertise and faith in some 
advisory roles and an acceptance that some advisers are sector leaders. While generally 
positive about the need and growth of this advisory area as a whole, some respondents also 
express reservations, mainly in four areas: 

•	 the lack of specific expertise about philanthropy in the wider non-specialist advice 
landscape; 

•	 a perceived conflict of interest potential if philanthropy is adopted primarily as a 
strategy to differentiate wealth management services; 

•	 a perceived lack of status accorded to grantmaking advice and capability compared 
with more technical skills such as legal and taxation advice; and

•	 some individual negative experiences with philanthropy networks of various types.

Respondents generally support the concept of a network of advisers. However, this 
infrastructure is seen as expanding rather than mature in the Australian philanthropic 
marketplace

...it’s a very patchy area in terms of what’s developed and what’s not.

You need to know what is the legal side of what you’re doing in terms of establishing a 
trust and so that advisory stuff is critical I think.

…even our chief legal officer said…we need someone with direct and proper 
knowledge of the space. 

theme 2: deciSion momentS – eventS, 
people, choiceS and inflUenceS
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…joined the Family Office Exchange, which is I think a worldwide organisation for 
families in philanthropy. He joined that and I think he got some information from that 
initially. Then …he spoke to different people in Australia...family and other private 
individuals that gave money. Also people like [lawyer]…he’s fantastic

...you need sound legal advice and you need philanthropic advice. 

We knew we didn’t have a lot of money to spend each year so we knew we weren’t 
as big as [two large company foundations]...we didn’t have the resources behind us 
so we had to really focus in on something. So we actually used consultants to do a full 
business analysis ...our major players in the market place and the community space, 
to survey our employees as to...their different ideas...To look at our company’s core 
values and try and marry all of those things up ...and we did use those consultants our 
first year to get our process up and running.

…well the investment side of things is not my strength...there are three major 
investment houses who now manage a third each of our investment portfolio.

So the need and active use of advisers both paid and within a network is clear. 
Respondents are very impressed with some in the advisory area but concerned about 
others and suggest caution and networking for new players. Respondents within financial 
advice spheres also point to some good and bad operators and motivations within 
their field.

Unnecessarily high costs, lack of expertise and limited experience specific to philanthropy 
had been encountered by some respondents who had not used specialist advice:

...huge amount of money...$220,000 to set up!

Where do you get this information if you haven’t been working in that field? I would 
think most people would probably ask their accountant or their lawyer as a starting 
point. And they tend not to know very much either.

So it’s a knowledge gap where some people are out there charging to do things that 
they are not capable of doing well and they become...parasitic. They sort of want 
to attach themselves to you with their ideas, almost like another board member, or 
another staff member, when really you need the depth of knowledge and experience 
that’s over-arching...

There are some very good ones that do it extremely well and there are some that do it 
extremely poorly.

Potential conflict of interest for advisers and the sometimes awkward fit of philanthropic 
services within wealth management businesses are raised commonly as ethical and 
management issues:

But I think in a lot of cases, I don’t mean to have a go at anyone here, but in a lot of 
cases people who wish to do something and set up a foundation do so because their 
legal or financial advisers tell them that that’s what they have to do and probably aren’t 
aware that there are other alternatives. 
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...the driving force for most investment houses is to build a portfolio, manage a 
portfolio and what they do with the money is a secondary issue. The problem is it’s 
philanthropy under the guise of building personal wealth or wealth for the business 
and the philanthropic side is a value add, which is a pity. I think it’s doing...damage to 
philanthropy and potentially will do more damage to philanthropy. ...That’s not their role. 
You’re asking…a person...how to maximise the money and...[then] expecting to put on 
a different hat to tell you how to effectively give it away…You cannot wear those two 
hats.

It’s a marketing ploy.

…there’s a gap between the idea, or the philosophy and actually being able to do it… 
I find myself talking with people who come to me, who have absolutely no idea how 
to give their money away well and nobody around them will encourage them. They 
have lawyers or financial advisers who say...no, you can’t do that. You’re much better 
investing it; you don’t know what’s going to happen up ahead. 

I think that’s where your conflict of interest issues come up, that like we’ve been saying, 
the landscape is messy and patchy and if you start with a financial advisor who doesn’t 
hold the non-financial interests that you have as being a bigger priority as the financial 
ones, then you will get distortion and that has certainly been happening.

...I would think that a good professional advisor...should be able to give disinterested 
advice on that. I can see the reticence for recommending a community foundation 
might be that they feel like their role will be replaced by the community foundation...you 
might [also] hear such views from those working at donor-advised funds or community 
foundations because they might just – they’ll probably see professional advisers as 
competition. So there might be an aspect of self-interest in such comments. 

Some respondents identify the need for professional accreditation for advisers offering 
philanthropic services:

I don’t think we have enough accreditation around who we are and what we do, for 
people to decide they’re going to become someone who is an advisor in philanthropy 
and grantmaking. People can just hang up their shingle and do it...without that formal 
accreditation and scrutiny we don’t actually know whether they can do what they said 
they’d do till afterwards. 

There is also a strong perception of a lack of advice on grantmaking, once the legal and 
financial structures have been put in place:

So I think we actually need more independent advisers with specialist skills in the 
grantmaking side of things, who do not also want you to invest with them. 

…there is definitely a gap currently in the information available in an Australian context 
to people around either fundraising or grantmaking and how it can or should work 
effectively. 

...the trouble with some thinking around charity is that as long as you give it, it doesn’t 
really matter where it lands, it must be a good thing. That doesn’t serve, doesn’t do any 
justice to the client relationship…if they say, well yes, I’m the financial advisor and here 
are the 10 best charities, that’s not doing their research...when it comes to actually 
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giving they don’t want to spend money on people helping them work out where to give 
their money and they should. That’s one of the responsibilities, is to pay what it costs to 
get good investment in projects. 

Our task in the next five years is to have holistic advisers who are not – who don’t 
have a conflict of interest. That means you can’t work for a trustee company, or a 
community foundation, or a bank. You can’t work for a charity. You have to have people 
who are not going to tell the donor where they have to put their money, or how they 
should grantmake. I guess that that gap is filled poorly because there aren’t many 
people around and it’s hard to make a living...you can’t make a business out of being 
an advisor, if people think we should all be grateful that they’re giving, why should we 
charge them as well? That’s faulty thinking. So in a way, we’ve got to educate the 
sector about what’s realistic...

...we can have paid staff to do your philanthropic advice...why not borrow from these 
people’s expertise to help you find the projects that can match your particular values. 

Some foundations find pro bono help at times.

The accountant on the board, his firm does all the tax. The lawyer on the board does 
all the legals. We do the investment side of things...So our costs of the Foundation are 
absolutely bare minimums.

 …one of the big legal firms provided pro bono advice in the establishment of the 
foundation.

Various informal and formal networks are sometimes helpful but sometimes less than helpful 
according to some respondents.

We set up the [name of network], which meant donors could come to the table and go 
through all the applications that [foundation] was looking at and if they wanted to pick 
one up they could and we would do all the due diligence and reporting. So each of the 
grantmakers, in our own ways, we’re offering more and more opportunities to share 
that expertise, but I think it’s another five years, maybe, before we really get across it. 
People will scan their immediate networks and I think that’s still the case because I’ve 
had people come to me after two years of giving, I wish I’d known I could’ve talked 
to you. 

...yeah, I have [big problems] with [name of intermediary group]...they’re great about 
talking about what they do to a limited degree, but they’re a really closed shop in 
actually telling you who’s part of what they do...They’re sort of promoting social 
growth...but the actual learnings that come from it and who’s involved with it are all 
locked up...

In summary, advisers in philanthropy span different areas and are seen to benefit the 
sector’s infrastructure and education. Reservations are expressed about the quality of 
philanthropy advice in the wider non-specialist advisory landscape of accountants and 
lawyers; the potential conflict of interest if philanthropy is used as a marketing tool in 
wealth management rather than a core service; and an inequality between how legal 
and financial advice is regarded against grantmaking advice.
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peer leaderS
Many interviewees comment on the importance and value of key individuals in both 
influencing and directly advising them during their decision-making process. As discussed 
earlier, these are sometimes advisers/professionals, sometimes people encountered in 
networks, sometimes colleagues, (especially for corporate giving entities) and sometimes 
friends or family members. Most peer leaders have giving structures themselves, and are 
influential in raising awareness of philanthropy and structured giving. At the same time, 
the lack of overt peer leaders and champions is highlighted as an area needing change. 
Intermediary groups figure positively throughout interviews as providing momentum in 
philanthropy, though of differing worth to different people.

Many people recall starting from a very low base of knowledge about giving and particularly 
about foundations. Peer leaders are often one step removed as well as more directly known.

He’s a friend of a friend. I didn’t count him among my close personal acquaintances... 

...another case of an introduction through somebody I knew. He said we’re hosting 
a lunch time talk about this...a small group of 20 people...having lunch at my 
stockbroker’s office...That in turn led to some interesting contacts that I didn’t expect. 

I also managed to ring a couple of colleagues who...have their own foundations and 
they’ve had experience of some of these charities, so that helped...these are people 
I’ve known through my business life. 

[I] had a chance conversation with somebody. 

People are sometimes proactive in finding others involved already in philanthropy and report 
success from this outreach.

...the best way to go down the track of philanthropy if you’re a little bit inexperienced...
is to look for people who have done really good work before...traipsed down a journey 
and learnt some really good things, and take their advice. 

...I then said, ‘look, I really need some assistance on the overall strategy of the 
foundation and the refinement of what’s in my head running around to document it so 
we can put a framework around this direction and what it’s doing’. She led me through 
to her mentor...

Some respondents reflect on the regularity of their mentoring conversations, and the key 
messages they give if asked about their philanthropy or to promote philanthropy.

Strangely enough there seems to be an informal referral system within the industry. So 
our trustee, if they get a call from someone that’s thinking about that, they’ll quite often 
send their names over and I’ll have a chat with that person. So there’s a fairly good 
network or informal network that exists anyway.

...people come to brainstorm things with me. Whether that’s – it’s not like an advisor...
it’s getting together with people that you hopefully respect and brainstorming particular 
issues. Certainly I take advice from other people as well. I’m a great believer that if you 
think you’ve got a good idea the best way to work out whether it really is a good idea is 
to brainstorm it with somebody that you trust.
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I’d try and impress on them...how urgent the needs are. That it is really is possible to 
do worthwhile things and it’s really important that everybody does as much as they can 
to try and save the planet.

Corporate foundation respondents report a warm response if seeking establishment advice 
from likeminded companies.

Well I spoke to our colleagues, to friends in [large company] and in some of other 
competitors because luckily this space is a friendly space.

I initially just started by talking to anyone else from other corporate foundations that 
would talk to me. I was really lucky to have a fantastic support due to [large company] 
Foundation. They came in and shared their experiences, were just really fantastic and 
helped us a lot to get a picture. 

I find it the least competitive area I’ve ever worked in and I think that is a tremendous 
benefit to everybody, which is why any time anyone rings me up, client or competitor, 
and says, ‘look [name] could you just’, – more than happy to do it. Because I just think 
you have to. Look, I got so much help and I often tell people, ‘I can tell you what not to 
do, which is often more valuable, to be honest, or as valuable’. So yes, it is wonderfully 
collaborative.

Collaboration beyond initial contact often continues.

If you’re looking at a program that may have been funded by someone else in the 
past, you might go to them and say, I’ve seen that you’ve funded this, they’ve put an 
application into us as well. How did you find it?...you might just get a reference.

But I’d certainly encourage any get together of people that have got the PAFs to just 
chew the fat and just see whether anyone’s made mistakes. Or whether they can point 
people in the right direction to improve the way they’re doing things.

People fostering philanthropy in others have some special qualities.

In the earlier years I suspect a large part of it was the response to the champions, 
[Name from community foundation] was a very well networked, charismatic person who 
attracted a lot of those personal and corporate, if you like, or trust support because of 
his own personal network and his persuasiveness...

Sometimes promotion need not be highly visible to make an impact.

...at the bottom was a plaque saying donated by the [Name] Foundation Board. He 
had about two or three of his friends that didn’t know that he had a PAF set up then 
decide to set a PAF set up themselves. So you’ve got that dilemma as to do you make 
it public, or do you keep it quiet because you don’t want to attract attention? Or do you 
make it public so that others are aware of it and hopefully others go down the same 
track?...we’re not going to hide it but nor are we going to put it on the front page of the 
papers either I suppose.
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Respondents lament the lack of evident champions, especially in the higher end of wealth.

[There are] not many lighthouse examples that people can put their fingers on within the 
Australian context...We don’t have those two or three core people that’s just out there 
overtly in the space, which can be a plus or a minus I might add...there’s a few of them 
that put their hand up every now and then...But it’s not your current high net worth 
people...they don’t seem to be connected with philanthropy as much. [We] need to 
have a core that operates at a very high level and publicly doing so and championing. 
At the moment they seem to champion themselves not philanthropy...a couple of 
exceptions but they’re not collectively there... 

A younger respondent sees the logic and need for people to speak about their giving to 
inspire others but says in his generation it is not yet a common dialogue.

I think there is an issue around talking about giving...within our generation...it’s not a 
common discussion.

Other respondents likewise describe the value they gain from talking with other 
philanthropists, intermediaries and nonprofit sector representatives and the intellectual 
struggle in wishing to foster philanthropy but being unsure how.

...we were getting feedback from them [trustee company] on what their other clients 
were doing in that area...it certainly made sense to us...I don’t know how much it 
actually influenced what we did but it certainly helped convince us we were on the right 
track. 

...At some point in time I’d like to start to encourage people, not necessarily friends 
who may not have the means but people who I know through business contacts...I’d 
like to start to encourage them down the path...It’s almost like a Mason’s handshake 
that you have to have or something like that.

I’ve spoken at presentations which have been designed to explain foundations to other 
people, and one way to really force yourself to think through something is when you’ve 
got to present it. 

Many had moved their philanthropy plans up a notch following small group gatherings that 
are held by a range of intermediary groups seeking to foster philanthropy.

[Intermediary group] put it together and it had a couple of speakers...and it probably 
had about 30 operators of their own PAFs in the audience and a few others, like myself, 
who hadn’t actually started yet. That was a great sort of feedback session, which 
everyone got a lot out of...

Or experienced intermediaries might recommend some personal development opportunities 
in philanthropy.

...we went across and met some extraordinary people. Wonderful passions, great 
visions about what they’ve done in their own lives, but also what their future stakes 
were and it really helped broaden my knowledge and understanding of it. It was 
probably one of the most significant three or four days of my life, actually.
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Some higher profile invited champions are reported to have both drawing power and peer 
influence with others.

We only do these lunches – we probably only do at least five a year. When they come 
along they could listen to people...who are just often out of reach to many people but 
who are able to go, ‘look, it’s not that hard’.

If you’ve got people who have actually lived and breathed this sort of stuff over a lot of 
years ...two things happen. Either, one, people that have not been connected to those 
people before feel quite inspired because they’ve had the chance to connect and hear 
the philosophy echoed by somebody who has a little bit more of a stronger reputation...
The second thing is that they have a chance to ask questions...

Only two respondents raised social pressure as a force in establishing foundations.

...we’ve heard on two occasions where people have felt as though their social standing 
has been questioned when they didn’t have a foundation, as a consequence we should 
really have a foundation, which has been interesting... 

...peer pressure is really significant...I’m very much of that view. 

One respondent highlighted a preponderance of people from financial services fields who 
have embarked on philanthropy.

So many of the people, I think, come from a financial services background because 
they understand the need for hiving off part of your wealth to give to something a little 
bit more – a bit greater than yourself. 

In Summary, peer leaders are cited as extremely influential in the decision making 
process, be they advisers, colleagues, or other philanthropists. However, at the same 
time, a distinct lack of public champions is reported. Many people recall starting from 
a very low base of knowledge about giving and particularly about foundations. Some 
are active in seeking out peers and mentors, often leading to collaboration. Active, 
but not necessarily highly visible promotion of philanthropy is seen as key to fostering 
philanthropy, but many are unsure how to do this.

Single tipping pointS
The discussion under this theme concentrates on the single points that lead a person or 
organisation to structure their giving. These are not environmental influences, but rather 
specific events, conversations, or life changes that crystallise the person or company’s 
thinking and directly prompt the establishment of the giving structure. Responses here again 
emphasise the sheer individuality of this field. As one community foundation respondent 
says, 

...there’s a story behind every one of them [foundations] and there are so many.
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Respondents agree the concept of a catalyst is an important one. Giving is a sphere where 
inertia can reign and good intentions do not always turn into good actions.

[You] need a life changing event of some kind, so a catalyst, and that tends to be a 
catalyst of a windfall gain in their business or some kind of life jolt – divorce, marriage, 
moving house, those sorts of things – or some kind of legacy from somebody...it’s one 
of those life signpost things, so something that comes up and makes you think, oh 
okay, I’ve got to do something different with my life. I’ve got to sort out my estate. I’ve 
got to set up a family trust and I’ve got to do something about my legacy. But it needs 
a catalyst.

This respondent is particularly insightful because indeed the range of individual responses 
covers:

•	 windfalls (such as a business sale, share success or an inheritance);

•	 a critical mass (of dollars, philanthropy levels and grantmaking experience);

•	 age/life stage/life crisis;

•	 clarity about what money can achieve.

Another facet worth noting is that many respondents are unsure about where to turn once 
making the decision to structure their giving. 

Windfall – sale of a business/share success

Quite a number of respondents structured their giving following a business windfall.

The short answer is crystallisation of funds.

I’d had no involvement in philanthropy at all before that. When I sold some business 
interest that I had, which resulted in a windfall and philanthropic work of some kind was 
on my mind. But not having experience I didn’t know what to do about it very much.

...in my case it came from selling a business. I hadn’t come from a particularly wealthy 
background ...we weren’t a family that...got involved in community things very much...
there was that sense of thinking that this was a one off situation...to manage the 
financial position that I was in. And part of that I felt involved contributing it in some 
way, but I didn’t have any clearer idea on that.

...we had already agreed that once the shares had hit a certain price, we were going to 
give everything else away...

...the key thing is having the capability financially to really be able to do it and do it in a 
way that is substantial enough for it to be important. We had considered it for quite a 
while but the means sort of led themselves out in front of us when we capitalised the 
asset that we had in our business. 

...my husband had ...a windfall one year in his business...We had always given in a very 
ad hoc fashion...never in a very structured or really thoughtful way. We decided at that 
point it would be nice to do something a bit more significant, but we had no idea what 
form that should take...or what we should do...We didn’t know about PPFs or whether 
there was some vehicle that would be suitable for us to do it.
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Inheritance windfalls also catalyse the decision to structure giving.

...people who have been left enormous bequests and [question] what am I going to  
do with all this money...

Critical mass – of dollars

People speak of reaching a point where they have enough money to warrant a giving 
structure.

A critical tipping point is critical mass...unless you’re able to achieve a corpus of at 
least $1 million, if you’ve got no administrative costs, or five to 10 million dollars if 
you have got administrative costs seems to be the minimum that you would need...
That’s guided...my thinking. So a tipping point has to be realistic, not just a realistic 
understanding, but some sort of goal, a reasonable goal or a stretch goal that you 
would get that sort of money into the corpus.

...it just come down to size and scale in the end. You’re giving out huge amounts and 
you want to start documenting things or applications...

...the amount that you’re giving is of a certain size before a foundation probably makes 
sense...You’d probably want to be giving, I don’t know, $20,000 or $30,000 a year to 
make it worthwhile. 

In a related vein, people highlight that estate planning sessions are the times when they 
realise a critical mass actually exists that they might be doing more with.

...going through the estate planning saying, well why are we bequesting this money 
when we die? We now want to put it into something now that we can utilise and 
actually develop a platform...while I’m alive.

Critical mass – of philanthropy and grantmaking experience 

A second critical mass arises – having enough philanthropy and grantmaking experience to 
want to structure the effort more, and having high enough levels of philanthropy to call for a 
more formal approach.

So it got me thinking well maybe the next step you know in my own journey of 
philanthropy if you like was to take it from the sub-fund in the [Community Foundation] 
to actually setting up my own PAF as I’ve got more experience in philanthropy...
particularly the grantmaking side of things. 

...they’d been giving money away for a while privately and they want to consolidate and 
intensify it. 

Age/life stage/life crisis 

 People reflect on age and life stage prompting a change in their thinking about giving.

...no children, wife passed on...personal illness, needing a place for the estate to go to 
after death, needing to ‘memorialise’ self. I can’t really enjoy diamonds and a Ferrari 
although ...would have liked to...but this is more satisfying.
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...points of reflection about well what are you making money for? What is the driver? 

...wasn’t interested in big boats and big cars. That wasn’t what made me tick. So  
I was a little lost and I didn’t really quite know what my next steps were going to be...

Some people need a cathartic moment. You know, they need to have their son have  
a brain tumour or they need to have a car accident or a near death experience of  
some kind in order to decide that, okay, now it’s time to start living a more humane  
life. Others are lucky enough to have that instilled in them either genetically or through 
their upbringing or whatever and they don’t have to go through that trauma to get to  
the place.

Clarity about what money can achieve

Often reflection and/or information leads to clarity about money can actually achieve in 
terms of the real impact on people’s lives.

I remember sitting at home on a Sunday night, had my glass of red, reading this report 
that [charity] had given us saying that the impact of that particular project was going 
to change 40,000 lives over the next five years. I went bing, 40,000 lives. That’s like 
a football stadium and I was just mentally picturing this football stadium and thinking 
wow. The beautiful thing about it is they don’t know I exist; there is no ego attachment 
to any of this. It was really lovely. So I suddenly thought if I could do that every year it 
would be a marvellous thing, if you could have that sort of impact every year. 

Corporate catalysts

Corporate respondents express different triggers, including:

•	  a view that a formal structure could achieve more community outcomes and life impact; 

...the major trigger was the committee felt that we needed to take a step ahead and 
actually give more money to the community. We weren’t spending a lot of our money 
to begin with those first couple of years... it was all quite minor and the committee said 
we’re not having an impact in the community ...if we’re going to spend more money 
and do more things we’ve got to have it more secured and structured.

•	 external factors such as disasters and taxation incentives; 

...the triggers are outside the companies to be honest...There has been a genuine  
shift in corporates’ opinions of what they should do in the community...probably 10 or 
15 years ago there wasn’t many corporates that thought they had to do anything in the 
community... Certainly a couple of major disasters – the tsunami, the fires and the GFC 
all actually... enlightened employees and individuals about the plights of others...Our 
employees expected and probably demanded that we did the right thing...

...it was when they set up the Prescribed Private Funds, so it was possible for 
individuals or companies to set up a fund that could make donations to charities. 

•	 the wish to mark an occasion or anniversary; 

...a lot affiliates around the world actually have foundations and establish them... 
on special anniversaries...like 20 years ...or 50 years in a country.
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It was reaching the 10 years of the company being listed...So it became an opportunity 
to respect [founder] so it was part of that kind of idea of longevity, respecting the  
50 years of the company’s history...

•	 the advent of a financial event that creates an endowment opportunity; and 

...a particular moment in time of a sale of a business or the demutualisation or 
whatever, that created the endowment...an endowment moment, an endowment 
opportunity shall we say.

•	 the wish to value staff’s community-mindedness.

...[It is] very clearly as a way to engage with staff. We don’t run a volunteering 
program...the foundation is there to say that we know people are in their own time out 
doing things and we really value that, albeit it’s not built into people’s one day a year...
it’s always been linked to staff.

In Summary, single tipping points that lead a person to structure their giving, include:

•	 windfalls (such as a business sale, share success or an inheritance);

•	 a critical mass (of dollars, philanthropy levels and grantmaking experience);

•	 age/life stage/life crisis; and

•	 clarity about what money can achieve.

While for corporate respondents, tipping points may focus on:

•	 a formal structure achieving more community outcomes;

•	 external factors (disasters and taxation incentives);

•	 marking an occasion/anniversary;

•	 a financial event that creates an endowment opportunity; and 

•	 valuing staff’s community-mindedness.

taxation
Respondents raise three main issues within the subject of taxation:

•	 tax deductions as a motivation for giving; 

•	 impacts on grantmaking practice through eligibility restrictions; and 

•	 the need for accountability and transparency.

Taxation deductions as a motivation for giving

Views about taxation incentives as a giving motivator cover a wide spectrum. A couple of 
respondents feel that tax incentives are the key driver, but the more prevalent opinion is that 
they factor in as either a ‘nice aspect’, a means to help beneficiaries more, or a way to get 
the conversation about giving structures rolling. They sometimes serve the role of engaging 
people who would not otherwise have thought about philanthropy.

Some highlight the power of taxation incentives in giving.

Seventy-five per cent of that driver frankly comes down to tax incentive. 

...the great thing about foundations...is that you don’t pay tax and you get franking 
credits back. 
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That’s the reason why Victoria has about 80 per cent of philanthropic trusts, is because 
of that period of time when probate duties were horrendous and the options for people 
were give it to tax or set up a...foundation. So there were legislative driving forces...But 
don’t think I’m advocating that we go back to death duties...This was pretty much as 
people were preparing their wills in the time of their death...they can see this great big 
chunk going off to the state government...it was probably more, ‘no I don’t want this 
money to go in tax’...the money had to stay in Victoria. 

 We’ve had some feedback recently, from donors that suggest that we are very much a 
part of their tax planning. They’re getting towards the end of June and they’re thinking 
about whether the payment should be this year or next year for various reasons. So it 
does factor in. 

Logically, respondents say the taxation incentive is particularly in play when financial 
advisers moot the idea of structuring philanthropy.

...in many cases a normal medium or high or ultra-high net worth individual who does 
not operate through a family office will be provided advice through their accountant or 
solicitor or lawyer and usually from a...tax incentive point of view.

...they’ll do it as being a tax minimisation process, not necessarily a benefiting humanity 
process.

...much of the advice that we give is to accountants and solicitors who really don’t 
understand the full implications of going down that track but understand that it’s a very 
positive way of getting that tax relief for a client. 

Taxation may influence structure choice.

Some of the PPFs and now PAFs...They just know that there’s a good tax structure that 
will give them an immediate tax return, so that makes sense.

...actually, one of the reasons for doing a PAF at the time was – the key reason was a 
tax return.

Others place much less emphasis on the tax element, while still acknowledging its 
importance.

...we knew it was tax deductible. I mean, it would have been a lot bloody harder 
without it, but it wasn’t the influencing factor.

...the tax deductibility aspects and to be able to get the franked dividends back and all 
those sorts of stuff...It just means effectively more money for more people through that 
process and that was good. But it was not really quite as much of a driver. 

So it meant that while I’m giving away 50 per cent of the wealth, I’m only giving away 
sort of 20 or 30 per cent of the income, which is...nice – but that was not the [core 
reason]. 

 When we were looking at the structure we didn’t really look at tax as being a big thing.
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Impacts on grantmaking practice 

The key sore point amongst respondents is the wish at times to fund beyond Deductible Gift 
Recipient (DGR) status beneficiaries, which is a restriction of the PAF structure.

...we have to fund only things that are...Deductible Gift Recipient, we can’t fund outside 
that. So we might actually find a really great program that’s appealing to us and ticks 
all the boxes, except for the deductible gift recipient status. I just don’t understand why 
we can’t because if we don’t do it, the Government won’t do it, nobody does it. It just 
seems bizarre that the Government puts those restrictions on us.

There are times when we would like to be able to give to an individual or give to an 
organisation that’s clearly not DGR...which we’re clearly prevented from doing at the 
moment. Now of course we can also do that through just our own giving...having those 
resources locked up within a PAF...sometimes I do regret having put it in that structure.

...they limit themselves as to what the ATO thinks is charitable, which is I think a great 
pity, because there are some really good opportunities that exist beyond DGR status.

The need for accountability and transparency

Many respondents see logic in accountability and transparency (although this is hotly 
contested by others).

That’s the one thing about putting it into a foundation; it’s no longer your money. That’s 
a psychological thing to get your mind around, is actually once you’ve got your tax 
deduction, putting it in a foundation it doesn’t belong to you anymore. Therefore you’ve 
got to act as a fiduciary in relation to that amount in the foundation; therefore you 
should be prepared to take constructive questioning from a third party. 

...it’s all very secretive so it’s hard to gauge exactly what sort of impact they are having.

The thing is, it’s not their money, they’ve saved tax and therefore it’s public money 
and they have to report on it. If there isn’t public transparency…of where you give the 
money, how you spend the money, how you’re managing…and expect tax free benefits 
and franking credit refunds – then it’s all going to turn nasty…some...private funding, 
doesn’t observe those rules …they’re putting the future of philanthropy in the tax 
beneficial environment at risk. 

...if you want tax free status you have to lodge certain information. I reckon that’s the 
way to go. 

…that’s one of the attitudes we have to change. Sorry, if you’re in philanthropy, you 
need to be transparent, you need to have processes, you need to be out there and 
be seen. This bit of hiding behind it, sorry, don’t take a tax deduction on it…Give your 
money after tax and then you keep private and do what you like with it. As soon as 
you put it in as a tax benefit, personal opinion here, you should be transparent about it 
because you’ve robbed the government of tax.

I really don’t have any sympathy for the view that it shouldn’t be regulated and that 
there shouldn’t be public discourse. The easiest argument to make if there’s a tax 
deduction that’s made as part of setting up a foundation or whatnot, or a foundation 
has a tax-deductible state, then at a minimum, the public has a 30 per cent interest 
in every dollar that goes out of the foundation and therefore has a right to know 
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where effectively product resources are being put. So therefore there should be an 
accountability requirement.

The reality is that it costs the Australian Government a huge amount of money every 
time somebody claims a tax deduction for putting money into a foundation. That’s 
money lost from the community. The quid pro quo for that should be that they should 
be prepared to be transparent.

