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MMaannaaggiinngg  MMaajjoorr  DDoonnoorrss

RReesseeaarrcchh  ccoonndduucctteedd  ffoorr  TThhee  IInnssttiittuuttee  ffoorr  PPhhiillaanntthhrrooppyy
aanndd  tthhee  AAnnssbbaacchheerr  GGrroouupp

IInnttrroodduuccttiioonn

There is no doubt that the competition for charitable donations in the UK has grown steadily stronger in
recent years. An increasing number of charities are chasing a total volume of giving, which is growing slowly
if at all. The current decline in the stock market and the overall financial uncertainty is also likely to impact
on the generous instincts of actual and potential major donors. It is therefore more than ever critical that the
sector concentrates its marketing resources to the best possible effect.

OObbjjeeccttiivveess  

Following the work of Dr Terri Apter and others we now know a considerable amount about the various
motivations which may lead donors to contribute (or not contribute) to charity (see
www.instituteforphilanthropy.org.uk). It is also clear that there has been increasing use of database 
marketing techniques and customer relations strategies for mass donors.

Where there is much less information is in the area of how charities respond to major donors and what is
currently done to foster such valuable relationships. We believe that that there is now an opportunity to
begin to promote learning and to establish a code of best practice in this area and the aim of the proposed
research is to provide the information on which this can be based. 

TThhee  ggooiinngg--iinn  hhyyppootthheessiiss  iiss  bbrrooaaddllyy  tthhaatt  cchhaarriittiieess  ddoo  nnoott  mmaannaaggee  tthhee  rreellaattiioonnsshhiippss  wwiitthh  tthhee  mmaajjoorr  ddoonnoorrss  aass
eeffffeeccttiivveellyy  aass  tthheeyy  ccoouulldd..    IInn  sshhoorrtt,,  tthhaatt  cchhaarriittiieess  aarree  nnoott  ooppttiimmiissiinngg  tthhee  ppootteennttiiaall  ooff  ppeeooppllee  wwhhoo  ccuurrrreennttllyy
ccoonnttrriibbuuttee  llaarrggee  aammoouunnttss  oorr  ppeeooppllee  wwhhoo  ccoouulldd  iinn  ffuuttuurree  bbee  ppeerrssuuaaddeedd  ttoo  ccoonnttiinnuuee  aanndd  eevveenn  iinnccrreeaassee  tthheeiirr
ddoonnaattiioonnss..  

A study by the Institute for Public Policy Research into the attitudes of the affluent to philanthropy is 
germane to this research. (‘A Bit Rich?’ What the wealthy think about giving, IPPR, May 2002)

The following quote from the IPPR study defines the key role for charities with regard to major donors:

‘‘WWhhaatt  iiss  ssttrriikkiinngg  iiss  tthhaatt  tthheerree  iiss  lliittttllee  eevviiddeennccee  ooff  mmuucchh  tthhoouugghhtt  bbeeiinngg  ppuutt  iinnttoo  hhooww  mmuucchh  tthhee  rriicchh
aanndd  aafffflluueenntt  ggiivvee..    MMoosstt  aarree  hhaappppyy  ttoo  ddeecciiddee  hhooww  mmuucchh  tthheeyy  wwiillll  ggiivvee  bbaasseedd  oonn  hhooww  ggeenneerroouuss  oorr
‘‘fflluusshh’’  tthheeyy  ffeeeell..    LLiikkee  tthhoossee  oonn  lloowweerr  iinnccoommeess  tthhee  rriicchh  aanndd  aafffflluueenntt  ttaakkee  aass  tthheeiirr  gguuiiddee tthhee  wwaayy  iinn
wwhhiicchh  tthheeyy  aarree  aasskkeedd.. ‘ (non-italics, Author)

Our study adds to this work by focusing fairly tightly on the professional  (or not) activities of charities and
the interface with major donors. 

The study examines the philosophies, techniques, methodologies and importantly the structure and 
personnel of the charity that influence how successful fundraising efforts are with people in a position to
contribute substantial sums – e.g. £5,000 and upwards.
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SSaammppllee  aanndd  mmeetthhooddoollooggyy

31 people were interviewed face to face or over the telephone in interviews lasting from 20 minutes to over
1 hour.  The breakdown of the sample was as follows:

1133  CChhaarriittiieess  wweerree  ddrraawwnn  ffrroomm  tthhee  ffoolllloowwiinngg  sseeccttoorrss::

Children
International
Age
Environment
Health
Arts
Education
Housing 

The charities were all well known names, prominent in their category and represented a range of sizes.  The
majority received money from several sources; we concentrated the interview on the money received from
major donors.

1122  DDoonnoorrss

Donors were all regular major donors to at least one charity and these donations ranged from £5,000 to
£250,000.  Several were currently or had been in senior positions in charities and several had experience of
administering a charitable trust. 

66  CCoonnssuullttaannttss

Although we assured the charities and donors confidentiality, the consultants we spoke to were happy to be
named.

Kay Holmes-Siedle: Fundraising Research & Consultancy Ltd (UK) 
Tony Elischer: Think Consulting Solutions (UK) 
Stephen Butler: Domain Group (UK) 
Ben Hartley: Consultant (US) (former Director of Corporate Communications and Sponsorship at the
Solomon R. Guggenheim Museum)
Howard Raingold: Fellow and Development Director, Pembroke College, Cambridge (UK) 
Bill Dietel: Former President of Rockefeller Brothers Fund and Consultant (US)

Fieldwork was conducted January, February and March 2003.

We are grateful to all participants for their contribution

AAbboouutt  tthhee  aauutthhoorr

Judie Lannon is an independent marketing services consultant and qualitative researcher.
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SSuummmmaarryy  ooff  kkeeyy  ffiinnddiinnggss  aanndd  ccoonncclluussiioonnss

We began this enquiry by looking at what major donors expect from the charities to which they give, but in
the course of this discovered that these expectations – sometimes very poorly met – are only the tip of the
iceberg in examining how charities can increase donations from this source. 

Key findings were:

SSttaattuuss  ooff  mmaajjoorr  ddoonnoorr  ffuunnddrraaiissiinngg::  uunnddeerr--ddeevveellooppeedd

The status of major donor fundraising in the UK ranges from the very amateur where little attention 
is paid to it as a separate activity, to the very sophisticated and professional.  As a generalisation, we 
would conclude that the vast majority of charities would benefit from a more disciplined approach.

However, these interviews reflect a strong interest in adopting best practice and we would expect to 
see evidence of more professional approaches in the near future.

Although charities will use different language and have different definitions and ways of 
conceptualising their donor activity, all define broadly three bands of donors:

-     Major: upwards of £5000 (a few placed the lower limit much higher) 

-     Mid-level: from approximately £1000 - £5000

-     Mass: under £1000, the vast majority of whom are well below this level

Most of the charities’ time and budget are taken up with the mass level, involving as it does, a wide 
range of direct marketing activities.

BBaarrrriieerrss::  ttoooo  mmuucchh  rreelliiaannccee  oonn  ttrraaddiittiioonnaall  aapppprrooaacchheess

Barriers to a more sophisticated and professional approach to major donor funding work are believed 
to be endemic to the charity sector.  These barriers are variously described as:

- Too strong reliance on traditional one-off funding campaigns - charity balls and other fundraising 
events

- Short term, ad hoc thinking and activities that fail to appreciate what is required to develop a 
professional plan

- Difficulty in sticking to a strategy even if one is in place

- The perennial charity problem of shortage of resources  

As a result, a specific commitment to major donor development work comes too low down the 
agenda and is likely to be under-resourced and/or funds mis-allocated.

LLiimmiitteedd  ssttrraatteeggiicc  tthhiinnkkiinngg,,  iinntteelllleeccttuuaall  ccoonnffuussiioonn

The foregoing are the familiar symptoms of a lack of long-term strategic vision, which may affect 
any organisation.  What characterises charities, however, is a certain amount of intellectual 
confusion, particularly with regard to major donors, taking the broadest definition of the category 
– e.g. individuals, trusts and corporations. 
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The source of this confusion revolves around the answer to this simple question:

WWhhoo  aarree  tthhee  cchhaarriittyy’’ss  cclliieennttss??    

Charities are most likely to see the end recipients as their clients.  However, if charities thought of
their major donors as their ‘clients’ they would see that the ways in which these donors are treated
are often inefficient and unproductive.

TTrraannssaaccttiioonnss  vvss  rreellaattiioonnsshhiippss

Traditional adherence to ad hoc fundraising methods results in major donor work as a series of 
‘transactions’.  In other words the interface with the charity is based on a series of discrete ad hoc 
donations.  

The fact that many donors, often through their own efforts, motivations and needs develop a 
long-term relationship with the charity is a fortunate by-product.  This is an inefficient system for 
the charity because it relies too much on donor goodwill and not enough on the pro-active efforts of 
the charity.

The short-comings of this are obvious when contrasted with a relationship-based philosophy.  The 
relationship approach is predicated on active and systematic efforts to engage willing major donors 
more emotionally with the charity over a relatively long period of time.  For many this approach is 
not particularly well understood and thus inadequately implemented.  

Such a philosophy and ethos recognise that relationships grow and flourish when there is reciprocity 
– although the degree of donor involvement will vary enormously.  Charities are unlikely to improve 
on their donations until this philosophy becomes central to the charity culture.

The full adoption of a more client-centred approach – analogous to a commercial company in the 
service sector – has many obvious and not so obvious implications for how the charity is structured, 
staffed and managed. (See below)

MMoorree  rriiggoorroouuss  ddiisscciipplliinneess  rreeqquuiirreedd

Adherence to a disciplined and fully implemented programme is not as widespread as it should be.  The 
following template programme represents the key stages, each of which has disciplines and procedures 
within it.  A small number described this type of programme specifically; others referred to some but not all
of the stages.

SSeevveenn  SSttaaggeess  ooff  SSoolliicciittaattiioonn

SSttaaggee  11  RReesseeaarrcchh  aanndd  ddrraawwiinngg  uupp  pprroossppeecctt  lliisstt

SSttaaggee  22  EEvvaalluuaattiioonn  aanndd  jjuuddggiinngg  ppootteennttiiaall

SSttaaggee  33  GGeettttiinngg  ttoo  kknnooww  tthhee  pprroossppeecctt,,  uunnddeerrssttaannddiinngg  wwhhaatt  mmoottiivvaatteess  tthheemm,,  aanndd  ffiinnddiinngg  oouutt  wwhhaatt  
iinntteerreessttss  tthheemm

SSttaaggee  44  IIddeennttiiffyyiinngg  tthhee  ssppeecciiffiicc  aarreeaass  ooff  tthhee  cchhaarriittyy’’ss  wwoorrkk  tthhaatt  aarree  ooff  ggrreeaatteesstt  iinntteerreesstt

SSttaaggee  55  AAsskkiinngg  ffoorr  tthhee  mmoonneeyy

SSttaaggee  66  TThhaannkkss  aanndd  rreeccooggnniittiioonn

SSttaaggee  77  CCoonnssoolliiddaattiioonn  aanndd  sstteewwaarrddsshhiipp
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WWhhaatt  ddoo  ddoonnoorrss  eexxppeecctt??

If the charity is committed to building relationships with its major donors, central to its activities must be an
understanding of what donors actually want from the charity and indeed, what they deserve.

SSeevveenn  kkeeyy  qquueessttiioonnss  aa  cchhaarriittyy  nneeeeddss  ttoo  aasskk  ooff  iittss  mmaajjoorr  ddoonnoorrss

The following 7 questions are ones that the charity should ask itself for each and every one of its major
donors.  If these questions are asked, answered and acted on, the kinds of oversights, mistakes and 
unexamined opportunities that donors reported are unlikely to occur and the relationship much more 
satisfactory and productive as a result. 

6

AAcckknnoowwlleeddggmmeenntt

Donors’ expectations are relatively undemanding.  It is because they are undemanding
that the failure to acknowledge the donation or even thank the donor is particularly
shaming when it happens.  Sometimes these are purely administrative slips, but in other
cases we discovered acknowledgement was simply not part of the charity’s normal
behaviour.

However, the point is not only one of basic etiquette. It strikes at the heart of what we
have been describing as a process of relationship building.  What is communicated to
the donor, and by whom are part of the process of garnering goodwill and encouraging
further commitment. 

IInnvvoollvveemmeenntt

Certainly not all donors wish to become involved with the individual charity’s activities,
despite giving regular and/or large contributions.  But for those who consciously seek
involvement (or who are open to persuasion) the key person to inspire and stimulate a
donor’s enthusiasm is the programme director, not the fundraiser.

AAcccceessss

People support causes, not charities.  Consequently access to the energies and passions
of those people closest to the cause is the strongest card the fundraiser can play.
However, because programme directors don’t necessarily see support for fundraising as
part of their job, the best efforts of the fundraisers are often frustrated. 

The fundraiser, in contrast, functions as enabler, facilitator and administrator. He or she
is the conduit to the heart of the cause – best represented by the programme director.
Too few charities seem to recognise the importance of this distinction in engaging the
interests and emotions of major donors.

11..    
WWhhaatt  ttyyppee  ooff  ccoonnttaacctt  sshhoouulldd  wwee  bbee
mmaakkiinngg  aanndd  hhooww  ffrreeqquueennttllyy  sshhoouulldd    wwee
mmaakkee  iitt??

Letters, phone calls, emails, progress reports, invitations to events
(both donor-specific and as part of the charity’s on-going 
programme) should all be considered and identified. 

22..    
AArree  wwee  ttrreeaattiinngg  tthhiiss  ddoonnoorr  wwiitthh  tthhee
rreessppeecctt  hhee  oorr  sshhee  ddeesseerrvveess  aanndd
eexxppeeccttss??

On receipt of a major donation, have we written immediately to
thank the donor with a personal letter? Have we ensured that
either the chairman or the chief executive (in addition to or
rather than the fundraiser) has written the letter?



WWhhaatt  ddoo  ccoorrppoorraattiioonnss  eexxppeecctt??

Although the study focussed on donors as individuals, several of them had been solicited for 
donations as heads of major companies.  Here the requirements are more rigorous.  Charities, after 
all, are competing with each other. Chief executives (or their deputies) expect evidence of research 
done on their company, resulting in a clear argument as to how links with the charity’s cause will 
benefit the company – its brands or its reputation. It was said this seldom happens.

In addition, charities are criticised for amateurish presentations; for failure to anticipate questions 
and thus failure to answer objections; and for fielding the wrong individuals.  Here again, the 
programme director with passion for the programme and its needs is more likely to succeed.

BBootthh  ssttrruuccttuurree  aanndd  ccuullttuurree  ooff  cchhaarriittaabbllee  oorrggaanniissaattiioonnss  iinnhhiibbiitt  tthhee  ddeevveellooppmmeenntt  ooff
mmaajjoorr  ddoonnoorr  ffuunnddrraaiissiinngg  pprrooggrraammmmeess

Central to this is the role and status of tthhee  ffuunnddrraaiisseerr.   As a generalisation, fundraisers are not as 
central to the organisation’s decision-making as they should be, and as a result, don’t carry the status
necessary to maximise their role.  In particular, this refers to the important role as conduit between 
the major donor and the work of the charity.  

The fundraiser is the key person to implement the core major donor disciplines described above:  
both the 7 stages of solicitation and the 7 questions to be asked regarding each donor. Consequently,
they need to be central – or at least closely integrated into management decision making. Currently, 
they appear too far outside to be as useful as they could be.
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33..  
AArree  wwee  ttiimmiinngg  oouurr  rreeqquueessttss  
aapppprroopprriiaatteellyy??

Have we guarded against placing this donor’s name on a mailing
list or other kind of mechanism that insults him/her by asking for
another donation hard on the heels of receipt of a major cheque?

44..    

