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 Scope Brief

St. Jude Children’s Research Hospital has been a world leader in the treatment and research of childhood cancer both in the United States and globally. With 20 partner sites around the globe and with Cure4Kids.org facilitating thousands of medical and educational consultations annually, the case for expanding our international mission of finding cures and saving children is compelling, particularly as childhood cancer emerges as a critical health care issue in developing nations. This scope brief has been developed to address primary issues related to the potential international outreach of St. Jude and how these efforts might better serve founder Danny Thomas’ belief that no child should die in the dawn of life.

In presenting this case statement, we will examine several key issues that need to be considered:
-Defining the need: Why is this important?

-Defining the opportunity: What will it mean for our organization and others? Who will benefit from our actions? Why now? What are the market conditions?
-Defining the audience: Who are we trying to reach?

-Defining our unique value proposition: How are we uniquely qualified to tackle this issue and why should someone choose us as the recipient of their time and financial resources?

-Defining the scope of a marketing plan: What are the potential next steps in making this initiative a reality?
The Need: Bringing an end to childhood cancer on a global scale.
St. Jude has clearly embraced the idea that childhood cancer poses an unnecessary threat to children around the globe. As cancer emerges as a major cause of childhood death in the developing regions of Asia, South and Central America, northwest Africa and the Middle East, the opportunity for St. Jude to have an even greater impact on treating and curing childhood cancer is evident. Around the world an average of 430 children are diagnosed with cancer every day and 80 percent of childhood cancer cases occur in low-income, under-developed countries.. 

While over the past 30 years improved therapy has dramatically increased survival rates for children with cancer, more than 60 percent of the world’s children afflicted with cancer do not have access to modern treatment. Available statistics confirm that each year childhood cancer is causing the deaths of more than 100,000 children who might be saved if all children had equal access to diagnosis and treatment.  

Unequal access to modern cancer care means that a child born in the United States, Canada or Europe has an 80 percent chance of surviving the most common forms of cancer. Meanwhile, a child with the same disease in a low-income country has less than a 20 percent chance of survival. 

Happily, as the economies of developing nations grow, diseases of poverty that once claimed the lives of millions of children each year begin to recede. 
Yet medical systems in these developing regions are often unprepared to effectively treat cancer in children. Pediatricians or other health workers might not be trained to look for signs of cancer.  If a diagnosis is confirmed, local hospitals lack the equipment to treat it. Even in hospitals with pediatric cancer units, it is common for patients to abandon treatment. Unlike diseases that can be treated at home or on an outpatient basis, cancer requires many on-site treatments that can last months and sometimes years. Many families in low-income countries cannot afford this long-term cost, even if it can save their child’s life.

Consider that:

-80% of children with cancer live in developing countries. They are often diagnosed too late or not diagnosed at all. 
-Without access to lifesaving treatment, more than four in five of these children diagnosed with cancer will die.
-Treating childhood cancer doesn't have to be expensive. By developing treatment regimes that take account of a country's medical facilities and by providing proper training and advice to local doctors, we can make great progress with relatively limited funds. 

-The international community needs to recognize the plight of children with cancer as a priority. 

-HIV/AIDS remains a critical priority for the health of children in sub-Saharan Africa, but cancer is emerging as a major cause of childhood death in Asia, Central and South America, northwest Africa and the Middle East, where fewer children are now dying from preventable infectious diseases. 
St. Jude is uniquely positioned to be the world leader now and in the future. St. Jude established the model for treating childhood cancer around the globe. To our knowledge, there is currently only one other organization positioned to advance this mission -- World Child Cancer -- and it was largely created by St. Jude. St. Jude is currently listed as a co-branded partner with the International Society of Pediatric Oncology (SIOP) and The International Confederation of Childhood Cancer Parents Organizations (ICCCPO.)
Whatever the shape of these collaborations moving forward, it makes sense for St. Jude to drive these efforts and preserve its leadership role. Consider the many accomplishments already on record:
· Treatment protocols pioneered at St. Jude have helped bring the overall survival rate of childhood cancer up to 80 percent today. 

· St. Jude’s focus on research means that researchers and doctors can work together to bring scientific discoveries from the lab to the patient faster.

· St. Jude is the only pediatric cancer research center where families never pay for treatment not covered by insurance. No child is ever denied treatment because of the family’s inability to pay. St. Jude also provides free transportation, lodging and meals for patients and a family member during the duration of treatment.


· The St. Jude After Completion of Therapy program is the largest long-term follow-up clinic for pediatric cancer patient in the United States, and has helped St. Jude become a leader in developing new treatments that minimize the side effects for all children treated for cancer. 
· St. Jude’s holistic model advocates the delivery of medical care to children with cancer and other devastating illnesses by a multidisciplinary team. Patient care at St. Jude is driven by the philosophy that patients should live as normal a childhood as possible while they are receiving treatment. Most of our patients are treated as outpatients, allowing them to spend each evening with their families enjoying typical childhood activities

Our accomplishments on the international front are no less impressive:
· We currently have 20 partner sites around the world, where St. Jude has helped to develop every part of the hospital’s pediatric oncology (cancer) unit. Together, these clinics treat more than 16,000 children a year. 

· Similar to our commitment to treat the “whole child,” our approach to partnerships encompasses the “whole hospital.” Our knowledge sharing extends from teaching the hospital housekeepers how to prevent infection, to bringing physicians to the St. Jude facility in Memphis for specialty rotations, to providing fundraising training to foundation staff. 
· Through Web chats, teleconferences and in-person visits, we maintain constant contact with partner staff. We provide real-time support to partner physicians, even participating via webcam in patient exams taking place in other continents, or analyzing lab results sent from thousands of miles away via FedEx. 