Other respondents feel just as strongly that transparency is ill-advised and could stifle 
people moving into philanthropy.

What I don’t want is that kind of fairly carping scrutiny of what we’re doing and nor do I 
want to have to justify to someone, well how much is in your trust?

[Speaking against enforced transparency] There’s a way to stop the whole thing. Shut 
the sector down, that would be good for society wouldn’t it?

So there are the people out there who say, “oh transparency, transparency; these 
people are saving money on tax by doing this – therefore it’s public money, not theirs. 
Therefore they should be reporting to the nth degree”...if there was some benefit we 
were gaining ourselves from those funds then...that would be absolutely right. The way 
our Trust Deed is written… We cannot derive a dollar of benefit from that. It’s now not 
ours and so I don’t see what right it is of anybody to be enquiring into that because 
it’s out there and it’s going to be given away. If there was such scrutiny who wanted to 
know every jot and title of that, then I think we’d be behaving a bit differently.

...there have been at least three examples in the last maybe four months that we’ve 
had when people have gone, ‘look, we’re not going to set up a PAF because we think  
it will draw more attention to ourselves’. 

Respondents feel the Australian Taxation Office (ATO) could do more to promote the 
available tax incentives to potential philanthropists.

I’ve got this feeling in the bureaucracy – so within tax department and so on – they view 
it slightly with suspicion. I think they should get on the front foot and promote it as a 
good thing to do and that they are supporting. 

In Summary, three key issues are raised in regards to taxation:

•	 tax deductions as a motivation for giving; 

•	 impacts on grantmaking practice through eligibility restrictions; and 

•	 the need for accountability and transparency.

Views about taxation incentives as a giving motivator cover a wide spectrum – from 
nice to necessary. Position on this spectrum often can influence structure choice.

For those with PAFs, many feel restricted by the obligation to fund solely DGRs. 

The topic of accountability and transparency is hotly debated; with many feeling it can 
only improve philanthropic practice, while others fearing it may stifle giving.

Regardless, respondents feel the ATO could and should do more to promote tax 
incentives as they relate to giving.
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giving throUgh a StrUctUre verSUS 
individUally
Giving as an individual and giving through a planned giving structure can be very different. 
The overwhelming sentiment is that structured giving is often serious, rational, focused and 
larger whereas a person’s earlier non-structured giving is labelled with words such as ‘more 
random,’ ‘ad hoc,’ ‘heartstrings,’ ‘less disciplined’ or ‘taking pot shots into different appeals’. 
For some, the creation of their structure has not stopped them from continuing to give as an 
individual, often quite sizeably. 

If a large amount arrives in some kind of windfall, people may choose to structure their 
giving because they are unaccustomed to giving away large figures and want to do that well, 
giving the disbursement time and thought. 

...I wasn’t used to writing cheques for that amount. I suppose the caution of thinking is 
this the best thing I could do with it, or what if I do this and then next year I think that 
would have been better spent on something else? So…this was a way of biding time – 
buying time I should say.

Some respondents recall the move to structure and formalise their grantmaking as an 
initially baffling but ultimately easy path. 

I think it’s hard when you’re starting out...You’re not sure how to structure it and you 
don’t know what you want to support...as you kind of get involved in it you realise 
that it’s actually not as tricky as you think and that there are good sources of advice 
available.

Structured giving may or may not be preceded by other giving but if so, that unstructured 
approach is often seen as less planned and rational in process.

...you do need critical mass, you do need a structured way of being able to access 
suitable recipients of grants in the organisation that is not just...whimsical, accidental or 
even faddish... 

...they know individual cheque writing, some people call it cheque book charity, is now 
not as effective or strategic as some of the foundations that are set up.

…what often happens is that people focus on giving towards the end of a tax year. 
Then if they’re pressured for time, or they’re stressed, or whatever, the giving isn’t done 
in a – certainly in my case in as orderly a way as it should be.

Respondents had formed views on non-structured givers as frequently less intent on giving 
in a considered way.

...people are free to do what they will with their own funds, so if they just want to 
shower it around to a dozen different organisations and do just general charitable 
giving, that’s entirely within their right.

…people want to just give money away and they give it away in a willy-nilly way…
people aren’t looking at what they’re supporting or understanding it…
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Sometimes structured giving may be seen as just a continuation of previous approaches, 
until people have more time to make changes.

...it will change over time probably, but for the moment it’s really a vehicle for our own 
personal – I’d say almost charitable – giving.

However, most respondents feel the move to structure giving brings a tangible 
transformation that reflects people’s level of more serious intent, depth of thinking and 
drawing in of good minds.

Foundations are likened by some respondents to an ideas forum where good questioning 
and many heads can bring another dimension to the giving and more professionalism.

...to have some level of structure, whether it’s through a community foundation or at an 
industry philanthropy level...creates a forum for ideas, so the concept of...philanthropy 
and the role that it can take is seriously addressed and developed...

...a professionalism, which a foundation offers...You need people to say, what are you 
doing, why do you want to do this? What have you thought about? How do you want 
it to work? There’s a lot of deliberate thinking and strategic planning has to go in. I think 
that intimidates a lot of people unfortunately.

...the other thing it does, if you do go into having staff – well, even if you’ve got board 
members, people are willing to come to the table with thinking and taking on a plan 
and helping own the vision and the dreams of the donor and giving that more shape 
and life. ...that’s the real achievement that gets lost if it’s…random acts of generosity, 
but that’s the cheque book charity model, which is great, it’s actually a really important 
starting point. But the foundation gives you a maturity that means that what you are 
doing is thought about by more people than just yourself.

...any individual with big dreams, big hopes and big intentions, the reason they can do 
what they do well is that they know how to bring people around them who will make it 
happen. Very few people have succeeded as an individual on their own. The foundation 
structure... means that they have to buy into a certain ethic that applies beyond the 
business principle. They’re regulated and identified as being more than an individual 
with a good idea. 

Beyond fresh perspectives from more people, foundations are regarded as more reflective 
about giving, with good results.

...it is beholden on those that are administering those resources to make the best 
use of the resources...you can only really do that if you actually...take a professional 
approach about ...finding the best uses for those resources, not just randomly taking 
pot shots into different appeals.

Well for…20 years, people would come to my husband. He was busy. He’d write a 
cheque and that was it, the end of it. So about seven years ago, we realised there 
was one particular organisation we’d be paying out $100,000 a year. We had no 
idea where that money was going for. So we thought we’ve got to be a lot more 
professional about this. 

All of that has enhanced the quality of our giving. 
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A foundation is seen as a personal statement, even if only visible among a close-knit group.

…at the end of the day you can donate quietly and send your cheques off and 
whatever, as presumably lots of Australians do. Or you can make a statement. I think 
the minute you go into a structured vehicle, even if you raise your anonymity, I think 
you’re making a statement. If only to yourself or your family… 

Given this more systematic approach, most respondents see structuring as a good means 
to provide larger levels of donation support to make needed impacts as their giving amounts 
grow. Sometimes adding in business skills and perspectives becomes part of that giving.

…we’d been increasing our giving and setting up a foundation was sensible

…it’s increased a lot. One, because I’m off the interest of it, and therefore …do actually 
give more. Two, I’ve got much more involved in the not-for-profit sector, so I’ve got 
interests in a number of areas in the sector now. Three, I’ve gone up the learning curve, 
frankly, in terms of how to give more effectively. 

So it went from being quite generous annual donors into having a more structured 
approach …bringing their business skills to bear…they just knew that there was 
probably a better way of doing what they’d been doing quite generously for some 
time…also…people who’ve got substantive funds to give, start to want to be much 
more structured in the way that they do that.

…in that transition of people going from supporting their favourite charity or their door 
knock appeal or a tsunami appeal or whatever, to actually seeing it more like they would 
a business investment. 

It is an endeavour that must be taken seriously if we’re going to actually make 
substantial life-changing differences in the community.

The foundation becomes a means to focus effort in often a narrower range of activity with a 
goal of greater outcomes. Giving becomes more rifle shot than scattergun.

Everyone can kind of go, ‘phew, okay now we can just have the pleasure of just trying 
to focus our efforts into those areas that we’ve said are important’. It also has helped 
all the directors to deal with the gazillion inquiries they get because they can just say, ‘if 
it falls in with the objectives, great. If it doesn’t, it doesn’t mean that we don’t love you 
but we’re just not going to fund you’. So it’s been a wonderful filter.

So in many cases you have a husband and wife who are both either independently 
supportive of a number of different causes. They find themselves writing cheques 
throughout the year which are – just don’t seem to really fit a complete vision. 

You want to get that impact or you won’t get to see change, and therefore you 
don’t get that same engagement. If you’re just making …grants here, there and 
everywhere…if you don’t have a focus… 

Personal giving frequently continues, but not always. 

We’re not completely sure why she decided to establish a trust as well as making those 
direct donations, because she continued to make quite substantial direct donations 
after. 
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I guess this is one of the negatives. I used to give to 50 or 60 charities in a small way. 
I’ve stopped that now and I had to give it all to the [Name] Family Foundation. When 
people – charities question me on that, they are quite reasonable. They understand and 
I’m not harassed. 

One respondent gives personally beyond the gift fund because of empathy with time-poor 
nonprofits having to apply and acquit.

…why aren’t I putting more into my gift fund and having it distribute them, rather than 
me sitting down on the 29 June and deciding what cheques I write? …one of the 
critical things is to do with the application process and acquittal and how complicated 
that is. I’m on the board of two …organisations. I know how time consuming that is. … 
I just write them a cheque – they don’t have to acquit. They don’t have to send me an 
application form that takes up somebody’s weekend… So I’m still a little bit ambivalent 
about the formal structures because I know – because I see the other end – how time 
consuming it is. … I know the people who run them very well, so they don’t need to 
formally acquit…

In Summary, most respondents feel the move to structure giving transformed their 
giving practices away from something random or ad hoc towards something focused, 
more professional and often larger scale. A structured approach is seen to add fresh 
perspectives and more reflection. Many applied existing business skills to create a 
systematic approach.

commitment and time reqUired
Interviewees speak about what structuring their giving required in terms of the time and 
commitment. Experiences vary greatly.

Set up phase

Some feel the early phase is in fact the easy part and more input is needed as time goes on. 
Others speak about the flurry of decisions and choices at the outset, seeing this stage as 
akin to starting a small company.

Setting up wasn’t that bad because there’s nothing much to do – you’re just doing 
the setting up…so it’s just doing basic stuff. The solicitor gets a trust deed together…
you don’t have much money to give. That was fairly easy. I think the bigger it gets, the 
more time consuming it’s becoming…Putting an Executive Officer on makes it more 
time consuming because you can get more things done and the thing’s growing faster 
and you’ve got more projects and more ideas. So it’s constantly getting more time 
consuming...I’d spend a day a week.

…like it was starting a new company, starting a small company…you had to start with 
all your base values, your ideals, your documents behind it. Your committee behind it 
and the charter and what they’re meant to do, your investment strategy, how you do all 
that. I feel like I went through it all. Setting up audits, proper financing. Now I didn’t do 
all this sort of stuff, I called in parts of the business to support me in all this…it’s quite 
extensive for anyone. 
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Structuring it is not simple. You need to read all the information, speak to an advisor.  
So firstly it is the time it’s taken to set up. 

We’ve got a foundation but we haven’t set up a PAF specifically, mainly because 
of timing. We’ve just been so busy. We run it. We still give away the money. But 
we haven’t got that [PAF] just because of the time really of getting it around and 
established.

If they haven’t decided what field of interest they want to give to, that can take a bit 
of time. So it’s about people taking it on as a sort of an action research exercise and 
saying, this is going to take some time to do well and there are maybe 16 steps in the 
process, you’ve jumped to step 15 by saying you know where you want to give the 
money, but you’ve got a lot of other preparatory things to do before that. It may be 
things like, do you want to have a board, do you want to work on your own, how much 
money do you want to give? Do you want to give in perpetuity or do you just want 
one year of giving and then you’re out of it again? So there are quite a lot of grounding 
decisions that need to be made and it depends very much on what people come in 
with in the first instance.

Intermediary groups may help people advance these early stages.

The problem I have is that we are all busy doing our work and so I have got to get time 
to do it. Thankfully [Name] put me in touch with [Intermediary group]; they have got staff 
where I think we can now get this thing rolling quite quickly. 

Some community foundation respondents agree this critical establishment phase may take 
a long time.

Well I think it was a community decision and it involved a lot of community consultation 
and a lot of feasibility studies and a lot of working to how you would set it up. What 
it would look like. What would be its main functions…? So it’s not something that 
happens overnight. I think it was about a three year process really. 

However, people with endowment sub-funds in community foundations or trustee 
companies may choose to spend quite small time amounts in foundation work, and this 
facet is one of the key design options in having a managed sub-fund within another entity.

The answer is they want to have very little to do with the process. Usually they’re busy 
enough in their life to not want to have too much to do with this. They delegate the 
responsibility, we act as their agents. They are more than happy to come to maybe 
two, or three at the most, functions a year…but it wouldn’t be more than three times a 
year that they are involved with us in some capacity. That’s just the right balance. The 
same goes with our communication to them, three times a year maximum… 

People choose not just their level of involvement but the tasks very often too.

I’m not an investment manager – yes I could do it I guess but gee I don’t want to spend 
my days doing that.

Grantmaking itself and gaining grantmaking skills are described by some respondents 
as time consuming to get right and many are surprised by the input needed to give away 
money well.
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…it’s just darned hard work to give away money with any kind of integrity and 
smartness... It’s hard. There’s a lot of work to do in filtering the wheat from the chaff 
and trying to figure out who’s actually backable and who’s got a strategy and who’s got 
stuff that’s actually scalable – because all those things are important to us. Yes, so that 
side of it certainly. We kind of knew but we totally underestimated the amount of effort 
required.

People recognise that it may be impractical to research every possible use for grants in 
great depth.

Is there a better way of getting medical help to people in crisis? There might be. I don’t 
have the time to research every single thing, every single possibility, but they seem to 
have a pretty good structure, pretty well accepted and it seems to work and so, all 
right, it sounds all right.

Some respondents are looking for a depth of commitment and see that as part of the 
decision to structure.

…the most important thing about having the structure for me is that I spend more time 
thinking about it because I have to; and I think that’s a good thing...As a result of all of 
that I’ve become more involved in certain organisations and so I have ongoing moral 
obligations to them.

I don’t think any of them want to set and forget. I think it’s quite the opposite. Even if 
it’s small amounts of money initially, they all want to be very active. I don’t think you get 
structure in your donations and not want to be totally and absolutely active within that, 
and in control.

The people involved may typically be just one or two.

Well it’s only us. In a practical sense it’s me…he doesn’t have the time to take a major 
involvement in it, but he’s interested…whatever thing I was thinking we would do, I 
would always discuss it with him.

…it’s just me; I have a website and I go out and look for the organisations. 

I’ve probably been the driver in terms of the giving process with my wife being very 
supportive. 

This level of nonprofit engagement is another decision point, but it may also be part of the 
prelude to setting up a foundation.

How much should we engage with a non-profit? There’s another classic. Should we 
roll up our sleeves and get involved or should we just let them do what they need to do 
because they’re better placed to manage that process?

…when I first got involved with this [nonprofit] crowd – I said…[I’m] happy to sign up. 
They asked me to set up an office in [state] for them because they had no office…
Because I had this time and space, I agreed to it…I moved to the Chairman role.  
That gave me space now to then start looking at this aspect of my next goal, which 
was the foundation, getting that established. So that’s where I spent about six  
months learning…
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Lack of time is cited as a barrier to setting up a foundation. 

So barriers to setting up a foundation would be, firstly, people who are high wealth 
individuals tend to be busy. They’re running their own business. They’ve got families.

However commitment of time, thought and energy also bring rewards.

Undoubtedly a great deal of satisfaction just in being a part of the very good work that 
the foundation does. That’s the full range of all the activities…The things that we are 
able to achieve by giving the relatively small amounts of money that we do give but to 
know that they are going in very worthwhile direction. So there is a lot of satisfaction in 
that. A lot of enjoyment with working with the people in the organisation as well…

I would tell them, do it, because it gives you so much joy, so much pleasure, and in fact 
I think the donor gets more out of it than the donee, if that’s the word. It’s an amazing 
thing. It’s great for your life…I’m quite a busy person. I have all these…irons in the fire, 
got to keep the balls in the air, but it gives me so much joy…So go for it.

In Summary, the time and commitment required to set up and subsequently run a 
foundation varies greatly. For some, the process starts off easy and gets progressively 
harder, while for others it starts off hard and gets progressively easier. The use of 
advisers or intermediary groups is often cited as helpful during this process.

giving other than money
This group of responses reflects thoughts of those interviewees who also commit their 
time, experience, and/or voice to grant recipients and bodies that promote the interests 
of these grantees. This help varies from advocacy to find further funding, to volunteering, 
to connecting nonprofits with helpful networks. Some feel strongly that this is a natural 
extension of their dollar support and a real value-add to their grantmaking.

In line with the Philanthropy Australia definition of philanthropy, many modes of giving are 
evident from foundations, and obvious satisfaction from this wider involvement can be seen.

[I] support them in any way...whether it be through influence or financial means or other 
resources... 

Advocacy for further funding is raised.

Again we convened a meeting of a number of people and had a presentation and that 
helped provide the resources...I mean our amount was small but [we helped get the total]…

Senior level volunteering is common.

I became a Board member [of a nonprofit intermediary focused on one cause area] 
...basically I volunteer a lot of my time to it because I think it’s really important and I 
have the flexibility to be able to do that...I feel like it’s useful work.

Also, the volunteering part of it is the giving in kind, so the work I do of just bringing 
some of the skills I’ve developed in my business career to organisations that need the 
same skills and could never afford to hire them, that’s simply non-monetary giving.
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So too, more general volunteering comes through regularly in responses.

I think it makes people feel good that they’re doing something to help the community, 
whether that be giving money or getting their hands dirty, [which] is probably better.

At the end of the day, you need someone who’s going to put the time and effort into 
it and enthusiasm into it and you need a real couple of people who completely get on 
board with it.

People report learning from this involvement, gaining greater satisfaction than from dollar 
support alone. They also perhaps find it easier to talk about with friends than their  
monetary giving.

I think the added value to the process is important in using your skills to be creative. 
I think the more work I was doing in the not for profit sector actually honed and 
developed my leadership skills enormously.

...most of my friends aren’t wealthy, and so in fact it’s really inappropriate then. They 
understand my non-monetary giving – how much time I spend – and in fact I hit up  
all of my friends for volunteer work.

There is recognition though that not all volunteering may be needed or wanted by nonprofits.

How much should we engage with a non-profit? There’s another classic. Should we roll 
up our sleeves and get involved or should we just let them do what they need to  
do because they’re better placed to manage that process?

Community foundations speak about knowledge and networks as being particularly helpful 
to people in their sub-funds.

 We’re not there just to provide funds to that region for anything that someone thinks 
might be a good idea. It is about actually targeting and leveraging off our knowledge, 
because ...our staff are members of that community, we are part of that community...

These foundation inputs may go to people other than beneficiaries as well. Community 
foundation respondents speak about how important the networks and knowledge they can 
deliver are to the people who hold sub-funds with them.

We talk about it regularly as an organisation. Sometimes the greatest value we add is 
not helping someone get the money to where it’s got to go but it’s the introduction we 
make to other people with expertise. 

Philanthropy beyond money is also directed to foundations themselves, to help their running. 
Foundations report drawing on significant pro bono and volunteer help of different kinds.

Well, here we draw a lot on pro bono support. We’ve got an investment committee, 
we’ve got a governance committee, we’ve got an audit committee, we’ve got a lot of 
committees and they’re all volunteers. We’ve got the top men and women from [city] 
volunteering their time, or their companies are releasing them at their cost to work  
for us. 

...it takes a lot to run the Foundation. My firm’s done a lot of that and the accounting 
firm has done a lot of pro bono stuff and the law firm does all their stuff pro bono.
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[Helping with the community foundation] coincided with my ceasing fulltime paid 
employment and being able to turn my interests to the local community rather than  
the community I used to commute to and work in.

Collaboration and information exchange from more experienced grantmakers in a particular 
cause area is also rated highly.

Particularly in Indigenous space – really trying to get more a who’s who and see where 
that leads...then that tends to lead automatically to someone else and that leads to 
someone else. So that you start to get a much better picture of what the needs are, 
what’s going on, who’s doing what and what might align with the sorts of things were 
we can provide some advantage that’s more than just cash.

In corporate foundations, giving other than money is obviously well represented by 
corporate volunteering.

We have a staff volunteering program where they can assist but we don’t as yet tend to 
do that with them going out and volunteering with beneficiary organisations. 

So the foundation is about rewarding, partnering, working with individuals across 
the company who are volunteering in many different ways in any DGR-rated entity 
headquartered in Australia.

Corporate respondents acknowledge that finding outlets for staff enthusiasm is not as 
simple as it may seem.

I still get asked constantly, can’t we just go and volunteer at the food bank around the 
corner. I’m like actually they don’t need us, corporates lining up for six months, they’d 
rather the money. 

It’s becoming increasingly harder on charities to facilitate it. I actually personally think it’s 
a bit arrogant of some companies to expect a charity to be able to facilitate 50 people 
coming out on a day that the company designates to do X. I’ve never actually felt that 
that’s appropriate. So people do volunteer here. We do give them – everybody a day 
off around their birthday and say we’d love you to use it volunteering socially, and let us 
know if you do. A number of them do.

In Summary, many respondents commit more than just money. They also give their 
time, experience, and voice through:

•	 high level volunteering (especially on boards);

•	 advocacy for further funding;

•	 provision of pro bono expertise;

•	 networking and connecting nonprofits with helpful networks; and

•	 collaboration and information exchange.

Some feel strongly that these activities are a natural extension of their dollar support 
and a real value-add to their grantmaking.
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planned giving StrUctUreS, inclUding 
commUnity foUndationS and private 
ancillary fUndS

I mean what is a foundation? There are so many different permutations of that around...
in the market at the moment that you would do well to understand all the different types 
that are out there. 

The key here is diversity, with many hybrid models created to suit unique circumstances. 
The three-way classification of models into PAFs, corporate foundations and community 
foundations proves over-simplistic, with the PAF perceived as perhaps the least elastic of 
the three. Charitable trusts, companies operating as foundations, community foundations 
with only corporate donors, and hybrids of all are described. The landscape is a patchwork 
and between foundation types, as one respondent comments, ‘there’s a huge difference’. 
A small number of respondents have also taken a multi-level approach, operating different 
types of structures simultaneously or changing as their experience grows.

For each structure there are a spectrum of responses – reasons to like them, reasons not to 
choose them, and often more abstract or philosophical perspectives and comparisons. 

Decisions about the broad choice of structure

Respondents speak of challenges involved choosing and establishing a giving structure, 
which include lack of knowledge, the need to customise existing models, and past decisions 
that had worked out badly.

Those who struggled to find direction in unfamiliar territory comment on the complexity of 
the philanthropic sector, particularly the newer developments in structures and governance.

Probably initially the barriers for an organisation that didn’t necessarily have a 
background in philanthropy itself, which as I tell many people is an industry in its 
own right with its complexities and issues, it was obtaining the level of understanding 
required to I suppose to establish the foundation itself. Then also probably a fair bit of 
negotiation along the way, [in] that we weren’t looking for a typical structure that was 
out there. 

...it’s also about having a committed team of people inside the organisation who get 
out there and read the publications on philanthropy, attend conferences and particularly 
through a couple of hundred plus community partners and where they feel they wish to 
take their communities and the things they feel they need to invest in. Really starting to 
challenge I suppose a few of the boundaries with that formal and professional support 
to say, look can we establish a structure that does this or does that. A lot of trial and 
error I suppose.

...I think it’s probably...where people have a little bit of knowledge around the tax act 
and what’s possible who suggest fairly traditional trust structures and the establishment 
of traditional foundations.

planned giving StrUctUreS, 
inclUding commUnity foUndationS 
and private ancillary fUndS
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Some respondents speak of needing to customise structures to suit their particular 
purposes, and also of how their needs changed over time.

...there was nothing in existence that solely focused on [State], solely focused on rural 
disadvantaged...the only way around it was to set up a structure ourselves and give it a 
corpus of five million and get it off and going.

...we were having significant discussions exactly around the structure. So, yes, we 
do have a PAF at the moment, which I suppose we don’t see that we are – we’re not 
a community foundation, although we are a corporate foundation...In terms of the 
actual legal structure, I’d say that’s something they’ve actually been having a lot of 
conversations with, trying to work out what structure actually is going to be of most 
benefit to us. 

That was when we came up with the idea of running a foundation. We had a chat to 
the Office of the Public Trustee, and looked at some of the foundations they’d already 
set up, and we kind of made a hybrid one. It’s not one that’s there before, it’s a new 
one, but it’s a mix of what they’ve already got. 

We have looked at a couple of different trust structures for other people who are trying 
to do a blend between social enterprise investment and normal donations. So that has 
been a very interesting task in terms of saying well, we put an umbrella structure over, 
say, a PAF and another ordinary trust. The ordinary trust allows for the investment in 
small social enterprises, say on an equity or a debt basis and that allows for a different 
type of financial dynamic to occur compared to the very traditional PAF style where 
money goes in and must be distributed. 

Other respondents discuss their changing needs over time.

...it got me thinking well maybe the next step you know in my own journey of 
philanthropy...[was] to actually setting up my own PAF...I was doing a combination of 
ad hoc stuff and the sub-fund in the Community Foundation so it was both structured 
and unstructured really. Look it was more that I felt that I was ready to take it to that 
next level of running something myself. I felt I kind of had a bit more expertise in the 
area and particularly around the grantmaking side of it. I felt that I would enjoy having a 
more hands on role. It just felt that it [a PAF] was the right sort of structure to take my 
philanthropy to its next level.

...it should have been set up in another way at the beginning. 

The other next step for us is, well, I think you can always keep refining your strategy, 
your processes and your policies and things to keep an evolution, because I’m not sure 
that we’ve got a structure that’s going to work forever. 

Finally, cost and taxation issues are mentioned in relation to the decisions of some 
respondents.

I don’t think that tax advantages in one structure are necessarily that much different 
to another. I could be mistaken on that...I think we kind of decided on the PAF 
independent of whether it was particularly more tax advantageous than any other. 
When we were looking at the structure we didn’t really look at tax as being a big thing. 
I think we would have had pretty well the same taxation treatment no matter how we 
did it. 
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...I don’t think that people know how to do it. And is it simple? – I actually don’t know 
whether it is simple or not. Does it cost a lot of money? Maybe there is just a whole 
lack of knowledge and if everyone understood it, but if people want to know how to set 
up a family trust it costs X dollars, it takes Y time, it is very simple. There are lawyers 
who do it in a heartbeat for you. But in terms of foundations I don’t think that anyone 
really knows. 

Community Foundations, and why people choose them

I guess what’s amazed me as well, is the sheer variety of how they all operate...there 
are such variations on a theme in terms of what constitutes a community foundation. 

Community foundations (and their sub-funds) attract comments at both ends of the 
spectrum. Praised for their ease of establishment, low administration costs, service 
provision and collaborative funding powers, they are also criticised for high administration 
costs, lack of control for donors, and risk-aversion.

Public awareness of community foundations is not as broad as those already in the 
philanthropic sector may believe.

It sounds a bit naïve now but it wasn’t something that had come across the radar...
maybe once you’re involved in it you think it’s everywhere but if you talk to anybody, 
no one’s heard of Community Foundations...I don’t think they’ve really hit the public’s 
mind yet.

I had a call from a chap...He said I believe you’ve set up a foundation on the community 
foundation model. I said, I don’t know about that. I’m not aware of it. He said no, 
you have... Once I realised that and then I realised there was a whole community of 
community foundations out there. We made a couple of slight adjustments to our 
structure to replicate that and then we kind of accepted that hey, we’re just another 
one of the community foundations and we’ve grown from there. 

Respondents who are new to giving, mention the comfort of having experienced help with 
set up and grantmaking and the breathing space to figure out individual directions from here 
that a community fund model offers.

In my case it was starting with a lump sum and an amount that I wasn’t used to dealing 
with ...also I wanted it to be an ongoing process. I didn’t want to just write a cheque for 
hundreds of thousands of dollars all in one go...with a community foundation because 
it’s a pooled fund – the responsibilities are pooled so there is not – I’ve never been 
under any pressure to make grants or not make grants in any particular year so it’s 
been very flexible for me. 

I didn’t really know very much about...the mechanics...for setting up the foundation... 
I mean if you had five or $10 million then you’d set up your own foundation. But then 
with that comes a lot of legal requirements...and you need the right responsible people 
...which I would have found...quite daunting...to do that properly you need to have the 
knowledge and experience and you know I didn’t have that. 

I didn’t have any experience in the whole field. I certainly had no experience of 
grantmaking or any of the other issues – the investment side, the legal side...They take 
care of all the administration, but also it provided me with contact among people who 
had experience in this area. I met a number of different people working in foundations, 
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large and small, so gradually got a feel for it. But I think also the financial structure of it 
in that it was – for me it was sort of like putting money in the bank and having breathing 
space to decide what to do with it. 

Community foundations remove the administrative burden of running a giving structure 
from the donor. This is seen as a mixed blessing – some respondents value the privacy 
and barrier this gives them, also allowing them more time to focus on their cause areas of 
interest. Others see it as offering less engagement and a more distant experience of giving.