DDoo  wwee  kknnooww  ffrroomm  ffiirrsstt  hhaanndd  
eexxppeerriieennccee  hhooww  ccoommmmiitttteedd  tthhee
ddoonnoorr  iiss  ttoo  oouurr  ppaarrttiiccuullaarr  cchhaarriittyy
aanndd  hhooww  aaccttiivveellyy  iinnvvoollvveedd  wwiitthh  tthhee
wwoorrkk  ooff  tthhee  cchhaarriittyy  ddooeess  hhee//sshhee
wwiisshh  ttoo  bbeeccoommee??

If so, what personal plan have we developed that could help the
donor get closer to the organisation and how has that been com-
municated?

55..    
DDoo  wwee  kknnooww  iiff  tthhee  ddoonnoorr  iiss  iinn  aa
ppoossiittiioonn  ttoo  ooffffeerr  pprrooffeessssiioonnaall  sskkiillllss??  

What are they, can we use them and how have we responded to
this?

66..    
HHooww  mmuucchh  ppuubblliicc  rreeccooggnniittiioonn  ddoo
ddoonnoorrss  wwaanntt  aanndd  iinn  wwhhaatt  ffoorrmm??

Have we offered anything public?  Should we?  What kinds of 
recognition would be appropriate for this person?

77..    
WWhhoo  iinn  tthhee  oorrggaanniissaattiioonn  aanndd  wwhhaatt
aassppeeccttss  ooff  tthhee  cchhaarriittyy’’ss  wwoorrkk  wwoouulldd
tthhee  ddoonnoorr  lliikkee  ttoo  mmeeeett//eexxppeerriieennccee??

What are we arranging to meet this need?



There are specific lessons from best practice in the United States here:

--  TTiittlleess:: Americans are often scorned in the UK for ‘title inflation’ but titles are important in 
conferring status and respect.   ‘Director (or Deputy Director) of External Affairs’ is more prestigious
than ‘fundraiser’.

--  SSaallaarriieess:: The Director of External Affairs can be, although not necessarily, the most highly paid 
person in the charity.  Salaries reflect status and this is recognised.

--  MMoorree  iinntteeggrraatteedd  mmaannaaggeemmeenntt:: The fundraiser will have more day-to-day involvement with the 
planning and execution of programmes: the choice of options and the funding issues involved.  So 
rather than being some kind of necessary seen-but-not-heard back room activity, he/she is an 
essential part of the management team working more closely with programme directors to 
introduce major donors to the work of the charity.

PPrrooggrraammmmee  ddiirreeccttoorr:: If the fundraiser is to be more involved with programme planning, programme 
directors need to be more involved with fundraising.   Currently this rarely appears to happen – or 
doesn’t happen as often as it should.

CChhiieeff  eexxeeccuuttiivvee:: The same point applies to chief executives.  In the broadest sense, full endorsement 
and active involvement in fundraising is everyone’s responsibility.

TTrruusstteeeess:: The role of trustees is changing we are told.  The traditional British reluctance to require 
trustees to be significant contributors (or fundraisers themselves) appears to be declining in charities 
that are not ‘protected’ by government or other statutory sources of funding.  

However, there is still a strong reluctance to require trustees to be contributors. Many define the 
primary role of the trustee as governance, best delivered through a diverse collection of individuals 
contributing skills and time instead of (major sums of) money. 

Charities who support this view believe the greater responsibilities placed on trustees as a result of 
recent regulatory changes underline the need for highly skilled trustees and that this is more 
important than the ability to contribute.

This is not universal, however: some board chairmen don’t accept this, believing that such 
protestations are merely excuses for not giving.

The dilemma can be resolved by setting up separate committees (or boards) of major donors who 
work solely on major development fundraising.  This practice does not appear to be particularly
widespread but it is recommended as giving extra muscle to the fundraiser’s work without losing the 
skills and talents of less affluent trustees.

The whole area of how to build effective, efficient and productive boards needs to be studied more 
closely.  Experience in the US, where a more developed infrastructure designed to help charities 
through research and publications exists, is highly relevant.

CCoonncclluussiioonnss

In conclusion, the study underlines the importance for charities of developing a more relationship-based
model for managing their major donors. Charities need to look at major donors as individual clients from
whom they could gain more commitment (in terms of money, or time, or skills). However, the essence of this
approach is reciprocity and this requires giving more back to the donor: paying more attention to the longer
term stewardship of each relationship rather than treating donations as discrete transactions. As the report
has described, this has major implications for the charity's structure, culture and working methods. 
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MMAAIINN  FFIINNDDIINNGGSS
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II..    SSeeggmmeennttaattiioonnss  cchhaarriittiieess  uussee  iinn  ccllaassssiiffyyiinngg  tthheeiirr  ddoonnoorrss

The language is important here. Although different charities use different terminology, have different cut-off
points and all sorts of different ways of grouping donors at different levels of contribution (such as
Supporters, Friends, Benefactors, Members etc), there seem to be very broadly three bands corresponding to
low, medium and high.

The point, however, as one of the consultants explained, is not so much the monetary limits of the band but
the specific nature and needs of the charity in its own marketplace and the nature of the different activities
that each group of donors requires.  

‘‘II  wwoouullddnn’’tt  ccaatteeggoorriissee  tthhee  bbaannddss..    II  tthhiinnkk  tthhaatt’’ss  aa  mmaajjoorr  mmiissttaakkee..    EEvveerryybbooddyy  ttrriieess  ttoo  mmaakkee  tthhiiss  aa  
mmoonneettaarryy  iissssuuee  bbuutt  II’’mm  ssaayyiinngg  iitt  aallll  ddeeppeennddss  ––  iitt  ddeeppeennddss  oonn  tthhee  ssttaattee  ooff  ddeevveellooppmmeenntt  ooff  tthhee  
oorrggaanniissaattiioonn,,  iitt  ddeeppeennddss  oonn  yyoouurr  ccaauussee,,  iitt  ddeeppeennddss  oonn  tthhee  mmaarrkkeettppllaaccee  yyoouu’’rree  aaccttuuaallllyy  ccoommppeettiinngg  iinn..
SSoommee  ppeeooppllee  wwiillll  ddeeffiinnee  aa  mmaajjoorr  ddoonnoorr  aatt  ££55,,000000  pplluuss,,  ffoorr  ootthheerrss  iitt  wwiillll  bbee  ££1100,,000000,,  aanndd  ootthheerrss  iitt  wwiillll
bbee  ££1155,,000000..’’ (Consultant).

Another wouldn’t consider anything under £100,000 as a ‘‘mmaajjoorr  ggiifftt’’.

Nevertheless, the following groupings correspond broadly to how charities we spoke to group their donors:

MMaajjoorr  ddoonnoorr

What most people mean when they use the term ‘major donor’ are people giving donations of £5,000
upwards.   This could even be as low as £1000 to begin with, but would be targeted for greater 
involvement/contribution over time.  Also, it is worth including donations from corporations and charitable
trusts here because there is an important overlap with individuals when it comes to the kinds of 
presentations (formal and informal) charities make for large sums of money or support in non-monetary
ways.

MMiidd--lleevveell  ddoonnoorr

Below this is a band which doesn’t really seem to have a commonly agreed upon name – described 
generically as ‘mid-level’ giving donations of about  £500 – £1,000.  So this group sits well above the mass
donor but well below the top level. It is characterised by one consultant as essentially ‘personal direct 
marketing’: not what he thought of as deserving of really serious ‘major donor’ attention. 

Nevertheless, people in this category need attention as they can theoretically be moved upwards if the
process of ‘growing or stewarding donors’ is taken seriously. Activities in this area specifically are worthy of a
separate study, as it is in many ways the most difficult area to understand and categorise. 

TThhee  ‘‘mmaassss’’  ddoonnoorr

The vast majority of donors are obviously those who make contributions of say £2 - £10 per month or gift
amounts up to several hundred pounds. Appeals to this level of donor are what constitute the most 
conspicuous ‘public’ face of fundraising, with all of the appeals that the direct marketing world can 
devise – small gifts, direct mail shots and so forth.  Street solicitations seem to be the latest trend here and a
source of success with certain kinds of charities and amongst certain kinds of people.  Young people seem to
respond most favourably here, but the technique is widely criticised by others.

CCoonncclluussiioonn

It is beyond the scope of this report to discuss marketing priorities in terms of allocation of money and
resources.  All charities use a wide variety of direct marketing techniques to solicit donations from both mass
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and mid level donors. But the success or otherwise in terms of return on investment of these approaches is
impossible to generalise reliably on, given the data requirements from such a widely diverse population of
organisations. A much larger sample and a more structured data collection technique are required.

Major donors obviously constitute a tiny minority of any charity’s donors but because their contribution is so
disproportionate to their size they need to be looked at completely separately and so it is the attitudes, 
practices and disciplines in this sector that is the specific focus of the report.

11



IIII..    HHooww  wweellll  ddeevveellooppeedd  iiss  mmaajjoorr  ddoonnoorr  ffuunnddrraaiissiinngg??

The broad generalisation that emerges from these interviews is that major donor fundraising as a 
discrete category requiring special skills, techniques, and philosophies is relatively underdeveloped in the UK. 

Obviously there is nothing new about soliciting large sums of money via capital campaigns and reliance on
what could be thought of as very wealthy benefactors. Identification of this as a category of specialisation
requiring disciplines, techniques, methodologies with a philosophical underpinning is relatively new for the
majority of UK charities.  The consultants, and those fundraisers and donors with US experience were 
particularly emphatic about this.

‘‘IIff  yyoouu  llooookk  aatt  ssoommee  oorrggaanniizzaattiioonnss,,  tthheeyy’’rree  vveerryy  mmuucchh  iinn  tthhee  ppaasstt  aanndd  hhaavveenn’’tt  eevvoollvveedd  ttoo  tthhee  nneeww  wwaayy
ooff  wwoorrkkiinngg..  WWhheenn  wwee  ttaallkk  aabboouutt  mmaajjoorr  ddoonnoorrss,,  II  wwoouulldd  ssaayy  tthhee  tteecchhnniiqquueess  hhaavvee  oonnllyy  bbeeeenn  iinn  tthhee
ssppoottlliigghhtt  ffoorr  tthhee  llaasstt  55  yyeeaarrss  oorr  ssoo  aass  mmaaiinnssttrreeaamm  ffuunnddrraaiissiinngg  aaccttiivviittiieess..’’ (Consultant)

The state of development for many of the charities we spoke to was characterised by the following remarks
– interested, aware of the need to develop but still rather tentative in terms of what they are doing now:

‘‘WWee  hhaavveenn’’tt  ddoonnee  aa  lloott  ooff  mmaajjoorr  ddoonnoorr  ffuunnddrraaiissiinngg  tthhee  wwaayy  ssoommee  cchhaarriittiieess  ddoo..    WWee’’rree  llooookkiinngg  aatt  iitt  aatt
tthhee  mmoommeenntt  bbuutt  hhaavveenn’’tt  ddoonnee  tthhee  bbiigg  aasskkss  oorr  rreellaattiioonnsshhiipp  bbuuiillddiinngg  wwiitthh  tthhee  rriicchheesstt  ppeeooppllee  iinn  tthhee
llaanndd..’’ (Charity)

‘‘WWee’’rree  llooookkiinngg  aatt  tthhee  ccoonnttaaccttss  wwee  hhaavvee  ––  oouurr  mmoosstt  wweellll  ooffff  ddoonnoorrss  aanndd  tthheeiirr  nneettwwoorrkkss  ttoo  llaarrggee
wweeaalltthhyy  ppeeooppllee..    BBuutt  vveerryy  mmuucchh  aatt  tthhee  eeaarrllyy  ssttaaggee..    WWee’’rree  llooookkiinngg  aatt  AAmmeerriiccaann  mmooddeellss  aass  tthheeyy  aarree
ffuurrtthheerr  aahheeaadd  wwiitthh  mmoorree  ppllaannnneedd  ggiivviinngg..’’  (Charity)

There are obviously many exceptions.  We interviewed a number of highly professional charities and 
respondents named several other well-known charities as particularly good at major donor work.  Indeed, it is
from this minority of charities in our sample that we drew most of the recommendations the report makes
on how practices could be improved. 

But even the most experienced charity fundraisers acknowledged they were not as good at major donor
fundraising and relationship management as they wanted, and perhaps more importantly need to be.  
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IIIIII..    BBaarrrriieerrss  ttoo  mmaajjoorr  ddoonnoorr  ddeevveellooppmmeenntt  wwoorrkk

This section looks at the kinds of issues that appear to inhibit major donor work. As will be seen in the 
following discussion, problems are largely internal rather than external.  In other words, problems stem from
the way the charity itself is organised, structured, led, trained.  In short, the whole culture of philanthropic
organisations misses opportunities to maximise income.

This consultant with long experience of a wide range of charities speaks for many:

‘‘TThhee  ppllaaccee  wwhheerree  cchhaarriittiieess  ssttrruuggggllee  iiss  tthhee  iinntteerrnnaall  mmaarrkkeettppllaaccee..  WWhheenn  II  ddoo  ssttrraatteeggiicc  ppllaannnniinngg  wwiitthh
tthheemm,,  wwee  ddoo  tthhee  rreesseeaarrcchh,,  wwee  iiddeennttiiffyy  tthhee  ccoonnssttiittuueennccyy  bbuutt  II  aallwwaayyss  ssaayy  ttoo  tthheemm,,  tthhee  ppiieecceess  wwee  hhaavvee
ttoo  aaddddrreessss  nnooww  aarree  tthhee  bbiigg  iinntteerrnnaall  ssttuummbblliinngg  bblloocckkss,,  ootthheerrwwiissee  tthhiiss  pprrooggrraammmmee  iiss  nneevveerr  ggooiinngg  ttoo
ggrrooww..    TThhee  ffuunnddrraaiisseerr  ccaannnnoott  ddoo  eevveerryytthhiinngg  tthhaatt  iiss  nneecceessssaarryy  ttoo  ddeevveelloopp  aa  rreeaallllyy  ggoooodd  pprrooggrraammmmee..’’
(Consultant) 

What, then are these internal stumbling blocks?  What are the barriers that need to be overcome?

TThhee  tthhiinnkkiinngg  iiss  ttoooo  sshhoorrtt  tteerrmm

‘Short-termism’ is hardly unique to the charity world.  All commercial business suffers from it to some
extent.  But in the charity sector with its complex culture of often-contradictory motives and its mixture of
professionals and volunteer workers, it may be more endemic.

From a consultant…

‘‘TThheeyy’’rree  nnoott  rreeaallllyy  ttaakkiinngg  aa  lloonngg--tteerrmm  vviieeww..    TThheeyy  ggeenneerraallllyy  tteenndd  nnoott  ttoo  hhaavvee  aa  ddiisscciipplliinneedd  ssttrraatteeggiicc
aapppprrooaacchh  ttoo  mmaajjoorr  ddoonnoorr  ffuunnddrraaiissiinngg..    IItt’’ss  ttaaccttiiccaall,,  iitt’’ss  ssoommeettiimmeess  uunnddeerr--rreessoouurrcceedd,,  tthhee  eexxppeeccttaattiioonnss
aarreenn’’tt  tthheerree,,  tthhee  ppeeooppllee  aarreenn’’tt  tthheerree  aanndd  II  tthhiinnkk  aa  lloott  tthhee  ttiimmee  ppeeooppllee  ssiimmppllyy  ddoonn’’tt  kknnooww  hhooww  ttoo  aasskk..’’
(Consultant)  

This quote echoes not only the views of consultants working in this area but also some of the more experi-
enced fundraisers and donors with many years experience of the charity world.

TToooo  rreelliiaanntt  oonn  tteecchhnniiqquueess  ffrroomm  tthhee  ppaasstt::  ‘‘tthhee  BBrriiggaaddiieerr  aanndd  tthhee  cchhaarriittyy  bbaallll..’’

The point made by the more experienced respondents was that the practice of major donor fundraising is still
largely rooted in the past, is ‘amateurish’, ‘ad hoc’, and lacking a larger strategic perspective and design.  