The Fundraising Environment: The State of Global Charitable Giving:
Despite its standing as the second largest health care charity in the United States and its deep international roots, St. Jude, through its fundraising organization ALSAC, has engaged in international fundraising and awareness campaigns in an extremely limited fashion. The most intense efforts occurred in the late 1990s as the international outreach programs began to grow and the ALSAC CEO at that time aggressively pushed the international agenda in the Middle East, Ireland and Central America. 

As part of those activities, ALSAC sponsored a major fundraising event in Monaco that garnered international attention and attracted potential high wealth donors. But the follow up on this event was not comprehensive and the return on investment was not convincing. Training and collaboration on both the medical and fundraising side continued, but the international program sputtered with changes in leadership and an unclear strategic direction. The events of 9/11 only further dampened the enthusiasm for pushing the awareness and fundraising programs in a more global direction. 
During the intervening years, the global landscape has changed dramatically, both from an economic and philanthropic perspective. The world has been a volatile place both geopolitically and economically during the past decade. One of the most significant sector shifts has been the government’s move to back away from providing basic public services in some countries and regions. The for-profit sector has assumed some of these services; consider, for example, the expanding role of private corporations in providing water to population centers around the globe. Similarly, the non-profit sector has taken on a greatly expanded role as a service provider.

The promotion of philanthropy has become a major concern over the past two decades, brought to light most dramatically by charitable initiatives led by the Gates Foundation, Warren Buffet, and Presidents Clinton and George H.W. Bush. Other icons in business and entertainment have been increasingly outspoken and active. This dynamic comes at a time when severe cutbacks in government services, widespread political reform, and changes in government policy have redefined the roles and responsibilities among the state, the commercial marketplace, and civil society. Perhaps most visibly, non-governmental interests are increasingly the providers of basic social services once viewed as the responsibility of the state. In addition, these parties are advocates of policy reform, catalysts for community change, conveners of diverse constituencies, and watchdogs of the government and commercial sectors. As a consequence, there is an opportunity to partner with nations that will provide access and support in return for expertise or philanthropic capital.

According to one study, the 11th annual World Wealth Report published in June 2007 by Merrill Lynch and the global consulting firm Capgemini, 11 percent of the 9.5 million people around the world worth more than $1 million donated to philanthropic causes in 2006. All told, they gave away $285 billion, or about 7 percent of their net worth.

Likewise the world has seen a shift in economic wealth to areas such as China, parts of the Middle East, India and Southeast Asia. This presents interesting opportunities that require a deep understanding of cultural, economic and demographic realities -- and realistic assessment of conducting fundraising or awareness campaigns in such nations.  

Nonprofit Competitive Environment:

In addition to an understanding of the climate of giving on a global basis, it is also important that we understand our competitive environment as well. When considering children’s charities that have high brand awareness levels combined with real global missions and operations, the total number is not large. There is no definitive ranking of these organizations, other than by revenue, and detailed information with respect to actual expenditures comparing international versus domestic is hard to come by. That said, these groups do appear to embrace and utilize a truly international operating model.
The list includes:

UNICEF

World Vision

Feed The Children

Save The Children

Compassion International

Childfund International
Cure International
From a financial perspective, they range in scope from approximately $3 billion in annual revenue for UNICEF, to $370 million for Compassion International.
Global Childhood Cancer Charities:

With respect to an environmental scan of global charities focused specifically on childhood cancer, it is a small group. Though there are several U.S.-based childhood cancer charities that claim a global component, the vast majority appear to be primarily focused on domestic efforts in the U.S. and Canada, not on creating a truly worldwide mission or operation.
Some of the more high profile organizations that profess a global focus and tangible international assets include:

CureSearch (Children’s Oncology Group & National Childhood Cancer Foundation)

Children’s Cancer Research Fund 

National Children’s Cancer Society

World Child Cancer

International Union Against Cancer (UICC)
It is difficult to ascertain just how robust the international outreach of these organizations is in a cursory review of their websites (see appendix for reference). Most do claim a focus on sharing cures and treatment protocols on a global basis. A few are more overt with respect to presenting their global mission and focus as a primary consideration, and others simply make it a smaller part of their overall message.

The Opportunity: Expanding Danny’s Vision and the Reach of St. Jude’s Mission and Intellectual Capital To Fight Childhood Cancer on a Global Basis:

If the core of our mission is to ensure that no child dies in the dawn of life, we must recognize that the vast majority of the world’s children, and consequently the greatest need, exist outside of the United States. These are also the world’s most impoverished societies with the least access to lifesaving medical care and treatment.

Childhood cancer is now emerging as a potentially important disease condition that can be a cause of morbidity and mortality, yet experts say that very limited resources, if any, are being directed to it as is done with diseases such as HIV/AIDS, tuberculosis and malaria.

For ALSAC and St. Jude, this evolving landscape offers opportunities for three critical reasons:

· We are already positioned as a world leader in the childhood cancer arena.

· We are one of the most respected and trusted nonprofit brands in the United States, if not the world. (See Harris, Cone, Zogby, etc.)

· No other comparable institution is positioned either medically or philanthropically to address the emerging childhood cancer crisis.