Look I think individuals setting up foundations obviously have a fairly strong sense of 
purpose and it’s something they wish to support. At the end of the day we hope to play 
a space in that market to say to someone, look you want to set up a foundation but 
don’t go the whole hog, don’t burden yourself with the administrative requirements, 
stay focused on what you are passionate about, the difference you wish to make and 
allow us to do the admin bit in the background

I mean, they do a number of things aside from the compliance and the management 
and the structure and the investment side, all of which I’m very happy to let them 
handle. It’s a little like self-managed super in some ways. You want to have ultimate 
authority but you don’t want to have to deal with every minute bit of the organism. 

I like the set up and I still think it’s a very good set up; the Community Foundation set 
up. It enabled me to have input into the broad direction of what I wanted to support 
but more the logistic stuff they did for me. So they would investigate different areas of 
different project possibilities in areas of interest to me which were things like refugee 
issues in particular. So I used to certainly have influence over the areas that I wanted 
to support and then they would do all the leg work and come back to me with some 
proposals.

...they know that there’s a lot of governance and obligations that they’re going to have 
to follow through. If an individual or a family wants to set up one of the sub-funds with 
us, then they can do it and they don’t have to worry about that aspect. We cover it.

Good – low administration. The network of other funders that use them, they’re 
more accountable, they’re more I think open, possibly they’re more in touch with the 
community and certainly the staff in them have more exposure because they’re working 
with multiple funds as to what’s going on. 

I would presume that people who go down that avenue don’t want to have the hassle 
of dealing with it. They trust that the organisation will manage it well. 

Community foundations are seen by some as a ‘no-fuss’ way to achieve personal 
recognition. Respondents viewed the model as one that may honour a private individual or 
family name without as much detail set up and administration as a private foundation.

The idea of a community foundation that provides named funds seems to me the best 
of all worlds, really, because providing it’s a viable community foundation, it seems that 
the personal desire for personal recognition that happens through a named fund can 
be achieved without necessarily all of the downside of establishing a private foundation, 
which has within itself all of the legal compliance and the challenges of how you get the 
money from the foundation to the people who need it most. 
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...in making that pitch to people who are thinking about starting up a fund in someone’s 
name, that this whole idea of doing it through a community foundation is a better way.

Community foundations are almost always geographically based entities and this brings 
unique benefits, including parochial pull and trust.

...we raised $600,000 locally, which we then distributed only to [area] and...we were 
able to marshal that within a week. The funds were out within a couple of months...So 
I think that’s a real great example of okay, we’re on about the long term but we’re able 
to, at times, respond to things very much in the short term. 

My research and studies and reading [have] shown that when people are given the 
opportunity to be parochial they will be. If they’re not given the opportunity, they’re 
forced to think broad, and in some cases, because they don’t want to think broad, they 
choose not to do anything. 

...the real beauty of the Community Foundation is that we get down to a grass roots 
level and at that level, [organisations are] not getting state government or federal 
government funding at all. 

...community foundations were seen as a very good idea, seen as very complementary 
to the work of the social policy areas within council and community grant schemes that 
might be run within councils as a community building initiative to galvanise a community 
interest around – well, I was going to say philanthropy. But what philanthropy can bring 
to local communities. 

I think it would be highly problematic for the success of the foundation for a community 
foundation to be a creature of the council. I think, almost by definition, they do need to 
expand alone to be seen to be separate from the council. But at the same time, there is 
nothing to prevent a council from kick-starting it to be a solid partner in it. 

The benefit is that it supports your local community which may be – when I say local, 
in our case, it’s geographic within the state. So there is a community benefit there. You 
know that it’s going to go back to an area that you’ve already cared about and people 
seem to care for that. 

...[It’s] about this particular municipality, this community and all of the history and 
diversity. Just focusing on what role the foundation can best serve, I guess...What line 
of approach you use to people in this area to say...it’s a good thing for you ...to give to 
this foundation because of what we are going to be offering, what it will mean for the 
community in the years ahead...Put your money there rather than with someone else. 

Hybrid community foundation models are also discussed by respondents, particularly those 
that blurred the lines between community foundations and corporate foundations. There 
are synergies with corporate foundation philosophy. One respondent likes the model and 
suggests it could be propagated into a corporate sphere, especially where a corporate has 
a strong geographic base. 
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...looking at corporate foundations as distinct from community foundations...It seems to 
me that there is some opportunity of blending the two through convincing corporates 
to actually be a good corporate community citizen by being the underwriter, if not in a 
capital sense, in an operational sense, for a community foundation.

[We] felt that there needed to be an appropriate gifting vehicle to do that through and 
rather than inventing or creating 200 plus separate community foundations around the 
country, there was an economy of scale that came from one centralised foundation 
structure that could take on the administrative [work] and reduce the burden on those 
communities and therefore hopefully make the capital they’re returning more efficient 
and a greater amount.

I think they’ve got a good range of – they’ve got some sort of semi corporate funds I 
think and they’ve got a lot of individuals – and everything in-between.

If I could comment on the community foundations as part of that, I think it’s one 
thing as a small or a subsector that we haven’t been able to [promote] well to other 
corporates and that is there isn’t necessarily a need for them to set up their own 
structures, they could leverage ones that exist. 

...we are there, we know the community; we’re already delivering to the community. So 
it’s also how we actually leverage off our existing relationships, our existing partnerships 
in that region, rather than it just be a purely here’s a bucket of money, do something 
with it. Yes, so it’s not necessarily a black and white answer in that, but I would think 
potentially the model of what we would do in the regions would be quite different, 
depending upon what else is happening in that region. Because we don’t have – 
we’re not a community foundation, we’re not a corporate foundation, we really can 
chameleon into whatever is required.

Some respondents speak of the benefits of a lower financial entry point for community 
foundation sub-funds.

Well again it harks back to the former CEO who came up with the idea that...the donor 
or donors commit to $10,000 donated within five years. So that’s the minimum entry 
point and I thought that was a good way of maintaining it. Our current CEO had 
really removed that $10,000 within five years. He just wants it to start with $2,000 
and just add. 

...making a say $5,000 commitment that can be added to during your life time, and 
one would like to think that if they’re satisfied with what we’re doing on their behalf, that 
they might make to us in their will, and that has been the case in a couple of the many 
that I’ve set up, where the person’s passed on and we’ve been able to – or we’ve 
found out, through the legal system, that they’ve included us for hundreds, in one case 
one and a half million dollars that wasn’t expected. 

Some people think I’ve got $20,000 should I set up a foundation? Well, no way. So 
you need an amount of money over an enduring amount of time before you set up a 
foundation...
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Experience and expertise in grantmaking is seen as another benefit of community 
foundations, and some respondents see a future role for community foundations in 
providing consulting services in this area.

The other interesting thing from community foundations is I think that they, at least 
some of them, are starting to operate...in terms of taking the fact that they have got 
grantmaking experience and advice and using that as a commercial arm for others who 
don’t necessarily have a fund within them. 

Our aim is to make giving more accessible to all those people who wish to do so and 
to leverage that donor advice structure that is available in Australia to the greatest 
possible extent. We look forward to a day when a management account with the 
foundation can be a banking product that a regular person off the street could go and 
take, could enter into and on an annual basis coordinate their own gifting and make the 
distributions accordingly.

Opportunities for joint funding of projects also arose as a benefit of giving through a 
community foundation structure. They are also seen to have a role beyond just grantmaking 
from their own funds, in brokering funding from different sources.

I think that is another of the values of the [Name of a] Community Foundation for me 
is that – and they’re doing more of that now in that they do act as a bit of a clearing 
house. I mean they don’t take submissions either. But it does quite often happen that 
one organisation will say well we’re funding this, but they need more, would other funds 
like to participate. I think that works very well. 

Well I think community foundations are much more into social awareness, social 
enterprise. It’s not all about grants and money. It’s all about building your community; 
building your community’s ownership of itself, addressing the issues that relate 
specifically to your community, et cetera.

The power of being part of a group of community foundations is important for some 
respondents. This was felt to give them voice and representation beyond what they could 
achieve as an individual organisation, and there currently exists no equivalent group for PAFs. 

Our two main aims really are to assist community foundations with some of the issues 
that are common to all community foundations because a lot of them are small and 
diverse. So single voice then saying this is the sort of thing that we need, or this is the 
sort of thing we found useful. Or this is how we did this and this is how we did that. So 
sharing of ideas and sharing of conundrums I suppose.

Community foundations are also seen as having an educational role within the philanthropic 
sector.

One of the things they [community foundations] do which is really good is they get 
professional advisers together, and then they present to them about things like 
foundations. I think using the financial advisory / accounting networks is the most 
effective way to get people to up their learning curve. 
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Issues and challenges with community foundations

The most significant issue for respondents is the loss of ultimate control in making decisions 
as to the beneficiaries of grantmaking from their sub-fund. Most made clear through their 
comments that they understand that their advice is not in any way binding upon the trustees 
of the community foundation. 

And yet actually it’s not my money. Legally it’s not my money. I gave it away in the 
beginning. I’ve got no right to it. It’s theirs. I can’t write the cheque. All I can do is say to 
them, I’d like you to support this organisation and they check it out and then it goes to 
their board meeting the following month and say yes that’s okay. They approve that and 
that’s all that happens. Then I get a report later. I get a report from them every six or 12 
months, sort of giving the status of my fund. So it’s treated like a separate fund but in 
fact it’s an accounting entry, it’s not a – I’ve got no separate entity there, other than on 
paper...and that wouldn’t suit a lot of people.. because then they would feel – a lot of 
people would want more direct control – [to] feel that they were making the decisions, 
writing the cheques, doing all those things. So I think it requires a certain amount of 
trust with the organisation too. Possibly that’s one of the things that initially made it 
slow for them to grow.

For some people it’s been frustrating and they’ve moved out and set up their own 
because it hasn’t worked for them and they haven’t felt they’ve had the ownership. But 
for most people, the donor advised bit hasn’t been a restraint at all, I have to say.

I think the community foundations and donor advised have matured a lot in the last five 
years, but I do know of the people who’ve mentioned [it’s] the worst thing they’ve ever 
done, it had been that jumping in and giving their money and then realising that they 
didn’t have full control it, or that they were going to have to pay more money to get 
grantmaking advice, or people weren’t available to help them with their giving. It was 
almost like a lack of understanding and common agreement about how it would work. 

...we looked at the community foundation model, the donor-advised model. What I 
disliked – what I was uneasy about with that – and I think through my experience on 
the board of the foundation – is that ultimately the approval for a particular grant has to 
be sort of signed off by another party. Effectively we couldn’t control who the board of 
the donor-advised fund was or who was on the community foundation board. So the 
possibility of [unclear] projects potentially vetted based on somebody else’s values was 
something that certainly put me or put us off doing that model. 

Look, I am not very familiar with community foundations. We have a community 
development foundation here in WA. A number of donors put money into it and then it 
had problems. It’s gone belly-up. It’s left a sort of bad taste in the mouth of a number 
of people... We haven’t gone that path because we like to have control over where our 
funds go. 

The second challenge raised by respondents is achieving a sustainable size and scale. 
Comments focused on the difficulty for community foundations in building a supporter base 
and corpus of a sufficient size to enable the organisation to exist in perpetuity. 

Therefore, to build a meaningful corpus, the immediate analysis of value for money is 
that we’re going to have to attract two to three hundred thousand dollars a year into a 
corpus just to actually keep our heads above water...given that half of that could be lost 
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in administration costs...It could be five or 10 years and that in itself was then going to 
create this problem of how to galvanise community support when they didn’t see much 
happening in a tangible sense... 

I think Community Foundations worked really well in their first four or five years when 
they were established and people had an air of excitement about them. But as soon as 
people start to feel as though they’re getting on their own two feet and can do a lot of 
the process themselves and they withdraw from that then the system itself becomes a 
little bit fragile.

I tended to think – whether I could be wrong – that those community foundations didn’t 
have a lot of funds to play with. By the time you cover the administration, it was even 
less. That could be a false perception. 

Community foundations have the structure, obviously, where they have many – 
potential for many sub accounts...They do a great job of allowing people to take a step 
up into philanthropy in some sort of structured way, to have their own account or their 
own trust as it were. That’s fine but the problem is that it’s very difficult to make money 
from such small pools of money all around the place. When a community foundation 
says look, we’ve got a corpus of, let’s say, a million dollars and that’s taken up by, let’s 
say, I don’t know, 50 or 60 account holders then you’ve got to service those account 
holders somehow and you’ve got to try and balance everything from managing the 
money, doing good administration and helping with benefaction...the economics just 
really don’t stack up very well. 

A few respondents report being uncomfortable with the perceived philosophical and political 
orientation of community foundations – especially as reflected through their grantmaking.

I was put off using community foundations just by the way they kind of market 
themselves and the values that they seem to – that seem to be invoked in their website 
and the way they kind of communicate it about themselves. I am liberal, a small-L, 
liberal-minded, classic liberal. I mean, so this is just a reflection on them, that they 
seemed to be very – almost on the left side – or very to the left side of politics in terms 
of the way that they sell themselves... I just thought they seemed to do themselves a 
disservice in terms of how they were marketing themselves and I think they should be 
more neutral and sort of potentially more professional in how they offer what they do.

A final group of respondents raised more philosophical questions about the ‘fit’ and role of 
community foundations within the broader context of the philanthropic sector in Australia. 

Yeah look, it was funny. A good thing to do in concept but I think [name of financial 
services company] experienced some poor kind of growth profile around that. They 
had the [donor-advised fund] which is exactly supposed to be that and it got to that 
20 or 25 million dollar mark but they expected it to be a lot higher than that. I think also 
to an extent [name of another donor-advised fund] was also supposed to be, to an 
extent, that kind of vehicle. People didn’t run to it as I think what was expected. It was 
probably because of the fact that if you’re somebody who has got significant capital to 
invest you’ve [already] got a family office who’s going to be investing it in very traditional 
mechanisms and not some kind of donor advised fund.
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We’ve not had the – we’ve not had [name of Australian high net worth individual] say 
to us look, I’m going to go...into a donor advised fund because frankly people are 
probably going to say look, I know people that can manage the money better and I 
know what I want to give to, so what value do you add as a donor advised fund? But 
I still think there’s an opportunity for that. I mean we were talking to [financial services 
companies] just last week about the option for them to set up something similar 
because they think that they’ve got a track record in their community that will help them 
get people to invest money with them. I’m still not convinced that that’s a – that the 
philanthropic community will run towards that.

Private Ancillary Funds, and why people choose them

PAFs are good because they’re new so that people who are coming into the sector, 
particularly new entrepreneurs or the like, can feel like they’re picking up something a 
little bit more modern than the [statue of Elizabeth], so I think that’s been – and also 
professional advisers have got their head around how it works, so they’re very good 
at being marketable, and also they come with a tax deduction, which obviously makes 
them more attractive to people. 

The PAF is described by some as a useful model and by others as constrictive. Most 
respondents felt that PAFs had succeeded in popularising and making charitable 
foundations accessible and readily promotable within the wealth management sector. 
Establishment costs and limitations on beneficiaries are cited as major negatives.

The autonomy offered by a PAF with its independent trustees and their grantmaking is the 
most significant attractor. 

...one of the attractions of doing this and having a structure was that it gave us a 
certain amount of – we had a certain – obviously autonomy – over what we were doing. 
We could make the decisions and just the way we wanted to do it and direct the giving 
in any way – we wanted to do it; just having the control.

There are some people who will want to be a lot more hands on, probably have a much 
greater level of control in which case yeah look there are things like the PAF structure 
out there for them particularly...

I can understand, though, that for some private people it gives them...full autonomy 
within the limits of what they have to do...It does give them greater autonomy 
altogether and greater control for people who want to sit on the board and actually dole 
out the dough... They’re personally involved, not just control, but they can then have an 
immediate relationship with the benefits of where their money’s going.

...part of the interest for me in having this structure is that I would like to get involved 
and go out and meet the charities, find them, just do all the groundwork myself.

Taxation issues are also identified by respondents as an attractive reason to establish a PAF. 

...people who are advised by their financial and legal people to clean up some of this 
money and to actually put it into a structure that gives them a good tax break. Some of 
the PPFs and now PAFs are now examples of people knowing that giving away would 
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be good, but they haven’t got into a lot of detailed knowledge or experience of what 
that’s going to look like. They just know that there’s a good tax structure that will give 
them an immediate tax return, so that makes sense. 

...we put $150,000 into the foundation as its corpus, and at the time we didn’t 
need those specific resources. However, the idea of getting the tax office to give us 
effectively a $50,000 amount of cash was quite attractive. 

However, a few interviewees also express different concerns around the tax implications of 
giving to a PAF structure.

Because I should imagine that the government’s quite concerned about people doing 
it for only tax reasons and then manipulating investments and giving to actually benefit 
themselves or their family groups. Of course that’s not what they’re there for.

There is certainly an air of well, I want to keep my powder dry and keep my – the focus 
of the ATO away from me and my affairs...

The ease and speed of establishment of a PAF is cited by some as a significant benefit. 
However, for others it is a barrier and a major hurdle (see Issues and challenges below).

Eight weeks later it was all done, so it was a very quick process of being able to and a 
lot quicker than I was told. I heard some horror stories of six and 12 months, so I think 
that’s been improved on a lot.

...it seemed like a fairly straightforward process. You know there was the standard 
deed. You know I think – no I didn’t find it too difficult at all; it was fine.

I did think that they were going to be a lot more complicated than what they actually 
are. So one of the questions I had when I went to this function last November, was do 
you need to go to a top tier company...to help you run the whole thing? Those that had 
set them up and had been running them for a couple of years really sort of looked at 
me straight away and said no, absolutely not. If you’ve got half a brain and a little bit of 
time on your hands, it’s not a difficult thing to do. 

I think the legislation changes have made it easier for advisers to say, well it is simplified 
in terms of the way it’s structured and the way you can apply for a PAF, so getting into 
one is a lot easier, but the management of it I don’t think is any easier. 

...it looks like that’s going to be a much more sustainable and probably more accessible 
form or vehicle for philanthropy in Australia...

Issues and challenges with Private Ancillary Funds 

The restriction on PAFs of only being able to make grants to DGR endorsed organisations 
is keenly felt by many recipients, and came through as the single biggest challenge or issue 
associated with PAFs.

...our PAF is potentially going to be limiting for us, because we’re not necessarily going 
to want to limit ourselves to only working with projects that are through another DGR. 
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So we are looking at establishing a charitable trust as well to give ourselves more 
flexibility around distributing those funds to non-DGR status entities. 

I did come very close in the last couple of years to thinking about – that we might 
wind up the PAF and move back to just having a simple corporate foundation, so 
just a company with the foundation name, because the one – in some ways I regret 
the decision to put it into a PAF because of the restrictions of then funding…DGR 
recipients. 

PAFs are a bit too constricting...I think one of the critical pieces is that with a PAF you 
can only give to DGRs and for us that was way too restrictive. Because there are so 
many organisations that are tax exempt but not DGRs. From our point of view many of 
the grass roots ones that are doing a bunch of good and really in their nascent stages – 
that’s when you can really get beside them and give them some oomph. 

Restrictions on who can donate to a PAF are also a concern to some respondents. 

...I believe the public can’t contribute to a PAF; it has to be part of the family group. 
So maybe one of the things that could be done – like if you have a successful business 
that might employ 200 people and those networks that might have the family name on a 
PAF that becomes very prominent about giving [with certain things], people might say, well 
we just want to contribute to your family PAF, so it becomes more of a public one. I think 
you get a shift then into a public, but maybe there should be parameters around a PAF 
whereas private that a certain proportion can be taken from associates that are not close 
family associates, they could be removed one more step. Particularly in regional areas. 

There are widely varying perceptions of the minimum capital requirement to be worth 
establishing a PAF. Some speak of committing to making a significant contribution over a 
period of time, rather than the necessity of making a major gift up front.

...an entry level I think could be relatively low if there’s an intention to add more over 
time, and certainly that timeframe could be someone’s estate, and saying, okay, start 
the PAF now and I’m going to add to it later on, particular through my will. 

Other comments given below specified the dollar value of the initial contribution they believe 
is required. 

We’ve set up people with PAFs starting at $250,000 right through on the basis that this 
is the first step in the journey as opposed to the end game they’re trying to put forward. 

...before I found out the minimum amount of money that needs to start one up, I 
probably thought that it was going to be outside of our ability to do. I thought it was a 
bit bigger than what it is, I mean $500,000 yes is a lot of money but it’s not – you know, 
we’re not in the rich 200 list or anything like that. So I thought that that was a relatively 
affordable way for us to have started, let’s put it that way.

...there’s high net worth and there’s really high net worth. I think if you’re setting up your 
own PAF, I think you need to be starting at nearly $1 million to make it worthwhile. If 
you’re giving $1 million away, you’ve got a fair bit of money.
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Some respondents report high establishment costs and overly complex processes having 
made the establishment phase demanding on their time and resources.

I hope for that people doing it now that they have simplified the structure about setting 
it up. Because I think without an advisor doing it for you, you’d start to think it just isn’t 
worth my time or frustration in doing it.

...it costs a fair bit but you expect that when you’re dealing with high profile law 
companies that charge a lot for their fees but you know you kind of expect that. That’s 
part of the deal.

It was perhaps a bit more labyrinth process than I had ever imagined it would be. 

Minimum distribution amounts are rarely mentioned by interviewees, when compared to 
other issues such as giving to DGR endorsed organisations. Respondents who did consider 
percentage distribution figures held mixed views. The comparison with Public Ancillary 
Funds, which at the time of interview had no minimum distribution requirement, is made by 
only one person.

When they changed the regulations, believe it or not, I like the idea of there being a 
compulsory gifting of the corpus of a certain amount each year. So it means that the 
funds are circulating in the way that they should circulate, and that’s compulsory. You 
know, it just seemed to make the best sense of all of the possibilities. 

....that’s one of the things that’s currently under review with public ancillary funds, there 
currently is no minimum distribution. Under public ancillary funds there is none, under 
private ancillary funds there is a 15 per cent requirement and currently the view is that 
the legislation will change and the public ancillary funds will have the same requirement 
as the private ancillary funds. The calculation is 15 per cent – it’s got something to do 
with assets. I haven’t really gone into it in full details to be honest, but at the moment, 
no, there’s not a requirement. 

The role of advisers in the establishment and ongoing service provision to PAFs attracts 
many comments from respondents, some of whom express some reservations about the 
advisory role and a potential conflict of interest. 

I agree that I think the PAFs have been promoted, because they’re like performance 
indicators for the financial industry, to say I’ve got three PAFs set up. 

At the end of the day [name] is an investment bank and they’re looking to make good 
returns on money. They’re good at managing money but are they any good at working 
out beyond how to manage the money into a PAF? There’s a lot more than just 
managing the money available at a PAF. 

Others see a genuine need for more advice and services in not just the establishment but 
the ongoing management of PAFs.

The PAF one was a little bit more hands on for me but I also got the advice – I engaged 
the [name of financial services company] to assist me with it because there’s all sorts of 
logistics in setting up a trust deed. You know you have to get all the right legal stuff in 
place and so they assisted me with that and you know you need that sort of advice.



58

Because the reality is that in order to establish PAFs and to manage them and to make 
them operate they have to be supported, otherwise they will basically wither away and 
not do a good job...in order to make it work properly you’ve got to embrace the fact 
that it will cost money for that to be the case.

Well I think it would have been a real headache if they [financial services company] 
hadn’t done it for us because back in 2005 when we were doing it, there was still a 
lot of suspicion I think within the ATO about it and there was lots of to-ing and fro-ing. 
The sort of questions they were asking I think were quite tricky and the restrictions they 
were putting on it. So you couldn’t accumulate more than a certain amount over a 
certain time. You had to specify in advance how much you were going to accumulate. 
They were questions that people like us hadn’t thought through. 

The future for PAFs within the philanthropic sector is seen very positively by almost all who 
raised the topic.

I hope that I am one of the chief antagonisers [sic] for there being 8,000 [PAFs]. I think 
there is exactly the capacity for that to be the case. 

I think the PAF legislation and you know all that stuff is all relatively recent and I think 
it’s really positive. I think that it’s good that those sorts of mechanisms should be 
encouraged. I mean I think there are 800 or 900 of them or something now in the 
country. You know I know it’s all very secretive so it’s hard to gauge exactly what sort 
of impact they are having but I do see that they have a lot of potential in terms of the 
growth of philanthropy.

Some respondents speak more specifically about the future of their own PAF, and how they 
envision that the role of the PAF would change over time.

I originally had – and am still uncertain to whether the PAF environment was to be 
perpetual in its nature or whether I’ll give while I live type model. That will depend on 
how the kids go with this going forward and I’ll make the decision a little bit later. At the 
moment, it’s set up as being a perpetual model

That’s one thing I don’t really like, I was very worried at the time when they decided to 
bring in PAFs, because it seemed to me that the ATO wasn’t keen on them perpetual, 
[they seemed to] want them to run out in a very short time. So that’s been a worry for 
me, because I’ve just felt I’d like to be able to leave something that would continue 
along the lines but not in the same league as...one of those huge foundations that’s 
been going for years.

Talking with others about PAFs is a pleasure for some respondents, who enjoy learning from 
each others’ experiences; yet uncomfortable for others who feel that it resembles bragging 
about their wealth.

I phoned somebody just last week...and I’d never met this guy, probably never will but 
he was very interesting to talk to and very helpful. [He] Just said to always pick up the 
phone if you’ve got any questions, so I think that there’s a sort of camaraderie amongst 
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those people that have got PAFs to help each other out. I know one thing that’s 
probably going to eventuate because it’s certainly been big in just general charities 
themselves and that is just the overload of the people trying to do the same thing. 

You know, should more PAFs get together and maybe do things a little bit together 
maybe to save some time and energy. If you’ve got like minded friends that have maybe 
set them up, think about supporting the same sorts of charities, that sort of thing. I 
don’t know what room there is for that or not.

I mean we are only just set up and in another 12 months we’ll be a lot wiser and been 
involved a lot. But I’d certainly encourage any get together of people that have got the 
PAFs to just chew the fat and just see whether anyone’s made mistakes. Or whether 
they can point people in the right direction to improve the way they’re doing things.

I don’t have any other peers of my age that have PAFs. Most other people would be...
involved in the administration of other people’s foundations, not their own. But again, 
I think there is an issue around talking about giving...between friends of a similar age 
group, so a similar cohort...it’s not a common discussion.

I don’t think there are [opinion leaders]...there aren’t people that are putting themselves 
out there, willing to tell their story about setting up a PAF. The way at happens at the 
moment is I think you’d have to go to the advisor first and then the advisor might be 
able to put you in touch with some of their existing clients

Well, we have a number of those now where they just don’t name it. The name of the 
PAF is not linked to their business name or their family name.

The problem with the PAFs is how do they find out about us? People do – they find 
us...online and they approach – every now and then there’ll be someone new say oh 
you know I’m just starting and I’m interested in funding [cause area]…

Finally in this section, some respondents are concerned about the risks around 
inappropriate use of the PAF structure, and it’s potentially damaging impact on the 
philanthropic sector as a whole.

...like everything, you need to put in place systems that try and manage round the 
people who are not so genuine about the use of PAFs or the use of anything in life.

...a lot of individual PAFs have the potential for something going very wrong either in 
terms of siphoning of money, the wrong spending of money in a PAF on art works 
rather than community benefit or other bits and pieces or funding very strange and 
wonderful grants and those sorts of things. There’s a huge potential to I think affect the 
whole philanthropic community. But in terms of the industry, I think with a lot of new 
players in it with no professional staff, no research, there is a much higher potential for 
a media situation that may dis-flavour the whole industry...
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Corporate foundations

...is it part of our marketing strategy? It would be a very poor one if it was. You’d be 
better off spending the money on advertising, with the time and effort that’s there. 

Corporate foundations had specific issues around decision making structures that 
differentiate them from others who had made the decision to formalise giving. The high 
number and diverse interests of their stakeholders in particular is discussed by respondents 
in this category, and added complexity to decision making both during the establishment 
phase and once giving operations had begun.

So we had a number of discussions...about the different structures and what the 
implications were and whether we actually wanted to continue to try and increase the 
value through staff donations for instance...We chose that we didn’t want to try and 
fundraise through this structure...based on what our goals were that it suited us best 
to have a private charitable trust. Certainly a lot of the people that we spoke to tried 
to push us down the PPF...route, but that seemed to be more structured or more 
geared to family foundations rather than corporate foundations. Well I spoke to our 
colleagues...and...other competitors...I found out their structures and...why they picked 
their structures...It [private charitable trust] gave us a bit more flexibility, a little less 
reporting to government, some of those sorts of things.

...I would say that corporate foundations probably, again from what I can see, usually 
where you have corporates with large foundations...it does embed the concept of 
making that return a bit strongly inside the organisation rather than those that just do  
it through a sponsorship cheque each year. They do have their own gifting structure.  
 would suspect they’re probably more likely to try and maintain that even through 
tough times.

...if it’s anything to do with the corpus it goes to the board because [the company] 
is the trustee for the Foundation and the committee can’t make decisions about 
reallocation of funding or diversification funds or anything like that. So while the 
committee has a complete say in the day to day activities of the Foundation from the 
administrative perspective and from a grants perspective fundraising strategic direction 
and things like that, the finances are controlled by the real big guys, big girls.

I think a business probably will always want to align its business reputation and its 
philanthropy and that’s good for business. Otherwise I think it would be hard for them 
to justify to shareholders why they are channelling funds through a philanthropic 
structure versus to the share price.

My view is that if you have some money that you can invest and build a corpus, then 
foundations are wonderful. Now not everybody has the luxury of that, certainly not in 
companies. But I think that is it something that a lot of companies are looking at, and 
I don’t think it suits them all. 

Certainly when I first started I was very keen to talk to a few. It wasn’t so much around 
the administration. It was more picking their brains about how they communicated with 
their stakeholders...
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The variety of different and hybrid structures (or lack of structure) also differentiated 
corporate giving from that of individuals, families and communities. 