A consultant put it this way: 

‘‘IItt’’ss  sseeeenn  aass  ssoommeetthhiinngg  tthhaatt  wwaass  ddoonnee  bbyy  aa  BBrriiggaaddiieerr  oorr  aa  MMaajjoorr  GGeenneerraall  oorr  ttiittlleedd  ppeerrssoonn  --  tthhoossee  ttyyppeess
ooff  ppeeooppllee  wwiitthh  tthheeiirr  lliissttss  ooff  ccoonnttaaccttss,,  tthheeiirr  nneettwwoorrkk  aanndd  tthheeiirr  aabbiilliittyy  ttoo  oorrggaanniissee  bbiigg  eevveennttss  ––  ttaabblleess  aatt
cchhaarriittyy  eevveennttss  ooff  oonnee  kkiinndd  oorr  aannootthheerr..’’  (Consultant)

In other words, major donor fundraising is confined to approaches leveraging traditional institutions of British
life – the military, the titled, the well off local dignitaries with a mixture of administrative skills, status and a
wide network of contacts.

Another pointed out that ‘modern’ techniques of sophisticated major donor fundraising were relatively
recently developed so it’s not surprising that the old methods were still widely used.  His view was not that
these methods were ineffective – far from it – but that they should be seen as a part of a wider more 
professional over-all approach, which could increase the level considerably.
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TToooo  llooww  ddoowwnn  tthhee  aaggeennddaa//  ppootteennttiiaall  uunnrreeccooggnniisseedd  

For some charities, the opportunities here are to some degree simply unrecognised and thus the organisation
fails to see the importance of appropriate leadership, methodologies and resources.  If the charity fails to see
major donor work as requiring a long-term commitment and specialist skills this is inevitable.  This comment
reflected the experience we heard from many of the fundraisers describing their work.

‘‘IItt’’ss  nnoott  bbeeeenn  oonn  tthhee  aaggeennddaa..    WWhhaatt’’ss  bbeeeenn  oonn  tthhee  aaggeennddaa  hhaass  bbeeeenn  ssmmaallll  aammoouunnttss  ooff  mmoonneeyy  ffrroomm
llaarrggee  nnuummbbeerrss  ooff  ppeeooppllee  rraatthheerr  tthhaann  llaarrggee  aammoouunnttss  ffrroomm  ssmmaallll  nnuummbbeerr  ooff  ppeeooppllee..  SSoo  tthhee  ffooccuuss  hhaass
bbeeeenn  bbuuiillddiinngg  uupp  tthhee  ££22  aa  mmoonntthh  ddoonnoorrss..’’ (Charity)

UUnnddeerr  rreessoouurrcceedd  aanndd  rreessoouurrcceess  mmiiss--aallllooccaatteedd

In a very real sense all charity work is under-resourced. Thus it is miraculous that spectacular results are
often achieved under very difficult circumstances. The point at issue here is priorities.

Even when the potential of major donor contributions was recognised, resources are a major issue: not
enough people, not the right people, people too thinly spread over other activities, under supported by 
management. These consultants’ views were typical:

‘‘WWiitthh  ssoommee  ooff  tthhee  llaarrggee  cchhaarriittiieess  yyoouu  hhaavvee  hhuuggee  ffuunnddrraaiissiinngg  ddeeppaarrttmmeennttss  aanndd  tthheeyy  ccaann  aaffffoorrdd  ttoo  hhaavvee
ppeeooppllee  ssoolleellyy  ddeevvootteedd  ttoo  mmaajjoorr  ddoonnoorr  wwoorrkk..  BBuutt  tthhaatt’’ss  nnoott  aallwwaayyss  ttrruuee..    YYoouu  wwiillll  ffiinndd  pplleennttyy  ooff  llaarrggee
cchhaarriittiieess  iinn  tthhee  UUKK,,  oonnee  II’’mm  tthhiinnkkiinngg  ooff  iiss  rraaiissiinngg  ££3300  ttoo  ££4400  mmiilllliioonn  wwiitthh  oonnllyy  oonnee  mmaajjoorr  ddoonnoorr  
ppeerrssoonn  ssiittttiinngg  iinn  tthhee  ccoorrnneerr  wwiitthh  tthheeiirr  ccoonnttaaccttss  bbeeccaauussee  oobbvviioouussllyy  tthheeyy  hhaavveenn’’tt  tthhoouugghhtt  iitt  wwaass  tthhaatt
iimmppoorrttaanntt..    BBuutt  wwiitthh  tthhee  ssmmaallll  cchhaarriittiieess  yyoouu  ffiinndd  tthhaatt  eesssseennttiiaallllyy  aa  ccoouuppllee  ooff  ppeeooppllee  aarree  ddooiinngg  tthhee
ddiirreecctt  mmaarrkkeettiinngg,,  tthhee  ttrruussttss  aanndd  eevveerryytthhiinngg  eellssee  ssoo  vveerryy  lliittttllee  aatttteennttiioonn  iiss  ppaaiidd  ttoo  mmaajjoorr  ddoonnoorr  wwoorrkk..’’
(Consultant)

‘‘CChhiieeff  eexxeeccuuttiivveess  ccaann  bbee  vveerryy  bbaadd  hheerree..    TThheeyy  aarree  kkeeeenn  ttoo  sseeee  tthhee  mmoonneeyy  aanndd  wwiillll  aacccceepptt  tthhaatt  tthhiiss  
mmiigghhtt  bbee  aa  nneeww  iinnccoommee  ssttrreeaamm  bbuutt  aarree  nnoott  pprreeppaarreedd  ttoo  ppuutt  tthhee  rreessoouurrcceess  bbeehhiinndd  iitt  ttoo  ggeett  tthhee  
pprrooggrraammmmee  ddoonnee  pprrooppeerrllyy,,  ssoo  iittss  aallll  ppuusshheedd  oonnttoo  tthhee  ffuunnddrraaiissiinngg  ddeeppaarrttmmeenntt  ttoo  wwaavvee  iittss  mmaaggiicc  
wwaanndd..’’ (Consultant)

We look more closely at the roles of different functions in a later section.

The foregoing problems and barriers are characteristic of any company lacking a long-term strategic vision.
But there are clearly particular problems in the not-for-profit world compared to the commercial world.
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IIVV..  LLaacckk  ooff  ssttrraatteeggiicc  vviissiioonn::  wwhhaatt  ddooeess  tthhiiss  mmeeaann  aanndd  hhooww  iiss  iitt  mmaanniiffeesstteedd??

IInntteelllleeccttuuaall  ccoonnffuussiioonn::  wwhhoo  aarree  tthhee  cchhaarriittyy’’ss  cclliieennttss??

What both consultants and fundraisers meant by their comments and criticisms here was a range of 
attitudes and activities that undermine attempts to place a higher priority on major donor work.  

First of all, there is a certain amount of intellectual confusion and lack of agreed meaning of ideas and 
concepts.  People from the commercial world often found it frustrating working in charities where the normal
sorts of strategic disciplines and concepts are only partially understood and rarely acted on.  

It was notable that respondents whose professional background was in the service industries – marketing
services in particular – were very clear about the weaknesses.  In their eyes, the root of the problem is that
charities have yet to grasp the paradigm of the service industry.  This charity chairman, whose previous
career had been running a multinational marketing services company, makes the point very clearly:

‘‘MMaannyy  cchhaarriittiieess  ddoonn’’tt  rreeaallllyy  hhaavvee  aa  pprrooffeessssiioonnaall  ssttrraatteeggiicc  aapppprrooaacchh..    FFoorr  iinnssttaannccee  iiff  yyoouu  aasskk  tthheemm  wwhhoo
iinn  tthhee  cchhaarriittyy  sseeccttoorr  wwoouulldd  bbee  tthhee  eeqquuiivvaalleenntt  ooff  aa  ccoommmmeerrcciiaall  ccoommppaannyy’’ss  ccuussttoommeerr,,  tthheeyy  wwiillll  ssaayy  tthhee
uullttiimmaattee  ppeerrssoonn,,  tthhee  rreecciippiieenntt..    TToo  mmyy  mmiinndd  tthhiiss  iiss  aa  bbiigg  mmiissttaakkee..    IIff  tthheeyy  tthhoouugghhtt  ooff  tthheeiirr  mmaajjoorr
ddoonnoorrss  aass  tthheeiirr  ccuussttoommeerrss,,  wwhhiicchh  iiss  tthhee  wwaayy  II  tthhiinnkk  tthheeyy  sshhoouulldd,,  tthheeyy  wwoouulldd  oorrggaanniissee  tthheeiirr  aaccttiivviittiieess
ddiiffffeerreennttllyy  aanndd  tthheerreeffoorree  ggiivvee  ggrreeaatteerr  rreeccooggnniittiioonn  ttoo  tthheessee  vveerryy  iimmppoorrttaanntt  ssoouurrcceess  ooff  iinnccoommee..’’
(Charity)

This strikes at the heart of the attitudinal divide between customer-centred commercial enterprises whereby
the structure, practices and attitudes reflect understanding of the importance of who pays the bills and the
charity sector.

It is of particular relevance in the solicitation of donations from either individuals with a business background
or from corporations.  Trusts, when administered by individuals with a business background could also be
included.  A very much more professional approach is required, analogous to a pitch for new business and we
discuss the specific issues in approaching these sources more specifically later in the report.

Charities with no sources of statutory funding are arguably more sensitive to this difference in attitude than
charities, which are to a greater or less degree ‘protected ‘.  Most, however, could see the writing on the wall
and were open to adopting more professional practices as the economy worsens and US models are 
increasingly being adopted.

As evidenced here, this fundraiser was pleasantly surprised when she joined a major charity from a career in
commerce and found it more professional than she had expected:

‘‘II  ccaammee  ffrroomm  mmaarrkkeettiinngg  aanndd  ggeenneerraall  mmaannaaggeemmeenntt  iinn  vvaarriioouuss  ttyyppeess  ooff  ccoommppaanniieess..    AAnndd  wwhheenn  II  ccaammee
hheerree  II  ffoouunndd  iitt  mmoorree  pprrooffeessssiioonnaall  tthhaann  II  eexxppeecctteedd..    II  ccaammee  ffoorr  aa  sshhoorrtt--tteerrmm  ppoossiittiioonn,,  iinn  ffaacctt  II  ddiiddnn’’tt
eevveenn  wwaanntt  ttoo  wwoorrkk  ffoorr  aa  cchhaarriittyy  bbuutt  iitt  wwaass  tthhee  wwhhoollee  pprrooffeessssiioonnaalliissmm  ooff  tthhiiss  cchhaarriittyy  tthhaatt  mmaaddee  mmee
wwaanntt  ttoo  ssttaayy  aanndd  II’’vvee  nneevveerr  llooookkeedd  bbaacckk..    II  lloovvee  iitt..’’ (Charity)

LLaacckk  ooff  lleeaaddeerrsshhiipp//iinnvvoollvveemmeenntt

The structure and culture of any organisation comes from its management and here consultants, particularly,
were critical of chief executives who failed to set a more professional example or showed little interest in the
people who contribute to his or her salary.

‘‘WWhheenn  II’’mm  ssppeeaakkiinngg  ttoo  aauuddiieenncceess  ooff  cchhiieeff  eexxeeccuuttiivveess,,  II  oofftteenn  aasskk  hhooww  mmaannyy  ccoouulldd  nnaammee  tthheeiirr  1100  ttoopp
ddoonnoorrss..    NNoott  mmaannyy  hhaannddss  ggoo  uupp..’’ (Consultant)
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LLaacckk  ooff  ddiisscciipplliinneess  ‘‘bbeeddddeedd  iinn’’

This is the critical issue.  Does the charity have an approach for growing potential donors and stewarding
existing donors that goes beyond lip service? Is it well understood and acted on? Does it have skills and 
disciplines that can be described and evidenced?  Are they even aware that such approaches exist and are in
operation in professional organisations?

‘‘TThhee  bbiiggggeesstt  pprroobblleemm  II  ffeeeell  iiss  tthhaatt  cchhaarriittiieess  llaacckk  cclleeaarr  ssttrraatteeggiicc  ddiirreeccttiioonn  aanndd  ffooccuuss  wwhheenn  iitt  ccoommeess  ttoo
mmaajjoorr  ddoonnoorr  ffuunnddrraaiissiinngg..    TThheeyy  aarreenn’’tt  rriiggoorroouuss  oorr  ddiisscciipplliinneedd  eennoouugghh  aabboouutt  tthhee  ddaattaa  oorr  aabboouutt  tthhee
rreellaattiioonnsshhiippss..    TThheeyy  ddoonn’’tt  sseeee  iitt  aass  aa  pprrooggrraammmmee  ttoo  bbee  ffoolllloowweedd  tthhrroouugghh  oovveerr  lloonngg  ppeerriiooddss  ooff  ttiimmee..’’
(Consultant)

‘‘AA  lloott  ooff  cchhaarriittiieess  aanndd  II  wwoouulldd  iinncclluuddee  oouurrss,,  ddoonn’’tt  rreeaallllyy  hhaavvee  ssttrraatteeggiieess  ffoorr  wwhhaatt  II  tthhiinnkk  ooff  aass  tthhee  
mmiiddddllee  ggrroouunndd,,  tthhee  ppeeooppllee  wwhhoo  ggiivvee  rreeaassoonnaabbllee  aammoouunnttss  bbuutt  wwhhoo  II  ffeeeell  ccoouulldd  ggiivvee  mmoorree..    WWee  ddoonn’’tt
rreeaallllyy  ppaayy  eennoouugghh  aatttteennttiioonn  ttoo  hhooww  wwee  ccoouulldd  iinnccrreeaassee  ddoonnaattiioonnss..’’ (Charity)

Consultants tended to be the most critical here of how charities do things – not surprisingly as they are
brought in to solve problems of organisations wanting outside professional advice. But there is undoubtedly a
fair amount of truth in this on the basis of what we heard from the donors themselves.  Consultants call this
‘stewardship’ – a commitment to identifying, growing and harvesting a relationship over time, which is at the
core of major donor fundraising..  From a consultant working with US charities:

‘‘SStteewwaarrddsshhiipp  iiss  wwhhaatt  ppeeooppllee  ccoonnssttaannttllyy  ttaallkk  aabboouutt  iinn  tthhee  nnoott--ffoorr--pprrooffiitt  wwoorrlldd..    TThhee  iiddeeaa  tthhaatt  yyoouu  
ccaann’’tt  jjuusstt  aasskk  ffoorr  mmoonneeyy  aanndd  tthheenn  ddiissaappppeeaarr,,  yyoouu’’vvee  ggoott  ttoo  bbee  aabbllee  ttoo  aasskk  ffoorr  mmoonneeyy  aanndd  tthheenn  
sstteewwaarrdd  aa  rreellaattiioonnsshhiipp,,  bbrriinngg  tthheemm  aalloonngg..  WWee  mmiigghhtt  bbrriinngg  tthheemm  iinn  aatt  $$11000000,,  aanndd  tthheenn  wwee’’llll  bbrriinngg  
tthheemm  uupp  ttoo  tthhee  nneexxtt  $$1155,,000000  aanndd  tthheenn  $$2255,,000000  aanndd  ppoossssiibbllyy  ttoo  bbooaarrdd  mmeemmbbeerrsshhiipp..’’ (Consultant)

Individual consultants will have their own proprietary processes and models but all follow a step-by-step
process that contains a similar range of activities as we describe in the next section.
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VV..    AA  ssttaaggeedd  pprrooggrraammmmee

Both consultants and the most professional of the charities we interviewed could easily describe the stages
fundamental to instituting a major donor programme - a programme that in principle underpins approaches
to corporations and to charitable trusts as well as individuals.