How we approach this issue will shape our success. 
Given our partner sites in Lebanon, Jordan and Morocco, and our Middle East roots, it makes sense in the early stages to focus our fundraising efforts on high wealth donors who share the mission. In addition, plans are underway to test specific programs in Canada. However, given the broad reach of our medical outreach, there are opportunities to leverage our ties to Africa, the Middle East, Asia and Central and South America and mobilize international communities (in Europe and in other developed or developing countries) with historical and cultural ties to these areas on behalf of our lifesaving work.
Again, we have an opportunity to establish ourselves as a blue ocean initiative – no other charity or organization is equipped or able to replicate the St. Jude model or tell the story we can tell as it relates to treating in a strategic way the emerging childhood cancer crisis. Recent research indicates that health and medical causes are likely to be the biggest beneficiaries of charitable giving in the coming years. Similarly, causes involving children and the environment are likely to see further increases in funding from wealthy individuals, especially young wealthy donors who the findings show to be the most ardent supporters of these charities.
By expanding Danny’s vision to include all children throughout the world, we have the opportunity to realize a number of important goals:

-, Exponentially increase our access to new revenue streams, by expanding our universe of potential donors beyond the shores of North America which correlates to a significant growth in available funds for treatment and research efforts for childhood cancer at home and abroad.

-Expand our brand footprint and advance our mission to include all the children of the world and their families who are impacted by this deadly disease, thereby improving the survival rates and quality of life for children across the globe.

The St. Jude Children’s Research Hospital Value Proposition and Messaging Platform: 

Key to achieving our fundraising efforts, and ultimately our mission to cure childhood cancer throughout the world, will be the development and articulation of a clear, compelling and unique value proposition.

Our positioning, messaging platform and value proposition must work in tandem to communicate how we are uniquely qualified to tackle this critical issue and why someone should choose us as the recipient of their time and financial resources.

A critical component will be our ability to make our message and our mission relevant to a variety of target audiences. As evidenced in our scan of the competitive environment we do have an opportunity to “own” the position as the leading organization in this arena.
Positioning:

St. Jude is the world’s only pediatric cancer research hospital with the global vision, experience, worldwide network of resources and proven treatment protocols, capable of leading the fight against childhood cancer for the children of the world.

Value Proposition:

St. Jude Children’s Research Hospital has been successfully leading the fight against childhood cancer longer than any other institution in the world. The intellectual capital acquired by St. Jude through 50 years of research and treatment experience has been focused solely on one thing—finding cures and saving children with cancer and other catastrophic diseases. Our innovative research and unique treatment protocols have helped push overall survival rates from less than 20 percent to more than 80 percent in the United States, and for the most common form of childhood cancer survival rates have increased to 94%. Our background and experience makes us uniquely qualified to help countries around the world realize similar success. 

Through our international outreach program, we are leading the world in creating, capturing and sharing global knowledge related to the research and treatment of childhood cancer. Our goal is to be the driving force for the development of universal cures and treatment protocols, financial and operational support systems, and training programs that can be freely shared with the world in an effort to cure childhood cancer and give all children a chance at life.

International Messaging Platform:

· One child saved at St. Jude means thousands of children benefit from improved treatment around the world. This is because we share the cutting-edge research and treatment improvements pioneered at St. Jude – free of charge – to medical professionals and hospitals globally. We also provide consultations on difficult cases to medical teams from around the world. Through the sharing of knowledge, technology and organizational skills, we are working to improve the worldwide survival rates of children with cancer and other catastrophic diseases. 
· St. Jude is the best-positioned pediatric cancer center with the experience, institutional commitment, organizational structure and proven treatment protocols to dramatically increase the survival rates of childhood cancer worldwide.

· Through close partnerships with select hospitals around the globe, St. Jude empowers medical professionals to provide enhanced cancer care to children in their home countries. We currently have 20 partner sites around the world, where St. Jude has helped to develop every part of the hospital’s pediatric oncology (cancer) unit. Together, these clinics treat more than 16,000 children a year. 

· The partnership model has demonstrated success in saving children treated by St. Jude partner hospitals around the world. In Guatemala, for example, the overall survival rate of childhood cancer was less than 20 percent before the partnership. As of 2009, the survival rate for some types of cancer has reached 70 percent. Before the partnership, 42 percent of patients did not finish their treatments. Today, that number is only 2 percent.
· Cure4Kids.org has enabled St. Jude to consult with and educate tens of thousands of medical professional around the world as they seek to more effectively combat childhood cancer. 

Conclusion
As St. Jude and ALSAC consider whether to enhance our medical mission internationally and conduct a more ambitious fundraising operation outside the United States, three critical facts should be kept in mind.

1. The Need: There must be a compelling call to mission that will mobilize targeted donors. We believe identifying childhood cancer as an emerging global health care need is such a compelling mission.

2. The Opportunity: St. Jude is uniquely positioned to address this health care need. We created the model that is now allowing us to improve cancer care for children across the globe. While other health care problems persist that affect a larger number of children, this does not change the fact that childhood cancer is an emerging health care crisis we can impact globally. Moreover, the fundraising environment is such that effectively communicating this compelling mission with targeted audiences could create opportunities to build additional financial support to fight childhood cancer both globally and here in the United States. 
3. The Moment: This opportunity might not last – as we have pointed out in this report, already several nonprofit groups are making childhood cancer a critical focus of their work. If St. Jude does not invest and expand its efforts to meet the need, other charities will fill the void. Aligning our clinical care and research model with our international fundraising is critical to creating optimal synergy.
There is nothing “off brand” about our international efforts. Danny Thomas’ dream was that “no child” shall die in the dawn of life. This broad mission has enabled St. Jude to focus on childhood cancer, infectious diseases, sickle cell and pediatric AIDS – as Danny pushed the institution to be ambitious in its efforts to assist children. Finding cures, saving children is a message that could, with proper positioning and messaging, resonate beyond the borders of the United States if the Board and the leadership of St. Jude agree that this is a critical priority moving forward.