We looked at the two [existing] structures, which was more flexible, which was more 
suited to the strategy the organisation wanted to take. The [name of company] 
Foundation was a pretty unique structure in its own right. As I understand it is required 
an act of government ...to actually establish it and it established I think with a similar 
intent to where the [name of community foundation] came from and that was to try and 
provide a donor advised vehicle that could really promote and simplify the act of giving 
for all Australians and try and make giving more accessible to everyone. To an extent it 
probably hadn’t been as successful, but it was simple enough and easier enough that 
[we] the two rolled into one.

It’s more like a marketing tool. It’s a structure. So for example it could be you know...
the [name of charity] is supported by the [name of company] Foundation...So it could 
be a tagline for the capacity building stuff that I do, but also for the sponsorships that 
marketing do, community sponsorships. All under sort of one banner with different 
funds underneath...one fund would be the social sort of experiment entrepreneur...The 
next fund would be a workplace giving fund...The third fund would be an employee 
grants fund...The fourth fund would be the purely community sponsorships marketing.

That’s not – the [name of company] Foundation isn’t actually a foundation in terms of a 
trust structure that we’re more familiar with in terms of a more traditional kind of thing. 
But at the end of the day if the foundation structure, whatever that is, is driving more 
capital to really outstanding organisations then so be it, it doesn’t really matter too 
much what structure is used. 

 We’ve chosen at [name of company] to go down the PAF route because it adds a  
level of governance. Because we’ve done a [joint venture], obviously, between services 
and holdings and we needed to have a little bit of structure around what that would 
look like. 

The particular role of trustee companies in the philanthropic sector

Several respondents mention the role of trustee companies in the philanthropic sector in 
passing; however one respondent discusses their role in depth.

The trustee companies are operating in a – basically an unwinnable situation where 
they’ve got to operate under a range of different governance structures that make it 
very difficult to systemise that, make it very efficient...That makes it very difficult for 
them to do a really stellar job of their benefaction and as a result create solid social 
outcomes. The best role they can play is say look, we manage a process in behalf 
of clients to make this work and we look to others to give us advice on what are the 
best projects and the best programs, the best organisations to get involved with. Do 
they have a role to play? Invariably they’re going to because of the way that state-
based governance is done with will trusts and that kind of thing but there’s a funny 
thing there. I don’t know about – I’m not sure about the way they operate...we’ve got 
[name] Trustees who have got the highest rate of employee churn ...because there’s 
just such a ridiculously high manual workload to occur in just receiving and processing 
grant applications. So the system there is a little bit broken...they should probably think 
about the role that they are capable of playing and then try and maybe think about 
outsourcing the other pieces to people that can probably do a better job with them.
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In Summary, there is a huge diversity in foundation structures, with many creating 
hybrid models to suit unique circumstances or customising their structure over time to 
meet changing needs. The three-way classification of models into PAFs, community 
and corporate foundations proves over-simplistic. 

For each structure there are a spectrum of responses – reasons to like them, reasons 
not to choose them, and often more abstract or philosophical perspectives and 
comparisons. 

Community foundations (and their sub-funds) are praised for their:

•	 ease of establishment;

•	 low admin costs; 

•	 service provision; and 

•	 collaborative funding powers

They are also criticised for:

•	 high admin costs; 

•	 lack of control for donors; and 

•	 risk-aversion.

Public awareness of community foundations is not as broad as those already in the 
philanthropic sector may believe.

PAFs are valued for:

•	 maximum autonomy in their grantmaking;

•	 taxation benefits; and

•	 ease and speed of establishment.

However, a number of restrictions are also noted, including:

•	 only being able to make grants to DGRs 

•	 who can donate to a PAF 

•	 major capital required for establishment

•	 high establishment costs and overly complex processes 

•	 minimum distribution amounts 

The future for PAFs within the philanthropic sector is seen very positively by almost all 
who raised the topic.

Corporate foundations had specific issues around decision making structures 
that differentiate them, especially the high number and diverse interests of their 
stakeholders.
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Theme 2 – OvervieW

•	 Advisers and intermediaries are seen to benefit the sector’s infrastructure and 
education.

•	 Peer leaders are cited as extremely influential in the decision making process

•	 Single tipping points exist that lead a person to structure their giving, including:

Windfalls (such as a business sale, share success or an inheritance);

A critical mass (of dollars, philanthropy levels and grantmaking experience);

Age/life stage/life crisis; and

Clarity about what money can achieve.

For corporate givers, tipping points may include:

A formal structure achieving more community outcomes;

External factors (disasters and taxation incentives);

Marking an occasion/anniversary;

A financial event that creates an endowment opportunity; and 

Valuing staff’s community-mindedness.

•	 Taxation – can motivate giving, and impacts grantmaking through eligibility 
restrictions.

•	 The time and commitment – required to set up and subsequently run a foundation 
varies greatly, with some finding the process easier than others.

•	 More than just money – many respondents also give time, experience, and voice 
through:

high level volunteering (especially on boards);

advocacy for further funding;

provision of pro bono expertise;

networking and connecting nonprofits with helpful networks; and

collaboration and information exchange.

•	 There is a huge diversity in planned giving structures, with many creating hybrid 
models to suit unique circumstances or customising their structure over time to meet 
changing needs. For each structure there are a spectrum of responses – reasons 
to like them, reasons not to choose them, and often more abstract or philosophical 
perspectives and comparisons. 

...it’s really the best way to go, it’s like wanting to play footy on your own, or wanting 
to be part of the AFL. You can certainly kick a lot of goals, but within the 
philanthropy sector, done well a foundation has a whole lot more that 
you can draw on and identify with. 
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When we started...we weren’t really sure what we were doing...we had...previously 
given a bit of money here and a bit of money there. We had organisations that we 
were interested in – [names of charities]. So we gave them some money. But we 
had no plan...no theme. We couldn’t have got up and said well we’ve given [to] the 
environmental sector or we give solely in the arts sector. In fact I think I was trying to be 
all things to all people. What happened in the following...five years...is that gradually we 
are discovering that there are certain things that we’re more interested in. Also we give 
bigger donations...I get more involved with the particular organisation...so it’s evolved 
like that. 

...lots of small amounts into things that. Look they were great but geez, where’s the 
long term difference? Where’s the long term impact? I think, [we] are both wired to look 
at both strategy and long term impact and what’s going to change as a result of what’s 
happening.

This theme addresses the ongoing and often detailed decisions that are required 
subsequent to the initial decision to establish a formal structure for giving. Ideas explored 
in detail within this broad theme include:

Grantmaking choices - After decisions involving the creation of the planned giving 
structure, grantmaking arises from the data as a critical decision making area. Choices 
around fields to support, unsolicited applications, application processes, administration, 
timing and delegation are all raised by interviewees. There are strong links between this 
theme and the themes of anonymity, staffing, evaluation, and training for grantmakers.

Staffing – This group of responses includes both the role of staff in the operation of the 
planned giving structure; and also the input (both directional and financial) of company staff 
in the work of a corporate giving entity. Some interviewees speak of the need to employ staff 
to operate their giving structure at the level of professionalism that they require. Corporate 
interviewees speak of the role company staff play in their foundations, and also to a lesser 
extent of the role their foundations play for company staff.

Boards, trustees and governance – Choice of trustees and the roles required of them are 
key themes here. Links with family, high profile community members, company boards and 
existing business partnerships are identified as drivers in the choice of trustees. The role of 
trustees in grantmaking is frequently discussed, but not so much their role in governance. 
The need for fundraising by trustees is also identified as an issue for community foundations 
in particular. 

Nonprofit grantee management – The management and governance of nonprofits 
that apply for or receive funding is discussed by many respondents. Issues include the 
cost of them applying for funding, charitable tax status, whether their structure allows for 
assessment of the impact of their work, grants for projects versus capacity building, and 
financial sustainability. Whether to support an organisation over multiple years also attracts 
comment.

Education and training for grantmakers – A number of interviewees comment under 
this theme, mostly around the need for training for both staff and founders in the practice 
of grantmaking. A lack of skills and professionalism in this area is identified as a key future 
need in the sector. Possible providers of both experienced staff and training include 
Philanthropy Australia and specialist advisory services, according to interviewees.

theme 3: procedUral and 
operational deciSionS



66

Fundraising and seeking donations – For community foundations and some corporate 
foundations, seeking funding through general donations and through the establishment of 
named sub-funds/donor advised funds is a key area. Several respondents identify this as 
a significant issue for their future sustainability and critical capital mass is also identified as 
being a potential weakness for community foundations.

Evaluation of grantmaking – Evaluation of individual grants made, plus evaluation of 
the effectiveness of a grantmaking program as a whole are both discussed, often as part 
of a broader focus on what effectiveness means for a funder. The time and dollar cost 
of evaluation is mentioned by some respondents, with the imposition on the grantee a 
concern. 

Co-funding or collaborative funding – When questioned, most respondents are open 
to considering collaborative or joint funding with other philanthropists, but this is identified 
specifically as a benefit for donors who had created a sub-fund within a community 
foundation. Intermediary organisations such as the Australian Environmental Grantmakers 
Network, Artsupport and the Australian Women Donors Network are named as playing 
a key role in identifying and promoting ‘good’ projects for funding to a range of potential 
funders. Collaborative funding is seen as a good starting point for new philanthropists, and 
is used by some as an educational opportunity.

grantmaKing choiceS
It’s quite a journey for people when they start structuring their philanthropy, I think.

The decision to structure giving does not play out only in the financial and legal spheres. 
A myriad of choices around grantmaking face givers, choices that may need to be made 
and then re-made in a sometimes complex and evolving environment. As individuals and 
organisations move through different stages of their journey, their perspectives, interests, 
focus and goals move also. 

...the thing about setting up a foundation, here’s the legal stuff on how to do it, so you 
can get all that part done and you can get a big, broad definition of what philanthropy 
is, but 80 per cent of the work of…giving and doing planned giving and…grantmaking 
is actually trying to help people identify what their values are, and then trying to find 
projects – or how to find organisations that sort of reflect their values so that they can 
find a positive match when they give their money away.

The things we had to think long and hard about, and what the actual establishment 
caused us to ponder was what do you actually want this thing to do? You know, how 
much freedom do you want and what can it fund and what can’t it fund? What do 
you want to do in terms of the time horizons that you’re funding? When you get to the 
practicalities of it, you’re forced to assess what you actually want in terms of outcomes, 
and that was an interesting set of discussions we had on where we actually wanted it 
all to go and what we wanted it to stand for, and what we wanted it to contribute to.

...when you explain to people that there are 35,000 potential recipients or 22,000 or 
whatever the details are, they realise that...okay, it is a very complex environment that 
they’ve stepped into.

The discussion within this section explores elements of grantmaking that respondents 
highlight as having posed challenges.
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Calling for applications, accepting applications, and not accepting 
uninvited applications

This theme brings forward a broad range of strong responses. Those in favour of calling 
for or more passively, simply accepting applications, highlight the importance of being 
responsive to current needs and changes in the nonprofit sector – of having an ‘open 
door’. They speak of the knowledge and learning gained through the process of reviewing 
applications, and the feeling they get for the passion of an organisation.

...we haven’t, in the past, called for grants, although we’ve got our own website, 
people are able to apply whenever they like. So if you just rang up, we might refer you 
to the website to give you more information and then just put something in writing to 
us. We’re probably at a point where we will start calling for applications. 

So the PAF has now been established with a two page application process that will 
have a telephone interview process before going to the next stage to enable them to 
share their passion. 

I think that’s a bit disturbing actually, working with a foundation that doesn’t receive 
applications. 

...the people who write the best applications are not necessarily the most worthy 
people to fund.

Other respondents are convinced of the importance of setting an agenda through their 
grants, and worried about the potential dilution of impact if their grants are spread more 
widely as a consequence of responding to multitudes of applications. The resources 
required to review and administer applications are also of concern, and seen by some as an 
opportunity cost where those resources could have been better given in grants. The burden 
of application forms and processes on the applicants is also an issue.

We don’t have the size or the ability to really have all those procedures clear like that. 

So look in the first five years...I don’t intend...to have an application process. It’s not big 
enough to warrant it. You know you end up spending so much time sifting through so 
many applications. I’d much rather be targeted in the areas that I want to support 

We didn’t want to build a big – bureaucracy perhaps is a little harsh – but we didn’t 
want to build a big organisation. So that meant we had some decisions to make around 
things like do we accept public applications for funds? We decided, no we won’t. 
Which means the onus is on us to go and figure out who we want to deal with.

I mean, you just get overburdened by applications if you’re not careful. 

A third group see the benefits of hybrid models, trying to find a path between the two 
processes. 

...we say your application should tell us, very briefly who you are, why you want the 
money, how much you need, when it’s relevant that you need it and that you will 
comply with the reporting requirements. Two pages please.

There’s definitely a responsibility on grantmakers to simplify the application process...
the philanthropy and grantmaking sector has a responsibility not to drain the resources 
of the non-profit sector... I think it’s responsible to say, we’re not going to create a 
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feeding frenzy, because you’re using up resources of people who won’t be funded.  
On the other hand, I think there should be ways that you could have an open doorway.

We’re looking at many more low-amount type grants going out. So we’re sort of 
setting up our system so that there can be a lot of online transaction, a lot of online 
applications where we can set up a sort of a scoring process, well one, to be clear in 
our objectives so we don’t get a waste of people’s time in applying. We then have a 
way of doing online applications and then we have a methodology for scoring them but 
then taking the advice of our experts. So it’s quite a sophisticated grantmaking process 
that’s being established for each of the different areas.

The role of grants review committees

Some respondents see grant review committees (as distinct from trustees or board 
members) to be a useful way of bringing expertise or representation to their decision 
making. Different levels of delegation are reported, however no respondent in this section is 
critical of the use of committees. 

[We have] a very well-developed set of guidelines and criteria for an assessment group, 
which is a subcommittee of the board, and a group of people who are quite skilled from 
their backgrounds in the assessment of grant applications.

We have a grantmaking committee and advisory committees who decide on 
recommendations to make to the board from the applicants...the board then okays or 
asks further questions...before the final decision is made.

I’ve set up grants advisory panels...they’re staffed by well credentialed members of the 
public. I’ll just be putting an ad in the paper in a week or two to see if we can replace 
a couple of vacancies. They’re volunteer positions, people who are or have been 
employed in the relevant sectors and they meet here and they go through all of the 
grants and we make assessments, and we do visits, and we can compare and contrast 
and have weighted scores to decide how much should be given...we convey that 
information to potential donors and ...they know that this is a very thorough transparent 
process.

We actually have a peer assessment committee, so when our staff put forward their 
requests they are assessed by peers so it’s judged. We say by staff, for staff and 
through staff. 

Criteria for grant decision making

What makes grantmakers put an application in one pile instead of another pile? Who is 
eligible and who is not? What are items on the checklist? How extensive, how flexible are 
the criteria against which potential grants are assessed? Who puts these processes in 
place, what informs them? And finally, how is funding allocated between grants?

The need for criteria is made clear.

...if you really want to teach someone how to fish in the process of giving them fish 
for the day, it does take thought and planning to happen, and that’s just not going to 
happen if you just kind of randomly select four out of 10 applications that come through 
your door.
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...so you can pour money down a hole only for so long. What about we actually think 
about not throwing it down the hole any more, we think in terms of doing something 
else with it? 

The potential complexity of the process is conveyed by several respondents.

Well, it’s difficult. It can often come down to quite technical things about who is smaller, 
who reaches more people, who reaches more people in a rural regional area...Then 
at the end of the day you would look at whether those bodies have received funding 
from us before, you would look at the individual strength of the application, whether 
we think this money can really be spent in exactly the right way, whether there is any 
other trust foundations funding secured, if there’s any funding gaps then you would 
try and ascertain whether those can be properly encumbered. What happens to the 
organisation, what happens to the program the year after when our funding’s no longer 
there...So there’s a lot of different things that come into play. 

You actually start a process or you have a process of applications or ways that 
people formally interact with you rather than it being ad hoc or unknown or secret. 
All the trustees themselves do all the initiation so you actually start having a profile, a 
brand, you start having a process of people can interact more formally whether it be 
an application process or an expression of interest process, you document things, 
you have proper grant meetings where decisions are made rather than it’s just the 
trustees meeting and looking at grants on an ad hoc basis. So you start processes and 
procedures basically.

The absence of criteria could also pose challenges.

There are very few restrictions put on that [family giving] program...Ideally, the 
organisation does have to fall within a charitable sort of mandate. It doesn’t have to 
have DGR...But yeah, otherwise – there is really no comment by and large passed on 
the projects that are funded. But yeah, I’m sure it’s raised some...queries already about 
people sort of asking why some projects got through.

An element of pragmatism is seen as helpful by some.

...everyone does this differently, but my approach is, I don’t necessarily have to find the 
best one in the world. I just have to find one that’s going to work reasonably well.

I’ve certainly made one [grant] that I’m not so sure about, but I learnt a lot from it.

Legal constraints on grantmaking

Respondents sometimes report being limited and constrained by legal (including taxation) 
restrictions on potential beneficiaries of grants. 

We are very tied to the taxation laws as to the ways in which we can divest the money. 
We have to comply with all those legal requirements as well. 

Legal issues are common to charitable trusts established under a will, rather than structures 
established by deed. 

...because of the eligibility criteria in the will...it is necessary for the applications to 
be vetted for technical eligibility. Because it’s an old trust the eligibility requirements 



70

include that an organisation must be tax deductible as a Public Benevolent Institution 
or – and deductible under the Victorian death duty legislation and deductible under the 
Federal estate duty legislation. Both of those death duty acts have now gone, but the 
requirement continues under the will.

The trustees would have – and even up to this day, looked very closely at the wording 
of the will to make sure they’re operating [in a way] that’s consistent with the will...

Objectivity versus subjectivity

The question of whether grantmaking should be purely objective, or whether there is a valid 
space for subjective decision making, arises strongly and perhaps unexpectedly from the 
interview responses. 

Those who strive for objectivity feel a duty to make the most logical and reasoned decisions 
in their power. Assessment processes, external reviews, weightings and voting systems 
are all mentioned here. Transparency and accountability are important outcomes of these 
objective processes for grantmakers. 

...my job is to apply those guidelines very strictly and reasonably fearlessly about all of 
the applicants and so therefore, the actual grants process is very rigorous and strong.

...it is a very competitive set of circumstances and we do a methodical process that’s 
challengeable and done with the best of intentions. 

...it’s not all about good intentions. It’s about delivering against your promises, about 
benchmarking your outcomes; it’s about showing that you’re actually having an impact.

...because of the myriad of opportunities out there and what I referred to before as the 
highly subjective nature of it, I think they just always have that nagging uncertainty as 
to whether or not they’ve made the right decision and on what basis they’ve made that 
decision. So having some more formal framework around decision making helps and 
gives them some comfort that they’re not going to make a fool of themselves or waste 
their money or go down a rabbit hole only to find that they really should have been 
down some other rabbit hole, you know. 

Those who favour subjectivity feel that it allows space for compassion, personal interest 
and identity in their grantmaking. Subjectivity is seen as an advantage and a point of 
differentiation between philanthropic and other forms of giving, such as government grants.

So it’s really subjective, it’s what the board decides and that’s individual.

...the subjective nature of the decision making is quite different and quite unique. It 
doesn’t match anywhere in terms of any other grant process that government might 
follow, most of the things – and a whole host of other circumstances come into the 
decision making than just the project itself.

...my heartstrings are tugged every time I see a kid with a heart transplant or something 
like that, the whole concept of rational discipline around this usually goes pretty much 
outside the window. 
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Cause areas and geographic focus

All respondents agree on the necessity and importance of focusing grantmaking, either 
by cause area (e.g. arts, environment, health) or less frequently, by geographic area. The 
degree of specification ranges from very high-level to more detailed. 

It’s more the people side of things is the thing that I...care about. So it’ll be kind of 
people who are marginalised in some ways.

But my main ongoing commitment is in the arts, not because I necessarily think that’s 
more important than people’s lives, but because it is a very under-supported sector 
and it’s important to me.

...we set up a, what we’ve called a charter as to why we are giving and to whom. So 
that there would be no doubt after I depart. So we decided to concentrate on children 
up to the age of 18 who are disadvantaged physically, financially, socially, emotionally 
any type of – those are the only type of projects we support.

Respondents also speak of their reasons for specifying support areas. These include 
the ability to make a greater impact in a smaller field, being able to concentrate their own 
resources and learning, being able to say ‘no’ to applications outside their guidelines, and 
for corporate giving structures, the importance of a clear vision for their employees. 

...to try to be all things to all people is going to have such a dissipated impact that 
it’s going to lose – well, from an organisational point of view, it doesn’t give us focus. 
From a community point of view, it just would appear to be so diffused to be non-
tangible. This gives us a very tangible hook to hang our grant programs and our grant 
asks on. So that’s why we’ve gone down that path. [It was] an area that really wasn’t 
supported by any other of the big corporates. It was an area that our employees felt 
was important.

I believe that in that area...there is no one else in that area...so we can be confident in 
our own selection.

We decided we had to have a cause area because of our size and also because of 
the resources. I couldn’t start taking phone calls from a range of different cause areas, 
it’s just too big, it’s too hard for a small one person organisation to do. [He] limited it 
quite strongly ...and he deliberately did it that way so that if many other organisations 
approach him, at least he can say, ‘look, I’m concentrating on these two areas, I’m 
sorry’...

Some respondents also give more reflective answers here, from observation and from 
personal philosophy.

My experience is that most people have a cause they care deeply about, even if they’ve 
never done anything about it in the past. 

I think the way I would advise anyone is to actually focus on what their interests are 
because there’s nothing wrong with that, if that helps clarify why you chose A versus B.

Some interviewees speak of the benefits of working on a local scale, where community 
outreach and individual knowledge and connections play an important role. Benefits of this 
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approach include first-hand understanding of issues, and the conviction that the funding is 
well targeted and useful to the community.

We’re not the ones who know, the people out in the field who spend our money are the 
ones who know. If we don’t remember that then we’ve got a whole big blind spot in our 
own work...

The board decides on the grantmaking and...the process is pretty good because 
there’s a lot of people in touch at a grass roots level. We’ve got on our board as well 
a lady who is the head of what we call the (name) Neighbourhood Centre, who’s a 
social support group. She’s very much in touch with what’s happening around the 
community in that area and we source a number of opinions and different things and...
the grantmaking’s gone really well so far.

...we engage the community and they tell us, really. We ask. I mean, I hear all the time 
that people go in there with these great programs and that they don’t actually ask them 
if they want that program. So we really make engagement as probably the key thing. 
No use delivering something people don’t want, really.

Decisions are not always easy.

...wishing to put together a – the preservation of their local history with their local 
historical society, the industry that used to be in town no longer exists and it was the 
tobacco industry. What they’re seeking to do is to preserve that history at a local level 
of the growing of tobacco and what happened in and around the community. Certainly 
they’re not advocating the virtues or otherwise of smoking, but it was an important part 
of their history and what they’re doing. Yes it was a challenge for us when it came in, 
just because you hear that name and that industry and you think, oh wow maybe we 
shouldn’t be involved in this, it’s not necessarily good giving. But at the end of the day if 
it was any other community and any other local history of an industry that they wanted 
to preserve you’d be dead keen to do it. 

Corporate giving

The majority of responses from interviewees linked with a corporate giving structure are not 
strongly differentiated from those of others (individual, family and community foundations). 
However, a few significant differences emerge that are worth noting; the need to engage 
staff members, and to remain in line with corporate values and avoid conflict of interest 
within a competitive environment are paramount.

Because when individuals [staff members] put something forward there’s an emotional, 
a personal and a very, very proud connection. Now when you tell them that we can’t 
support them, they have to not only feel hurt themselves, they have to go back to that 
charity and say my organisation doesn’t value you or me. So the real thing is not about 
the yeses, it’s about managing the nos. I put an enormous amount of effort into that, 
because the other problem is for everybody who gets knocked back they could tell so 
many of their colleagues, ‘well, this didn’t care, this foundation’.

Well the biggest difference is for a corporate foundation...is that your granting 
and purpose is aligned to the corporate vision. Therefore the profile, the need for 
recognition, the alignment with what the corporation is doing is paramount in terms 
of how you allocate the funds. 
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Also you’re really trying to exact as much social benefit and marketing and branding 
benefits as you can out of your foundation no matter what the other claims are. That’s 
the bottom line of what you’re trying to do otherwise why are you in there and putting 
corporate resources into it as well?

There’s all sorts of other competitor issues at the corporate level that doesn’t come into 
trusts and foundations thinking at all. 

Growth and expansion

Starting small…

Many respondents talk about the importance of making small grants as a learning tool, 
particularly in the establishment phase of a new trust or foundation. Others speak of the 
clarity of outcome of small grants, in that they could be confident that what they had funded 
had worked. The benefit of small grants to small organisations, often in a local community 
context, where the grant would be more than just a ‘drop in the ocean’ is also valued by 
grantmakers. 

...it’s early days. It’ll be small for a number of years and it’s just a chance to maybe do a 
range of small grants to begin with and learn through the process of doing that.

So we tended not to give to big organisations in which our contribution would just be 
a drop in the bucket – but to smaller organisations that we felt were doing good work, 
but particularly work that would have a much wider impact that just in a particular area. 

...we might’ve given $10,000 to a respite care centre and they were able to do a 
driveway and an awning and put some air conditioning in. You can see that right there... 
the organisations are as small as we are, almost. So again, that’s the real beauty of 
the Community Foundation is that we get down to a grass roots level and at that level, 
they’re not getting state government or federal government funding at all. They don’t 
have the size to have a bureaucracy.

...because of our orientation and our sense of the urgency and so on, we were really 
wanting to do things that would have much greater impact. So a much more strategic 
sense of what we were trying to achieve with those small amounts that we had to give.

We are very reluctant to give to say, (name of large national charity) because whatever 
we give it’s just another small percentage of the grand total that they’ve got. 

...then a transition phase... 

A number of respondents talk of the next step of their grantmaking journey being a transition 
phase between making a large number of smaller grants, and a small number of larger 
grants. This occurred naturally as their confidence in grantmaking grows, and they develop 
longer-term, more nuanced partnerships with NPOs. The establishment of trust is a key 
trigger for the change.

...my initial thoughts would be to do individual grants initially to get a taste and a feel 
for the organisations and whether they actually deliver the promise. If they’re delivering 
the promise, then do multi-year grants and raise it up...the hard yards will be the first 
couple of years where you’re doing much smaller grants to see what attracts you and 
what’s working, what’s not and see what’s innovative and not. Finding that aspect of 
innovation that’s going to be making a difference is the area that I’m really interested in. 
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So once we’ve got some of those, then do multi-year grants and raise the bar up and 
give them more and then find some of the others – maybe...

...then getting bigger

Making larger grants is seen by most respondents as a more evolved form of grantmaking, a 
further step on their philanthropic journey. They speak of greater impact, an understanding 
of the requirement for multi-year commitments to be able to plan and evaluate programs, 
and of the ability of a large donation to attract other funding for the beneficiary.

…at that time we were supporting more than 75 per cent of applications, and I’m the 
one who’s responsible for paring it back so that we can put more significant dollars 
in to a lesser number of projects to ensure that there will be a greater degree of 
effectiveness able to be assessed and achieved by those projects.

We only give to about six or seven charities a year...We prefer to give amounts say of 
$50,000 and over, to a charity and make it six or seven, rather than [giving] $5,000 to 
50. Two reasons. One is I think the 50 [thousand dollars] can be useful if the project 
makes sense, and secondly the administration of 50 grant giving recipients would be 
beyond what I would like to tail. 

Because we think that one of the roles of a foundation is to give chunky amounts 
to enable the not-for-profit to get a step up to achieve something, to give them 
momentum, for example. If they’re trying to raise $5 million for a particular project, 
for us to give $5,000 is actually not that helpful. For us to give a major amount, 
which starts the momentum for that fundraising, that should be one of the roles of a 
foundation. 

Long-term commitments

Making multi-year commitments to grant recipients emerges from the interviews as being 
important to many respondents. Motivations range from recognising the challenges that 
continual short-term funding poses for charities and NPOs, to an awareness of the need for 
patience in looking for outcomes, given the complex and sometimes intractable nature of 
the issues grantees are tackling. Challenges that arise include the difficulty of guaranteeing 
future financial commitments and the potential inability to fund interesting future projects. 

...a couple of years ago we decided to start to pick, say, six or eight organisations and 
say to them – we don’t have a lot of money so these amounts aren’t very large, but...
we’ll give you $10,000 for each of the next three years. So that they could just count 
on that.

I’m quite open to having grants that go for more than one year so that you know 
you forge a relationship with an organisation and support them for three years or 
something. I’m certainly open to that.

...we are actively considering giving multiyear grants because we recognise that that is 
something that has been a major problem with other grants. 

At the moment we’ve put a limit of $25,000 and we’ll only fund for one year. But if we 
particularly like a project, we’ll invite them back. Because we have multi-year funded in 
the past and we still do. We’re funding a couple of projects probably for six years, so 
we’re halfway through that.
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One of the commitments we made to them is we have some projects that are multi-
years and we’ll look to fund them for multi-years, because we recognise some of these 
things are more than 12 month deals. If you cut them off halfway through it’s useless. 

...only a handful of those will get funded, because we’ve decided to – as I said, if we 
make a commitment this year we want to be able to make a commitment next year and 
the year after. 

So it’s an annual process but we do look to support entities for three years 
consecutively. Then we ask them to take a year off. That allows the rotation, because 
it’s a very competitive process, and we feel that it’s important for the employees to see 
that we haven’t got a number of partners who are so good that they lock it up for 20 
years. So three years and one year off and then you can come back.