The essence of such a programme is a series of steps, each of which requires certain specific processes and
skills.  Exactly who carries out these stages is less important than the acknowledgement that each step has
to be done with as much thoroughness as possible.  As we will see, different sorts of people are important to
success at different stages:

SSttaaggee  11  RReesseeaarrcchh  aanndd  ddrraawwiinngg  uupp  pprroossppeecctt  lliisstt

Some charities do this in house; others employ agents to do it for them.  Obviously the more rigorous the
better: lists, databases, past experience, desk research going through newspapers and magazines etc, any kind
of activity that contributes to a list that could be seen as potential prospects.

SSttaaggee  22  EEvvaalluuaattiioonn  aanndd  jjuuddggiinngg  ppootteennttiiaall

The long list then needs interpretation and prioritising into a shorter more purposeful list.

SSttaaggee  33  GGeettttiinngg  ttoo  kknnooww  tthhee  pprroossppeecctt,,  uunnddeerrssttaannddiinngg  wwhhaatt  mmoottiivvaatteess  tthheemm,,  ffiinnddiinngg  oouutt  wwhhaatt  iinntteerreessttss  tthheemm

The most professional kinds of activity at this stage are the kinds of things that involve and stimulate 
potential donors.  Personal contact is central and essential to this kind of understanding and a number of
activities were described: seminars, discussion groups, receptions, open days, workshops.  The key task is to
‘effectively start the way you wish to go on’.

The ultimate aim of a major donor programme is to foster an intimate relationship with donors that builds
over time and hence seminars or discussion groups that deal with the work of the charity to which donors
can contribute emotionally and intellectually are ideal in seeding this kind of involvement.

Importantly, activities at this stage can introduce donors to other workers in the charity beyond the 
fundraiser.  What is happening here is the important initial stage of trust building.

SSttaaggee  44  WWhhaatt  ssppeecciiffiicc  aarreeaass  ooff  tthhee  cchhaarriittyy’’ss  wwoorrkk  aarree  ooff  ggrreeaatteesstt  iinntteerreesstt??

This stage begins to narrow the focus so that if the donor has a specific area of interest, he or she can learn
more about it.  In the international charities, this could involve a field trip that provides the ideal 
environment in which to foster the relationship.

SSttaaggee  55  AAsskkiinngg  ffoorr  tthhee  mmoonneeyy

Exactly how this is done will obviously vary.  Some requests are informal, almost spontaneous, grasping the
moment. Others, particularly to charitable trusts and corporations will be more formal, more rehearsed and
require preparation of material.  These presentations need to give careful thought about how to deal with
objections - anticipating in advance what they will be and having appropriate answers.

Donors who had experience of sitting on the board of a charitable trust or corporation told us that charities
could improve this part of their activities considerably.  Obviously, presentations shouldn’t look as though
style was valued over content, but poorly formed arguments, failure to see what might be in it for the donor
were the common criticisms. (see section VII)

Asking ‘too soon’ for ‘too little’ was the biggest mistake fundraisers make according to one very experienced
consultant.
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SSttaaggee  66  TThhaannkkss  aanndd  rreeccooggnniittiioonn

We look at the kinds of ways charities thank and recognise donors and what donors want and don’t want in
this regard in the next section.  Suffice to say, this is essential and it is surprising, not to say shocking, when
it doesn’t happen.

SSttaaggee  77  CCoonnssoolliiddaattiioonn

This is the stage that probably most discriminates between a genuine commitment to major donor work and
short term fundraising.  Here is what one of the consultants who was also himself a fundraiser said about
this stage:

‘‘TThhiiss  llaasstt  sstteepp  ttaakkeess  aabboouutt  6600%%  --  7700%%  ooff  aannyy  ddeevveellooppmmeenntt  ddeeppaarrttmmeenntt’’ss  ttiimmee..  AAnndd  tthhaatt  iiss  tthhee  kkeeyy
aarreeaa  tthhaatt  iiss  oovveerrllooookkeedd  wwiitthh  mmoosstt  cchhaarriittiieess..      AAnndd  yyoouu’’vvee  ggoott  ttoo  ssppeenndd  aa  lloott  ooff  ttiimmee  aanndd  eeffffoorrtt..  TToooo
mmaannyy  cchhaarriittiieess  tthhiinnkk  tthhaatt  oonnccee  tthheeyy’’vvee  ggoott  tthhee  ppeerrssoonn  ttoo  ggiivvee  mmoonneeyy,,  tthheeyy  wwiillll  nneevveerr  ddoo  iitt  aaggaaiinn  ssoo
lleett’’ss  jjuusstt  sseenndd  tthheemm  iinnvviittaattiioonnss..  IInn  ffaacctt  oonnccee  tthhee  ppeerrssoonn  iiss  oonn  bbooaarrdd  tthheeyy  aarree  mmoorree  lliikkeellyy  tthhaann  aannyyoonnee
eellssee  iinn  tthhee  wwoorrlldd  ttoo  ggiivvee  aaggaaiinn..’’  (US Consultant/fundraiser)      

All charities have some sort of process here but it was notable that for some this process was the discipline
mentioned at the outset of the interview. It was described in detail and was clearly embedded, or at least in
the process of being embedded, into the culture and practice of the charity.  

For the majority, however, the idea of a rigorous discipline was as yet, still an ideal rather than day-to-day
practice.

Thus, in contrast to this kind of staged and disciplined approach, the more common practice was more 
informal and more ad hoc as this charity describes it:

‘‘WWee  ddoonn’’tt  ddoo  aa  hhuuggee  aammoouunntt  wwiitthh  mmaajjoorr  ddoonnoorrss..  IItt’’ss  mmuucchh  mmoorree  ttoo  ddoo  wwiitthh  ttaallkkiinngg  ttoo  tthheemm  aabboouutt  
wwhhaatt  tthheeyy’’rree  iinntteerreesstteedd  iinn,,  tteelllliinngg  tthheemm  wwhhaatt  wwee  nneeeedd  mmoonneeyy  ffoorr  aanndd  ssaayyiinngg  ccaann  yyoouu  hheellpp??    AAnndd  wwee  
ttrryy  ttoo  ttaaiilloorr  oouurr  rreeqquueesstt  ttoo  wwhhaatt  tthheeyy  ccaann  aaffffoorrdd..’’ (Charity)

LLeeggaacciieess

One of the most obvious values of a disciplined programme whereby trust is built gradually over time on the
basis of a personal relationship is that it makes approaching the possibility of legacies just that much easier.
Legacies obviously have all sorts of problems in addition to the delicacy of mentioning them in the first place
-such as inflation devaluing the ultimate sum or money tied to a specific purpose that is no longer wanted or
needed. But making the possibility of a legacy just one of the ways of getting involved with the charity draws
attention to it as an option rather than a direct request.  

‘‘WWee  hhaavvee  aa  wwoonnddeerrffuull  ppeerrssoonn  rruunnnniinngg  tthhee  lleeggaaccyy  pprrooggrraammmmee  aanndd  sshhee’’ss  ddoonnee  aa  sseerriieess  ooff  lleeggaaccyy  
aafftteerrnnoooonnss  aanndd  eevveenniinnggss  wwhhiicchh  oouurr  mmaajjoorr  ddoonnoorrss  ccaann  ccoommee  ttoo..    NNoo  oonnee  iiss  ddiirreeccttllyy  aasskkiinngg  bbuutt  rraatthheerr
wwee  tteellll  tthheemm  tthhee  ssoorrttss  ooff  tthhiinnggss  tthhaatt  ccaann  bbee  ddoonnee  wwiitthh  tthhee  mmoonneeyy  aanndd  tthheeyy  ggeett  aa  bbeehhiinndd  tthhee  sscceenneess
ttoouurr  aanndd  aallssoo  sshhee  iinnvviitteess  ssoolliicciittoorrss  ttoo  eexxppllaaiinn  wwhhaatt’’ss  rreeqquuiirreedd  aanndd  tthheeyy  lloovvee  iitt..    WWee  lliikkee  ttoo  tthhiinnkk  ooff
lleeggaacciieess  aass  jjuusstt  oonnee  ooff  tthhee  tthhiinnggss  tthhaatt  ppeeooppllee  wwhhoo  wwaanntt  ttoo  ggeett  iinnvvoollvveedd  wwiitthh  uuss  ccaann  ccoonnssiiddeerr..’’
(Charity)

Or, as this quote suggests, considering ways of celebrating people in their lifetime:

‘‘II  kknnooww  AAmmeerriiccaann  cchhaarriittiieess  aarree  bbeetttteerr  aatt  tthhiiss  wwiitthh  ccrreeaattiivvee  wwaayyss  ooff  rreeccooggnniissiinngg  ppeeooppllee  wwhhoo  aarree  
ppllaannnniinngg  ttoo  ggiivvee  mmoonneeyy  wwhheenn  tthheeyy  ddiiee..    BBuutt  tthheeyy  wwiillll  ttaallkk  aabboouutt  mmoonneeyy  aanndd  ddeeaatthh  mmuucchh  mmoorree  tthhaann
wwee  wwiillll..’’ (Charity) 
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VVII..    WWhhaatt  ddoo  ddoonnoorrss  eexxppeecctt??

HHooww  aanndd  wwhhyy  tthheeyy  ggiivvee

Individuals donate large sums of money for many motives and in many different ways.  The IPPR study 
identifies three styles of giving:

Ad hoc givers who donate as the spirit takes them

Strategic givers who organise their giving having sketched out a rationale and a plan

Social givers, who mainly give at social occasions, enjoy the social dimensions and see it as a 
reciprocal arrangement: their money in return for entertainment of some sort.

Our study reflected all three types.  The IPPR report goes on to divide motives for giving into 6 categories:

‘I want to give something back – it’s important to do my bit’         

‘I want to support those less fortunate than me/I’m lucky and should help others’

‘I give to a cause close to my heart and that I really value’

‘Giving is good for society’

‘I feel good about giving’

‘I feel bad if I don’t give – it relieves my conscience’

All of these motives were evident in some way or other with the donors we interviewed. However, it is
beyond the scope of this study to elaborate other than to make the obvious point that the more the charity
understands the kinds of motives that donors have, the more successfully they will be able to handle them.

What is important to recognise is that while motives as described above may be capable of being identified
as separate impulses, it is a mistake to think that donors can be put in these kinds of boxes.   We spoke to
donors who gave to different charities for different reasons and for different motives.  

WWhhaatt  ddooeess  iitt  ffeeeell  lliikkee  ttoo  bbee  aa  ddoonnoorr?? Getting inside the donor experience

Asking why people give is only part of the question.  The other part is asking what people expect to get out
of the act of giving.  This second question may not be asked as often or as penetratingly as it should be
because philanthropy assumes giving for the sake of it.  ‘Getting something back’ in the crude commercial
sense of an exchange of goods and services for money is an entirely inappropriate model.

Yet the failure to address it overlooks the many intangible psychological rewards that givers may get from
involvement with a cause.  People support causes after all: charities are merely the intermediaries. (Although
the ‘branding’ efforts of many charities such as Comic Relief are to be applauded.)

So the charity’s skill as intermediary is what defines how good donors feel about the charity and its cause
and how fully their motives are validated. Here we feel that the potential for engaging donors is far greater
than currently practised. The ways in which charities ‘reward’ donors are what underpin a relationship-based
model of charitable giving.

Consequently, our main interest is in the expectations that people are conscious of having of the charity they
donate to; how they feel the charities they give to treat them; how their gift was acknowledged; and what
we could learn from them that would be helpful to charities in their programmes to develop major donor
relationships.  
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We use the word ‘conscious’ deliberately to distinguish between ordinary expectations on the one hand and
possible rewards or benefits on the other – intangible rewards that would be valued if the charity used more
imagination and creativity. 

The first and most obvious point to make is that each individual is different and needs to be treated as an
individual and not as a category or a name on a database.  Equally obviously, this requires sensitive, personal
attention to find out exactly what the donor does and does not want. 

DDoonnoorr  eexxppeeccttaattiioonnss

There appear to be seven discrete categories in which donors have expectations of how the charity will deal
with them and below we describe what these are and how donors describe their experiences and preferences.  

11..  TTyyppee  aanndd  ffrreeqquueennccyy  ooff  ccoonnttaacctt

Some want regular personal telephone contact, others find too frequent contact unnecessary and can be
intrusive.  According to one donor….

’’TThhee  ffeeeeddbbaacckk  II  ggeett  ffrroomm  cchhaarriittiieess  iiss  vvaarriiaabbllee  bbuutt  II  ddoonn’’tt  wwaanntt  ttoooo  mmuucchh..    II’’mm  tteerrrriibbllyy  bbuussyy  aanndd  ssoo  II
aasskk  ffoorr  iitt  ttoo  bbee  lliimmiitteedd  aanndd  ddoonn’’tt  iinnssiisstt  oonn  ffrreeqquueenntt  rreeppoorrttss..’’  (Donor)

At the very least, donors would like material describing the work of the charity and specifically how the
money has been spent and the rewards that it has brought, particularly if this is tied to a particular project. 

Material sent through the mail is the very minimum requirement.  However personal contact would be
appreciated even more and this is not always forthcoming:

‘‘FFoorr  eexxaammppllee,,  II  ggaavvee  ££225500,,000000  ttoo  aa  cchhaarriittyy  aanndd  aalltthhoouugghh  tthheeyy  ddoo  sseenndd  mmee  ssoommee  mmaatteerriiaall,,  nnoo  oonnee  eevveerr
rriinnggss  mmee  uupp  aanndd  ssaayyss  wwee’’rree  hhaavviinngg  aa  ddiinnnneerr  ffoorr  ssoommee  ooff  tthhee  ddoonnoorrss  aanndd  wwee’’dd  lliikkee  ttoo  bbrriinngg  yyoouu  uupp  ttoo
ddaattee  wwiitthh  wwhhaatt’’ss  ggooiinngg  oonn  ––  tthhaatt  kkiinndd  ooff  ppeerrssoonnaall  ccoonnttaacctt..    II  tthhiinnkk  tthheeyy’’rree  jjuusstt  llaazzyy..’’  (Donor)

Others had happier experiences offered to them and the more professional of the charities we spoke to 
regularly entertained their donors in some kind of personal style – lunches, dinners, receptions, etc.

Style of contact, as many of the fundraisers put it, is something you need to establish early on in the 
relationship.  Email is perfectly acceptable to donors who want a fairly regular and personal involvement.
But exactly who makes the contact and for what is very important and leads to the next point.

22..  HHooww  rreessppeeccttffuull  iiss  tthhee  cchhaarriittyy??

There are two different issues here: one is to do with status and the other is to do with etiquette.

Firstly looking at the status of the person doing the thanking.  The fundraiser will be the most likely point of
contact for events or other logistical aspects but appreciation for major gifts should come from the Chief
Executive or Chairman – unless there is a good reason for someone else to write.  