Addendum
On the pages that follow you will find a range of supporting information addressing such issues as:

I.
Global wealth distribution

II.
Challenges and considerations that could impact mission expansion
III.
Key target audiences
IV.
Creative strategy and messaging platform

V. 
Marketing program outline

VI.
Wealthy donor analysis

VII. 
Philanthropic operating models

VIII
Country analysis

IX
Philanthropy in the Southern Hemisphere

X
Other pediatric cancer endeavors with a global scope

Appendix I
Global Economic Growth and the Distribution of Wealth

As we consider expansion of the St. Jude mission throughout the world, it is important to recognize the changing landscape of the global economy and the opportunity that affords the international fundraising and outreach efforts of our organization. To grow exponentially in terms of practical impact, as well as from a financial perspective to aid our research and treatment efforts to the benefit of the world’s children, we must consider fundraising sources beyond the shores of the United States and North America. 

For the first time, mainland China has the most billionaires outside the US. The United States currently accounts for only 21% of the world’s GDP and that number is expected to decline over the next several decades. Three of the densest millionaire populations are in the Middle East: Qatar, United Arab Emirates and Kuwait. Switzerland has the highest concentration in Europe.
“It starts with the growth in worldwide wealth and the more wealthy people, the number of millionaires and the number of billionaires,” says Paula Johnson of the Philanthropic Initiative. “And it’s not concentrated in the U.S.—there are more billionaires in Europe than in the U.S.” In 1996, Forbes reported that there were 423 billionaires in the world; by 2006, the number was 946. As for millionaires, the Merrill-Capgemini wealth survey reports that their numbers are growing fastest in Singapore, India, Indonesia, and Russia, with China not far behind. More broadly, according to the World Bank, per-capita global wealth amounted to nearly $96,000 in 2000 vs. $77,000 in 1990 (in 2000 constant dollars). 

While the supply side of philanthropy—greater wealth—has been expanding, so, too, has the demand side. For one thing, the disparity between rich and poor remains vast: per-capita income in wealthy countries is $439,000 vs. $7,500 in the lowest-income ones. Such statistics are hard to ignore; they contribute to the renewed interest in fighting disease and poverty in Africa as well as to the rise of “diaspora philanthropy,” the label applied to gifts by immigrants-who-make-good to projects in their home countries. 

The global economic growth that generated this new wealth was spurred by the spread of market economies. Like the old domino theory in reverse, Communism fell in country after East European country and in Russia, ending statism across a vast territory. Elsewhere, to stay—or become—competitive in an increasingly global economy, governments deregulated, allowed freer trade, and, sometimes, lowered taxes. 

In terms of size, speed, and directional flow, the transfer of global wealth and economic power now under way—roughly from West to East—is without precedent in modern history. 

Growth projections for Brazil, Russia, India, and China indicate they will collectively match the original G-7’s share of global GDP by 2040-2050. China is poised to have more impact on the world over the next 20 years than any other country. If current trends persist, by 2025 China will have the world’s second largest economy.  

Asia, Africa, and Latin America will account for virtually all population growth over the next 20 years; less than 3 percent of the growth will occur in the West. Europe and Japan will continue to far outdistance the emerging powers of China and India in per capita wealth. 


The number of countries with youthful age structures in the current “arc of instability” is projected to decline by as much as 40 percent.  Three of every four youth-bulge countries that remain will be located in Sub-Saharan Africa, nearly all of the remainder will be located in the core of the Middle East, scattered through southern and central Asia, and in the Pacific Islands

Given the macro-economic trends related to the global distribution of wealth; the rising social consciousness among developed and developing countries related to charitable giving; the increased pressure on corporations, wealthy individuals and global brands to differentiate themselves via corporate social responsibility; and the particular global focus on health-related issues, the market conditions are right for St. Jude to consider a more robust approach to international outreach.
Reference/Information Sources:

Merrill Lynch-Capgemini Wealth Survey 2010

Boston Consulting Group Wealth Report 2010
The World Bank

Forbes Magazine
Appendix II
Challenges/Considerations:
As we consider the expansion of our international fundraising efforts and the global impact of our research and treatment protocols, it is important to acknowledge the most pervasive challenges to our success: 

-Legal and financial restrictions 

-Cultural attitudes and values that do not fully accept and support the role of civil society and charitable giving

-Limited individual engagement in charitable giving

-Insufficient civil society capacity and infrastructure

-Defining and focusing our efforts in such a large universe

Perhaps our greatest challenge is establishing a strong, clear, emotional, and most importantly, relevant context for our mission that resonates with a wide range of target audiences and then building a motivating message that moves them to action.

Cultural and societal challenges

For philanthropy truly to flourish in a society, that society must value a strong and vibrant role for civil society, respect the sector’s institutions, and believe in the need for private actors to support it. Yet among the most oft-cited barriers to philanthropy’s growth is the general public’s attitude toward civil society generally. In some regions and countries, there is only a limited acceptance of the expanding role of civil society, accompanied by related, ongoing debates about the legitimate scope of public action. In countries where the government has long been the provider of basic services, there is typically a strong feeling that this responsibility should remain the state’s – despite enormous cutbacks in such services.

Although relevant studies are limited, in many other countries there appears to be a pervasive lack of trust and confidence in nonprofit organizations generally. In some countries, larger non-profit organizations are viewed favorably, while there is suspicion of the operations of smaller, grassroots organizations, resulting in conservative gifts to “safe” organizations such as schools and hospitals.