The element of risk in grantmaking

Within this theme, most respondents are positive about taking on an element of risk as part 
of their grantmaking – akin to the concept of learning from your mistakes. Philanthropic 
grants are reinforced as a source of funding for NPOs with fewer ties and constraints than 
government or sponsorship. Potential problems include jeopardising the public image of the 
grantmaker, the opportunity cost of not having made a different grant instead, the additional 
difficulty in assessing whether a high-risk grant application is well researched, and the 
opposing risk of not acting at all.

If you don’t have some failures, then you’re being too conservative and you’re not 
risking enough. 

Look it can...fund some new unproven things. It can take some risks around projects or 
initiatives that are just starting out. It can support some individuals with some passion 
and some new ideas. It doesn’t have to...have the same level of accountability...to 
proven things as government does. Therefore I think it has an important role to play in 
taking risk.

The thing is at the same time verbally they’ll talk about we fund innovation and risk but 
it’s probably in a very narrow area at times. It’s like we had quite a bit of difficulty getting 
up a youth program on HIV Aids because one of the trustees was afraid that he’d be 
asked at a cocktail party were they supporting youth sex. So you look at the real tough 
social issues where there may be political ramifications or potential negative media. I 
would tend to think the trustees would tend to say that’s all too hard unless they are 
actually structured to be at the social cutting edge of things. But a traditional trust or 
foundation would find funding some of the fringe areas very, very difficult where it has a 
potential for getting negative media coverage.

The only problems are that you have to reject some applications. Well, you’re left with 
the unknown, had you backed that one, instead of the one you did, would you have 
done – would the benefits be greater? It’s a question posed but not capable of being 
answered.
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Relative ease?

A few respondents comment on their experience of grantmaking being simple and 
enjoyable. Integrity of applicants and clear processes are key issues here.

We haven’t had any problems...Every year something seems to have stood out and 
been really worthwhile and we’ve all felt that the money’s been well distributed. 

I also have learned that the vast majority of proposals put to us are very important and 
very legitimate. There’s very little content in any of the applications that I consider to be 
frivolous or unworthy of support.

...we figured out what...sort of outcomes we were looking to fund, and then we did an 
analysis of the various organisations operating in that area. Then we whittled it down 
to a short list. They were asked to make applications and then they were brought in for 
interviews and then the directors found it was fairly easy to make the decisions after 
that. So it was that process of being very clear about what your objective was and 
what you were looking for.

While very few strongly negative comments came out of the interviews, the small number 
that did are interesting ‘outliers’ to the main body of responses. Some are critical of charities 
and NPOs, others are critical of other funders.

And how they spend their foundation money is interesting. They spend their foundation 
money being on committees and hosting events so that they’re seen as being leaders 
rather than actually...giving money to charities.

We’re not sympathetic to applications that appear to have been produced by 
professional organisations who do that for not for profit bodies.

So people who receive money and then get grumpy because...it’s not as much as they 
wanted; “I need two of these things and you’ve only given me enough money for one”. 
...So it’s disappointing when some of the recipients push back. 

So yeah, we do need to build bridges with Indigenous groups and people of other 
cultures. Last year, we went to the trouble of spending about 11 grand to put 
advertisements in newspapers, ethnic newspapers. No response, couldn’t believe 
it. We went, we even had them all translated into, I think we had nine languages, 
spent $11,000, we got, we paid for the translation, big block ads. Not one, very 
disappointing.

One thing that drives me nuts, I’m sitting on foundation committees and boards, we’ve 
seen the same idea coming in the door every six months from a different organisation 
and they’ve got absolutely no clue that that idea was tried and tested numerous times 
by other organisations in other areas. Occasionally, it’s already been tried by that 
organisation but it was just done five years ago and we’re the only ones that remember 
it because we filed both grant applications. So there’s such a wealth of knowledge 
not being utilised and information that’s not being utilised, but we really need to lift the 
game on it.
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In Summary, A myriad of choices around grantmaking face givers through different 
stages of their journey.

Regarding the application process, givers must decide whether and how they will call 
for applications and if they will accept unsolicited applications. What will the process 
look like? Who is eligible and who is not? How will applications be assessed and by 
whom? The need for criteria is made clear.

There are financial and legal constraints to consider.

The question of whether grantmaking should be purely objective, or whether there 
is a valid space for subjective decision making, arises strongly from the interview 
responses. 

All respondents desire some focus in their grantmaking in order to concentrate their 
resources and make a greater impact in one or more smaller fields. 

A number of respondents talk of the next step of their grantmaking journey being a 
transition between making a large number of smaller grants, and a small number of 
larger grants. 

Respondents speak of greater impact and an understanding of the requirement for 
multi-year commitments.

The concept of risk in grantmaking is another key discussion point, with most prepared 
to accept a certain degree of risk.

Decisions are not always easy.

Staffing
Staffing issues bring their own range of decisions and challenges when structuring giving. 
At what point to you employ staff – from the beginning, when the administrative workload 
gets too heavy, or when the giving reaches a certain level? Respondents are concerned 
with the opportunity cost of employing staff – taking funds that would otherwise be available 
to the community in grants. Alternatives include seeking pro-bono support or fundraising 
specifically for salaries. Small foundations and corporate foundations each have unique 
staffing challenges. Finally, several respondents consider the larger, sector-wide picture, 
and raise issues of salary levels and the future requirement for experienced, professional 
staff in philanthropy.

Why employ staff?

Professionalism, administration and strategy are key themes here.

...the application process wasn’t that good at the start I don’t think and that’s one of 
the reasons why they wanted to change all that and get a bit more professional. 

You’ve got to respect people’s time, so you have to respond to people and say thank 
you, and value the materials they’ve lodged and give them a decision. That takes 
resources. 

...I came on board to revitalise a new stage and a new direction...they had a strategic 
plan in the early years...but they needed that all to be brought together, renewed and 
redeveloped.
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Impact of employing staff

What might change when staff are appointed? The impact is not universally seen as 
positive, with high staffing levels and the associated high costs an issue for some 
respondents. Others talk of moving their giving to a new level and achieving progress 
towards their vision and goals.

...they all appointed a staff person, they chewed up all of the money that was given, 
and they were left with nothing.

She brought a high level of confidence, passion and youthful energy to the 
organisation.

...if you have a foundation that can afford to employ someone that understands these 
things, obviously you’re going to move ahead much more quickly.

Opportunity cost of employing staff

The cost/benefit equation arises from the data as a significant issue for respondents. There 
is a strong sense that structured giving organisations should run as minimally and effectively 
as possible, to maximise the amount available for grantmaking. Justifying the decision to 
employ staff is not easy for some.

We don’t have money – I’d rather not put the money into consultants to check that all 
out. I’d rather put all the money into the activity. 

...we run a lunch each year and the proceeds...go towards paying for the 
administration, because they’re not donations as such, they’re just fundraising.

They don’t want to have executive officers and grant management staff and that kind 
of thing because they struggle to equate the value that it adds... 

Pro-bono or donated staffing support

As an alternative to taking staffing costs from the income available for grantmaking, some 
structured giving organisations are able to source pro-bono support, or to fundraise or 
seek grants specifically for salaries. This additional funding often comes from the founder’s 
business, or from long-term business partners, or local government for community 
foundations. 

...we’ve been able to put a part-time Executive Officer on because we received 
funding...One of the...rules we made as a Foundation was that there’s be no 
administration expenses from donations, which is great and people like to hear that 
but, of course, it takes a lot to run the Foundation. My firm’s done a lot of that and the 
accounting firm has done a lot of pro bono stuff and the law firm does all their stuff pro 
bono but you still need someone just doing the administration. 

Much of our staffing costs...is covered from bequest income basically. The money 
that’s been generated over many years... 
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Staffing issues for smaller foundations

Smaller structured giving entities have additional challenges to face when allocating a 
smaller pool of income between administrative costs and grantmaking. Where staff are 
employed, they are constrained in what they are able to achieve in a limited time, and are 
required to clearly focus on goals. 

I’m the only employee in the foundation so I had to do it all.

...PAFs and people with smaller amounts...don’t have staff to do things

But we do not take unsolicited...requests...because it’s just me; I have a website and 
I go out and look for the organisations. 

Company staff in corporate foundations

Respondents from corporate giving structures report a sometimes complex interplay 
between the staff of the foundation and the staff of the larger corporate entity. Community 
outreach, philanthropic work as a recruitment and retention tool, and the different focus of 
foundation staff all arise as issues. 

When they were recruiting for the staff, the foundation was a big plus...The Foundation 
is put forward as part of the company and it seems to be a bit of a sway for people to 
actually want to be involved in a company that has a corporate responsibility.

...you’re always isolated. You’re always a different person in a company doing this. You 
know everyone is doing this finance or their product development or whatever. You’re 
always doing this fuzzy stuff that actually has theory and protocols and journal articles 
on. You’re not making it up. I guess I wish people knew that.

Relationship between trustees and staff 

Board members and staff do not always share the same viewpoint on the work of a 
structured giving entity. Differences in direction and focus arise from respondents, as well as 
an understanding of the sometimes heavy time commitment required of trustees.

In terms of where there’s paid staff like myself, you can all get geared up to have a 
fantastic leverage program, et cetera, do the negotiations, get people talking, put them in 
a room and work something out and then your trustees say, no we’re not interested, it’s 
not our priority. 

I think all trusts and foundations...whether it be a PAF or an old family trust or foundation, 
...come to a point...of saying, ‘look we just can’t manage any more of these or we’re not 
being able to visit enough, we need better applications, we need better research or the 
business is just getting too busy for us to manage on a day to day basis’.

Role of professional staff in the philanthropic sector

A few respondents take a wide view of the staffing issue, and consider the broader and 
longer-term needs of the philanthropic sector. Salary levels and the need for professional, 
educated nonprofit management and grantmaking staff are issues addressed strongly by 
interviewees. 
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...if they’re going to employ someone to work for them, then they should pay that 
person an appropriate salary...there are professional grantmakers...I say it’s an area 
that has to grow, because when the baby boomers have gone, I’m willing to bet that 
there will be a lot of foundations left behind, and...we’re going to need a huge school of 
grantmakers to administer that benevolence. 

...those kind of views are what’s holding back our sector enormously and leading 
to untold problems...the idea that we shouldn’t have professional grantmakers or 
professional advisers involved in this area. It’s sort of really hindering the development 
of ideas of what constitutes good grantmaking and good philanthropy.

In Summary, the decision to employ staff is usually driven by a desire for more 
professionalism or a high administration work-load, especially for larger or more mature 
foundations. Those that are for paid staff recognise the value professional, educated 
staff add to nonprofit management and the philanthropic sector. However, cost is a 
mediating factor for many, not just in monetary terms but also in opportunity terms, as 
salaries deduct funds that would otherwise be available to the community in grants. 
Pro-bono support or fundraising specifically for salaries, are cited as alternatives. 

Respondents from corporate giving structures report a sometimes complex interplay 
between the staff of the foundation and the staff of the larger corporate entity.

BoardS, trUSteeS and governance
Make sure that all of your trust deed and the structure of your governance is very 
secure and well understood. 

The importance of the board comes through strongly in responses from interviewees below. 
The board’s role in steering the work of the foundation or trust extends well beyond signing 
off on grants. From advocacy, being the public face of the organisation, holding financial 
and legal responsibility, opening up opportunities, encouraging debate and self-regulation 
– the facets of the board are multiple. Recruitment becomes very important, changing the 
composition of the board, and including the need for independent board members. A wide 
variety of perspectives is reflected in the direct quotes from interviewees below.

A note on terminology: the words trustee, board member, and director have all been used in 
the section below to mean a member of the highest governing group of a structured giving 
entity. 

You can get everyone to the table and then at the very last moment the trustees say 
well in actual fact we don’t actually like this now or it’s not a priority...or the timing 
doesn’t suit or they want to shift their focus...youth and therefore whatever was being 
done...gets dropped off.

...get it right to the final wire and everything’s looking grand until a meeting of trustees 
says, yeah well we did like it but we don’t like it now. So we’re a fickle lot to deal with.
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The role of the board

What does the board actually do? Beyond the grantmaking function of the structured giving 
entity, responses highlight the benefits of clear direction from the board, compliance with 
the trust deed and legal, taxation and investment regulations. Finally, and in a more abstract 
way, the board sets the personality of the organisation and plays a role in engagement with 
the nonprofit sector as beneficiaries.

The [name] Trust will change dramatically over the next 12 to 18 months simply 
because of the changeover in trustees. There’ll be a different persona, different 
priorities, different feel, different look, the whole gambit and that applies with all trusts.

I think the most important decision that the board made was defining the objectives 
and setting the funding priorities. That was both an exciting and enjoyable process and 
it was quite feisty in discussion. It was usually challenging for us. You know, you can do 
everything or you can be very focused. They went through such an intense process of 
choosing their words absolutely carefully so that it would reflect absolutely what they 
wanted to do. I mean that’s why we have a trustee...it’s their responsibility to ensure 
that we are carrying out the foundation according to the trust deed. 

We just have it written in that all aspects will be referred back to the board for 
ratification... It’s a reasonable sum of money that’s out there in the public domain so 
they need to know this stuff and they take that responsibility seriously.

It’s they [the board] that have the voting and the authority to approve which way they’ll 
go, because the board are the trustees and that’s made clear in the act, that it’s only 
they that can make the decisions. So we’re the advisers.

But we’ve got to get the message through, not only to our board but any board, that 
it’s important that they be seen to be advocates, and have extra credibility through 
giving themselves, and not just of time and talent but the treasure is the tangible 
component that they need to be seen to give. Otherwise how can they have credibility 
in approaching anyone else.

Oh governance is a huge activity for any philanthropic ourselves or anyone else. It’s 
probably easier for us sitting inside a bank, a fairly highly regulated industry to begin 
with and obviously we have the bank’s trustee company in the background so I guess 
we have a head start in relation to the governance and reporting and compliance 
requirements that we have along the way. But yeah look certainly the idiosyncrasies of 
charity law in Australia can be quite a challenge for everyone and the nature of case law 
based activity like that means that it really does require experience and expertise to be 
a good grantmaker.

It actually is a mechanism we use to develop governance within that whole family 
group...So typically a PAF will go along with setting up a family council so they actually 
allocate people that sit down and talk about all these things. There will be a sub group 
that’s the trustees of the PAF.
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Recruitment of board members

Who decides who becomes a board member? Is there a formal process, stipulated in a will 
or trust deed? Is it at the discretion of the founder or the existing board? What expertise, 
skills and experience must board members bring? Do family relationships and gender come 
into the recruitment decisions? Respondents allude to all these issues.

There were only three trustees at the time [of set up], which was my mum and her – the 
family accountant and the family lawyer – both of whom were, you know, friends – had 
become friends as well I suppose. 

They [the trustees] were just my normal business contacts.

Two sons, myself and two business colleagues...Well my sons got there by relationship. 
The two business people are people I’ve sort of worked with for 20 years or so. Whose 
views and knowledge I respect.

We’ve actually had an almost complete turnover of the board...there’s only one of our 
directors who’s actually been with us since the very early days of the foundation...
In terms of other directors, well, basically we’ve always advertised, so a bit of public 
notice calling for people who are interested in being on the board...We’re now quite 
specifically seeking people with more, well to broaden the range of skills, if you like, on 
the board. Particularly to get ourselves someone with a legal or corporate government 
sort of background.

We needed a fourth and wanted a woman because of we have three gentlemen...there 
was no shortage of people...I was pleasantly surprised that that wasn’t an issue, and I 
do think that’s because not-for-profits, as I said, are often I think a very good and a very 
important stepping stone for people who want to look at boards in more depth.

I do not believe in trying to dictate from the grave and so after that, I’ve got hired 
executives and they can decide what they want to do with it.

Enthusiasm, commitment and passion

Responses are clear that trustees must bring passion and enthusiasm to their role – and 
that enthusiasm must be strong enough to survive the demands of governance and the 
fiduciary responsibilities required.

...it’s the quality of the board and the enthusiasm of the board. That just needs to be 
right up there...At the end of the day, you need someone who’s going to put the time 
and effort into it.

Like I said the passion is essential...most people are passionate about doing something 
philanthropic because they’re passionate about the cause, they’re passionate about 
getting out there and making a difference. Often when they come to understand that 
the obligations as a trustee, the financial management, the reporting requirements and 
those sorts of things if they don’t have good support for that or they’ve got to pay for 
that, that that is actually draining away from what they’re passionate about and what 
they’re trying to achieve.
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Threats and challenges

What can and does go wrong with boards? Conflicts of interest, loss of engagement, risk 
management and philosophical differences are all mentioned by respondents. 

I guess the threats are just that the current board gets burnt out and loses interest. 

The difficulty for trustees is that there’s no insurance for directors, trustees. So they are 
personally liable...[which] makes them have to think twice about risky grants.

I think the issues of conflict of interests and how that’s managed within a trust or 
foundation is something that needs to be overt and not unwritten. So I think a lot of 
agencies don’t have conflict of interest policies...Trustees themselves get approached 
by all sorts of – all well intentioned grant seekers but you need to make sure that you 
manage the conflict of interest side in terms of decision making. That’s something 
which is now more I think important now for trustees than it was four, five years ago.

So trustees are in a difficult position because their decisions are far more subjective 
than a government process...there’s so many subjective things that comes into their 
selection and their decision making that they do leave themselves open for a potential 
challenge...Because the risks are getting higher, the public scrutiny is getting higher...I 
think the pressures unfortunately would tend to make trustees far more conservative...

When the three of us came in we had a much more activist sort of bent...I think he 
could foresee some disagreements about what was appropriate to fund and what 
wasn’t and he just gracefully stepped aside at that point, which was probably the right 
thing to do.

Composition of the board

Maintaining a balance of the necessary expertise and experience on the board of the trust 
or foundation arises from the interview responses as a significant challenge. Some boards 
have very high profile members, others focus on expertise in the cause area(s) they support. 
The need for diversity is raised, as is the size of the board, gender, and age. 

We’ve got a very high profile board and the board consists of – our patron’s a former 
premier. We have...people that are involved in certainly academics...as well as business 
people and community leaders. So it’s got a good representation.

Pick your board carefully, I think you need a mixture of men, women, people who are 
in corporate and probably a mixture of ages as well. We have advisers as well on our 
board.

We’ve had a couple of people who have resigned and gone onto different companies 
and we haven’t replaced them. Not yet, but we will look at doing that and I think they’re 
going to look at maybe younger people going on.
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External/independent directors and responsible persons

While the requirement for an independent ‘responsible person’ is mandated for PAFs, 
other respondents also focus on the importance of independent board members. Where 
corporate giving structures are legally separate from the parent company, shared board 
members provide an important ongoing link between the two. This link is reported as being 
critical, especially in the establishment phase of the new structure. 

I mean, the complicated thing now is you’ve got to have an external director who 
satisfies the responsible person test. It’s a good thing, but it actually means that you’ve 
got to find the right person...Yeah, it’s the chemistry. You want somebody who’s going 
to be constructive, who’s going to take it seriously, but he’s got to be constructive 
rather than somebody who will make life a lot more complicated. 

If you get somebody who’s a due diligence junkie then the processes just go up 
dramatically, and if the processes go up dramatically you end up being process driven 
rather than target driven. 

If you’ve got an external director you can always remove the external director and get a 
patsy to replace them. 

But yeah, look we’ve got as our responsible person a family friend who is fairly strong in 
her opinions. So it will be interesting to see how that leads because it’s the family plus 
this girl and we’ll just have to see how those meetings progress.

We were looking for somebody completely independent, completely apolitical, and 
not based in [name of city]. We...did a bit of a ring around, and had a chat to different 
people, and came up with a list of people who we thought would be appropriate. Like 
many aspects of philanthropy I think corporates have found that their boards have often 
directed them and people who’ve been biggest contributors have felt that they have a 
certain invested interest or a buy-in or a stake. I think getting objectivity independence 
is a bit of a barrier, and I think it’s essential to have it. 

In Summary, the board is recognised as extremely important in steering the work of 
the foundation or trust. The board constitutes the public face of the organisation, holds 
financial and legal responsibility, opens up opportunities, and encourages debate and 
self-regulation.

Recruitment of board members and overall composition of the board are critical.

Considerations include: 

•	 what is stipulated in the will or trust deed;

•	 the expertise, skills and experience needed; and

•	 family relationships

Above all, responses are clear that trustees must bring passion and enthusiasm to 
their role – and that enthusiasm must be strong enough to survive the demands of 
governance and the fiduciary responsibilities required.

Conflicts of interest, loss of engagement, risk management and philosophical 
differences are cited as the biggest areas of concern for boards.



85F O U N D AT I O N S  F O R  G I V I N G

nonprofit grantee management
Several respondents offer views on the nonprofit sector in general, with comments on the 
sheer number and diversity of organisations, and the impact of this on grantmaking.

Who’s doing what? One of the earliest things we did was try to make a bit of a list 
of who’s who in the zoo and it was pretty complicated. We actually gave up on that 
relatively early because we found that there was way too much fragmentation. 

Having...a register of all foundations, and the strategy behind each foundation, and the 
amount that they give annually, I think that would be a fantastic thing. It would be so 
easy then for your homeless organisation in Perth to look up the register, and just by 
pressing a button find out which foundations are interested in homelessness. It would 
be a wonderful thing. It would be much more efficient than them having to surf the net 
to look up lots of individual websites. 

...the admin of the foundation is the easy part. The hard part is making sure your giving is 
as effective as possible. That’s hard, because frankly you get an awful lot of bumph from 
not for profits which tell you all the good things they can do, but they don’t actually give 
you a very accurate picture a lot of the time about the complications they’re facing. 

Two strong themes emerge from responses around the management of NPOs: the 
need for philanthropic funding to support core costs, and the difficulties of assessing an 
organisation’s effectiveness. Other matters discussed by respondents are the expectations 
placed upon nonprofit staff, communication issues between philanthropists and NPOs, and 
some of the challenges and risks faced.

From one project to the next

The overall cost versus value of a grant to a NPO is raised by several interviewees –  
whether the grant obtained is worth the effort of getting it.

I mean, I’m probably much more inclined to support an organisation – you know,  
to provide core support and not require organisations to write elaborate proposals for 
particular projects. Because I know that often that can really distort the work of  
an organisation.

...so many of them just submit an application, no phone call, no contact and they 
 might get funds or they don’t get funds. At the end of the day, we’re such a small 
percentage of their funding that we’re sort of – in many ways a non-profit perception  
of philanthropy is for the bonus project or the project they couldn’t fit in this year or  
t’s an initiative they want to do. But we’re a small part of their picture in terms of 
funding still and that’s understandable. We’re only, what 40 cents out of their  
hundred bucks per year.

Funding for core costs 

A very strong response from interviewees comes from the data in favour of providing 
support, and preferably ongoing support, for the core costs of NPOs. Those in favour far 
outweigh those against. 

There’s a real lack of understanding about what a charitable institution does with its 
money. There’s a lot of really weird ideas that your donation shouldn’t be used to fund 
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overheads. I always think people who do that don’t have any – I mean, they don’t 
want to pay the people who are doing this? How do they think they do their job? So I 
think there’s certainly a lack of transparency and sensible discussion about what is a 
reasonable expense ratio in a charity... So I think it’s really important that charities, if 
they want to get money, that they take it on themselves to really be as transparent as 
they can.

The other thing we’re doing with the foundation, which we really started doing in the 
last 12 months, and that is underwriting for not-for-profit. So where you’ve got a new 
not-for-profit setting up, or a not-for-profit wants to do something special, we basically 
underwrite the funds they need or a good portion of them, on the basis that the not-
for-profit will try to get the money from elsewhere, but will know that it’s got certainty in 
terms of being able to do the project. 

If you think an organisation is doing a good job and you like the way they run it and 
operate, then the best thing you can do in terms of their planning is to make a bigger 
grant. 

It seemed absolutely, not only a good thing to do but a good alignment to acknowledge 
that nonprofit organisations have infrastructure and operational needs that secure them 
for the long run and enable them to do really brilliant projects and run fabulous services. 
So it was that kind of thinking around not just cherry picking projects that you can 
put your name to but actually supporting good organisations led by good people and 
managed effectively with sound business practice.

...we’ve certainly tried to help organisations to become sustainable so that they can 
continue their work. 

One particular bugbear I have is how it’s so difficult for non-profit organisations to get 
funding for their own wellbeing as organisations...there’s a real reluctance to fund...
admin and training and even...proper salaries...I think some capacity building funding is 
a really good thing.

The grants from our main fund are for capacity building so our prime focus is on helping 
charities or non-profits to develop their capacity to continue their work and to improve 
what they’re doing through evaluation, through staff training and through essential 
back-end resources like software, databases, that sort of thing. 

Lack of access to capital grants is identified by one respondent as being a major gap in 
philanthropic funding of NPOs. 

The one thing I think that’s still an enormous gap...is capital ...They all have no access 
to capital, and I think that continues to be a big problem...it’s only a few trophy type 
organisations that get that sort of money. But who’s going to rebuild the head office 
for an Indigenous literacy program?...Yeah, I’d like to see some solutions for providing 
capital into the sector.

Others are not as convinced. For some respondents, the needs of the ultimate beneficiaries 
outweigh the needs of the NPO. There is a message about accountability here – that the 
funder needs to be confident that their grant is being applied. 



87F O U N D AT I O N S  F O R  G I V I N G

...we’ve found that to be an organisation that we like, every cent goes towards the 
children. There’s no money tied up in any kind of admin. 

The other thing we’ve learnt is if you find a charity which does – uses the money 
very wisely, we’re happy to back them in another project in another year. I believe in 
performance as an indicator for the future...I’ve tried to back winners which is foolish at 
times but that’s in a business sense and I think it’s carried over into the charitable field.

Salaries and hours in the nonprofit sector

A number of respondents mention the commitment of those working in NPOs.

From what I’ve seen in the non-profit sector, there’s no – I mean they’re really running 
on nothing. You know people don’t get paid particularly well. They get little access to 
training and you know there is this really strong view out there that you know the money 
should absolutely only go to their clients...it’s like there’s almost [an] expectation that 
the people who work in the sector have to consider themselves to be a piece of charity 
as well almost.

...they make a little money go a long way and they’re incredibly committed, they  
work ludicrously long hours, and so writing a cheque is so easy. I can see that it’s 
not wasted.

Challenges for the nonprofit and charitable sectors

Aggressive fundraising, mis-allocation of funds, charity duplication, and poor recognition 
by NPOs are all mentioned by respondents. Most are concerned by the impact of these 
practices on the sector as a whole.

...when you look at the boards of charities, you get comfort or discomfort at some 
of the names on them...I avoid those board members who I might call our social 
butterflies. They want to be on board because it looks good at the next garden party.

And I also think that people are really super, super tired of the way that charities go 
about raising their money right now. I think people are well sick of the phone calls at 
night...They are really tired of the traditional balls where you go and you are expected to 
pay a ridiculous amount for your ticket and then buy some bloody boxing gloves signed 
by a boxer or something – you know what I mean? The endless auction items and stuff 
that are just – I think people are sick of all that. 

Assessing nonprofit effectiveness

This is a key theme for respondents. All express a strong need to be able to understand how 
the organisation operates, what its priorities and values are, how it is administered, how its 
programs are delivered. This knowledge is vital for interviewees to have the confidence to 
make larger and longer-term grants. Honesty, openness and accountability are also raised – 
with respondents concerned that they are only being given the positive side of the picture.

I’ve learned a hell of a lot in that when I arrived, being an accountant, I said what on 
earth are all these organisations doing? There’s replication, triplication, quadruplicate. 
This is pathetic. 
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With those people involved obviously you’ve got CEOs of some very major charitable 
organisations...and many others who sit around that board table. We probably look 
to them as opinion leaders and people who have a good sense of where philanthropy 
is going or needs to go and some pretty innovative ideas about what can be done to 
promote giving and make giving most effective.

...often they tell you what they think you want to hear rather than giving you an accurate 
picture of what the position really is. It’s not because they’re lying or anything, it’s just 
because they’re so keen to get their project funded. They put their best foot forward, 
and I think one of the tasks of a foundation should be to say well that’s actually not 
good enough. We need to see the accurate picture so we can make an informed 
decision. 

...it actually generates confidence, frankly, when people say there are problems and 
explain the problems, because we know there are problems. I mean, there’s a problem 
in everything you do, so why not be up front about it? 

...transparency’s very important to me. I want to be really clear about their mission. 
I want to be clear about where the funds get dispersed. 

Relationships between philanthropy and nonprofits

Trust between grantmaker and beneficiary is a key determinant in building a strong 
relationship between individuals from the philanthropy and nonprofit sectors. 

...doing the due diligence and then actually literally looking into their eyes, I think that 
personal contact between the future grant recipient and the directors of the board was 
really critical. A lot of it comes down to the trust in the individuals. You know, you’re 
entrusting, as leaders of the organisation, truthful representatives of the outcomes that 
you’re trying to achieve.

Well I just do the best I can. I just try and make sure that I understand the project, I 
understand the costs, and I understand the outcomes they’re seeking. I try to apply my 
mind to how realistic the outcomes are. You do all that analysis, but ultimately you take 
a deep breath and you back the individual, don’t you? 

How easily can both parties to the partnership talk about their priorities and their concerns? 
Communication is seen as a two way street, and takes the form of experiences as well as 
conversations.

...the key barrier is having that ability to have a conversation with a potential 
organisation you’re connected to in a way that doesn’t sound in any way 
condescending – to start the philanthropic conversation, and how does one do that 
comfortably...I’m not sure that there’s enough avenues for having that conversation.