‘‘WWee  ((oorrggaanniissaattiioonn  ddoonnoorr  wwaass  pprreessiiddeenntt  ooff))  ddoonnaatteedd  ££8800,,000000  ttoo  XX  cchhaarriittyy  sseevveerraall  yyeeaarrss  aaggoo  aanndd  II  wwaass
vveerryy  aannnnooyyeedd  aatt  tthhee  rreessppoonnssee..    FFiirrsstt  ooff  aallll,,  iitt  wwaass  sseevveerraall  mmoonntthhss  aafftteerr  wwee  hhaadd  sseenntt  iitt  aanndd  sseeccoonnddllyy,,  iitt
wwaass  aa  vveerryy  ppeerrffuunnccttoorryy  lleetttteerr  ––  aallmmoosstt  aa  ffoorrmm  lleetttteerr  ––  ffrroomm  ssoommeeoonnee  iinn  tthhee  ddoonnaattiioonnss  ooffffiiccee  oorr
ssoommeetthhiinngg  lliikkee  tthhaatt..    II  ffeelltt  tthhaatt  wwiitthh  aa  ddoonnaattiioonn  tthhee  ssiizzee  ooff  oouurrss,,  II  sshhoouulldd  hhaavvee  rreecceeiivveedd  aa  ppeerrssoonnaall  
lleetttteerr  ffrroomm  tthhee  CChhiieeff  EExxeeccuuttiivvee..    IItt  jjuusstt  lleeaavveess  aa  bbaadd  ttaassttee  iinn  yyoouurr  mmoouutthh..’’  (Donor)

‘‘WWee  hhaadd  bbeeeenn  iinn  ccoorrrreessppoonnddeennccee  wwiitthh  tthhee  pprriinncciippaall  bbuutt  tthheenn  wwhheenn  wwee  ddiidd  sseenndd  oouurr  cchheeqquuee,,  iitt  wwaass
aacckknnoowwlleeddggeedd  bbyy  hhiiss  ppeerrssoonnaall  aassssiissttaanntt..    SSoommeettiimmeess,,  iitt’’ss  eevveenn  wwoorrssee  aanndd  yyoouu  ggeett  aa  lleetttteerr  ffrroomm  tthhee
ppuubblliicc  aaffffaaiirrss  ppeerrssoonn..’’ (Donor)
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Secondly, as far as etiquette is concerned - the common courtesy of a thank you letter at all - seems not as
common as one might have thought.  There seems to be in some charities a peculiar kind of disconnect
between the manners that operate in personal life and those that operate in business life.  In the words of
one highly critical respondent – a very major donor, also chairman of several charities:

‘‘PPeeooppllee  aarree  bbaadd  aatt  aasskkiinngg  bbeeccaauussee  tthheeyy’’rree  nneerrvvoouuss  aabboouutt  iitt  aanndd  bbaadd  aatt  tthhaannkkiinngg  bbeeccaauussee  tthheeyy  ddoonn’’tt
tthhiinnkk  aabboouutt  iitt  oorr  kknnooww  hhooww  ttoo  ddoo  iitt..  PPeeooppllee  hhaavveenn’’tt  tthhoouugghhtt  iitt  tthhrroouugghh..  FFoorr  iinnssttaannccee,,  II  rreecceennttllyy  ggaavvee
££55000000  aanndd  nneevveerr  ggoott  aa  lleetttteerr  bbuutt  ssaaww  tthhee  mmaann  wwhhoo  aasskkeedd  mmee  iinn  aa  rreessttaauurraanntt  aanndd  hhee  ccaammee  oovveerr  aanndd
tthhaannkkeedd  mmee..    HHee’’dd  oobbvviioouussllyy  rreecceeiivveedd  tthhee  mmoonneeyy  bbuutt  ddiiddnn’’tt  tthhiinnkk  iitt  wwaass  nneecceessssaarryy  ttoo  sseenndd  mmee  aa  
lleetttteerr..’’  (Donor)

When relevant, offers of tickets or other tangible gestures are appreciated.  Obviously, the donor can pay for
his or her own but the personal initiative on the part of the charity is a signal of recognition and gratitude.

33..  TTiimmiinngg  ooff  rreeqquueessttss

Donors are not naïve.  They know, or assume, the charity will come back to them with further requests.
What several criticised was the speed of the return request or the very clear sense they got that they had
been bumped onto a database and the request was merely an automated form letter.

‘‘II  hhaadd  ggiivveenn  aabboouutt  ££55000000  II  tthhiinnkk  iitt  wwaass,,  aanndd  iitt  sseeeemmeedd  aallmmoosstt  iimmmmeeddiiaatteellyy  II  wwaass  aasskkeedd  ffoorr  mmoorree..    AAnndd
iitt  wwaass  tthhee  wwaayy  tthheeyy  aasskkeedd  mmee  wwhhiicchh  wwaass  aannnnooyyiinngg..    AAss  tthhoouugghh  mmyy  nnaammee  hhaadd  ggoonnee  ssttrraaiigghhtt  oonnttoo  aa
ccoommppuutteerr  ddaattaabbaassee  aanndd  tthhee  ddaattaabbaassee  wwaass  iinnssttrruucctteedd  ttoo  ffiirree  ooffff  lleetttteerrss  oonn  rreecceeiipptt  ooff  aa  cceerrttaaiinn  aammoouunntt
ooff  mmoonneeyy..    II  hhaadd  ssttaarrtteedd  ooffff  ffeeeelliinngg  vveerryy  wwaarrmmllyy  ddiissppoosseedd  ttoo  tthheemm  bbuutt  tthhiiss  sseeeemmeedd  vveerryy  ccoolldd  aanndd
iimmppeerrssoonnaall..’’  (Donor)

‘‘WWhhaatt  aannnnooyyss  mmee  iiss  wwhhaatt  ssoommeettiimmeess  hhaappppeennss  aatt  CChhrriissttmmaass..  YYoouu  sseenndd  ooffff  ffaaiirrllyy  ssuubbssttaannttiiaall  cchheeqquueess
aanndd  tthhee  cchhaarriittyy,,  iinnsstteeaadd  ooff  tthhiinnkkiinngg  wwee’’llll  wwrriittee  ttoo  hhiimm  aaggaaiinn  nneexxtt  yyeeaarr,,  wwiitthhiinn  aa  ccoouuppllee  ooff  wweeeekkss  yyoouu
ggeett  ppuutt  oonn  ttoo  ssoommee  ddaattaabbaassee  aanndd  yyoouu  ggeett  aa  ggeenneerraall  mmaaiilliinngg  sshhoott  ––  wwhhiicchh  sseeeemmss  rraatthheerr  uunntthhiinnkkiinngg..’’
(Donor)

44..  HHooww  eemmoottiioonnaallllyy  ccoommmmiitttteedd  ddooeess  tthhee  ddoonnoorr  wwiisshh  ttoo  bbeeccoommee??

This is difficult to judge and underlines the need for careful and sensitive handling.  A more emotionally 
committed person is more likely to remain a regular donor and it is a measure of the fundraiser’s skill to be
able to foster this kind of commitment, to keep it fresh and rewarding for the donor.  It is particularly 
difficult to calculate a donor’s level of commitment because the donor may not him or herself realise the 
potential for involvement at the outset, further underlining the value of being able to meet over events or
activities that draw the donor closer to the workings of the charity – as discussed earlier. 

Here is where the very professional fundraising programmes demonstrate their skills by spending a lot of
time and thought in trying to understand the needs and wants of each of their individual donors.

It also illustrates the real paradox in the personality and skills of the fundraiser and underlines how difficult
the fundraiser’s job is.  On the one hand fundraisers must be sensitive to what they are hearing from their
donors, be good judges of character, empathetic to understand what it is like to be a donor.  While at the
same time, in the words of one very experienced fundraiser, he or she needs to be ‘outgoing, thick skinned,
with broad shoulders, capable of lateral thinking who likes a challenge and enjoys persuading other people to
do what you want them to do’. 

55..  HHooww  pprrooffeessssiioonnaallllyy  ddoo  ddoonnoorrss  wwiisshh  ttoo  bbeeccoommee  iinnvvoollvveedd??  

Donating skills as well as money can be satisfying for the donor and valuable to the charity.  Many of the
fundraisers spoke gratefully of the availability of entrepreneurial, financial, creative or ‘access’ skills that their
donors were prepared to give.  But here again, managing this can be difficult if, as happens from time to

21



time, the donor (and his/her money) become more overbearing/demanding/dictatorial than the charity can
cope with.

Involvement generally, no matter how defined, was felt to be a wish that donors are increasingly expecting,
according to several charities: 

‘‘PPeeooppllee  wwaanntt  ttoo  bbee  aaccttiivveellyy  iinnvvoollvveedd  aanndd  tthhiiss  sseeeemmss  ttoo  bbee  tthhee  wwaayy  pphhiillaanntthhrrooppyy  iiss  mmoovviinngg..    II  ccaann  oonnllyy
tthhiinnkk  ooff  oonnee  oorr  ttwwoo  wwhhoo  jjuusstt  ggiivvee  aanndd  wwaallkk  aawwaayy..’’ (Charity)

But it brings relationship management problems that charities must learn to live with:

‘‘GGeettttiinngg  tthhee  bbaallaannccee  rriigghhtt  iiss  vveerryy  ddiiffffiiccuulltt..    IIff  ppeeooppllee  hhaavvee  ggiivveenn  aa  lloott  ooff  mmoonneeyy  aanndd  wwaanntt  ttoo  bbee
iinnvvoollvveedd,,  tthheeyy  sshhoouulldd  bbee  aalllloowweedd  ttoo..    IInn  ffaacctt,,  II  tthhiinnkk  mmoorree  aanndd  mmoorree  ppeeooppllee  aarree  ggiivviinngg  oonn  tthhee  
ccoonnddiittiioonn  tthhaatt  tthheeyy  hhaavvee  aa  lloott  ooff  iinnvvoollvveemmeenntt  aanndd  tthhaatt  iiss  ssoommeetthhiinngg  wwee  mmuusstt  lleeaarrnn  ttoo  mmaannaaggee..’’
(Charity) 

66..  HHooww  mmuucchh  ppuubblliicc  rreeccooggnniittiioonn  ddoo  ddoonnoorrss  wwaanntt??

One fundraiser, with considerable experience of the same charity in both the United States and Britain was
very clear about the nature of her British donors:

‘‘OOuurr  ffuunnddrraaiissiinngg  aaccttiivviittiieess  aarree  ffaaiirrllyy  llooww  kkeeyy  bbeeccaauussee  wwee’’vvee  tteennddeedd  ttoo  ffiinndd  aa  lloott  ooff  oouurr  ddoonnoorrss  ddoonn’’tt
ppaarrttiiccuullaarrllyy  wwaanntt  iitt  ttrruummppeetteedd  tthhaatt  tthheeyy’’rree  ddoonnoorrss……tthhiiss,,  II  ffoouunndd  iiss  ffaaiirrllyy  ccoommmmoonn  wwiitthh  hhiigghh  lleevveell
ddoonnoorrss  ooff  aa  ppaarrttiiccuullaarr  kkiinndd  iinn  tthhee  UUKK  ……iitt’’ss  nnoott  ccoonnssiiddeerreedd  ppoolliittee  ttoo  mmaakkee  ppuubblliicc  ddeettaaiillss  ooff  yyoouurr
ffiinnaanncceess..    WWee’’rree  qquuiittee  aa  ttrraaddiittiioonnaall  oorrggaanniissaattiioonn  aanndd  wwee  hhaavvee  aa  lloott  ooff  oollddeerr  ddoonnoorrss  wwhhoo  tthhiinnkk  ttaallkkiinngg
aabboouutt  mmoonneeyy  iissnn’’tt  ggoooodd  ffoorrmm..    WWhhiicchh  ssuuiittss  uuss  bbeeccaauussee  iitt  iiss  vveerryy  ttiimmee  ccoonnssuummiinngg  aanndd  wwee’’vvee  oonnllyy  ggoott
aa  ssmmaallll  tteeaamm..  ‘‘ (Charity) 

Although anecdotally we were told that Americans were keener on this than their British counterparts, it
should probably not be assumed that such reticence is a generalised British cultural characteristic. For 
example, one donor with considerable experience of donating and fundraising in both countries disagreed
vehemently with such (perhaps out of date) general cultural stereotyping:

‘‘WWhheenn  II  ccaammee  bbaacckk  ttoo  EEnnggllaanndd  aafftteerr  aa  lloonngg  ttiimmee  aabbrrooaadd  II  hhaavvee  nneevveerr  sseeeenn  aa  ssoocciieettyy  tthhaatt  iiss  ssoo  ffllaaggrraanntt
iinn  iittss  ccoonnssuummppttiioonn  aanndd  ssoo  kkeeeenn  ttoo  ddeemmoonnssttrraattee  wweeaalltthh  aanndd  mmaatteerriiaall  aasssseettss..    YYoouu  kknnooww  ccaarrss  aanndd
kkiittcchheennss  aanndd  tthhaatt  kkiinndd  ooff  tthhiinngg  II  tthhiinnkk  iiss  mmoorree  ddeemmoonnssttrraatteedd  hheerree..  WWhhoo  yyoouu  aarree,,  rreefflleecctteedd  bbyy  yyoouurr
wweeaalltthh,,  iiss  mmoorree  iimmppoorrttaanntt  tthhaann  eevveenn  iinn  NNeeww  YYoorrkk..’’ (Donor)

Furthermore, reticence about displaying wealth is certainly not characteristic of ethnic communities in Britain
who are very keen for recognition and who, according to several charities, respond generously through their
very closely linked communities and networks.  We were told that it is particularly important to tie the
money to a very specific and visible project which will benefit people in the home country and which will
carry the names of the members of the British ethnic community.

This is an extremely important issue and one where dominant stereotypes can be misleading.  Social changes
occurring over the last 20 years have made the traditional cliché of British reticence about display or talking
about money less true. While this reticence may still be the norm amongst some age and social groups, in
other sectors this generalisation needs to be questioned. 

77..  WWhhoo  ddoo  mmaajjoorr  ddoonnoorrss  wwiisshh  ttoo  mmeeeett??

We made this point earlier but it bears repeating on behalf of the donors as they felt so strongly about this.
In the eyes of many, this sort of access – to the person or persons whose ideas and passions are making the
charity work – is extremely important and clearly has the potential for engaging the donor more closely with
the work of the charity.  
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The fundraiser should be a conduit, an enabler, and a facilitator for the kinds of contact that bring the donor
more closely into the aims and ideals of the charity.  This is a role that the fundraiser would actively embrace
but he or she needs the full backing of the other members of the charity, particularly those involved with the
programme to do properly.

‘‘II’’mm  tthhiinnkkiinngg  ooff  aa  cchhaarriittyy  wwhheerree  tthhee  ffuunnddrraaiisseerr  iiss  aa  vveerryy,,  vveerryy  ggoooodd  ppeerrssoonn,,  vveerryy  pprrooffeessssiioonnaall..    BBuutt  tthhee
mmaann  wwhhoo  rruunnss  iitt  iiss  tthhee  oonnee  II  wwaanntt  ttoo  ttaallkk  ttoo..    HHee  ccoommeess  ffrroomm  tthhee  ppaarrtt  ooff  tthhee  wwoorrlldd  tthhee  wwoorrkk  iiss  bbeeiinngg
ddoonnee  iinn,,  hhee  kknnoowwss  wwhhaatt  hhee’’ss  ttaallkkiinngg  aabboouutt,,  hhee’’ss  ppaassssiioonnaattee  aabboouutt  iitt  aanndd  II  wwaanntt  ttoo  ggiivvee  hhiimm  mmoonneeyy..
NNoo  mmaatttteerr  hhooww  ffaabbuulloouuss  tthhee  ffuunnddrraaiisseerr  iiss,,  yyoouu  ddoonn’’tt  wwaanntt  ttoo  ppaayy  hheerr  ssaallaarryy..’’ (Donor)

‘‘IIff  yyoouu  aarree  aa  ggoooodd  ffuunnddrraaiisseerr  ttrryyiinngg  ttoo  eessttaabblliisshh  aa  rreellaattiioonnsshhiipp  wwiitthh  aa  ddoonnoorr  yyoouu  aaccttuuaallllyy  nneeeedd  ttoo  ffeeeedd
tthhrroouugghh  iinnffoorrmmaattiioonn  tthhaatt  wwiillll  eenntthhuussee  tthhaatt  ddoonnoorr,,  iinnttrroodduuccee  tthhee  ddoonnoorr  ttoo  tthhee  ppeeooppllee  mmaakkiinngg  tthhee  
pprrooggrraammmmeess  wwoorrkk  aanndd  ssoo  ffoorrtthh  aanndd  iittss  oofftteenn  vveerryy  ddiiffffiiccuulltt  ttoo  ggeett  tthhee  ssuuppppoorrtt  yyoouu  nneeeedd  ffrroomm  eeiitthheerr
tthhee  cchhiieeff  eexxeeccuuttiivvee  oorr  tthhee  pprrooggrraammmmee  ddiirreeccttoorr..’’ (Donor/ex-charity)

TThhiinnggss  tthhaatt  sshhoouulldd  nneevveerr  hhaappppeenn

While it is true that virtually every donor we spoke to could quote an extremely unsatisfactory experience
with the way a charity had treated a large donation, the experience was not common. 