Conversely, in other countries there is greater trust in small, local NGOs and suspicion of the new “professional” NGOs. And in other countries still, the “third sector” is simply seen as a way of avoiding taxes or seeking political gain. Such suspicions are fueled by the lack of transparency in nonprofit operations, as well as a lack of understanding and information regarding the roles and contributions of individual organizations and the sector as a whole. No doubt some of these negative perceptions are correct; the challenge for civil society is to establish policies, practices, and mechanisms that will challenge such perceptions and build and strengthen donor confidence.

In addition to general skepticism and distrust, in some regions there appears to be fairly limited recognition of the importance or consequences of individual civic engagement. There is little perceived need for individual participation in civil society. This may be a reflection of the two points above – a general perception that government bears the responsibility for social development and the provision of public services, and a general distrust of NGOs. Together, such opinions can severely limit the growth and practice of organized philanthropy.

Donor Engagement

Giving is strongly influenced by historical, cultural, and religious trends. While most societies are home to long-established practices of charity and mutual aid, such practices take many forms -traditional philanthropic attitudes, practices, and organizational approaches vary widely. 

At the same time, the act of giving is intensely personal. Values, motivations, interests, and approaches are often unique to the individual. Yet in many countries, individuals simply do not have the options or resources necessary to become philanthropically engaged. In the attempt to promote greater giving, cultural context is overlooked and individual philosophies and practices are neither recognized nor supported. In many countries, the organizational mechanisms through which individuals can explore and practice philanthropy remain limited. For example, while the number of community foundations around the world has grown rapidly, it is becoming increasingly clear that “geography” is not always a successful motivational or organizational principle for promoting philanthropy. Few efforts have built on traditional giving patterns or local customs. Few have offered a range of alternatives for individual engagement; e.g., opportunities for peer engagement are still very limited.

The Influence of International Foundations
International foundations have had a profound impact on the direction of philanthropic promotion and development around the globe. The number of foundations active in this area has been fairly limited. With some notable exceptions, almost all of them are headquartered in the United States, and their strategies have often been quite similar. Thus it is probably fair to say that while the impact of their collective support has been powerful, it has also been somewhat narrow.
A new phenomenon has been extensive and consistent investment in the development of community foundations. 
There has also been significant investment in the establishment of endowed grantmaking foundations, such as the Carpathian Foundation and Trust for Civil Society in Central and Eastern Europe.

A more recent feature of foundation giving is the introduction of clear normative ends. In the last several years, the major international foundations engaged in promotion activities have begun to emphasize strategic philanthropy. In other words, the emphasis has shifted from encouraging a culture of philanthropy per se to promoting philanthropy that advances social change. By many indicators such initiatives have been extremely successful. Today there are over 420 community foundations in over 40 countries (in addition to the near 700 in the United States.
Other global factors:

Cultural and regional differences: Any strategy for change or reform must be grounded in a solid understanding of and respect for local cultural norms; it must begin by considering the cultural attributes, giving practices, and charitable interests of the region in question. Promotion efforts must be consistent with the local history and culture, while at the same time offering a positive agenda for change.

The role of civil society: It is perilous even to consider “transforming” philanthropy without considering the broader dimensions of the civil society. Although “global civil society” is often treated as a monolithic and homogeneous movement, the philosophy and practices of civil society differ widely from region to region, country to country. Any effort to promote the development of philanthropy must respect the development of civil society within a country or culture. Local views on the legitimate role of civil society must guide the development and scope of a philanthropic culture.

Strategic synergy: Efforts to promote philanthropy almost always have the greatest impact when strategies are used in combination; indeed, individual strategies may have very little impact when used in isolation. Potential gains are likely to be limited unless challenges in the environment, cultural attitudes, and donor resources are addressed in an integrated fashion.

Building the Knowledge Base: How to foster philanthropy is a question about which the knowledge base is limited, though growing. Research on philanthropic motivations, interests, practices, and impact does not directly promote giving. But it is an important arrow in the quiver of promoting long-term, sustainable philanthropy. It is difficult to see how appropriate promotion strategies can be identified, developed, or implemented without a concrete understanding of existing attitudes, perceptions, and practices in the field. Among the knowledge needs:

Qualitative analyses: In most countries there are few studies that provide reliable data on either individual or institutional giving. With few exceptions, there has been little systematic effort to capture the sources and volume of giving, or to classify its purposes. There are virtually no studies that track changes in giving over time. Additional qualitative knowledge would be helpful, particularly about philanthropic values, motivations, and impact. The starting point of any philanthropic journey is personal motivation; its ultimate goal is maximum impact. Existing research and investment has very often focused on philanthropy’s “transfer mechanisms.” Largely ignored have been the important “ends” of the philanthropic continuum.

Traditions of giving: Our knowledge of the traditions and cultures of giving, particularly at the community level, is very limited. Practices such as obligatory or reciprocal giving do not easily fit the common Western definition of philanthropy that promotes a broad “public good.” Yet these traditional practices are critically important and can be essential to the further development of philanthropy. Existing cultures of giving should be identified and studied, perhaps even before efforts are made to introduce external models.

As noted earlier, philanthropic promotion efforts have often targeted the very wealthy. The philanthropic potential of lower and middle income individuals has not been sufficiently explored or encouraged. The potential impact of many modest contributions is often more sustainable over time than a smaller number of larger gifts. Moreover, the emerging middle class in many countries offers possibilities for philanthropic role modeling and leadership to others in this growing population.
Reference:

Promoting Philanthropy: Global Challenges & Approaches: December, 2004
Paula D. Johnson, International Network on Strategic Philanthropy

Appendix III
Key Audiences: Donor categories and countries:
The development of an international marketing/fundraising plan must involve an analysis of key target audiences. Any evaluation of potential audiences related to international outreach should include a cross-sectional matrix of donor sectors and countries. Ultimately, to be successful, we will need to prioritize both donor categories and countries, based on a probability of success that is in line with our operational constraints and the practical allocation of our marketing/fundraising resources, i.e., high net worth individuals in the Middle East, or Corporations in the Far East, etc. 
Once these target profiles have been developed, a customized messaging/marketing program can be conceptualized and initiated.