I’m constantly amazed that charities of any description, or not-for-profits, don’t realise 
they have some tremendous things to offer and it’s a two way street...I talk about it as 
partnerships and relationships. I think it’s fantastic to more and more of them valuing 
themselves as a partner, not as recipient to some kind of largesse. 
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In Summary, with regard to the nonprofit sector and organisations, respondents 
comment on:

•	 the sheer number and diversity of organisations, and the impact of this on 
grantmaking; 

•	 the need to support core costs (although not everyone is as convinced);

•	 the difficulties of assessing an organisation’s effectiveness;

•	 expectations placed upon nonprofit staff; and

•	 communication issues.

All respondents express a strong need to be able to understand how the organisation 
operates, what its priorities and values are, how it is administered and how its programs 
are delivered. 

edUcation and training for grantmaKerS
...but if you become a philanthropist, you don’t know what you don’t know and you 
stumble across a lot of it by chance, which you learn the hard way sometimes. 

When you’re new to grantmaking, where do you go for advice? Who are the teachers in the 
philanthropic sector? Who has the knowledge, and who shares it, in what forums, and with 
whom? Respondents speak almost exclusively about informal learning, about resources, 
networks and organisations that provide practical training. 

The importance of opportunities to discuss issues with other grantmakers and learn from 
their first-hand experience comes through strongly. 

There are some organisations where grantmakers can get together and swap notes. 
There are some great fundraising structures that show you where the charities are and 
help you identify where you can put your money, but some of the grantmakers are the 
experts too.

So it’s not a map really, it’s sort of a set of pathways to how to pursue various kinds of 
objectives in the environment – which are the appropriate organisations and who does 
what? Because I guess that’s the thing that we feel that people lack – is they don’t 
know how to find good things to fund and who to fund.

If you want to explore a particular project, how do you go about that? I don’t think 
from a public perspective if you’re a potential donor it’s particularly easy to find that 
information and who you should contact.

...the hardest thing you can ever ask someone to do, and I think one of the greatest 
barriers to giving and grantmaking in general, is asking people to start with a blank 
page and say, now go and figure it out. I think if we can provide more templates and 
more precedents and more case studies and examples, people will sort of say, right, I 
can lift that and I can modify that for what I need...every grant program...has a standard 
lifecycle from taking applications, doing an assessment, making a decision and then 
doing all the payment...we should be saying, these were the factors, this is what 
we decided on, this is the approach we took. I think we just need to look at how to 
package that into a way that’s useful for others, and then where do you disseminate 
it through?
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Why is education and training important to those in the sector?

Education and training are seen as framing the work of a grantmaker, providing a context for 
the smaller decisions that are made on a daily basis. Respondents speak of responsibility, of 
creativity, of leadership, and of educating others in their workplace.

for me the whole thing was a big learning experience – just understanding different 
areas of need and what’s going on in the world of not for profits and so on. 

I’ve just spent time trying to educate myself...it’s an area I find very, very, very difficult. 

I think it’s sometimes the naivety of muddling allows you freedom to go over new 
experiences you wouldn’t have got if you had had a rational A to Z type modelling. I 
think that’s part of the discovery...

The negative, probably it’s going to be a lot more work...but in the long term, I think 
better, because employees will be educated in giving and how to give correctly.

Do you know I realised after two years, people corporately didn’t know what capacity 
building was...I come from not for profit local government which uses capacity building 
to the nth degree. You know, I didn’t think of it. But coming to a corporate, I realised 
after two years, they didn’t know what that was. I had to explain them. Teach a man to 
fish, you know, like they had no clue. I was shocked. 

When everything’s new...

For those people at the beginning of their philanthropic journey, starting out in grantmaking 
may be daunting. Learning the who, what and why of the sector can be challenging for 
many, and takes months or years, rather than days or weeks. 

I spent about six months learning about how does this stuff work, what do people do, 
how do they do that, who does it well and who doesn’t do it well... It was really a bit of 
an action learning environment...It was quite an interesting journey.

...when I started out I had no idea what I wanted to do and I just didn’t do anything for 
a number of years. It was only kind of getting involved with it a little bit more and seeing 
the different mechanisms…that I started to develop a bit more confidence.

I think you should definitely get involved – at least in the beginning – with...somebody 
that can just help you network and understand what you’re trying to achieve. Because 
I think even for people who know a bit more about what they’re trying to do, my 
impression is that they also find it very beneficial to share experiences, share ideas. 

Actually, in the first say five years of the foundation, I’d quite like to do a range of things 
you know because I’ll be learning. I’ll be involved, we’ll be learning about it as well and 
so a good way to learn is just trying out a whole range of different approaches.

So I think it’s about claiming the knowledge that you have and it’s also about knowing 
how to keep your radar on so that you learn what you didn’t realise you were going to 
need to know. That invisibility of the sector...is still the case in some ways. 
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Sources of information and knowledge

Informal networks, NPOs, peak bodies, advisers and colleagues are all discussed as 
significant and useful sources of ideas, how-to, and demonstration models. 

Community foundations play a role for many:

But equally, the [name] Community Foundation hosts a few events during the year as 
well as their own AGM which tends to be a forum for discussion. They host a couple 
of other discussions. I think there’s one coming up in a month or so on grantmaking. 
These tend to be for semi educational and social effect together of grantmakers who 
have access to funds, but don’t have much experience in dealing with it. That is part of 
their role I think is to provide an educational function, which is good.

So his primary role is just to be an advisor...So we’re flying him up, we’ve got a 
facilitator who’s donated his time and we’re having the board there and we’re going to 
have a planning day with the board...

There’s this Community Foundations forum which is run I think every year or every 
second year. I’ve been to one and that was really an eye opener. That’s where you went 
hey, we’re not the only one that’s here. There’s a whole lot of other groups out there 
trying to do the same thing. That’s invaluable and those people talking to each other 
and getting ideas and the sharing of those ideas.

Conferences and presentations are also useful to some:

...a number of the older foundations are running educational courses on how to give. 

...you know we have fantastically interesting presentations from experts of all different 
kinds – and that feels really useful.

Purpose-written resources such as toolkits, guides, pro-formas, annual reports and old-
fashioned books are seen as valuable:

I read the annual reports of the great foundations...I read their annual reports quite 
diligently. I shamelessly look at how and what and why...I read a lot of all our charity 
partners’ reports and things. But I also keep my eye out for models...things are 
articulated that I think are really good, and I just keep them. I have a bit of a stash of 
things that I think can explain – for example, the other day I came across a wonderful 
explanation from a company, a client, the difference between their donations and their 
sponsorships. It was so succinct, and I’ve kept it because I constantly try and explain 
to people. So just keep my ears and eyes open...you can keep reading and learning 
and watching. 

More broadly, shared networks, referrals, advice and shared workspaces are also identified 
as sources of knowledge and expertise:

Within my network I’ve got people who’ve also got foundations, so sometimes there’s a 
debate about effective giving. 

They give a lot of money and they avail themselves to anyone that wants to go to 
them to find out about some of the charities that they might be considering. So their 
database is full of good and bad stories which they’re willing to share with those that 
want to know.
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...shared information means that not everyone has to employ someone...we’ve had 
this vision of a centre of philanthropic [unclear] where other organisations can come, 
that they can share the infrastructure, the administration, a meeting room and they just 
have a desk. A lot of organisations, it’s one person and often they work from home or 
different places. By pooling together, then you do get that activity of growth because 
you’re discussing things and sharing and you’re learning from each other. So I do think 
that is a good model. 

More formal training and education

The formal education at tertiary level available in Australia is not mentioned by many 
respondents. Short training courses and the need for accreditation are identified as 
important.

No I suspect at some stage soon I’m probably going to pick up the phone...see if 
there’s some short course stuff we could do with our team here just to I suppose firm 
up some of the aspects of best practice around grantmaking and fundraising and 
philanthropy as a whole, but also provide these guys with something that might head 
towards a formal qualification for what they do.

In Summary, respondents comment on the need for and value of resources and 
networks for grantmakers, including:

•	 informal learning and practical training;

•	 advisers and colleagues;

•	 models, toolkits, guides, pro-formas, annual reports and books; and

•	 conferences and presentations 

The importance of opportunities to discuss issues with other grantmakers and learn 
from their first-hand experience comes through strongly. 

fUndraiSing, SeeKing donationS
I know it sounds a bit glib but there’s huge opportunities. We’re still just scratching the 
surface and it really just comes down to – if I could do five days a week or if we had 
someone to fundraise, we could just – the money would come in. It’s not that people 
won’t give the money it’s just that people aren’t asking them for the money. 

For many community, corporate, and hybrid foundations, fundraising is part of their mission 
and is critical for their ongoing sustainability. The decisions around fundraising – whose 
responsibility is it, what methods will be used, who to approach – must be complementary 
to the grantmaking and philanthropic purpose of the organisation.

Philosophical fit with philanthropy

Some respondents express discomfort about fundraising, and feel that it created questions 
about the image and the integrity of their foundation or trust. A lack of experience in 
fundraising is an issue for some.

Well I’m trying to raise some funding...it’s not the sort of thing I do...
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...it’s getting past the first time that you ask people for money, really...you wonder how 
people can do it, but I suppose once you ask the first time…

You’re dealing at a different level of giving because you’re not doing mail outs, you’re 
not doing direct mail, you’re not on the street daily fundraising, that sort of thing and 
probably the main thing is that you observe the integrity of the organisation and you 
stick within the boundaries of that.

We chose that we didn’t want to try and fundraise through this structure. 

It’s been spoken about at an intellectual level but I think it’s one of those things where 
we need to put a detailed program of enlisting, making the call to account solicitors, 
getting in to have the conversation with them, doing the personal pitch and that type 
of thing...it’s not the first preference of a lot of people on the board or the executive for 
that matter I think. But that’s clearly the next stage for us, I believe.

I’ll tell you one of the ways of doing that in [a] way which avoids the risk of cringe is, for 
example, we’re quite heavily involved in fundraising for particular projects. We’re great 
believers that you can’t raise funds from other people unless you’ve donated money 
yourself. That’s a way that I get around to people and – because I get around to people 
with a specific project, I can tell them one-on-one what we’ve contributed, they can see 
it in the context of the veracity of the project. That’s a great way to actually get people 
who aren’t normal givers to start taking that deep breath, and that first decent amount. 

I think with fundraising there is a lot more professionalism and detail that goes with 
it, that for me some of the best ones are the ones who don’t even call themselves 
fundraisers. They have an issue for which they want to attract funding and they believe 
in it and they do the work of building the relationships and they inspire people to come 
with them and they keep their organisations involved.

The need for fundraising

Different organisations raise funds for different purposes. Some are seeking to build their 
endowment, others to cover their administrative costs and overheads, others to fund 
specific activities of their foundation. Respondents also identify that community foundations 
have a role in assisting small nonprofit groups to fundraise. 

You can’t deliver $400,000 in grants out of a $5 million corpus for example. But out of 
an $8 million corpus, you probably can. It would then take away some of the emphasis 
on fundraising that’s required and allow us to do a lot more community and stakeholder 
engagement and set up a different structure in our fundraising activities as well.

...if they don’t put money in the foundation then the foundation will cease to exist. We’ll 
probably have to run it as a trial for maybe six months or something. If no money goes 
in then we’d have to give it careful consideration as to what the point is of keeping 
it going, and paying a chair, and taking up the time of the Board of Advice, if there’s 
nothing there to actually do. I guess its success is totally dependent on whether any 
of the existing and future industry proponents feel encouraged to voluntarily donate to 
it...if we only get dribs and drabs we’ll never do anything with it, and we would have a 
perpetual fund that does nothing.
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...we haven’t had to as a first step spend all of our time directly fundraising. That said, it 
is clearly the next major challenge. We’ve spent quite a bit of time as an organisation, if 
you like, bedding down our organisation, our governance framework, our grantmaking 
framework...But certainly...the next challenge, probably from the start of next year, is 
really how to galvanise our fundraising efforts. [It] is going to be a long road for us.

...the foundation, from its very beginning it didn’t have to go out and seek funding 
to establish a permanent fund of any sort. It effectively had an income source. It did 
fundraise but it was fundraising for specific activities. 

Cast it two years ahead I would like to see us doing…a whole range of fundraising 
things. Some of it would be event linked and some of it [would] be more getting people 
just to be prepared to support it because and we’ve gone out and we’ve sold our story 
and then we’re able to really actively support some grants that get our name known. 

Whose responsibility within the organisation?

Fundraising appears from the data to be no-one’s job. The Board, the CEO, members, 
and general administration staff are all identified as having responsibility for fundraising 
within philanthropic structures. No respondents talk of having a dedicated fundraiser or 
development professional on their staff. 

I’ve had a number of people say, I don’t want to be doing fundraising. [I’m too 
occupied]. Because that’s what we’re about. I was hoping that I would have 
a fundraising person and because our [name of foundation] is a large but very 
streamlined in terms of its human resources...the business case that you have to be 
able to put together to get extra human resources is very corporate...So we weren’t 
able to get it through. So that was [up] to me again, which does impact my capacity to 
do as much as the community engagement work as I would like. 

A former CEO decided that it was time for us to become more proactive in fundraising, 
instead of conducting annual letterboxing and appeals and a little bit of telemarketing, 
all of those other forms, mail box drops, newspaper advertising, that we should do 
something to create an endowment capacity. 

Well, the wider community certainly can contribute but because we have [number of] 
members, I mean there’s no other organisation like it in Australia, we would only need 
to get every one of those people to give a dollar a year and we wouldn’t have to do 
anything else...

What motivates people to give? 

From project-specific requests, to shaky handwriting and jam tarts, the range of motivations 
respondents identify is diverse. 

I think I believe that people – when talking about giving – are far more likely to give to 
a project as opposed to sort of to give generally...if you said to them, look, we’re the 
[name of suburb] Community Centre and we’re building this [kitchen] garden in the 
local public housing estate. We need – the total project is $5,000 and $500 is going 
to actually buy the treated pine poles and the chicken mesh wire to go round it. I think 
people would be much more likely to give to a specific project, and I think in part that’s 
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sort of what you see when the big appeals come along, ‘cause people can kind of feel 
an attachment to the bushfire recovery. Like, if I give this money, I can imagine that it’s 
going to go help rebuild houses or build fences... 

...people...might have a laugh but it’s a fact, the easiest person to target for 
contributions of any significance are handwritten letters that have been written by a 
person with shaky handwriting. And often, more often than not, elderly single women 
who are... clearly, the most generous. 

So I started off by writing letters then following up with phone calls, and then I 
implemented the jam tart principle. The jam tart principle has opened the doors to me 
so many times it’s been astonishing. I’ve spent $2 on two jam tarts and when I ring 
the person after the letter and I’d say if you’d allow me to visit you to talk about the 
possibility of helping our foundation in a perpetual sense that will outlast both of us. If 
you’d make a cup of tea for me, I’ll bring the jam tarts. People invariably say oh, you 
don’t need to do that, or they say oh, what flavour? And so I spent $2 on jam tarts and 
invariably I’d come away with a cheque for 10 or 20 grand, because it gave me just 
another slight point of interest to talk about, and that is food. So you don’t necessarily 
have to focus on money. But they know, people know why you’re coming.

Challenges in fundraising

The profile of the organisation and board, and the sheer hard work involved are identified as 
particular issues for fundraising.

I was also the principal fundraiser in terms of going out and tapping all my network on 
the shoulder...It’s bloody hard work, though...It can be incredibly demoralising. 

...we don’t seem to get a lot from individuals, like large – it just seems to be small 
business. That might be because of the board, I think, it’s probably reflected in where 
we’re at. We all tend to be small business people and we’re not terribly old. We’d love – 
I look at some of the other foundations, you see the patriarchs have given large sums of 
money. We just haven’t had that happen. I don’t know why but it’s probably a reflection 
of the board. There’s not Sir Douglas Toogood on the board. I’m being facetious but 
there’s not those sort of people necessarily in [name of regional city] either.

Personal connections

One respondent highlights the importance of a personal connection with the fundraiser in 
gaining major support. 

There’s a lady at [name] University. She manages the donor sponsor relationship very 
well. If I have to liaise with [name] University, she’s my point of contact. She can assist 
with everything from information or artwork to attending a seminar. She makes it easy 
for me. So we gave them a large donation three years ago. One year ago, she came 
to us again. Straightaway, I was open and receptive to the idea. We liaised with her 
until we got exactly the fit. So she’s got funding, significant funding for the next three 
years because of her management of that relationship. Whereas with another university, 
where our four trustees have a much closer relationship, I don’t have that central liaison 
person. I don’t – I’m dealing with lots of little people and they have little issues along 
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the way. I haven’t given. I really, theoretically would have given a lot more to this other 
university if they had managed it better. Now I’ve given them some feedback about this. 
They’ve done a review... and they’re doing some changes. But I still haven’t noticed a 
change. So it’s quite interesting. I’m on boards with this other university as well. So very 
much that personal contact and managing it, if you’re looking for your large donations. 

In Summary, the decision to fundraise is dependant on:

•	 philosophical fit; 

•	 need;

•	 individual comfort levels with fundraising, preferences, and experience;

•	 distribution of responsibilities; and

•	 personal connections.

evalUation of grantmaKing
...we really didn’t want to load up onerous reporting requirements on organisations that 
we dealt with. It’s the last thing we want to do. We want to be a blessing, not a curse 
to them. 

To what extent do respondents seek reporting and analysis of the grants they had made? 
Answers vary from those who seek detailed evaluations, to those who are content with 
acknowledgement.

While evaluation of grantmaking does not emerge as a strong theme from the interview 
data, two respondents do highlight the benefits of evaluation providing a feedback loop. 
More informed grantmaking is the end result for both.

...my view is that giving is a really serious process and there’s an obligation, at least on 
me, to give as wisely as possible. Therefore I’ve got to apply myself to making sure that 
what I think I’m investing in is really what I’m investing in. 

There’s some good U.S. stuff on evaluation that we look at and try and use – the sorts 
of processes we’ve put in, things like acquittal reports, which we didn’t have before, 
better information on the applications in terms of information we’re trying to collect in 
terms of outputs, outcomes and impact and try and track that through the acquittal 
reports. But unless we focus more upfront pre-grant in terms of what is it that we really 
want to have an impact on, than we really can’t measure it at the end because all our 
projects are sort of all over the place.

Why evaluate? Does it matter?

Well I mean the question I often ask of, say, the guy who’s running a particular project, 
or the not-for-profit, is in terms of making this project a success what are three or four 
things that you’ve got to get right and what are the three or four things you’ve got to 
avoid? Now, somebody who’s thought about their project really clearly will rattle off 
three or four things straight away. Somebody who’s muddled in their thinking will spend 
the next half an hour talking to you. It’s a real insight into how much clarity they’ve got 
about what they’re trying to achieve. It’s actually quite a good test...Another question 
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would be just explain how you’re going to measure yourself. It’s all very good saying 
this project is designed to reduce homelessness, but what is success for you? 

I’ve got very strongly held views...around that research and leadership and 
management of the social sector...the work we were doing on focusing on social 
outcomes and how to measure outcomes versus output...The thinking behind that 
Productivity Commission report and some of the tools that are imbedded in that study 
for how to do a proper assessment of a community organisation.

For some, evaluation of past grants is part of a process informing future grantmaking.

...there’s an expectation that they’ll provide a grant acquittal report for us and, that 
wasn’t always done but I’m pleased to say that’s one of the things I instituted that 
hadn’t been done, so now can see whether we’ve had the desired impact, or if things 
went wrong, where did they go wrong. Was there any learning as a result of the things 
not going right? That’s still mightn’t necessarily stop them getting another grant even if, 
but the simple fact that they’re evaluating their effectiveness is very useful. So we take 
that on board when we have our grants advisory panel meeting to look at next year’s 
allocation, and decide should they get as much as they’re requesting, or if not, why 
not. So it’s helpful.

The resource cost of evaluation is a major barrier for some.

It hasn’t been a major problem and the only way to change it is either for us to do 
more work ourselves as trustees or – we’ll occasionally send out letters asking – if at a 
meeting someone says oh you know, what’s happened with that and we haven’t heard, 
we’ll send out a letter to them. But because we try and run it with so little resources 
we – the honest answer is that we’re probably not going to do very much about it in the 
short term.

To me, I think one of the critical things is to do with the application process and 
acquittal and how complicated that is...I know how time consuming that is...I think’s 
critical because I constantly say to people when they say to me, why do I have to fill all 
this in, it doesn’t make sense? I say, well, you have to because we have to have some 
measure of assessment that’s fair.

The nature of the reporting and evaluation is seen by many as subjective – a narrative 
response, rather than a quantitative analysis.

But it’s not structured, it’s informal and it relies very much on the quality of the 
interviewer if you like and the interviewee having a good discussion which can then get 
translated into a good rapport, which goes on the file that gets read by the trustees...if 
you tried to formalise it too much, it would die. 

We ask for feedback from them, like a form. A simple one page sort of feedback form 
we ask them to complete. We ask them to supply good news stories, examples 
and photos that they are happy to provide…There’s a lot more we could do with 
those stories.

Well, I guess I don’t treat them as grants with acquittals, I treat them as donations. 
I make that very clear that I’m not after huge acquittals. I’m after progress against 
outcomes. 
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Evaluation by corporate foundations uses a different focus, with benchmarking against other 
corporate givers being an important internal reporting metric.

But I think the reality for corporates is that they’re saying look, we are giving away a lot 
of money to a lot of different things and we’ve got no idea who we’re giving to or what 
the impact is. 

The London Benchmarking Group is the way to calculate your social inputs and 
outputs so you can look it up on the internet. But 50 companies in Australia use that 
method to calculate social inputs and outputs. So according to that, we’re giving about 
$6.5 million. I did a bit of benchmarking – you know people are doing – you know the 
board was getting now, after GFC, a sense of look, we should be doing more. We want 
to do more. How much should we be doing? What should we be doing? Tell us, so 
[we] did a bit of benchmarking. 

Yes. I had to basically commission someone, pay someone money. We see ourselves 
as the top company in Australia. So I know, when we do other benchmarking, who 
the companies are that we want to be benchmarked against. So I just got someone 
to draft – can you get me all this information on these seven companies and then rang 
and spoke to a few of them...It’s about who you think your peers are and benchmark 
against them. 

Evaluation also is seen as an important element of sustainability and dissemination, or 
replication of programs and models in a different (often geographic) setting.

I don’t think a [name] Foundation [is] applicable everywhere. Certainly though, a pooled 
fund of some kind sounds plausible if there’s an industry component...but I would 
like to evaluate this one for 12 months before I said yay, it’s a success, let’s go do it 
elsewhere... 

...if an organisation’s doing a stellar job in [place name]...take learnings out, but don’t 
just do a like for like drop...across the country because invariably it won’t work. I think 
there just needs to be a very – a horses for courses approach is a lot more prudent 
when you’re trying to deal with wicked problems that have many different facets as 
opposed to just going well, here’s a model that will work, replicate it and it should work 
everywhere else.

...we fund evaluations where they’re probably more sectoral or obviously it’s an 
evaluation for a pilot to produce in terms of leveraging future funding. So we do a lot of 
evaluation. 

People always talk about outcomes and KPIs and every program has to be sustainable. 
We certainly have that component in what we look at – a project, how is this going 
to continue because otherwise it’s just another form of welfare. So it’s looking at 
empowerment. 

Respondents also identify challenges and disadvantages of evaluation models and tools. 
The validity of some outcomes is seen as questionable and potentially damaging to the 
organisation.

I think that the conversation that came out off the back of early 2000s around 
transparency and accountability...[regarding] ratios and metrics, have been – have had 
a double edged sword effect for this situation. First of all it’s been a bit detrimental 
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because it’s incorrectly assessed a lot of non-profits and cast a bit of a doubt as to 
whether they can actually do a good job or not. That’s the not great side.

In Summary, respondents’ reporting expectations vary greatly from those who seek 
detailed evaluations, to those who are content with acknowledgement. Many see 
the benefit of evaluation providing a feedback loop leading towards more informed 
grantmaking. However, the cost of evaluation is a major barrier for some and concerns 
are raised over how onerous evaluations can be for grant recipients.

co-fUnding, collaBorative fUnding
Respondents speak enthusiastically about working with other philanthropic funders, 
business partners and/or government to fund NPOs and projects. 

On the positive side, benefits include greater confidence in grantmaking, less research 
required, higher total funding for the beneficiary, and a sense of collegiality with peers. 

…if we were funding a specific project and there were opportunities for others to 
come onboard, then I think it would be more comfortable to say, look, we know this 
organisation is doing really exciting work, this is what they’re planning to do and we’re 
funding this, are you interested on coming onboard with it? 

I guess I had the comfort there that they already knew about it. There were other 
organisations involved so it was a simple thing for me to say, yep I’d like to – count me 
in I’ll sort of – I’ll chip in for that one too. So that’s happened over a few years now. 

If I’m confident that it’s a good one – I usually would only put something out to the 
membership...and [ask if there] are other people interested in contributing because this 
project needs a lot more than we can provide. That’s been quite successful.

We’ve found usually that if community can come up with the first dollar then it’s quite 
a different conversation they end up having with government, rather than just standing 
there with their hand out saying, we need.

...under the right circumstances no question, we’d collaborate with anyone if we truly 
believed in the approach that was being taken. If we thought it was really going do 
some good – that’s long term good – then yes, no question. The more leverage the 
better. 

There’s a colleague of mine who’s also got a substantial foundation, and ...we basically 
made a decision that between us and in principle we will fund things where we can 
together as a way of actually getting larger amounts into the hands of projects that 
we think are really good projects. For example, that homeless refuge that I mentioned 
before, he’s come in as a significant investor in that. We’re doing something with 
overseas development where we’re looking at jointly covering the administration costs 
for the first two years for a particular not-for-profit. So yes, we’re starting to do more of 
that. 

Oh, definitely. Yeah, particularly if it’s somebody that I respected. The fact that they’ve 
done due diligence, and they’ve been convinced it was good, that would actually short 
circuit a lot of the due diligence that I’d need to do. They [friends] were independently 
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– I’m not going to say wealthy – but they were enough – to give you an idea of the size 
of the project – this was 10 years ago we’re talking about – I think it was $150,000 a 
year for three years. I got five of us – yeah, I think I got five in doing $30,000 a piece 
each committed for three years. So that was a $90,000 commitment for three years. 
That was a pretty sizeable commitment to ask. I was fortunate enough to be able to get 
enough people to make it work.

Certainly with anything you look at, you always want it to be a collaborate thing. I mean, 
we’re not service providers so you’re automatically engaging with groups. 

...whether a number of the big, and the smaller, financial service providers can 
collectively decide on a course, and we can join together – I’d love to see that.

Potential challenges are identifying suitable partners to collaborate with, co-operation at all 
levels within the co-funding organisations, timing of grant rounds, and duplication of services. 

But it’s not easy to organise. Different organisations do funding – do it quarterly. We do 
it annually. Ours is 30 June, some are 31 December. So you’ve got all sorts of – and 
we can’t really do our distribution until we’ve finalised what our...accountant says in the 
will you know. The income has got to be determined in accordance with and signed 
off by the auditors, and the best will in the world, you can’t do that much before 30 
September or 30 June. So there are constraints about that sort of thing 

...we’re mindful of that cross-over with the other foundations...there are many 
foundations already in existence and...we’ll probably play different roles in different 
regions...we may not want to duplicate those relationships, we might try to actually 
partner with potentially with that organisation. 

I’m hoping that I might be able to find a partner who might match the amount that I’ve 
given to the [name of national arts organisation] to make it a bigger fund…That’s a slow 
process. I’m looking into it. It’s not easy for me to locate, but anyway, I’m working on 
that.

I know one thing that’s probably going to eventuate because it’s certainly been big in 
just general charities themselves and that is just the overload of the people trying to do 
the same thing. You know, should more PAFs get together and maybe do things a little 
bit together maybe to save some time and energy. If you’ve got like minded friends that 
have maybe set them up, think about supporting the same sorts of charities, that sort 
of thing. I don’t know what room there is for that or not.

...a lot of our work has been in indigenous areas, and we get a lot of requests in those 
areas, for huge amounts of money to do huge projects. We [are] now going back 
saying, what’s the community buy-in here? The land council has got millions of dollars, 
millions more than we’ve got. How much money are they putting in? We’ll match 
money they put in because if they don’t have the community buy-in or the aboriginal 
elders in that area interested in the program for the kids, then it’s not going to work. It’s 
not actually going to work.
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In summary, respondents generally speak enthusiastically about working with other 
philanthropic funders, business partners and/or government to fund NPOs and 
projects. 

On the positive side, collaboration is seen as leading to:

•	 greater confidence in grantmaking;

•	 less duplication of efforts (especially research);

•	 higher total funding for the beneficiary; and 

•	 a sense of collegiality with peers. 

On the negative side, potential challenges are:

•	 identifying suitable partners to collaborate with;

•	 co-operation at all levels within the co-funding organisations;

•	 timing of grant rounds; and 

•	 duplication of services. 

Theme 3 – OvervieW

•	 There are a myriad of grantmaking choices that face givers through different stages 
of their journey. Givers must decide how they will call for applications and how 
applications will be assessed, and by whom. They must also decide who is eligible for 
how much, how often and for how long. The need for criteria is made clear in order to 
concentrate their resources and make a greater impact. 

•	 Employing staff is usually driven by a desire for more professionalism or in 
recognition of a high administration work-load, especially for larger or more mature 
foundations. However, cost is a mediating factor for many as salaries deduct funds 
that would otherwise be available to the community in grants. Pro-bono support or 
fundraising specifically for salaries, are cited as alternatives. 

•	 Boards, trustees and governance are recognised as extremely important in steering 
the work of the foundation or trust. 

•	 With regard to nonprofit grantee management, all respondents express a strong 
need to be able to understand how the organisation operates, what its priorities and 
values are, how it is administered and how its programs are delivered.