However, having said that, as the examples below indicate, this should never be allowed to happen and one
or two respondents felt it was endemic. Apart from the obvious loss of good faith of the person involved,
customer satisfaction research regularly shows that unsatisfied customers tell three times more people about
the experience than satisfied customers. 

As these experiences and others like them illustrate, goodwill can easily be squandered though the 
combination of incompetent administration and thoughtlessness.

‘‘IItt’’ss  oonnllyy  hhaappppeenneedd  oonnccee  bbuutt  iitt  ddooeess  ssttiicckk  iinn  mmyy  mmiinndd  ––  qquuiittee  aa  ssuubbssttaannttiiaall  ssuumm,,  ££3344,,000000,,  wwhhiicchh  tthhee
cchhaarriittyy  ddiiddnn’’tt  aacckknnoowwlleeddggee  aanndd  wwhheenn  II  eennqquuiirreedd  aabboouutt  ffiivvee  mmoonntthhss  llaatteerr,,  tthheeyy  ddiissccoovveerreedd  tthheeyy  
ccoouullddnn’’tt  ffiinndd  iitt..    AA  sslliipp  iinn  tthhee  ssyysstteemm  aanndd  II  wwaassnn’’tt  mmuucchh  iimmpprreesssseedd  bbyy  tthhaatt..’’ (Donor)

‘‘II  uusseedd  ttoo  ggiivvee  tthhiiss  ppaarrttiiccuullaarr  cchhaarriittyy  llaarrggee  ssuummss  ooff  mmoonneeyy  aanndd  II’’dd  bbeeeenn  ddooiinngg  iitt  ffoorr  sseevveerraall  yyeeaarrss
wwhheenn  II  ggoott  aa  lleetttteerr  ssaayyiinngg  aass  aa  nneeww  ddoonnoorr  wwee  wwoouulldd  lliikkee  ttoo  tthhaannkk  yyoouu..  SSoo  II  wwrroottee  bbaacckk  ssaayyiinngg  II’’mm
ggrreeaattllyy  ooffffeennddeedd  yyoouu  ccaalllleedd  mmee  aa  nneeww  ddoonnoorr  aass  II’’vvee  ggiivveenn  yyoouu  tthhoouussaannddss  ooff  ppoouunnddss  aanndd  tthhee  nneexxtt  
lleetttteerr  ccaammee  ssaayyiinngg  aass  aa  nneeww  ddoonnoorr  wwee’’dd  lliikkee  ttoo  tthhaannkk  yyoouu..    SSoo  II  ggoott  ffeedd  uupp..’’ (Donor)

‘‘II  ggaavvee  aa  rraatthheerr  llaarrggee  ssuumm  ––  aarroouunndd  ££4400,,000000  ttoo  mmyy  ccoolllleeggee  ssoommee  yyeeaarrss  aaggoo  wwhheenn  tthheeyy  hhiirreedd  aa
ffuunnddrraaiisseerr  ttoo  rruunn  aa  mmaajjoorr  aappppeeaall..  BBuutt  ffoorr  mmoonntthhss  aafftteerr  II  ddiiddnn’’tt  hheeaarr  aanndd  ssoo  ffiinnaallllyy  II  ccoonnttaacctteedd  tthhee
MMaasstteerr  ooff  tthhee  ccoolllleeggee  wwhhoo  ddiiddnn’’tt  rreeppllyy  tthhee  ffiirrsstt  ttiimmee  ssoo  II  wwrroottee  aaggaaiinn  aanndd  hhee  ffiinnaallllyy  wwrroottee  aa  rraatthheerr
ppoooorr  lleetttteerr  ssaayyiinngg  II  sseeeemmeedd  ttoo  hhaavvee  ddrrooppppeedd  tthhrroouugghh  tthhee  nneett..’’ (Donor)

‘‘II  wwaass  pprreessiiddeenntt  ooff  aann  oorrggaanniissaattiioonn  aanndd  wwee  rraaiisseedd  aabboouutt  ££3300,,000000  ffoorr  aa  cchhaarriittyy  aanndd  II  oobbvviioouussllyy  
eexxppeecctteedd  ttoo  hheeaarr  ffrroomm  tthheemm..    BBuutt  ttoo  mmyy  aammaazzeemmeenntt,,  II  ddiiddnn’’tt  hheeaarr  aa  wwoorrdd..    SSoo  II  tthhoouugghhtt  mmaayybbee  
ssoommeetthhiinngg  hhaadd  ggoonnee  wwrroonngg  wwiitthh  tthhee  cchheeqquuee  ssoo  II  pphhoonneedd  tthheemm,,  aanndd  ddoo  yyoouu  kknnooww,,  tthheeyy  ssaaiidd,,    ‘‘oohh  yyeess,,
wwee  ddiidd  ggeett  iitt  II’’mm  ggllaadd  yyoouu  ccaalllleedd  aass  wwee  wwaanntteedd  ttoo  tthhaannkk  yyoouu..’’    WWeellll  II  ddoonn’’tt  rreeaallllyy  tthhiinnkk  tthhaatt  iiss  tthhee  wwaayy
ttoo  rreessppoonndd  ttoo  bbiigg  ddoonnaattiioonnss..  IIff  II  hhaaddnn’’tt  ccaalllleedd,,  sshhee  mmaayy  nneevveerr  hhaavvee  ccaalllleedd  mmee..‘‘  (Donor)
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VVIIII..  WWhhaatt  ddoo  ccoorrppoorraattiioonnss  eexxppeecctt??

The interface of charities and corporations is different from the individual interface.  But not that different.

Several major donors who had had charity solicitations in their business role were particularly critical of the
way charities tended to approach them. It is relevant to the increasing need for professionalism and is
summed up in the words of a peer who is also chief executive of a major British company:

‘‘IItt’’ss  aallll  aabboouutt  ttaarrggeettiinngg  tthhee  ccoommppaannyy  iinntteelllliiggeennttllyy..    CChhaarriittiieess  nneeeedd  ttoo  bbee  mmuucchh  mmoorree  tthhoouugghhttffuull  iinn  
tthheeiirr  aapppprrooaacchh..    TThheeyy  sshhoouulldd  tthhiinnkk  tthhrroouugghh  wwhhyy  tthheeyy  aarree  eevveenn  aapppprrooaacchhiinngg  tthhee  ppaarrttiiccuullaarr  ccoommppaannyy  iinn
tthhee  ffiirrsstt  ppllaaccee,,  wwhhyy  tthhee  ccoommppaannyy  wwoouulldd  wwaanntt  ttoo  ggiivvee,,  wwhhaatt  tthhee  ccoommppaannyy  wwiillll  ggeett  oouutt  ooff  iitt  aanndd  hhooww  
tthhee  cchhaarriittyy  ffiittss  wwiitthh  tthhee  ccoommppaannyy’’ss  bbrraannddss  oorr  rreeppuuttaattiioonn..’’  (Donor)

Another donor with a similar background echoed this thought:

‘‘CChhaarriittiieess  tthhiinnkk  tthhaatt  ccoommppaanniieess  oouugghhtt  ttoo  ggiivvee  bbeeccaauussee  tthheeyy  aarree  rriicchh..    TThhaatt  tthhee  cchhaarriittyy  iiss  ddooiinngg  tthheemm  aa
ffaavvoouurr  bbyy  rreelliieevviinngg  tthheeiirr  gguuiilltt  aabboouutt  hhaavviinngg  ssoo  mmuucchh  mmoonneeyy..  BBuutt  tthhee  tthhiinngg  iiss  tthhaatt  ccoommppaanniieess  rreecceeiivvee
ssoo  mmuucchh  mmaatteerriiaall,,  ssoo  mmaannyy  rreeqquueessttss  tthhaatt  tthheeyy  hhaavvee  ttoo  bbee  aabbllee  ttoo  sseeee  aa  bbeenneeffiitt  iinn  ssoommee  wwaayy  ffrroomm
ssuuppppoorrttiinngg  oonnee  ppaarrttiiccuullaarr  cchhaarriittyy  oovveerr  aannootthheerr..’’ (Donor/company CEO)

What this requires is both intelligent research and some creative thinking.  Websites describe the activities of
companies very thoroughly - necessary when the company isn’t a well-known consumer brand name. Many
websites also list the areas of charitable giving that the company supports although it was said that 
companies should do more to make their areas of interest clear.

Attention to the publicity that the company is receiving, its advertising and promotion will quickly give a 
picture of where the company’s commercial interests lie.  The next step is to link the charity’s activities to
these interests and demonstrate that a relationship with the charity will have some value for the company.

Bombarding the company with information about the charity is less useful than a well thought through 
presentation of what the benefits to the company might be.  Or, if a presentation is difficult to arrange, at
least include the argument with written material.   As one chief executive said:

‘‘II  ggeett  hhuunnddrreeddss  ooff  rreeqquueessttss  aa  mmoonntthh  aasskkiinngg  ffoorr  mmoonneeyy  ffoorr  oonnee  ooff  tthhee  tthhiinnggss  oouurr  wweebbssiittee  ssaayyss  wwee  aarree
iinntteerreesstteedd  iinn..    TThheerree’’ss  nnootthhiinngg  wwoorrssee  aass  aa  ccoommppaannyy  tthhaann  ggeettttiinngg  aa  hhuuggee  aammoouunntt  ooff  iinnffoorrmmaattiioonn  oonn
ssoommeetthhiinngg  yyoouu  kknnooww  yyoouu  wwoonn’’tt  rreeaadd..    YYoouu  tthhiinnkk,,  oohh  mmyy  ggoodd,,  tthheerree’’ss  ssuucchh  aa  lloott  ooff  ttiimmee  aanndd  mmoonneeyy
ggoonnee  iinnttoo  pprroodduucciinngg  tthhiiss  aanndd  iitt  ggooeess  rriigghhtt  iinn  tthhee  bbiinn  bbeeccaauussee  iitt’’ss  nnoott  rreelleevvaanntt  ttoo  uuss..    IItt’’ss  ssuucchh  aa
wwaassttee..’’    (Donor /Company CEO)

Formal meetings or pitches to companies are also criticised, by those who have experience of them, as 
amateur for three specific reasons:

The argument has not been framed in such a way as to link the charity with the company’s reputation or
brands:

Insufficient thought has been given to preparing answers to questions, countering resistance or objections.

‘‘WWee  ssiifftt  tthhrroouugghh  wwhhoo  wwee  wwaanntt  ttoo  ttaallkk  ttoo  aanndd  tthheenn  ggeett  tthheemm  ttoo  ccoommee  iinn  aanndd  ppiittcchh..    MMoosstt  aarreenn’’tt  vveerryy  
ggoooodd..    TThheeyy  aarreenn’’tt  rreeaallllyy  pprreeppaarreedd;;  tthheeyy  ccaann’’tt  aaddddrreessss  wwhhyy  iitt  mmaakkeess  sseennssee  ffoorr  uuss  ttoo  ggiivvee  iinn  aa  
ccoonnvviinncciinngg  wwaayy..    IItt’’ss  uussuuaallllyy  ddoonnee  oonn  tthhee  bbaassiiss  ooff  ‘‘wwee’’rree  aa  vveerryy  ggoooodd  cchhaarriittyy,,  yyoouu’’vvee  ggoott  llooaaddss  ooff  ddoosshh,,
yyoouu  sshhoouulldd  ggiivvee  ssoommee  ttoo  uuss..’’ (Donor/company CEO)
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‘‘TThheerree  aarree  aa  lloott  ooff  ppeeooppllee  oouutt  tthheerree  wwhhoo  ttaakkee  tthhee  vviieeww  tthhaatt  yyoouu  sshhoouulldd  ggiivvee  jjuusstt  bbeeccaauussee  yyoouu  hhaavvee  
tthhee  mmoonneeyy..    TThhaatt  pphhiillaanntthhrrooppyy  iiss  aa  ggeenneerriicc  ggoooodd..  TThhaatt  ddooeessnn’’tt  wwoorrkk  aannyy  mmoorree..’’  (Donor/company 
CEO)

The wrong people are doing the talking.  Companies, like individual donors, like to hear what the programme
really is about in the words and passions of the person carrying it out.  The fundraiser and/or the charity
director are relevant as back up. But the essence of the pitch should be from the person doing the work.  For
example:

‘‘AA  ccoommppeelllliinngg  pprreesseennttaattiioonn  uussuuaallllyy  ddooeess  iitt  ffoorr  mmee  --  ppaarrttiiccuullaarrllyy  ffrroomm  ppeeooppllee  wwhhoo  wwoorrkk  aatt  tthhee  ffrroonntt  
lliinnee..    WWee  hhaadd  oonnee  tthhee  ootthheerr  ddaayy..  TThhee  mmaann  wwhhoo  rraann  iitt  hhaadd  ggiivveenn  uupp  hhiiss  ccaarreeeerr  ttoo  rruunn  tthhiiss  cchhaarriittyy  aanndd  
tthheeyy’’dd  jjuusstt  hhaadd  aa  tteerrrriiffiicc  ssuucccceessss  aanndd  tthhee  gguuyy  ccaammee  iinn  aanndd  ddeessccrriibbeedd  eexxaaccttllyy  wwhhaatt  hhee  wwaass  ddooiinngg..    IItt  
wwaass  ttrreemmeennddoouussllyy  ppoowweerrffuull  aanndd  wwaass  tthhee  kkiinndd  ooff  tthhiinngg  wwee  ggiivvee  mmoonneeyy  ttoo  ssoo  hhee  ggoott  iitt..  IItt’’ss  uussuuaallllyy  tthhee  
ffuunnddrraaiisseerr  wwhhoo  mmaakkeess  tthhee  pprreesseennttaattiioonn  bbuutt  tthhaatt’’ss  nnoott  wwhhoo  II  wwaanntt  ttoo  hheeaarr  ffrroomm..    TThhee  ffuunnddrraaiisseerr  iiss  
oobbvviioouussllyy  vveerryy  iimmppoorrttaanntt  bbuutt  tthheeyy’’rree  nnoott  oonn  tthhee  ffrroonnttlliinnee,,  tthheeyy  ccaann’’tt  tteellll  iitt  lliikkee  iitt  iiss..’’  (Donor/
company CEO)
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VVIIIIII..  HHooww  tthhee  ssttrruuccttuurree  aanndd  ccuullttuurree  ooff  cchhaarriittiieess  tthheemmsseellvveess  iinnhhiibbiitt  bbeesstt  
..................pprraaccttiiccee

Here we return to the point made earlier about the different sets of attitudes in the commercial sector vs the
voluntary sector and the point made about treating major donors as clients of the charity. This requires a
change in the culture of the charity so attitudes and behaviours cease to be solely transactional – i.e., a one-
off donation where the charity relies primarily on the donor’s interest and motivation – and begins to 
recognise the value of an ongoing reciprocal relationship that is stewarded and developed over time.   

Firstly, what did we learn from these people about the relevance of US practices?  Fundraisers were variously
envious, admiring, guilty or dismissive of what could be learned from the US.  The differences that make the
US generally more successful in generating large amounts of money  - greater levels of wealth, tax 
differences, cultural attitudes towards philanthropy, the social prestige associated with giving – are covered
in other reports.

What the fundraisers in our research did not mention but was elaborated extensively by consultants and
donors with experience in both countries was the structure and politics of the charities themselves.  What we
report here is probably leading edge US practice rather than majority practice but these practices do make
sense and could theoretically be implemented here.