Efforts to promote philanthropy have often targeted high net worth individuals. To be sure, many philanthropic trailblazers have been enormously wealthy, and the wealthiest members of a community continue to offer important potential to increase philanthropic capital within society. But philanthropy has also always existed among those of more modest means and the “power” of many smaller gifts is increasingly recognized. Consequently, many recent organized experiments to promote philanthropy are focused on the philanthropic potential of the population generally.

In addition, an increasing number of efforts are targeting and tailoring programs for specific populations. Audience segmentation can have a major effect on the number of donors mobilized and, ultimately, on the philanthropic resources generated. Such audiences include:

Women 
Over the past several decades women have emerged as a force in philanthropy in many countries. Evidenced by the growth in the number of women’s foundations, funds, and giving circles – now established in at least 15 countries – women have demonstrated a desire to work together to effect social change. A growing body of research indicates that women have interests and approaches to philanthropy that are often very different than men’s. Two of the most popular means for promoting philanthropy among women are women’s funds and pooled giving circles.

The Corporate Sector 
The corporate sector is an increasingly strong driver of philanthropic growth in many countries. Individual corporations and their leaders, as well as business associations and industrial groups, are emerging as key philanthropic players. Examples of corporate philanthropic involvement include comprehensive workplace giving, executive giving circles, and corporate foundations. Additionally, corporate leaders are becoming spokespersons and advocates for increased philanthropic involvement, both to their corporate peers and to the community at large.

Youth and Young Professionals 
Youth – including school children, adolescents, college students and young professionals – are playing an increasingly important role in civil society. Recognizing that these are the philanthropists and community leaders of the future, a growing number of initiatives are aimed at this demographic. Effective strategies for inspiring philanthropy among youth include classroom curricula for elementary through high school children and giving circles organized through schools or community and church organizations. Many programs for youth recognize that young people often start their philanthropic journeys through volunteering and offer them opportunities to “give time.” In addition, for young professionals in particular, several known programs encourage a “venture philanthropy” approach, with significant, direct donor involvement with the nonprofits they support.

The Wealthy
For obvious reasons, many efforts to increase philanthropic resources continue to focus on high net worth individuals, including both wealth creators and inheritors. This demographic has the ability to make sizeable contributions to charitable causes and has enormous potential for increased giving. Strategies include donor education, recruiting professional advisors to act as advocates, and giving and learning circles. There is another section of this document that provides a more in-depth review of the wealthy as a donor class.
The Less Wealthy
As noted above, a small but growing number of programs recognize the power to cultivate philanthropy among less affluent members of society, in particular the potential to build more organized philanthropy on the traditional practices of giving and mutual aid. Such giving may be particularly important in regions with strong traditional giving cultures, e.g., parts of Latin America, Asia and Africa. 
Diaspora Groups
Individuals residing outside of their home country are an increasingly significant philanthropic resource in many countries. In an era of transnational citizenry, these so-called “diaspora communities” in high-income countries have acquired relative wealth and often want to give to their home country/communities, with which they retain strong ties. This includes both wealthy expatriates and the large numbers of migrant or other less-wealthy individuals. A number of efforts attempting to promote philanthropy among these groups exist today, including numerous “home-town associations”, and several country- or region-specific funding intermediaries. In addition, the governments of several countries (e.g., Mexico and India) have recognized the potential impact of cross-border giving and actively seek to encourage it. Another important dimension of diaspora giving is the internal diaspora, especially the populations organized into home town associations. Typically, these associations meet regularly and provide a mix of services, including social support, loans, and fundraising for community projects.
Target Countries:
In addition to the identification of specific donor sectors, we must also incorporate an analysis of the economic and philanthropic climate in specific countries to increase our probability of success. This data, combined with a prioritization of the donor sector targets will help us to develop a focused and effective marketing/fundraising plan.
Reference/Source Information:

Promoting Philanthropy: Global Challenges & Approaches: December, 2004

Paula D. Johnson, International Network on Strategic Philanthropy
Appendix IV
Creative Strategy
Benefits Laddering Matrix:

Primary Target/Demo: High net worth individuals and corporations in developed and developing countries with an interest in child-centered, medically related, global causes.
Needs: They are looking for an opportunity to give back via a child-focused initiative and become involved on the ground floor in supporting the launch of a new, high-profile, philanthropic venture of global proportions and impact. It is critical to them that the effort/initiative is managed by an organization with an impeccable reputation and world-class credentials in its field.
Donor-focused benefits:
World-class reputation
Proven credentials and successes

Outstanding financial stewardship and management
Opportunity for high-profile, unique visibility on a global scale

Association with the most-trusted non-profit brand in the United States

Multiple market/country contribution opportunities

Flexible contribution structure

Emotional Benefit: By choosing to become a donor to St. Jude Children’s Research Hospital I know that I have made a smart financial decision, as well as a meaningful contribution to help save the lives of children throughout the world and ease the emotional and financial burdens of families in need. I am confident that my contribution will provide me with both personal and spiritual satisfaction, as well as the peace of mind that comes from knowing that I was able to give back to something greater than myself and helped to sustain an organization that is working diligently to cure childhood cancer and ensure a chance at life for a child.
Creative Strategy Statement:
Convince (Who—Target): Prospective donors -- wealthy individuals, business and political leaders, corporations and foundations, who see value in and are passionate about contributing to the research and treatment of childhood cancer on a worldwide scale.
That (What—Benefit/Belief):  St. Jude Children’s Research Hospital offers the single best hope, resources, intellectual capital and approach to develop globally reproduceable and applicable cures and treatment protocols for fighting childhood cancer. And it is led by some of the most imaginative, motivated, passionate, experienced, creative-thinking researchers, physicians, administrators and practioners in the world. Our research, outreach programs and discoveries can have immediate impact and practical applications for societies, children and their families across the globe.