•	 Respondents comment on the need for education, training, resources and 
networks, preferring informal learning and practical training.

•	 Fundraising is a reality for some participants. The decision to fundraise is largely 
based on philosophical fit, need and individual comfort levels with fundraising.

•	 Evaluation is seen as a pathway towards more informed grantmaking. However, the 
cost of evaluation can be a major barrier.

•	 In terms of collaborative funding, respondents are generally in favour of the idea and 
could see several benefits from granting this way. However, they also identify a number 
of logistical challenges.

Our problem is not finding enough good causes. Our problem is there are 
too many good causes, and therefore we’ve got to ration what we hand out... 
we all face that problem. 
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the role of philanthropy aUStralia
Philanthropy Australia is the national peak body for philanthropy and is a not-for-profit 
membership organisation consisting of trusts and foundations, families and individuals. 
Philanthropy Australia also manages the PhilanthropyWiki, an online encyclopaedia on 
philanthropy in Australia.8

The role of Philanthropy Australia attracts a great deal of comment from respondents, 
ranging from extremely positive through to calls for greater activity and presence. Key 
perceived benefits are: 

•	 general help and information;

•	 providing links with other more experienced foundations;

•	 advocacy;

•	 building a philanthropic culture/education about giving;

•	 professionalisation of the sector;

•	 promotion to potential nonprofit applicants; and

•	 affinity groups/friendships with likeminded people.

Key perceived issues mentioned are:

•	 concern about membership fees;

•	 application overload from listing in Philanthropy Australia’s directory;

•	 lack of innovation due to a membership profile not reflecting the whole of philanthropy;

•	 perception of mainly serving family foundations and key states; and

•	 wish to see the peak body and other networks achieve more.

Constructive suggestions span a more commercial funding base, founded on an advice role, 
and government funding to be more visible and accessible. Respondents feel affinity groups 
or networks might cover more of the cause areas and be more formalised because they 
serve a useful role in sector capacity building.

Some respondents comment on the lack of awareness of Philanthropy Australia outside of 
the sector, but suggest its profile is broadening.

I didn’t even know there was an organisation called Philanthropy Australia, though it 
didn’t surprise me, I’d never enquired. And there’s no reason why anybody would know 
about it I guess unless you’re involved in that. 

Certainly its name is getting bigger out there at the moment...if you said to senior 
executives of large corporates in Australia could they describe who Philanthropy 
Australia was I don’t know that they could.

Probably most [high net worth people] would [know of Philanthropy Australia]. How well 
they know it is probably another matter. 

...they need to be a lot more high profile in the way that they put forward their 
messages... They’ve played a more passive role. 

8  http://philanthropywiki.org.au 

theme 4: the environment 
aroUnd giving
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I don’t think Philanthropy Australia has great visibility...Part of that, I think is Philanthropy 
Australia is a little bit of something for everyone.

Others highlight the particular areas where they have found value as:

General help and information

Philanthropy Australia publishes a guide to all of these things and we use that as our 
main source book...

The Philanthropy Australia Guide for Giving

Definitely the Community Foundations kit that FRRR and Philanthropy Australia have 
put together, have been excellent. 

...the handbooks...I found invaluable. So you know, we printed those off and read them 
from front to back.

Providing links with other more experienced foundations

...some of the other foundations and what they were doing and how they were 
capitalised and what they were supporting. So it gave us a really wide view of 
everything from some of these things that have been around for 30, 40, 50 years to 
new ventures like us.

As for other organisations, the way I’ve got to know them is really through Philanthropy 
Australia, which has been my gateway to the whole sector.

Where did I start? Well initially I joined Philanthropy Australia, because that was the 
industry body to be able to start getting contacts.

Advocacy

...the [Philanthropy Australia] team did a stellar job with the PAF reorganisation. There 
was an interface required into government which people thought could turn to worms 
pretty badly and pretty quickly if it wasn’t well managed, and they did a stellar job...So 
the engagement with government is really, really important. I think that’s one of the best 
roles they can play. 

I obviously don’t use the resources of Philanthropy Australia but I would hate to think 
that they didn’t exist, if you know what I mean. 

Building a philanthropic culture/education about giving

...the body Philanthropy Australia and the Fundraising Institute and all those involved in 
it, have a huge education role, information, awareness role, leadership role to try and 
help gradually change that psyche because it’s one [we] desperately have to change.

Professionalisation of the sector

I think there needs to be an acceptance that we are still a very immature type of 
industry and therefore, yeah we do muddle through and that’s because it is – it’s 
a siloed industry where a lot of things happen behind closed doors and we all run 
individually as hard as we can. So I think it is a matter of learning by experience, et 
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cetera. I think [that] was probably true pre Philanthropy Australia days. I think...the 
industry itself is emerging as being a more professional one and try to set standards 
and highlighting best practice...

Promotion to the potential nonprofit applicants

We’ve been in the Directory of Philanthropic Trusts since its inception...that’s how 
people [grant applicants] know about us. 

...that’s where Philanthropy Australia can be extraordinarily important, because it 
can actually be the crossroads between organisations that need money and the 
foundations. 

Affinity groups/friendships with likeminded people

Yes Philanthropy Australia runs various groups of likeminded people. So there’s a bit  
of a sharing goes on there. But it’s not structured, it’s informal. 

I find now particularly through Philanthropy Australia I’ve actually made some friends 
– some quite good friends...we are all people in the situation of running our own 
foundation...It’s much easier to have conversations with them than it is with my 
other friends. 

Issues raised include:

Concern about membership fees

...I said we’d like to join but your fees are too high. You really need to have a staggered 
fee basis, which they eventually did anyway for PPFs at the time. So we joined and they 
have some really good affinity groups that I joined at the time. 

The thing that dissuaded me was the membership fee. I know that sounds a bit stupid. 
We give away [amount] million. Why would I balk at a couple of thousand for the 
membership fee? But then I thought, for what I got back – and this is being very honest 
– I didn’t feel it was worth it.

...there was just no value in it for the Trust- and it was a not insignificant amount of 
money for it.

Application overload from listing in the Philanthropy Australia directory 

...they got so many applications that were just not relevant that it was really just more 
trouble than it was worth. 

Lack of innovation due to a membership profile seen by some not 
reflecting the whole of philanthropy

Philanthropy Australia I think has been the only player in town for too long and they 
actually only have – everyone looks to them to do it, and they actually have a very 
small mandate. If you look at their strategic plan, they’re the people like the political 
representative of the sector, and they have – they also say they want to promote 
good practice, but the overwhelming issue with Philanthropy Australia is that it’s a 
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member organisation...to be too blunt, too simplistic, you’re never going to see any 
great innovation coming out of P.A. because the current membership is made up of 
conservative foundations...if you asked Philanthropy Australia, they would say the 
[name] Foundation is innovative. My view is, if the [name] Foundation’s innovative, then 
God help us all.

Perception of serving mainly family foundations and key states

I feel Philanthropy Australia is weak in that area. They’re more geared to the family 
foundations and they know that. So you know they try to do a corporate networking 
group for corporates but it sort of hasn’t worked 

...they do a half reasonable job if you’re based in Sydney and Melbourne. They’re 
bloody hopeless for anybody in Queensland or any of the other states. 

Wish to see the peak body and other networks achieve more

...Philanthropy Australia or the Women’s Donor Network [sic] or those kind of things are 
influential. I just don’t think they are to the extent that they probably could be. 

Information and advocacy must be the reason they’re there, I assume, because they 
don’t do anything else. They just combine information and share it out. So yeah, maybe 
they just need to be a more effective advocacy group.

Constructive suggestions include:

A more commercial funding base, founded on an advice role

If they’d been smart five or 10 years ago, they could have set up a whole commercial 
arm and had consulting within their own framework, but I think it’s too hard now...they’ve 
got too much on their plate.

...a partnership between Philanthropy Australia and someone...would be a really good 
way to set up a consulting and professional advice type of thing...it needs to be one foot 
outside of Philanthropy Australia so that you’ve got the capacity for expertise and fee 
charging...it needs a separate commercial sense about it, plus a claim on expertise. 

The other interesting thing from community foundations is...that they...are starting to 
operate in the way that Philanthropy Australia might have operate...taking the fact that 
they have got grantmaking experience and advice and using that as a commercial arm 
for others who don’t necessarily have a fund within them. 

...to be a very – agnostic to advice but centre for where they can put people in the 
right direction, almost like a traffic controller...many people have come to expect the 
peak bodies to almost create policy around what should be giving standards and how 
this whole thing should play out...Maybe their hands are tied to a certain extent but I 
think that the policy basically is very, very important and I think that the general traffic 
controlling mechanism – we’ll put you in contact with the right people to give you the 
advice, the guidance or the whatever it is – that that’s an important role for them to play 
as well.
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Government funding to be more visible and accessible

...I think there’s a big gap in the servicing and the availability of the information... 
maybe Philanthropy Australia is the answer to that but it would have to take a very 
different positioning of itself. It would need to sort of become...more like a blood 
bank or something. There’s one in every state where it’s got more of a government 
flow of funds so that you can produce the education material and you can have that 
heightened public awareness and all the materials are available to anyone. It’s a kind of 
a walk in off the street type service...

As a silly off the wall thought...Philanthropy Australia almost needs a very discreet kind 
of badge that people wear. It becomes a talking point, doesn’t it?

Some comment specifically about Philanthropy Australia’s affinity 
groups, highlighting:

Gaps

There’s the affinity groups through Philanthropy Australia, but I guess there are 
still gaps.

A more formalised approach

I think within the philanthropy sectors the affinity groups and that whole connection with 
Philanthropy Australia is possibly the best potential, but it hasn’t been realised yet. It’s 
more informal just now. 

Education, sharing and location of good projects/organisations to fund

I belong to the Indigenous Affinity Group at Philanthropy Australia. I’ve just spent time 
trying to educate myself...over time I’ve found an organisation that I like involved in 
educational mentoring...That’s the benefit of Philanthropy Australia – that you can get 
to know organisations that...you may not otherwise come across...

I think you should definitely get involved – at least in the beginning – with a group 
such as Philanthropy Australia or Arts Support [sic] or the Environmental Grantmaking 
Network [sic] or somebody that can just help you network and understand what you’re 
trying to achieve. Because I think even for people who know a bit more about what 
they’re trying to do, my impression is that they also find it very beneficial to share 
experiences, share ideas. 

Building the sector’s capacity

...the affinity groups within the Philanthropy Australia...push the sector forward, 
capacity building, all of that.
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In Summary, the role of Philanthropy Australia attracts a great deal of 
comment from respondents, ranging from extremely positive through to calls 
for greater activity and presence. Key benefits are highlighted as: 

•	 general help and information

•	 providing links with other more experienced foundations

•	 advocacy

•	 building a philanthropic culture/education about giving

•	 professionalisation of the sector

•	 promotion to potential nonprofit applicants

•	 affinity groups/friendships with likeminded people

Key issues mentioned are:

•	 concern about membership fees

•	 application overload from listing in their directory

•	 lack of innovation due to a membership profile seen by some not 
reflecting the whole of philanthropy

•	 perception of mainly serving family foundations and key states

•	 wish to see the peak body and other networks achieve more

image of philanthropy in aUStralia
What do Australians think about philanthropy? Do they think about it much? Respondents’ 
views on these and other issues surrounding the perception of structured giving are fairly 
well aligned. There is general agreement that Australia’s philanthropic sector is still in its 
childhood or possibly adolescence, and that there is untapped generosity, particularly in 
those at higher income levels. A strong wish not to be identified as a philanthropist or to 
speak widely about one’s own giving reflects Australian notions of egalitarianism.

General perceptions and comments

Some respondents feel that knowledge of philanthropy remains sketchy or secretive, while 
others believe there had been significant progress made in raising awareness of the sector.

So really it seems to still be in – we sense there still is like a black box perspective 
around philanthropy. How does this whole thing work? It’s like a secretive society 
almost. 

There’s been so much discussion about foundations that you’d have to almost have 
your head in the sand not to know that there were these things called foundations. 

Interviewees also comment on the growth of philanthropy as a sector, and its future 
prospects.

...[on] the whole, I’ll say philanthropy but [the] sort of charity area’s becoming a very 
crowded space these days...At the same time, there is increasing competition over the 
giving dollar...

But I mean, from my mind, the philanthropic sector’s set to grow enormously in the 
next 30 to 40 years. If we don’t have a tenfold increase, I’ll be stunned. 
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...it [education about philanthropy] needs to be done delicately and that’s going to take 
a bit of training. I mean, that’s the sort of thing – that social engineering, social change 
– it needs to be done at school. Kids do it.

The origins of charitable giving also affect respondents’ perceptions of the present state of 
philanthropy.

Old money, old school money, always a big thing, that seems to still be around which in 
some ways I’m pleased with but in some ways I think it’s sort of sad because it’s not as 
strategically organised. It’s all old mates and stuff.

In the past, it’s been very small, done by people that are evidently wealthy and typically 
connected to the powers of the day...

People have before in my experience have said philanthropy’s so nice and warm and 
huggy and whatnot...if your thinking stops at this nice, warm and huggy benefaction...
then I think you’re playing in the wrong place. 

Generosity

The impulse to be generous and to share in times of need or difficulty is highlighted, 
especially in relation to natural disasters.

People are incredibly generous, if you call it philanthropy or if you call it supporting 
your friends. 

Well I think Australians are very generous people. They are always wanting to help 
anybody that they know or understand or see is in difficulty. 

The level of giving around the Black Saturday fires was just phenomenal and some of 
the acts of generosity we saw, yeah they’re just absolutely reassuring about what it is 
to be an Australian and what it is to be a human being.

Talking about philanthropy with peers

As distinct from personal discomfort in talking about individual giving, several respondents 
speak more broadly of the need for conversations about giving. There is direct link made 
between the lack of everyday discussions about philanthropy and the number of Australians 
of means who do not give.

Because people – they don’t have a clue what the philanthropic sector is. So I do a bit 
of that, I do talk to people sometimes and just explain how it all works.

...you don’t get many people talking about philanthropy. Overall, as you know, in 
Australia, the conversation of giving is not done round the dinner table in Australia. 
This was something that we keep undercover and henceforth it’s probably why we 
get 40 per cent of Aussies earning $150,000 grand a year don’t give a cracker.

The risk of negative publicity

Several respondents speak of the risk to the philanthropic sector as a whole of both 
negative perceptions of motivations for giving, and the damage that could be caused by 
fraud, misappropriation of funds, or unethical conduct.

Well the media’s always just out for a story. So if there’s a conflict or a problem – I don’t 
think they understand philanthropy all that well.
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...you not only have the issues in terms of philanthropic organisations and the risk 
of doing something wrong, you’ve got every charity out there potentially if they did 
something wrong, then the whole flavour of giving gets murky.

There is probably some scepticism of people that are saying this is just keeping up with 
the Joneses, it’s fashionable at the moment. But they’re just all perceptions.

Giving on different financial levels

A key theme emerging from the data is that respondents feel that giving at lower levels, 
and by those with lower incomes and wealth, should be encouraged, acknowledged and 
celebrated as part of a spectrum of giving.

You tend to hear about the – somebody gives $10 million to a Cancer Research 
Foundation for example and gets a wing of the hospital named after them or something 
like that. You hear about those, but you don’t hear about the ones that operate at the 
much more modest level.

Well I think it comes down to everybody because even the high net worthers, you put 
them in a room and do a Gates and take 50 per cent, it’s not going to be sufficient to 
do the things that are needed. You need the full populace having a culture of giving and 
we’re a long way from that.

...I remember in New Zealand...One of the efforts to encourage giving was – and I don’t 
think they ever did it – but it was like a community service announcement and it was an 
ad on TV. Some people getting off a plane, high level male business executives, walking 
down the corridor in the airport and going to the carousel to pick up their bags and 
there’s the usual crowd there of people there to pick up people and whatever and the 
question is, spot the philanthropist?...As the camera pans in it goes past all the wealthy 
businessmen to one of the cab drivers who’s there to meet someone. He was giving 
15 per cent of his total income, so he was actually the most significant philanthropist 
because of the percentage he was giving, not because of the amount. 

You don’t have to be massively rich...[people] probably don’t understand that it is 
simple and that you can make a lot of difference with not a lot of money. 

The problem is – and this is a personal view – a lot of the publicity that’s given to 
philanthropy is for a big ego-stroking donation to a cultural institution. So you look and 
you think, well, [name of individual’s] just written a cheque for [x] million dollars to the 
[name of organisation]. That’s just an inconceivable concept to most people who’ve 
almost got nothing to do with any level of philanthropy.

The second thing is that people often think am I rich enough to go down this track? 
We’ve set up people with PAFs starting at $250,000 right through on the basis that 
this is the first step in the journey as opposed to the end game they’re trying to put 
forward. Because often people will look at the Gates or the Buffetts and just go well, 
there’s billions attached to this kind of act. We’re nowhere near in that ballpark. As a 
consequence can we play in that ballpark? The answer, of course you can.

Other respondents highlight the need for more giving by those at the other end of the 
spectrum, with high personal means and a capacity to give more in dollar terms.

The fact that if I’ve got a million dollars and you haven’t, then yes I can decide what I do 
with it. Yeah you might feel actually that you’re a bit resentful of the fact that you’d like 
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to help these people too or maybe you’d like to help your favourite cause and you can’t 
do it whereas I can. And yeah I can understand that point of view. But I don’t think that 
it negates the validity of the organisations in the same way that if you’ve got the money 
you can choose to spend it on cars or big houses or swimming pools or whatever it is 
that you want to, even though I might look at somebody doing that and thinking how 
wasteful or how whatever. But that’s their choice. 

...I don’t usually talk money because, I don’t know, mostly it isn’t relevant. But [on] this 
occasion this person seemed to really want to know, said can I get a scale, an idea 
of scale? So I said, well we’re only new but we’ve given way $2 million but we’ve just 
kind of getting started. I think she was a bit...I think she was a bit sort of taken aback. 
She said something like, well that’s a lot. I said, well not really is it? She was going, 
well yes, it is. I just had that sense and I have started to ask people a little bit more and 
add things up. I’m going, wow, gee – I thought there was so much more philanthropic 
money out there but maybe there isn’t.

Not wanting to be known as a philanthropist

The concept of self-identification as a philanthropist generates some strong responses. All 
are against using the word philanthropist, however this did not equate to wishing their giving 
to be anonymous. 

Philanthropy tends to sound a bit pretentious to me...I certainly wouldn’t use that word 
about myself. If somebody said you know, what are you involved in? I’d find other ways 
of describing it. Even though yes I suppose technically I’m a philanthropist, it sounds 
pretentious.

It’s not something I really want to talk about; the idea of giving, yes – but not having a 
foundation. There’s still a sense I suppose that it sounds a bit elitist or something.

...if I give to a project...and then word filters out indirectly that my foundation is the 
donor, that stops the cringe factor. What creates this cringe factor is if I go into the 
newspapers and say listen, aren’t I great because I’ve given money to a project. People 
hate that – my view is people hate that sort of stuff, generally speaking, but if they hear 
about it from word of mouth that’s really powerful. Maybe a bit slower, but much more 
powerful. 

I mean I think some people – private foundations are sort of a bit funny I think. Some 
people think they are a bit posey. Because I think some people gloat a little about how 
they have got a family foundation and that puts me off a little bit.

The role of government in raising the profile of philanthropy

Several respondents feel that the government had roles to play in promoting awareness of 
giving structures and philanthropy, partially in their own interest. 

...we want somehow new money, government money, to acknowledge the importance 
of philanthropy in this area. We would be very happy for that.

...philanthropy, I believe, should be seen to be an add-on to what governments should 
be doing, rather than a substitute...government, whether it’s local, state or federal,  
will want to see the development of philanthropy because it would be less pressure  
on them. 
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Early days

Infancy, childhood, youth, adolescence – these are all terms used to describe the state of 
maturity of the philanthropic sector in Australia. No respondents describe it as a mature 
system, where models and structures are time-tested and embedded or fixed for the future. 

So I think it is part of the Australian culture so I’d have to say that I think it’s fairly 
pervasive in Australia and I also acknowledge the youth of Australia. I don’t mean 
young people. I mean, the youth of the country in terms of philanthropic development 
in terms of high-end philanthropy so the large philanthropists. So I still think we’ve got a 
way to go but I see lots of very generous people out there.

I think there needs to be an acceptance that we are still a very immature type of 
industry and therefore, yeah we do muddle through...a lot of things happen behind 
closed doors and we all run individually as hard as we can...I think the industry itself is 
emerging as being a more professional one and try to set standards and highlighting 
best practice et cetera...But in terms of self governance and regulations we are miles 
behind...

What makes philanthropy different?

Some respondents reflect on the characteristics of philanthropy – what differentiates it from 
other funding sources such as business and government. Philanthropy’s place as part of the 
Third Sector, or not for profit sector, is highlighted here. 

But if we save it and use it to do some of the nimble things, some of the things that we 
can do quickly and we can identify gaps to keep services going, or we can help get 
things going, or we can keep things going to get them to the next step, that nimble 
wildcard money is actually a very critical piece of non-profit resourcing. There’s a 
danger that government and corporates assume that they’re the only influential parts 
of the puzzle, because they’ve got so much more money, but the philanthropy sector is 
the – that’s where the money is that doesn’t have to worry about profits and it doesn’t 
have to worry about votes. If we don’t cherish it and spend it in that way, then I think 
we lose a richness of non-profit development that we have had. 

And of course the really great bit that I have learnt about this form of philanthropy is 
that it’s entrepreneurial. It will go where government won’t go. It will go there where 
corporate won’t go because it’s – it just looks at opportunities from a ground zero 
base. So it’s not – because we’re not after sort of rates of return. We’re perfectly 
happy funding something that has got a 30 per cent chance of getting off the ground, 
because nobody else is going to come fund it.

In Summary, there is general agreement that Australia’s philanthropic sector is still in 
its infancy, but that there is untapped generosity. 

Australian notions of egalitarianism are identified as formative in regards to an Australian 
culture of philanthropy. The impulse to be generous in times of need is highlighted, 
especially in relation to natural disasters.
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advocacy
We’ve actually found ourselves as a bit of [an] advocacy agency, not that we ever 
thought – we didn’t start out doing that. But in many ways, we’ve ended up doing 
some of that work.

While respondents express some caution around making grants for advocacy, due to 
its traditional exclusion from the legal definition of charitable purposes, many speak 
of advocating for new policies or structural change in other ways. Volunteering, using 
networks, collaborative funding, and giving voice and influence to causes and organsations 
are all discussed by respondents as forms of advocacy they are willing to provide.

Concerns around engaging in advocacy

Reputational damage, unwillingness to directly challenge government policy, and the 
non-charitable nature of advocacy work are all mentioned as deterrents to advocacy by 
structured giving organisations.

The thing that was the most interesting to me...was the way in which the American 
foundations don’t find the idea of doing work on policy and advocacy – it’s not at all a 
problem for them. It’s absolutely bread and butter for them – where here you sort of 
feel like you have to be very circumspect about even using the word advocacy. Which I 
think is really unfortunate because – particularly in environment – many of the solutions 
involve at least partially government regulation. I believe it’s absolutely appropriate for 
foundations to be doing work in contributing to policy development. 

We fund a lot of refugee programs but then we probably wouldn’t fund a program 
that’s advocating against the government’s detainment policy.

...at the end of the day the trustee is looking at a particular application on a particular 
issue that may have positive and negative media possibilities. You probably wouldn’t 
see – I might be wrong here but you probably wouldn’t see a [long-established large 
foundation name] funding gay marriage advocacy.

Advocacy can come in many guises

However, many respondents feel that the term ‘advocacy’ could be used more broadly 
to include activities such as convening, raising awareness and profile, and giving time 
and expertise. These forms of support seem to find wide acceptance as a legitimate and 
complementary part of the role of a philanthropic trust or foundation.

...[they] support them in any way they can, whether it be through influence or financial 
means or other resources or that kind of thing. 

I don’t know if lobbying is really the right word. It’s really bringing a broader awareness 
to community issues which affect the community at large. That’s probably a better way 
of putting it. We don’t want to be seen as a political body in any way because we’re 
certainly not. So we don’t lobby politically, but we lobby for community awareness. We 
raise community awareness in a broader arena, is a better way of putting it.

We could have had all the different government departments plus philanthropy sitting 
on one table talking very openly about a real situation. We’re going to put more people 
together and continue with that dialogue and I think that’s enormously valuable. 
Because that’s real thinking and real minds and real change will come out of that.
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Other roles for advocacy in philanthropy

Advocacy is not limited to philanthropists supporting charitable and nonprofit organisations. 
Respondents see roles for grantmaking and donor advocates, for NPOs to engage their own 
advocates, and for peak sector bodies.

You have to have people who are not going to tell the donor where they have to put 
their money, or how they should grant make? You want an independent – it’s almost 
like a donor advocate person, who will stick with them and say, well, what do you 
want? What does your sculpture look like? Then they go out and research all their 
options from there. I guess that that gap is filled poorly because there aren’t many 
people around and it’s hard to make a living. I found I was always busy because people 
couldn’t find anyone to do what I was doing. 

[Nonprofit organisations] seem to be doing quite well in the corporate sector but again 
it seems to be their advocates so people they obtain as an advocate and send out 
there into the world, rather than the other way around from my observation. I don’t 
know that people seek them out as much as they seek the opportunity out.

...at least they [philanthropic advisers] are out there advocating a different model…
more open to change and more directly involved with the original donor or whatnot in 
grantmaking.

Challenges and issues in advocacy

Finally, respondents identify key areas where advocacy brought up issues or challenges they 
had encountered. These centred on influencing government policy.

… it’s just so hard. Dealing with government is just – it’s one of the sad things about 
the not-for-profit sector, that the big elephant in the room is always the fact that you’ve 
got a government there that’s actually got a huge amount of resources and seems to 
apply its resources so poorly. How you influence government, it’s just very hard. I’d love 
to say that I was doing that, but I wouldn’t even know how to start, to be honest. 

Certainly with specific projects going to government and saying listen we think you 
should support this project for these reasons, yes, we’ve definitely done that sort 
of stuff. However trying to change government policy in relation to, for example, 
Indigenous education, or homelessness, or whatever, that’s a big – that’s a really 
difficult process. I mean, frankly people like [name of large national charity] are better 
placed to do that. 

To be honest, I think some of them act in response, either positively or negatively to 
the government and to government policy. I think a lot of philanthropists, particularly if 
they’re business people, like to sort of counter balance what they see the government 
doing, either that they agree or disagree with, so they use it as a way of expressing 
their democratic right. So you know, some of them will say, I’m only interested in 
funding something that the government’s funding or I’m interested in finding the gaps 
that the government doesn’t fund but then you as an organisation need to work 
towards getting government funding for this after I’ve done it for three years. So  
I think there’s a really interesting nexus between public policy and philanthropy.
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In Summary, respondents express some caution around traditional advocacy. 
However, many respondents felt that the term advocacy could be used more broadly to 
include activities such as:

•	 convening;

•	 raising awareness and profile;

•	 giving time and expertise;

•	 using networks;

•	 collaborative funding; and 

•	 giving voice and influence.

The risk of reputational damage, unwillingness to directly challenge government policy, 
and the non-charitable nature of advocacy work are all mentioned as deterrents to 
advocacy by structured giving organisations.

compariSonS BetWeen aUStralia and 
overSeaS
Many respondents compare philanthropic giving in Australia to overseas, particularly but 
not exclusively to the U.S. Some of the comparisons are in favour of the U.S., particularly 
those relating to the size, diversity, and experience of the philanthropic sectors. However, 
other respondents are more critical and feel that Australia could find a different path. 
The influences of each country’s history and culture are generally held to have shaped 
motivations for giving and perceptions of givers.

Comparisons of scale

Australia’s philanthropic sector is seen by all respondents to be operating on a small scale. 
Particular comparisons with the U.S. and with New Zealand highlight the value of total 
philanthropic assets and the extent of professional development as areas where Australia 
fares poorly.

It’s a much more developed – I mean their [the U.S.] philanthropic sector as a whole is 
so much more developed, so much more thoughtful – their thinking is really advanced. 
They have been doing it for a long time, many of them, and in terms of the relativity of 
environment versus other areas I think it’s a bit bigger there but not as much bigger as 
you would hope...

I have to say New Zealand has done a fabulous job...they’ve got the Community Trust 
Network worth $2.5 billion in a country of four million people. That’s astronomical 
amounts of money that we’ve never been around and yet they’ve got that money 
and so their boards and their governance have been set up with huge responsibility 
and expectation. They rotate their boards; you actually can’t be on indefinitely. So 
their professional development, their accountabilities, their board and governance 
procedures are all much more advanced than ours are...Whereas in Australia I think  
the barriers are – so much of it is hidden and unknown, or it has been and it’s  
still emerging. 

It was put best by a court justice that I caught up with last week for the first time. He 
said look, I had to give a speech to people who were trustees and administrators of 
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trusts in the U.S. and – that’s about a year ago – and he said there will always be 
unfortunate comparison made between how much Australians give and how much 
Americans give but let me just give you this piece of context. The turnover of General 
Motors is the same as Australia’s GDP. 

Who should be funding charitable work?

This question has been thought about extensively by respondents. Historical and cultural 
differences and differences in the role of government are seen as encouraging philanthropy 
overseas and limiting it in Australia. 

It seems to be a stronger culture in the States, but then that’s because they’ve got a 
stronger culture of you rise or fall by your own efforts, whereas here we’re much more 
the view that if there’s a community need, the government ought to be doing it. Which 
is I think very different from the American model. 