RRoollee  aanndd  ssttaattuuss  ooff  ffuunnddrraaiisseerrss

This is critical. Some people were very blunt about this: the status of fundraisers in the organisation is too
low for them to be as effective as the role demands. Here is what consultants with experience of many 
charities had to say:

‘‘FFuunnddrraaiisseerrss  aarree  nnoott  aass  cceennttrraall  ttoo  mmaannaaggeemmeenntt  aass  tthheeyy  sshhoouulldd  bbee..    OObbvviioouussllyy,,  iitt  vvaarriieess  ffrroomm  
oorrggaanniissaattiioonn  ttoo  oorrggaanniissaattiioonn  bbuutt  hheerree  wwee  hhaavvee  ppeeooppllee  wwhhoo  aarree  eexxppeecctteedd  ttoo  bbrriinngg  iinn  sseevveerraall  mmiilllliioonn
ppoouunnddss  aanndd  tthheeyy  ddoo  nnoott  hhaavvee  aa  sseeaatt  aatt  tthhee  ttoopp  ddeecciissiioonn--mmaakkiinngg  ttaabbllee..    OOrr  tthheeyy  ddoo  bbuutt  oonnllyy  tthhrroouugghh
tthhee  ccoonndduuiitt  ooff  ssoommeeoonnee  lliikkee  tthhee  hheeaadd  ooff  ccoommmmuunniiccaattiioonn..’’ (Consultant)

This seems to be considered the natural state of affairs and it is worth questioning why that should be, as it
clearly will limit the status of the fundraiser.  A rational management structure would give equal emphasis to
the people charged with developing the charity’s programmes and the people charged with funding these
programmes. One can’t happen without the other.  Yet, unless actively addressed, it appears that the power
lies with the chief executive and the programme director, the latter of whom, in addition to power, has 
status and charisma.  The fundraiser at best is tangentially involved and at worst is actively cut off from this
power and status nexus. This is something that several of the charities spoke eloquently about.  A number
had had experiences that showed unnecessary (and unimaginative) rigidity in separating job functions; others
related experiences of the gulf that can lie between raising the money and spending it:

‘‘TThhee  mmoosstt  iimmppoorrttaanntt  tthhiinngg  iiss  ttoo  iinnvvoollvvee  eevveerryyoonnee  aass  mmuucchh  aass  ppoossssiibbllee..    WWhheenn  II  wwaass  aatt  XX,,  II  wwaass  vveerryy
kkeeeenn  ttoo  ddoo  aass  mmuucchh  ffuunnddrraaiissiinngg  bbaacckkssttaaggee  aass  II  ccoouulldd..    SSoo  tthhaatt  wwoouulldd  iinnvvoollvvee  rreecceeppttiioonnss  oonn  tthhee  ssttaaggee,,
ttaallkkiinngg  ttoo  tthhee  aarrttiissttss  aanndd  wwhhaatt  hhaavvee  yyoouu..    WWhheenn  II  ssuuggggeesstteedd  iitt  tthheeyy  llooookkeedd  aatt  mmee  iinn  ccoommpplleettee  sshhoocckk..’’
(Charity)

‘‘II  tthhiinnkk  tthhiiss  iiss  aa  rreeaall  iissssuuee  iinn  tthhiiss  ccoouunnttrryy..    OOfftteenn  tthhee  ffuunnddrraaiisseerr  iiss  llooookkeedd  uuppoonn  aass  ssoommeeoonnee  wwhhoossee  jjoobb
iitt  iiss  ttoo  rraaiissee  mmoonneeyy  iinn  oorrddeerr  ttoo  ffuunndd  pprrooggrraammmmeess  aanndd  tthhee  pprrooggrraammmmee  mmaannaaggeerrss  tthhiinnkk  tthheeyy  hhaavvee  aa
GGoodd--ggiivveenn  rriigghhtt  ttoo  tthhee  mmoonneeyy  aanndd  tthheeyy  rreeaallllyy  aarree  vveerryy  aannggrryy  iiff  tthhee  ffuunnddrraaiisseerr  ddooeessnn’’tt  ssuucccceeeedd..    BBuutt
wwhheenn  tthheeyy  ddoo  ssuucccceeeedd  tthheeyy  ttaakkee  iitt  ffoorr  ggrraanntteedd..  TThheeyy  ddoonn’’tt  ggiivvee  ffuunnddrraaiisseerrss  eennoouugghh  ssuuppppoorrtt..’’
(Donor/charitable trust)

Why this should be possible in the US but not here is not clear but the following remark is probably typical
of the UK:
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‘‘IInn  tthhee  SSttaatteess  mmyy  eexxppeerriieennccee  hhaass  bbeeeenn  tthhaatt  wwee  wwoouulldd  llooookk  ffoorr  pprrooggrraammmmee  ssttaaffff  wwhhoo  wwoouulldd  bbee  ggoooodd
aatt  pprroommoottiinngg  tthhee  wwoorrkk  ttoo  ddoonnoorrss  aanndd  wwoouulldd  ddoo  ssoo  ppeerrssoonnaallllyy  aanndd  iinn  wwrriittiinngg..    IItt  wwaass  aallwwaayyss  cclleeaarr  tthhaatt
tthhaatt  wwaass  ppaarrtt  ooff  tthhee  jjoobb..    WWee  wwoouulldd  nneevveerr  ddoo  tthhaatt  hheerree..    OOuurr  jjoobb  ddeessccrriippttiioonnss  wwoouulldd  nneevveerr  iinncclluuddee
tthhaatt  bbeeccaauussee  wwee  ffeeeell  iitt  wwoouulldd  ttaakkee  aawwaayy  ffrroomm  tthhee  pprrooggrraammmmee  ffooccuuss..’’ (Charity)

While this may not matter particularly with the vast bulk of the fundraising activities (apart from 
de-motivating fundraisers and exacerbating turnover, something not to be under-estimated) it is critical in
major donor fundraising.  

People being approached or who volunteer large sums of money either for the charity in general or for 
specific projects do so for many motives.   Leaving aside those that wish to remain anonymous, a large 
number of givers will want to become involved or, and this is critical, can be persuaded to become involved,
through a relationship with the people central to making the charity succeed in its goals.  This will be the
chief executive and to an even greater extent, the programme director whose vision, passion and 
commitment can be crucial to inspiring donations. It is unlikely to be the fundraiser no matter how 
personable, efficient or charming he or she is.

TThhee  rroolleess  ooff  CChhiieeff  EExxeeccuuttiivvee  aanndd  CChhaaiirrmmaann

There was a certain amount of criticism here – mainly from consultants but also fundraisers who had a broad
range of experience.  The need for support for fundraising at the top for major donor work is self-evident –
particularly, as this US consultant points out, when it comes to stewardship and taking the relationship 
further.

‘‘TThhee  mmooddeerrnn  ddiirreeccttoorr  hhaass  ttoo  bbee  sseeeenn  aass  ssoommeeoonnee  wwhhoo  rreeaallllyy  hhaass  ttoo  bbee  aa  ffuunnddrraaiisseerr  aanndd  ppaarrtt  ooff  tthhaatt  iiss
sstteewwaarrddsshhiipp..    TThhaatt’’ss  wwhhaatt  ppeeooppllee  ccoonnssttaannttllyy  ttaallkk  aabboouutt  iinn  tthhee  UUSS..    TThhee  sstteewwaarrddsshhiipp  iiddeeaa  mmeeaannss  tthhaatt
yyoouu  hhaavvee  ttoo  hheellpp  wwiitthh  bbuuiillddiinngg  tthhee  rreellaattiioonnsshhiipp,,  sseeeeiinngg  aanndd  ttaallkkiinngg  ttoo  ddoonnoorrss  aanndd  ffuullllyy  ssuuppppoorrttiinngg  tthhee
ffuunnddrraaiissiinngg  eeffffoorrttss  bbeeyyoonndd  jjuusstt  aasskkiinngg  ffoorr  tthhee  mmoonneeyy..’’  (US consultant)

Or from this fundraiser with American experience:

‘‘YYoouu  hhaavvee  ttoo  hhaavvee  tthhee  ddiirreeccttoorr  iinnvvoollvveedd  iinn  ffuunnddrraaiissiinngg  bbeeccaauussee  yyoouu  ccaann’’tt  ddoo  iitt  yyoouurrsseellff  iinn  aa  ccoorrnneerr..    IIff
yyoouu  ddoonn’’tt  hhaavvee  tthhee  lleeaaddeerrsshhiipp  iinnvvoollvveedd,,  tthhee  ddiirreeccttoorr  aanndd  tthhee  ootthheerr  ssttaaffff,,  yyoouu’’rree  nnoott  ggooiinngg  ttoo  ggeett  tthhee
mmoosstt  oouutt  ooff  tthhee  pprrooggrraammmmee..    AAnndd  ppeeooppllee  aarreenn’’tt  eedduuccaatteedd  ttoo  ddoo  tthhaatt  oovveerr  hheerree..’’ (Charity)

UUSS  pprraaccttiiccee  wwiitthh  rreeggaarrdd  ttoo  ffuunnddrraaiisseerrss

UK fundraisers appear to hold a range of complex and sometimes ambivalent views when comparing UK
practice with practice in the United States.  The subject is met with comments reflecting envy, admiration,
guilt, defensiveness, and fascination.  Some looked at problems in importing US practices or indeed US 
people:

‘‘II  tthhiinnkk  yyoouu  ccaann  mmaakkee  mmiissttaakkeess  bbyy  jjuusstt  iimmppoorrttiinngg  aann  AAmmeerriiccaann  ffuunnddrraaiisseerr  oovveerr  hheerree..    II’’vvee  hhaadd  ssoommee
uunnffoorrttuunnaattee  eexxppeerriieenncceess  bbeeccaauussee  aalltthhoouugghh  tthheeyy  aarree  vveerryy  pprrooffeessssiioonnaall  aanndd  bbuussiinneesssslliikkee,,  tthheeyy  ddoonn’’tt
hhaavvee  tthhee  nneecceessssaarryy  ffeeeelliinngg  ffoorr  tthhee  ssoocciiaall  nnuuaanncceess  tthhaatt  iiss  rreeqquuiirreedd  wwiitthh  vveerryy  wweeaalltthhyy  ppeeooppllee  iinn  tthhiiss
ccoouunnttrryy..    FFoorr  iinnssttaannccee,,  tthheeyy  mmiigghhtt  ttrryy  ttoo  ppuutt,,  ssaayy,,  aa  ddiinnnneerr  ppaarrttyy  ttooggeetthheerr  ooff  ppeeooppllee  wwhhoo  mmiigghhtt  sseeeemm
ttoo  bbee  eeqquuaallllyy  wweeaalltthhyy  bbuutt  II  wwoouulldd  kknnooww  tthhaatt  iiss  jjuusstt  wwrroonngg  aanndd  wwoouullddnn’’tt  wwoorrkk..’’ (Consultant)

Others felt that the US skills were somewhat exaggerated and others were quick to protest that certain 
practices wouldn’t work – for instance, making large donations a pre-requisite to joining as a trustee (see
below). Others were eager to learn techniques and methods.

One of the most relevant practices that people with US experience pointed to was how the best US charities
managed the role and status of the fundraiser.  We have no idea how widespread this is in the US but there
are lessons that could be adopted in the UK.
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Language: Americans are very skilled at manipulating titles, often scorned in the UK but important in 
conferring status and respect.  Here the person who raises the money is called the fundraiser; there he or she
is the Director (or Deputy Director) of External Affairs.

Salaries: The Director of External Affairs can be – although not necessarily – the most highly paid person in
the charity.  Salaries reflect status and this is recognised.

Here is what the UK fundraisers say about this issue here:

‘‘WWhhaatt  II  ccaallll  tthhee  hheeaarrttssttrriinngg  cchhaarriittiieess  ––  cchhiillddrreenn,,  ccaanncceerr,,  eennvviirroonnmmeenntt  aanndd  ssoo  ffoorrtthh  ccaann  ggeett  aawwaayy  wwiitthh
ppaayyiinngg  lleessss..    II  aaccttuuaallllyy  tthhiinnkk  iitt’’ss  nnoott  vveerryy  mmoorraall..    TThheeyy  wwaanntt  ttoo  kkeeeepp  ccoossttss  ddoowwnn  bbeeccaauussee  eevveerryy  ppeennnnyy
oonn  ssoommeeoonnee’’ss  ssaallaarryy  ccoouulldd  ggoo  ttoo  ssoollvviinngg  tthhee  wwoorrlldd’’ss  pprroobblleemmss..    BBuutt  tthheerree  aarree  cceerrttaaiinn  sskkiillllss  rreeqquuiirreedd
aanndd  tthheeyy  sshhoouulldd  bbee  rreeccooggnniisseedd  iinn  ssaallaarriieess..’’ (Charity)

However, it was pointed out by several of the most experienced donors with experience of running
charities or charitable trusts that this is changing and that a top fundraiser’s salary in a large charity
could be the largest in the charity, a development, he heartily agreed with:

‘‘SSaallaarriieess  ooff  ffuunnddrraaiisseerrss  uusseedd  ttoo  bbee  vveerryy  llooww  bbuutt  tthhaatt’’ss  cchhaannggiinngg  aanndd  II  tthhiinnkk  yyoouu’’llll  ffiinndd  tthhaatt  ffuunnddrraaiisseerrss
tteenndd  ttoo  bbee  tthhee  hhiigghheesstt  ppaaiidd  iinn  tthhee  oorrggaanniissaattiioonn,,  ssoommeettiimmeess  eevveenn  mmoorree  tthhaann  aa  cchhiieeff  eexxeeccuuttiivvee  bbuutt  iitt’’ss
ttaakkeenn  ttiimmee  ttoo  ggeett  tthhiiss  tthhrroouugghh..    II  tthhiinnkk  tthhee  mmaarrkkeett  iiss  hheellppiinngg  ttoo  ppuusshh  tthhaatt  bbeeccaauussee  yyoouu  oonnllyy  ggeett  ggoooodd
oonneess  iiff  yyoouu  ppaayy  aa  ggoooodd  ssaallaarryy  ––  bbyy  EEnngglliisshh  ssttaannddaarrddss..’’ (Donor/ex-charity)

Integrated management: He or she will have more day-to-day involvement with the planning and execution
of programmes: the choice of options and the funding issues involved.  So rather than being some kind of
necessary seen-but-not-heard back room activity, he/she is an essential part of the management team.