Because (Why—Reasons-why/support): St. Jude is uniquely positioned to address childhood cancer on an expanded global basis. During its nearly 50 year history, St. Jude has maintained a singular focus of fostering and embracing a unique, integrated approach to teaching, treatment and research that is centered around providing holistic care and meeting all of the needs for the child and the entire family, in a warm, hopeful, caring, and nurturing environment. Every member of the organization values the power of the human spirit and believes in the ability of intense focus, collaboration, dedication and passion to achieve the ultimate goal of curing childhood cancer around the world.
Brand Personality:  If the institution could be identified as an individual, St. Jude seems to embody the characteristics of a highly intelligent, extremely compassionate, down-to-earth and selfless caregiver.

Honest
Earnest

Compassionate

Passionate/Committed
Intelligent

Purpose-driven
Highly motivated

Marketing Program Outline:
Many more pages could be dedicated to the development of a comprehensive marketing, fundraising and communications program. For the purposes of this document we wanted to provide a very top-line overview of the possible next steps and items for consideration.

1. Clear identification and prioritization of target audiences and the development of donor specific marketing and communications programs.

2. Conducting more thorough qualitative and quantitative research regarding cultural, social and attitudinal issues related to charitable giving by country.

3. Extensive message testing to determine the most advantageous and effective communication by market/country to support this initiative.

4. Development of a robust portfolio of communications materials that can be used to support marketing and fundraising efforts.

Appendix V

Wealthy Donors: A deeper dive
According to Barclays Wealth, “The New Age of Philanthropy” is characterized by a generation of increasingly charitably inclined and socially involved wealthy donors. Education and upbringing have played a vital role in shaping the values of this generation, whose characteristics include: 

A third of wealthy parents believe their children will have a heightened sense of social responsibility and be more charitably inclined than they are.

Women have typically been involved with the administration and facilitation of charitable giving. However, findings show that women now donate more of their wealth to charity than men. In the US, high net worth women give 3.5 percent of their total net worth to charity each year, almost double the 1.8 percent given by men. 

Wealthy individuals in the US donate more time (three times as much) and money (four times as much) to charity than their British counterparts. However, the emergence of the new generation of philanthropists in the UK indicates a shift toward a more American way of giving (value of the top 30 donations in the UK has increased nine-fold since 2003). 

Call it venture philanthropy, social entrepreneurship, catalytic funding, philanthrocapitalism, or whatever, this brand of giving among the super-rich is even more focused on a strategy, innovation, and measurable results than in years past. These philanthropists treat gifts like investments, searching for the highest impact. Call it venture philanthropy, social entrepreneurship, catalytic funding, philanthrocapitalism, or whatever, this brand of giving among the super-rich is even more focused on a strategy, innovation, and measurable results than in years past. These philanthropists treat gifts like investments, searching for the highest impact. “The thinking that makes entrepreneurs successful is crucial to philanthropy,” says Tom Hunter, Scotland’s first billionaire. “It’s how you find solutions.” He freely acknowledges that “competitive philanthropy” fever has spread to the United Kingdom. “It is absolutely alive in the U.K.,” says Hunter. “It’s the nature of the beast, and entrepreneurs won’t change their spots when it comes to philanthropy.”
It appears to be alive in a lot of other places, too, as those who’ve made it big in business make donations long before they retire. According to news reports, in China, real estate mogul Huang Rulun (known as “China’s Carnegie”) has donated at least $35 million to education, health and poverty alleviation. In India, Anil Agarwal, the London-based chairman of Vedanta Resources, is pouring $1 billion into a university modeled on Harvard. In Canada, Frank Giustra, a mining, movie, and investment executive, has pledged $100 million plus half his future earnings from his natural resources businesses for the rest of his life to former President Bill Clinton’s Sustainable Growth Initiative to fight poverty in Latin America. In Iceland, Ólafur Ólafsson, chairman of a transportation company called Samskip, has started the first large private foundation with a gift of about $15.2 million, and plans to fund social programs not only domestically, but also, in an apparent first for Iceland, in developing countries. 

 “It starts with the growth in worldwide wealth and more wealthy people, the number of millionaires and the number of billionaires,” says Paula Johnson of the Philanthropic Initiative. “And it’s not concentrated in the U.S.—there are more billionaires in Europe than in the U.S.” In 1996, Forbes reported that there were 423 billionaires in the world; by 2006, the number was 946. As for millionaires, the Merrill-Capgemini wealth survey reports that their numbers are growing fastest in Singapore, India, Indonesia, and Russia, with China not far behind. More broadly, according to the World Bank, per-capita global wealth amounted to nearly $96,000 in 2000 vs. $77,000 in 1990 (in 2000 constant dollars). 