Australia has a strong history of governments looking after people and therefore people 
believe that through their taxes...that’s where their contribution is being made and 
therefore it’s a government responsibility...I don’t think it’s a meanness. I think there’s a 
cultural feeling that government should supply and fix things... We just don’t have that 
psyche or culture in Australia where the individual feels they’re personally responsible.

…in Australia what we’ve tended to do is do a lot more in terms of partnerships for 
funding and funding a whole lot of different innovation stuff, not just the emergency 
relief that UK does a heck of a lot of. 

...whereas in America, it’s core funding for so many and the philanthropic trusts are 
right in there running services, they’re running schools and doing all sorts of things. In 
the U.K. there’s trust schools, they’re running primary schools and secondary schools 
and health centres and all sorts of things that in Australia, people just look at and go, 
that’s government. 

Are we less generous?

This issue isn’t a concern to many respondents, but those who do comment are fairly 
equally divided in favour and against Australians being more generous than people from 
other countries.

I believe that on a per capita basis, Australians are probably the most generous in 
the world

...the research...It does tend to show that the people from that part of the world are 
probably on average more inclined towards that activity than Australians are, yeah.

Leadership from overseas

Many respondents look to, and travel to engage with philanthropy overseas when seeking 
models, tools, and sometimes inspiration. Australia is seen as following in the footsteps of 
the U.S. and the U.K. in particular, and to have clearly adopted philanthropic concepts and 
structures from those two countries. 

I know there’s a couple of times in terms of overseas, the U.S. grantmakers and the 
U.K. grantmakers conferences and those sorts of things seeing what they were doing 
overseas and how it compared to the Australian scene. We didn’t have a peak body 
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so we should form a peak body. They’ve got researchers and paid staff et cetera, we 
should at least explore those options. So I don’t think we’ve been a world leader in 
that sort of change. I think we’ve pretty well followed the U.S. examples and the U.K. 
examples of what other trusts and foundations have done there that have gone through 
similar growth stages and periods a lot earlier than us.

So I think there’s a lot of internal competition between trusts and foundations so you 
can imagine the first one that put on [a] paid [staff member]...So there’s circumstances 
overseas that drive saying well why aren’t you doing that? Why are you still doing 
it yourselves, you know and seeing some of the benefits of what other trusts and 
foundations are able to do with staff, it’s only be sheer weight of numbers that you get 
those sorts of developments happening. Whether or not there was an external push or 
just a dawning of reality…

I think we still have a long way to go in terms of those areas. But when you look around 
the rest of the world, the rest of the world’s still struggling with the same things. So 
while we might think we’re well behind, we seem to have some areas where we’ve a 
few plusses and some learnings. But in terms of self governance and regulations we 
are miles behind [the] U.K.

I’m blown away by – I was a at wedding on the weekend with a group of Americans 
who were talking to me about yeah they sit down every year at around about their tax 
time and they do a bit of research into different charities and organisations and they 
plan very, very solidly their giving. It’s not a huge amount of money but they feel it’s 
important that they choose particular charities. They’re less likely than I think Australians 
to walk past someone shaking a tin on the side of the street and just drop 20 cents 
in it.

Pressure to give

Respondents who comment feel that pressure to give is not constructive, and would be 
found unpleasant by many people who did not have the means to make significant gifts. 

I mean, in the U.S., people did give. People did make sure you knew. They had their 
name on an alumni list and it was a way of bragging. It was quite revolting and it puts a 
lot of pressure on people who don’t have the money to do it. So I’m not uncomfortable 
in general – as a human being – living in a society that doesn’t boast about it. 

The concept around this perpetual notion that Australians give less than the U.S. and 
that we’re hopeless about doing this – this is something that [name of individual] and 
I will always butt heads on. This concept about beat Australians over the knuckles 
because they don’t give enough, I think is a really, really dangerous and wrong position 
to take.

Size of the market for philanthropic services

The smaller size of Australia’s current philanthropic sector is seen as a limitation on the 
development of fee-paying advice and consultancy services. One respondent also questions 
how well the U.S. model of service provision would be adopted in an Australian context. 

...philanthropy is likely never to be the same scale as it is in the U.S. and as a 
consequence...a firm which is very, very focussed on just this discipline alone will be 
difficult to maintain. 
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...there’s quite a market of it, philanthropy advisers, overseas, but less so here.

So it’s unlikely that you’re going to be able to get one person to have all of their things 
in-house unless you are a specialist family office that can provide all of those things in 
a very particular kind of way. There are only a couple of family offices that do that really, 
really well in this country whereas in the U.S. a completely different paradigm. If you 
can go to a one-stop shop to make that happen then many people are more likely to 
go towards that. It’s just not the way the Australian culture works.

In Summary, respondents do not indicate a strong contextual influence in their 
decisions from any kind of national philanthropic culture (as they believe happens 
overseas). However, they did see such a force at work among average Australians 
(though not prompting large or sustained giving). Australia’s lesser giving norm than 
comparable nations is driven by a cringe around the word/concept ‘philanthropist’, the 
related and very much alive Tall Poppy Syndrome and an Australian norm that relies on 
government to deliver on all needs. Some change and growth is perceived though at 
both individual and corporate levels. Philanthropy is vaunted as a valuable and needed 
adjunct to more politicised government funding.

Theme 4 – OvervieW

•	 A number of benefits are highlighted about the role of Philanthropy Australia 
amongst calls for greater activity and presence. 

•	 Australia’s philanthropic sector is seen to be still in its infancy, with a huge potential 
for growth driven by untapped generosity of everyday Australians and wealthy 
individuals currently giving below their capacity. 

•	 Respondents express some caution around advocacy, especially in terms of 
challenging government policy. However, many respondents felt that the term 
advocacy could be used more broadly to include activities such as:

convening;

raising awareness and profile;

giving time and expertise;

using networks;

collaborative funding; and 

giving voice and influence.

•	 Compared to overseas, structured giving in Australia is not seen to stem from 
any particular national culture of philanthropy. Australia’s lesser giving norm than 
comparable nations appears to be driven by a cringe around the word/concept 
‘philanthropist’, and a greater perception of the responsibilities of government.

I think there’s becoming...a culture of philanthropy. I think our history comes from 
convicts and I think culturally Australians have a lower propensity to give than any 
other country in the world, particularly the U.S. if we make a comparison. I think that’s 
changing because we’re becoming more sophisticated and because I think we’re 
moving – you know we’re just developing as a society.
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This section reflects on what all this information tells us about structured giving in this 
country? What lies behind a plaque that says, ‘donated by the XYZ Foundation’? 

So what are the…

•	 three standout ideas we heard about structured giving?

•	 concise summary answers to the questions posed at the beginning of this report?

•	 key takeout messages for NPOs? 

Three standout ideas

The many summaries throughout this document capture the sub-themes important 
to foundation interviewees. Across the study though, three main ideas stand out 
about structured giving in Australia. The strongest views from the study are about the 
philosophical and motivational aspects of giving.

One – Structured giving is different 

Respondents portray structured giving as indeed different to other giving and they are 
enthusiastic about the concept. Structured giving is depicted as a journey and learning 
curve involving often a whole family or cross-activity/cross-level parts of a business. 
It requires consideration of initial questions about the nature of giving and outcomes 
sought, followed by ongoing decisions about procedures and operations. A very common 
refrain about structuring giving is that the giving is often larger, more consistent, more 
researched, more engaging in ways beyond money – and more satisfying. This is not to 
say that people who do not structure their giving do not give significantly or consistently, 
as no doubt many do give thoughtfully outside a formal structure. However, respondents 
in this study are strong in the view that structuring has changed them and their giving in 
positive ways. Respondents also suggest their giving is more effective than it was previously 
because decisions are improved by the direct engagement with networks and individuals, 
discussions, collaborations, advice and examples encountered in the philanthropy and 
nonprofit landscapes. Again, this is not to suggest that other major givers are not part of 
networks and exchange because many are involved heavily in these activities. However, 
the likelihood of people’s involvement with other givers and forums seems to rise with the 
decision to structure giving. 

Two – Structured giving is for most a turning point, a life choice and a statement

Building on this first point, giving is characterised as a significant part of these 40 people’s 
lives. For individuals and companies, whether publicised or not, it is a hallmark of their 
identity and a tangible statement and expression of their values to themselves, to their 
family, to their friends, to future generations, to staff, and to communities. The act of 
structuring says this is what we stand for and believe.

To most respondents in this study, structuring their giving represents a significant factor in a 
life well lived, and a legacy left, as well as a family ‘glue’ and values compass. It is a turning 
point in participants’ giving, and often in their lives. Frequently, it comes from taking stock of 
life, a natural closing of a chapter such as moving on from a business career, or a life event 
such as a windfall inheritance. It is often related, as participants phrase it, to the ‘economics 
of enough’ and avoiding a ‘scarcity mentality’. It is aligned to some wisdom about what is 
important in life and what is worth achieving and setting in place within your lifetime. 

conclUSion and implicationS
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Structuring giving appears for many to mark the transition into being a philanthropist though 
most baulk at that word. It is an act of making dedicated and ongoing giving an integral part 
of a life. Some respondents suggest that the word ‘philanthropy’ is associated with elitism, 
noblesse oblige and showing off wealth, making it an uncomfortable fit for these Australian 
givers and their egalitarian ethos. To many of these givers, philanthropy seems somehow 
an un-Australian word and an unwanted label for what they are trying to do. Either a new 
word is needed or a much more visible and wider adoption of the measured definition in use 
by Philanthropy Australia. The concept arguably needs to be seen as an expression and 
extension of the quintessentially Australian mateship code and less associated with amount; 
making it more accessible to all people of whatever income level. Just as Australians readily 
address a stranger as ‘mate’, many Australians of large and small means readily address the 
problems of strangers as a ‘mate’ would do. The philanthropic culture expressed through 
these interviews speaks loudly of a form of mateship in action. This group has made their 
help an ongoing and often well researched priority, not something that happens only in a 
blaze of short-lived emotion after a flood, cyclone or bushfire. 

Three – Structured giving is a kaleidoscope

The sheer variety of structures, approaches and activities across the structured giving 
spectrum in Australia is huge. Giving as a very values-based activity proceeds in large part 
as individuals or individual companies wish it to. While some changes are called for in terms 
of restrictions around eligibility for PAF grants, by and large, the opinion seems to be that 
boundaries are fluid enough that people are able to tailor the types of vehicles that suit their 
needs, often with technical or other advice. The variety of approaches and hybrid structures 
is surprising.

Initial broad questions

Some pithy responses might be made now to the questions that opened this report to give a 
nutshell view.

Why does philanthropy happen? 

•	 Nothing in these responses suggests people who set up foundations are saintly 
do-gooders. Unlike in studies in other countries such as the U.S. or The Netherlands, 
religion rates only a cursory mention from interviewees. Resoundingly their giving 
happens because of strong values and often a strong sense of having something to 
offer beyond money, such as skills gained through business achievement, or a family 
tradition and experience of giving.

•	 People who share their values with family, associates or others are sometimes noted 
as the role model catalyst for others to give or to start giving in a more planned way.

How does philanthropy happen? 

Philanthropy happens in many forms reflected by the individual, their time, their philosophies 
and their interests; usually with some professional help of various kinds, quality and 
durations.
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What leads people and companies of significant or moderate means in this country 
to structure their giving? 

For individuals – a windfall; reaching a critical mass of dollars or experience; a life change; 
or reflection on what money can achieve, can all lead to structured giving.

For corporates – the desire to achieve community outcomes; external factors such as 
disasters; the desire to mark a special occasion; financial opportunity; and valuing staff’s 
community-mindedness, can all lead to structured giving.

What factors are in play in the structure they choose? 

People seek advice from professionals, peers, existing philanthropists and intermediaries.

Choice comes back to individual preference. Endowment sub-funds in trustee companies 
or community foundations are described as convenient for their relative ease of entry with 
smaller dollars, and the backup of experienced professional advice and administration. 
PAFs are favoured as a structure that offers particular financial benefits, a high level of 
autonomy, can honour a family and can continue through the generations with progressive 
family involvement. Other individual charitable trusts may be able to fund beyond DGR 
organisations or require less reporting. Corporate foundations are equally diverse in 
structure, depending on the outcomes they are seeking. How people operate within these 
broad strokes of organisational type is again, a reflection of the individual or company.

What decisions and experiences follow? Where are the challenges and barriers and 
how do people navigate them? What impacts are possible and what does it take to 
achieve them?

Grantmaking is the biggest challenge and learning curve. Staffing, boards, working with 
applicants and grantees, training for grantmakers, fundraising, evaluating grantmaking 
and co-funding are other decision areas mentioned frequently. People report a growing 
reservoir of funded activity and a growing ability to fund well over time. Some lament the 
lack of status around grantmaking, and the concept of accreditation in grantmaking and 
other philanthropic advice is raised. The notion of being effective in perpetuity – rather than 
merely operating in perpetuity – is raised in a call for philanthropy to be an activity focused 
on continual improvement.

In what ways is ‘philanthropy’ as an ongoing, dedicated life choice different from 
an intermittent cheque or a one-off charitable legacy at a life’s end? Does having a 
formal giving approach change people’s giving either in amount or style?

As with so many parts of life, more intense focus brings greater outcomes, according to 
respondents. This includes better intended outcomes for NPOs and the communities they 
serve as well as for the individuals involved in the trust, who report higher satisfaction 
derived from considered, planned giving.

Key takeout messages for NPOs

A recent news story charts an escalating growth of applications to some major Australian 
foundation sources.9 The four key themes in this study reveal messages for many 
stakeholders, including NPOs seeking to win such support for their own work.

9  http://www.probonoaustralia.com.au/news/2012/02/demand-philanthropic-funds-continues-rise 
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Yet again, it is about the donor not the dollars

The concept of donor-based thinking applies to foundations as much as to individual 
supporters. Grants from structured givers (as with all forms of donations) are less about 
money and more about values, less about a disembodied legal structure and more about 
the people who founded it or who implement the founders’ wishes. People give as an 
expression of their values. Respondents here talk about finding organisations that reflect 
their values. 

It is worth asking:

•	 What are your NPOs values and how visibly are they expressed in your 
communications, from websites to grant applications? 

•	 What does the foundation’s past funding record suggest about its core values? 

•	 What do you know of the people or company behind the foundation and what they 
stand for? 

•	 Where is the fit with what you do? 

This study underlines more than ever the basic tenet that applications must be tailored and 
informed and well researched. Once everything available in the public domain has been 
read, a conversation with the foundation about the fit with your organisation and project is 
an opportunity to grasp.

Turning points are critical 

The comments in this study highlight the value of charitable experiences in people’s lives. 
More useful questions flowing from this emphasis are:

•	 How easily can people find out about the personal and financial ways they can engage 
with your NPO? 

•	 What outreach do you have? 

•	 Is your website geared with messages or examples that tell people about how others 
like them have helped, and what more needs doing? 

Study participants commonly speak about reaching a turning point where they inherit, sell a 
business, move on from business life or take up the reins of prior family giving. 

•	 How is your NPO connecting directly with people like this? 

Whether it is an open day, or a series of boardroom lunches put on by existing supporters, 
there is no substitute for communicating need and opportunities – well and in a targeted 
way. Just as people thinking of leaving a gift in their will to a good charity do so at particular 
life stages, so too it is clear that people reach a point where they wish to focus on their 
giving more formally.  In particular moving on from a successful business appears to be 
a red flag that people may become interested in the work of nonprofits and want to know 
more about your organisation, its vision and approach.
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Referral points – do they know you?

Participants speak about a wide range of networks – intermediary groups, peers, advisers, 
and people who may be one step removed rather than a direct colleague. 

•	 Do your existing supporters realise that they may be the best means for your work to 
gain new supporters? 

•	 Do they know the power of talking about what they do or inviting others along to see 
your work in action? 

•	 Are supporters asked if their company might be interested in backing their favourite 
NPO as well? 

This study again reinforces the value that can come from widening the scope of your 
organisation’s supporters in a planned and ongoing way.

There are a growing number of people who may be very interested in your work, 
and they reveal some common preferences

To people who own or operate foundations, it is what their dollars can do that really matters 
to them. People in this study talk about the time, care and learning that goes into their 
grantmaking and about their decisions often having a business base. They reflect on being 
individuals of passion and reason, wanting both an appeal to their head and their heart in 
the grant applications they receive. They express a wish not for slick and glossy, but rather 
for real, well researched and clear applications that do not promise the undeliverable. They 
are worried about undue resources being put into grantmaking applications rather than 
into the core work of the organisation. They also are strongly concerned about duplication 
of effort, suggesting not all applicants know what others in their area are doing. To 
varying degrees they want feedback and further involvement beyond dollars. The goal is a 
relationship, as with all good giving exchanges.

The next generation

Values about inheritance emerge strongly in this study, both the values of those who 
have inherited wealth and are actively continuing a tradition of family giving, and the 
values of those new to wealth who are concerned to use that wealth wisely as parents 
and grandparents. Warren Buffet may have said it loudest about not ruining children with 
excessive inheritances but many Australians have said it earlier in how they have structured 
their giving. The point is there is an increasing number of a younger generation who are 
being steeped in giving and community service as values, particularly since the advent of 
PAFs. 

•	 How is your organisation embracing these younger foundation trustees-to-be?

Supporters may be grown across generations. Respondents in this study reflect on 
wanting younger generations to learn from the lessons of nonprofit life. Are there ways your 
organisation can be part of involving younger generations of givers in your active coalface 
and strategic work?

Sources of giving

People in this study often give beyond their foundation. Some also give outside DGR 
organisations. These factors suggest that funding sources may be wider than the obvious 
ones.
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Perpetuity and the endowment concept link

This study emphasises how important the concept of perpetuity is for many people who 
structure their giving. Traditionally in this country endowment giving has not been huge, 
although higher education, arts institutions and particular geographic communities have 
had some success. The vibrant wish for perpetuity in this study suggests this notion may 
be under-developed in Australian fundraising and giving. It is worth considering if there 
are similarly minded people with a commitment to your organisation’s work who may be 
motivated by the power of perpetuity to see their support multiplied and continued. Whether 
within a foundation structure or whether as an endowment within an organisation, this idea 
is worth a discussion at a strategic planning session. 

Limitations

While 40 interviews is a sizeable qualitative study that reveals common patterns and 
themes, these findings are not generalisable to the whole foundation population, however 
large that may be (since the number of foundations in Australia is currently unknown and 
unknowable). This study has not probed the amounts given or what percentage of income 
and assets people may be devoting to their philanthropy or where they are placing these 
donations. Nor does it question how effective these grants are at covering the gamut of real 
community need. It is a study about the decisions to structure generosity rather than the 
relative amount or useful placement of giving.

in closing

As said at the outset, Foundations for Giving is not intended as a kind of textbook or 10-step 
guide. It is more as though 40 people have shared entries from their personal journals about 
what it takes and what it means to move into philanthropy. Such sharing seems very apt 
and typical of those who are amongst our most generous Australians and we thank them for 
these insights. Foundations for Giving will hopefully generate further discussion, debate and 
more definition around philanthropy in Australia.
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reSearch goalS and oBjectiveS 
This study aims to investigate the complex components of the decision by Australians to 
establish a formal giving structure. The choices behind Foundation set-up are explored: 
what motivates and influences the decision to structure, and what decisions and choices 
then flow from this move. 

reSearch method
A qualitative approach was used to achieve the goals of the study because such research 
focuses on analysing and understanding phenomena in-depth. It allows for the exploration 
of nuances of meaning and uncertainty, and is appropriate for research into motivations 
and choices.

Semi-structured interviews were chosen as the most appropriate data collection method 
for this study. This common method of qualitative research allows researchers to access 
individuals’ perception of their world and experiences.10 

Participants in the study were recruited from within Australia, and included individual 
philanthropists, members of philanthropic families, their key personnel and those employed 
to establish or administer giving structures for or within a company or community 
foundation. This enabled a broad range of perspectives on the journey and process of 
structuring giving, adding substantially to the diversity and breadth of the findings.

The research study was promoted through the ACPNS website, and through peak bodies 
such as Philanthropy Australia, Giving West, Artsupport, Australia Business Arts Foundation, 
Research Australia Philanthropy and the Australian Environmental Grantmakers Network 
and the Australian Women Donors Network. Further information and a specific invitation 
to participate were sent out once registrations of interest were received. The research was 
also promoted in nonprofit industry online media, and philanthropists known to the research 
team were asked to extend the invitation to participate to others they knew. In this way, a 
broad range of donors self-nominated or were referred and a variety of experiences and 
perspectives captured. 

data collection
A total of 40 face-to-face and telephone interviews were conducted with philanthropists 
or employees with responsibility for corporate philanthropic giving between late 2010 and 
late 2011. 

Participants were from most Australian states. The age and gender of individual participants 
quoted in the report are reserved by the research team to preserve confidentiality. As 
a group, however, 18 were female interviewees, and 24 male (two interviews had two 
participants). Interviews were also classified into broad groups by the type of giving 
structure established. Eight related to the establishment of community foundations (or a 
sub-fund within a community foundation), 11 to the creation of corporate giving entities 

10   Mason, J. (2002). Qualitative Researching. London, Sage. 
Miller, J. and B. Glassner (2004). ‘The inside and the outside: Finding realities in interviews’, Qualitative research: 
theory, method and practice. D. Silverman. London, Sage: xiii, 378. 
Southall, J. (2009). ‘‘Is this thing working?’ – The Challenge of Digital Audio for Qualitative Research’, Australian 
Journal of Social Issues 44(3): 321.
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(of various models) and 21 to the establishment of individual and/or family giving entities. 
However, there was much overlap within these broad categories, with many actually 
belonging to one or more groups. Of these three groups, the corporate group was the most 
diverse in terms of structure, operations and funding. 

While a semi-structured interview framework was used, reliance was placed on participants’ 
own emphasis of what was important. For a complete list of interview questions, please see 
Appendix B.

data analySiS
The interviews were audio recorded and transcribed. Only one participant chose not 
to have their interview recorded, and in this instance detailed notes were taken by the 
interviewer. Data collected was analysed using an inductive approach, which allows 
researchers to identify patterns or themes in the data, and draw conclusions.11 NVivo 912 
is a qualitative software program that allows researchers to manage, code, and make 
sense of information. Codes in qualitative data analysis are labels or tags that are given to 
sentences or paragraphs of an interview transcription. By coding a transcript, a researcher 
can categorise, then pull out and group responses from all participants that relate to one 
or more codes or themes. This then enables research questions or hypotheses to be 
examined. 

ethicS
This research study was approved by the QUT Human Ethics Committee. Participation 
in this project was voluntary and operated under normal university ethics guidelines. All 
comments and responses were treated confidentially, and the names of individual persons 
are not identified in any of the responses. As a standard approach, the funding body at no 
time had or will have access to the individual data obtained during the project. 

11   Braun, V. and V. Clarke (2006). ‘Using thematic analysis in psychology’, Qualitative Research in Psychology 3(2): 
77–101.

12  http://www.qsrinternational.com/
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•	 What ‘tips’ an organisation from thinking about philanthropy to actually setting up a 
foundation? 

•	 Is it a rational process or the ‘art of muddling through’ or something else?

•	 What precisely is this decision process?

what are the core triggers;

barriers; 

knowledge;

opinion leaders; and 

information sources used along the way? 

•	 Are these information sources well used and well exposed to the people needing 
them? 

 For instance, what’s the role of Philanthropy Australia, trustee companies, 
professional advisers, intermediary groups (e.g. ABAF, ArtSupport, Research 
Australia Philanthropy)? 

•	 Once established, how does the foundation journey continue? 

•	 What are the most challenging matters in governance of a foundation? 

•	 What are the issues and factors in the grantmaking process and that next set of 
decisions about who precisely to support, how, for how long and through what range 
of means? 

•	 Who are your stakeholders and which of these are key and for what reasons?

•	 What is the good and the bad of having a foundation?

•	 How would you describe the relationship between foundations and government?

Does your foundation do anything particularly with government?

•	 How would you describe the relationship between foundations themselves? 

What do you do together, if anything and how is that decided?

•	 How is setting up and running your type of foundation different to the operation of 
other types of foundations? 

appendix B: 
intervieW qUeStionS
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These links to some other relevant Australian philanthropy studies and sites may be of 
interest. This is not meant to be exhaustive list but should serve as a starting point for future 
reference.

Queensland University of Technology is home to the Australian Centre for Philanthropy 
and Nonprofit Studies, or ACPNS. The ACPNS brings together academics and 
researchers with expertise in philanthropy, NPOs, and the social economy. ACPNS 
publications and resources are available online at http://www.qut.edu.au/business/about/
research-centres/australian-centre-for-philanthropy-and-nonprofit-studies/publications-
and-resources/publications.

Particular links to philanthropy studies include:

•	 Giving Statistics http://www.qut.edu.au/business/about/research-centres/
australian-centre-for-philanthropy-and-nonprofit-studies/publications-and-
resources/giving-statistics 

•	 Keeping Giving Going: Charitable Bequests and Australians http://eprints.qut.edu.
au/27259/ 

•	 A Transformational Role: Donor and Charity Perspectives on major giving in Australia 
http://eprints.qut.edu.au/40336/ 

•	 Tax Deductible Giving in 2008-09 http://cms.qut.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_
file/0004/87403/ACPNS-Current-Issues-Sheet-2011_2.pdf 

•	 Looking for the value-add: Private advice needs of high-net-worth Australians http://
eprints.qut.edu.au/15426/ 

Also at QUT, the Library provides free access to a rich resource of case studies, research, 
how-to guides and reports for nonprofits and philanthropists, called The QUT Community 
Collection for Grantseekers, Fundraisers and Philanthropists. This Collection was 
made possible by the QUT Library being granted ‘cooperating collection’ status by 
the Foundation Center in New York. It provides in-person public access to grantmaker 
directories (both for Australia and internationally) as well as books on fundraising and 
nonprofit management.

Swinburne University’s Asia-Pacific Centre for Social Investment and Philanthropy 
outlines its research directions at http://www.swinburne.edu.au/business/philanthropy/
research.htm. Swinburne Research Bank http://researchbank.swinburne.edu.au/vital/
access/manager/Index can be used to access philanthropy publications using a keyword 
search.

The Centre for Social Impact brings together the business, government, philanthropic 
and social (not-for-profit) sectors, in a collaborative effort to build community capacity and 
facilitate social innovation. See  http://www.csi.edu.au/

Giving West http://www.givingwest.org.au/ supports and promotes a strong culture of 
giving and philanthropy in Western Australia. The creation of Giving West came after an 
extensive research project that produced the report ‘A Rising Tide? Exploring the Future 
of Giving in Western Australia’, which was funded by Lotterywest and conducted by The 
University of Western Australia. See http://www.lotterywest.wa.gov.au/assets/grants/
documents/publications/a-rising-tide 
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Artsupport Australia, http://www.australiacouncil.gov.au/philanthropy/artsupport_
australia aims to grow cultural philanthropy in Australia. Links to research and education 
resources are at http://ozco-uat.clients.squiz.net/philanthropy/resources_and_links 

Australia Business Arts Foundation (ABAF), http://www.abaf.org.au/ aims to connect 
the arts, business and donors. Research reports can be downloaded from http://www.abaf.
org.au/news--research/research.html 

Research Australia Philanthropy, http://researchaustraliaphilanthropy.org/ aims to 
build health and medical research philanthropy in Australia. Relevant philanthropy research 
reports are available at http://researchaustraliaphilanthropy.org/publications/special-
reports.html 

Australian Women Donors Network, http://www.womendonors.org.au/ advocates for 
greater investment in women and girls, and promotes the use of gender sensitive principles 
in grant making. The research report ‘Mapping Australia’s Philanthropic Investment in 
Women and Girls’ commissioned by AWDN and completed by ACPNS is available at 
http://www.womendonors.org.au/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=104
&Itemid=187 

Australian Environmental Grantmakers Network (AEGN), http://www.aegn.org.
au/ works primarily with grantmakers, with the vision of improving the conservation and 
functioning of Australia’s environment by inspiring effective grantmaking. Several Australian 
and international reports on green grantmaking are available at http://www.aegn.org.au/
home/member-grants/

Greenstone Group in conjunction with Rio Tinto and the Christensen Fund produced 
a research report on Indigenous Philanthropy titled ‘A Worthwhile Exchange – a Guide 
to Indigenous Philanthropy: Research Findings and Success Stories from Philanthropy 
Supporting Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander People’ http://www.riotinto.com/
documents/a_worthwhile_exchange_a_guide_to_indigenous_philanthropy.pdf. ACPNS 
also has several papers by Susan Smyllie and colleagues on Indigenous philanthropy 
available through the QUT ePrints digital repository http://eprints.qut.edu.au/view/
person/Smyllie,_Susan.html 

Philanthropy Australia (PA) provides a wide range of resources, most freely available on 
its website and through the PhilanthropyWiki at http://philanthropywiki.org.au/index.php/
Main_Page 

PA also offers a helpful section on its website called ‘Fast Facts and Statistics’ which 
provides answers to some of the Frequently Asked Questions about Australian philanthropy. 
http://www.philanthropyaustralia.org.au/research/fast.html 

Philanthropy Australia was engaged by the Commonwealth Department of Families, 
Housing, Community Services and Indigenous Affairs (FaHCSIA) to explore strategies 
to encourage greater levels of giving among Australia’s high and ultra high net worth 
individuals. The research was undertaken by Effective Philanthropy, and the 2010 Final 
Report titled ‘Strategies for Increasing High Net Worth and Ultra High Net Worth Giving’ is 
available at http://www.philanthropywiki.org.au/index.php/Strategies_for_Increasing_
High_Net_Worth_and_Ultra_High_Net_Worth_Giving_-_Final_Report

Other studies by Effective Philanthropy can be accessed at www.effectivephilanthropy.
com.au
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