One fundraiser’s experience in the UK speaks for several:

‘‘TThheerree  wwaass  nnoo  uunnddeerrssttaannddiinngg  oonn  tthhee  pprrooggrraammmmee  ssiiddee  ((llaasstt  cchhaarriittyy  wwoorrkkeedd  ffoorr))..  TThheeyy  jjuusstt  eexxppeecctteedd  tthhee
ffuunnddrraaiisseerr  ttoo  ggiivvee  tthheemm  tthhee  mmoonneeyy  ssoo  tthheeyy  ccoouulldd  ddoo  tthheeiirr  tthhiinngg  ––  vveerryy  lliittttllee  uunnddeerrssttaannddiinngg  bbeettwweeeenn  
tthhee  ttwwoo  ssiiddeess..    IItt’’ss  bbeeeenn  ttrruuee  ooff  mmoosstt  ooff  tthhee  oorrggaanniissaattiioonnss  II’’vvee  wwoorrkkeedd  ffoorr  ––  ffuunnddrraaiissiinngg  hhaass  aallwwaayyss  
bbeeeenn  iissoollaatteedd..    PPaarrttllyy  bbeeccaauussee  tthheeyy  kknnooww  mmoorree  tthhaann  ootthheerrss  bbeeccaauussee  tthheeyy  hhaavvee  ssoo  tthheeyy  ggeett  iinnvvoollvveedd  iinn
ppoolliittiiccss  aanndd  ffuunnddrraaiisseerrss  aarreenn’’tt  aallwwaayyss  vveerryy  ppooppuullaarr..’’  (Charity)

The programme director is expected to be more knowledgeable about the cost implications of his/her 
programmes and importantly, and also to participate more actively in major donor fundraising programmes.
By doing so, not only does the donor get what he wants (contact with the heart and soul of the charity) but
this more active involvement confers status on the fundraiser who is obviously the person stewarding the
relationship over time.
This is not without its tensions, however, as this US consultant describes:

‘‘MMoorree  aanndd  mmoorree  tthhee  tteennssiioonn  iiss  aatt  tthhee  ppooiinntt  wwhheerree  aa  ccuurraattoorr  oorr  pprrooggrraammmmee  ddiirreeccttoorr  wwiillll  ggoo  aanndd  cchhoooossee
aa  pprrooggrraammmmee  aanndd  tthhee  ffuunnddrraaiisseerr  wwiillll  ssaayy,,  lliisstteenn,,  II  ddoonn’’tt  tthhiinnkk  wwee  ccaann  ggeett  ssuuppppoorrtt  ffoorr  tthhaatt..  SSoo  nnooww  
pprrooggrraammmmee  ddiirreeccttoorrss  aarree  bbeeiinngg  aasskkeedd  mmoorree  aanndd  mmoorree  ttoo  bbee  iinnvvoollvveedd  wwiitthh  ffuunnddrraaiissiinngg  aaccttiivviittiieess  ––  iitt’’ss  
wwrriitttteenn  iinnttoo  tthheeiirr  ccoonnttrraaccttss..    GGoonnee  aarree  tthhee  ddaayyss  wwhheenn  tthheeyy  ccoouulldd  ssiitt  bbaacckk  aanndd  wwoorrkk  oonn  tthheeiirr  pprroo
ggrraammmmee  aanndd  wwaaiitt  ffoorr  tthhee  mmoonneeyy  ttoo  rroollll  iinn..    TThheeyy  hhaavvee  ttoo  bbee  aaccttiivveellyy  ppaarrttiicciippaattiinngg  wwiitthh  tthhee  
ffuunnddrraaiisseerr..’’    (Consultant US)

RRoollee  ooff  ttrruusstteeeess  ((UUSS  vvss  UUKK))..

While the foregoing are characteristics that would be appropriate and welcomed in the UK if psychologically
and politically they could be managed, the role of trustees is a very contentious issue and one where the US
emphasis on trustees being major contributors tends to be resisted.



The motives behind the resistance are complex.  The one most often stated was conflict of interest although
exactly what that means is still unclear.

‘‘TThhee  rroollee  ooff  cchhaarriittiieess  iinn  tthhiiss  ccoouunnttrryy  iiss  oonnee  ooff  sstteewwaarrddsshhiipp  aanndd  ggoovveerrnnaannccee  ssoo  ttrruusstteeeess  aarree  eexxppeecctteedd  ttoo
ggiivvee  ttiimmee,,  eexxppeerrttiissee,,  kknnoowwlleeddggee  bbuutt  nnoott  mmoonneeyy..    II’’vvee  hheeaarrdd  tthhaatt  ffrroomm  mmaannyy  ppeeooppllee  aanndd  ttrruusstteeeess  iinn
tthhiiss  ccoouunnttrryy  ffeeeell  vveerryy  ssttrroonnggllyy  aabboouutt  iitt  --  vveerryy  ddiiffffeerreenntt  ffrroomm  tthhee  UUSS..  IItt  mmaayy  bbee  cchhaannggiinngg  bbuutt  nnoott  tthhaatt
mmuucchh.. (Charity)

The more onerous regulatory responsibility of trustees nowadays was quoted as a reason for separating the
two roles - as described by this charity chairman:

‘‘IInn  tthhee  llaasstt  1100  yyeeaarrss,,  tthhee  ggoovveerrnnaannccee  iissssuuee  hhaass  ffrriigghhtteenneedd  ppeeooppllee  ––  tthhee  ffaacctt  tthhaatt  tthheeyy  hhaavvee  eennoorrmmoouuss
rreessppoonnssiibbiilliittiieess  tthhaatt  tthheeyy  ddiiddnn’’tt  hhaavvee  bbeeffoorree  aanndd  tthhee  CChhaarriittiieess  CCoommmmiissssiioonn  hhaass  mmaaddee  tthhaatt  qquuiittee  cclleeaarr..
SSoo  tthheerree’’ss  aa  ffeeeelliinngg  tthhaatt  tthhee  bbiigg  aasskkeerrss,,  tthhee  bbiigg  hhiitttteerrss  wwhhoo  ccaann  llooookk  ttoo  tthheeiirr  ffrriieennddss  ffoorr  aa  mmiilllliioonn
ppoouunnddss  mmaayy  nnoott  bbee  tthhee  bbeesstt  aass  ttrruusstteeeess..    SSoo  tthheerree  iiss  aa  ddiivviissiioonn  bbeettwweeeenn  yyoouurr  ttrruusstteeee  bbooaarrdd  aanndd  yyoouurr
ggoovveerrnnaannccee  bbooaarrdd..’’  (Charity)

Others described a commitment to ‘diversity’:

‘‘II  wwoouulldd  pprreeffeerr  tthhaatt  oouurr  bbooaarrdd  bbee  ccoommppoosseedd  ooff  aa  wwiiddee  ddiivveerrssiittyy  ooff  ppeeooppllee..  TThhiiss  mmeeaannss  tthhaatt  ssoommeettiimmeess
tthhee  ppeerrssoonn  wwhhoo  kknnoowwss  mmoosstt  aabboouutt  tthhee  ssuubbjjeecctt,,  wwhhoo  iiss  mmoosstt  ppaassssiioonnaattee  aabboouutt  wwhhaatt  wwee  aarree  ddooiinngg
wwoonn’’tt  bbee  aabbllee  ttoo  aaffffoorrdd  aa  bbiigg  ggiifftt..    BBuutt  tthheeiirr  kknnoowwlleeddggee  aanndd  eenntthhuussiiaassmm  aarree  jjuusstt  aass  vvaalluuaabbllee  aass
mmoonneeyy..’’ (Charity)

This fundraiser went on to pinpoint what she felt was the belief structure behind this view: i.e. that the 
person fears he/she will be thought by peers as having ‘bought’ a place on the board rather than being 
chosen on the basis of merit.

‘‘AA  lloott  ooff  tthheemm  bbeelliieevvee  tthhaatt  ggiivviinngg  mmoonneeyy  uunnddeerrmmiinneess  tthheeiirr  aabbiilliittyy  ttoo  bbee  aa  pprrooppeerr  ttrruusstteeee..    II’’vvee  hhaadd
ppeeooppllee  ssaayy  II  wwoouulldd  bbee  rreelluuccttaanntt  ttoo  ggiivvee  aa  ggiifftt  iiff  II  ccaammee  oonnttoo  tthhee  BBooaarrdd  bbeeccaauussee  ppeeooppllee  wwoouulldd  ssaayy  tthhaatt
wwaass  tthhee  rreeaassoonn  II  bbeeccaammee  aa  ttrruusstteeee..’’ (Charity)

However, at least one charity spokesman – chairman of several charities with long experience of the 
voluntary sector was quite outspoken in the other direction, labelling the attitude of his countrymen 
hypocritical and lazy:

‘‘TThhee  ffiirrsstt  tthhiinngg  II  ddoo  iiss  ggiivvee  ££2255,,000000  aanndd  II  ssaayy  ttoo  eevveerryyoonnee  aarroouunndd  tthhee  ttaabbllee  yyoouu  eeiitthheerr  ggeett  2255  ggrraanndd  oorr
yyoouu  ggiivvee  iitt..    PPeeooppllee  wwhhoo  ttaallkk  aabboouutt  ggoovveerrnnaannccee  aarree  uussiinngg  iitt  aass  jjuusstt  aann  eexxccuussee  nnoott  ttoo  ggiivvee  aannyy  mmoonneeyy..
WWhheenn  tthheeyy  ssaayy  tthhaatt  iitt  iiss  aa  ccoonnfflliicctt  ooff  iinntteerreesstt,,  II  tteellll  tthheemm  iitt’’ss  nnoott..    YYoouu  ccaann’’tt  aasskk  ootthheerr  ppeeooppllee  ttoo  rraaiissee
mmoonneeyy  uunnlleessss  yyoouu  ccoonnttrriibbuuttee  yyoouurrsseellff..    AAss  ffaarr  aass  ggoooodd  ggoovveerrnnaannccee  iiss  ccoonncceerrnneedd  wwee  ccaann  ddoo  tthhaatt
ttooggeetthheerr  aass  ppaarrtt  ooff  oouurr  wwoorrkk..    BBuutt  II  mmaakkee  tthhee  ffiinnaanncciiaall  ccoommmmiittmmeenntt  vveerryy  cclleeaarr..    IIff  nnoott,,  tthheeyy  ddoonn’’tt
bbeeccoommee  aa  ttrruusstteeee..’’  (Donor/chairman)

Indeed, many, although perhaps not quite so forthcoming, thought this resistance was diminishing in face of
economic reality and declining government support.  The lofty moral position may no longer be affordable:

‘‘YYoouu  hhaavvee  ttoo  bbee  aa  lloott  mmoorree  hhaarrdd--nnoosseedd  aabboouutt  wwhhoo  yyoouurr  ttrruusstteeeess  aarree  iiff  yyoouu  aarreenn’’tt  pprrootteecctteedd  wwiitthh  
ggoovveerrnnmmeenntt  mmoonneeyy..    WWee  hhaavvee  ttoo  rraaiissee  aallll  tthhee  mmoonneeyy  oouurrsseellvveess  ssoo  wwee  nneeeedd  oouurr  ttrruusstteeee  bbooaarrdd  ttoo  
ccoonnttrriibbuuttee..’’ (Charity)

‘‘IInn  tthhee  UUSS  oonnccee  yyoouu’’rree  kknnoowwnn  ttoo  bbee  wweeaalltthhyy  iittss  ddiiffffiiccuulltt  nnoott  ttoo  bbee  sseeeenn  ttoo  bbee  ggiivviinngg..    HHeerree  tthhaatt  iissnn’’tt
tthhee  ccaassee  bbuutt  hhooppeeffuullllyy  tthhaatt  iiss  cchhaannggiinngg..  IItt  nneeeeddss  ttoo..’’  (Charity)

Nevertheless, this dilemma will continue to exist and charities appear to be finding ways of resolving it. This
amounts to effectively having two boards: one being the legal entity composed of the kinds of people
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thought appropriate to boards – people with skills, experience, judgement to carry out the appropriate 
governance.  And a second, development ‘board’ or committee, which works with the chief executive, the
programme director and the fundraiser specifically on funding issues.

Each charity moving in this direction is finding its own way of organising this evolved structure and there are
no doubt several models to be followed.  For example:

‘‘WWee  hhaavvee  aa  ccoommmmiitttteeee,,  wwhhiicchh  sseettss  tthhee  aaggeennddaa  ffoorr  mmaajjoorr  ddoonnoorr  ffuunnddrraaiissiinngg..    TThheerree  iiss  aa  CChhaaiirr  wwhhoo  iiss
rreellaattiivveellyy  wweellll  kknnoowwnn  iinn  hhiiss  ppaarrttiiccuullaarr  aarreeaa  aanndd  wweellll  ccoonnnneecctteedd  aanndd  tthhee  mmeemmbbeerrss  aarree  ppeeooppllee  wwhhoo  ccaann
aallssoo  mmaakkee  aapppprrooaacchheess  ttoo  ootthheerr  ppeeooppllee..’’  (Charity)

‘‘WWee  hhaavvee  wwhhaatt  wwee  ccaallll  tthhee  VViiccee  PPrreessiiddeennttss..  TThheeyy  hhaavvee  bbeeeenn  rreeccrruuiitteedd  bbeeccaauussee  iitt  bbeeccaammee  vveerryy  cclleeaarr
tthhaatt  tthhee  ttrruusstteeeess  wweerree  nnoott  ggooiinngg  ttoo  aasskk..  TThheeyy  wweerreenn’’tt  hhaappppyy  wwiitthh  ffuunnddrraaiissiinngg  aanndd  ddiiddnn’’tt  ffeeeell  
ccoommffoorrttaabbllee  ddooiinngg  iitt  aanndd  ddiiddnn’’tt  ffeeeell  iitt  wwaass  tthheeiirr  rroollee..  SSoo  wwee  iiddeennttiiffiieedd  ppeeooppllee  wwhhoo  ccoouulldd  bbee  oouurr
ppootteennttiiaall  VViiccee  PPrreessiiddeennttss,,  wwhhoo  aarree  uupp  aanndd  ccoommiinngg  iinn  tthheeiirr  pprrooffeessssiioonn  rraatthheerr  tthhaann  tthhee  ppeeooppllee  aatt  tthhee
ttoopp  wwhhoo  aarree  aabboouutt  ttoo  rreettiirree..    SSoo  tthheeyy’’rree  vveerryy  ddyynnaammiicc  aanndd  hhiigghh  pprrooffiillee  aanndd  tthheeiirr  rreemmiitt  hhaass  tthhrreeee
aassppeeccttss..  OOnnee  iiss  ppeerrssoonnaall  ffiinnaanncciiaall  ccoommmmiittmmeenntt;;  oonnee  iiss  tthhee  nneettwwoorrkkiinngg  aanndd  tthhee  sspphheerreess  ooff  iinnfflluueennccee,,
wwhhiicchh  ffoorr  mmaannyy  ooff  tthheemm  ddooeess  iinnvvoollvvee  aa  ffuunnddrraaiissiinngg  eelleemmeenntt  aass  wweellll..    TThhee  tthhiirrdd  iiss  wwhhaatt  tthheeyy  ccaann  ddoo  iinn
tteerrmmss  ooff  mmeeddiiaa,,  rraaiissiinngg  aawwaarreenneessss  ooff  tthhee  iissssuuee..’’ (Charity)

This is a critical subject and one that deserves a study specifically devoted to what must be the most 
important task for charities facing a future of greater reliance on donations for funding: how to create an
effective, efficient, productive board.  

What the United States seems to have which is lacking in the UK is a developed infrastructure of different
sorts of organisations devoted to helping charities develop good boards.  These organisations produce
research reports, pamphlets and other best practice material to help maximise the effectiveness of their
board.  This is something that would be of considerable value in the UK.

CCoonncclluussiioonnss

In conclusion, the study underlines the importance for charities of developing a more relationship-based
model for managing their major donors. Charities need to look at major donors as individual clients from
whom they could gain more commitment (in terms of money, or time, or skills). However, the essence of this
approach is reciprocity and this requires giving more back to the donor: paying more attention to the longer
term stewardship of each relationship rather than treating donations as discrete transactions. As the report
has described, this has major implications for the charity's structure, culture and working methods. 

30



The Institute for Philanthropy, based at University College London is a non-profit making organisation which
was set up in 2000 to develop a greater understanding of philanthropy and its place in modern society, 
and ultimately to allow philanthropy to thrive by:

promoting research into the incentives and barriers to giving; 

devising improved methods for increasing giving; 

ensuring that the maximum benefit reaches the ultimate cause.

For further information on the work of The Institute for Philanthropy
please contact Eleanor Congreve:

e-mail: inst.phil@ucl.ac.uk 
Telephone: 020 7679 1504

The Ansbacher Group provides tailored financial solutions to high net worth clients worldwide. The Group's
services span private and specialist banking, wealth management, investment advice and fiduciary services. 

The Ansbacher Group offers banking, investment and fiduciary services from its offices in the United
Kingdom, the Channel Islands, the Cayman Islands and the Bahamas and fiduciary services from its offices in
Monaco and Switzerland.  

The Ansbacher Group is part of the FirstRand Group, one of South Africa's largest financial services group.
The FirstRand Group has total assets under management of approximately US$45 billion as at 30 June 2002.

Authorised and regulated by the Financial Services Authority.

For further information on the Ansbacher Group
please contact John Eskdale: +44 (0)20 7323 3272
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