While the supply side of philanthropy—greater wealth—has been expanding, so, too, has the demand side. For one thing, the disparity between rich and poor remains vast: per-capita income in wealthy countries is $439,000 vs. $7,500 in the lowest-income ones. Such statistics are hard to ignore; they contribute to the renewed interest in fighting disease and poverty in Africa and well as to the rise of “diaspora philanthropy,” the label applied to gifts by immigrants-who-make-good to projects in their home countries. 

Philanthropy in a Downturn Economy 

Wealthy investors in both the US and the UK have been hit by declining company valuations, stock markets and house prices, bringing about concerns that charitable donations would suffer. However, the Barclays Wealth research shows that this may not be the case: 

The wealthy consider philanthropy a key expense and would sooner give up comforts before cutting back on charitable giving. High net worth individuals have cut back their donations by 2.2%, but research shows young donors to be “contrarian givers,” increasing donations by 3%-4% to help charities survive the downturn. Seventy-seven percent of high net worth individuals surveyed in the US and the UK said that they would not decrease their level of giving in the current downturn. “According to the report’s findings, there is a remarkable resilience among wealthy givers,” noted Matt Brady, Head of Wealth Advisory at Barclays Wealth. “The fact that we’re seeing levels of giving maintained in such a challenging economic environment is a real statement of intent and underscores the importance of philanthropy.”
Impact Giving

While levels of giving remain stable, there appears to be a fundamental shift in the wealthy’s choice of charitable causes. In the past, the majority of wealthy individuals inherited their fortunes versus being self-made; today, this trend has reversed. 
Self-made wealthy individuals are becoming increasingly active in their philanthropy, seeking to apply their business expertise, networking and fundraising skills to solve the social problems of the day and drive change. Forty-five percent of high level donors (i.e., donors that donate in excess of $10,000) prefer to give their money away during their lifetime, so they can witness its impact on society. The increased involvement of wealthy individuals will have direct impact on the way charities operate, including: 
-Increased demand on charities to provide greater evidence and transparency in how they spend their money. (78 percent of high net worth donors don’t consider charities to be efficient organizations) In an effort to achieve greater impact, charities and individuals will leverage their use of the Internet as a platform for giving.
We are at the beginning of a new age of philanthropy. A new breed of wealthy philanthropists is emerging who are more socially aware and more motivated to give back to the communities they came from, as well as global causes.

• The wealthy are still giving despite the downturn – The recession has failed to dampen philanthropic spirit; the commitment of those who already give will remain resolute, and some wealthy individuals are actually increasing the levels of their funding in order to ensure that their charitable goals are met.

• The wealthy will play an increasingly important role, compared to governments, in funding welfare projects – The recession will potentially increase the role of the wealthy philanthropist on a broad basis, as governments around the world become more constrained in the causes they can fund. High net worth givers will become an invaluable source of innovation and investment for charities.

• The wealthy prefer to fund projects directly – Respondents increasingly feel that they can make a bigger impact and drive change more effectively by giving directly to charities, rather than supporting causes indirectly through taxation.

• High net worth donors are becoming increasingly active philanthropists and now seek to solve

rather than simply to support – Historically, high net worth individuals have donated money and time to charities to support their endeavors. Now, however, the wealthy are far more ambitious in their philanthropic aims and want to see visible or measurable change.

• The worlds of charity and business are converging – Smaller, nimbler and more accountable charities are becoming increasingly attractive to donors compared to the large, traditional charities. This will have a knock-on effect and in the future, we will see the emergence of more commercial ventures which have a philanthropic aim at their core.

Though humanitarian, environmental and social causes have in recent years become the biggest categories for donations across the UK and US, this research indicates that they will increase in importance yet further in the coming decade, at the expense of other categories. Health and medical causes are likely to be the biggest beneficiaries of the boom in charitable giving.

Similarly, causes involving children and the environment are likely to see further increases in funding from wealthy individuals, especially young wealthy donors who the findings show to be their most ardent supporters

Throughout history, the majority of wealthy individuals at any one time have inherited their fortunes, and this in turn has had an effect on how they have given their money away. Inheritors have a different relationship with their wealth than self-made individuals, often considering themselves custodians of the family fortune, and are often less willing to take risks with their donations. However, the way people have made their money has been dramatically shifting; just 20 years ago, three-quarters of the wealthiest individuals in the UK had inherited their wealth, and one-quarter were self-made, but the past few decades have seen a complete reversal of this ratio.

As the nature of how people have made their fortunes has changed over the past few decades, so has the nature of how people are giving their fortunes away. We are now in an age of active, self-made wealth, and these individuals are becoming just as active in their philanthropy. The key skills that many learned whilst building their wealth in the commercial sector are now being applied in the not-for-profit world. Just as they do in business, entrepreneurs are applying the same business acumen and innovative approach when engaging in philanthropy. Whilst money is by far the most common way all donors give to charity, entrepreneurs are more likely than other groups to state that they are providing business expertise (1.3 times more likely), networking (1.4 times) and fundraising (1.2 times) to help the causes they support.

According to Donna Hall, CEO of the Women’s Donors Network in the U.S., this shift towards providing skills rather than just money is part of a growing realization amongst the wealthy that they can play a greater role in society. “They’re saying to themselves, ‘It’s not just that I have money, but I have access, I have power. I have a voice.’” The wealthy increasingly want to get involved with charitable causes and are seeking to apply their business skills to solve the social problems of the day and drive change. Philanthropic initiatives are therefore going to become much more donor-led than charity-led in future.
The next generation of giving:

The past decade has been an unprecedented era of wealth creation, and whilst this may be drawing to a close, a new wave of philanthropy is just beginning. The social contract promoted by prominent philanthropists such as Carnegie, is being rediscovered by a new generation of wealthy individuals who are more socially aware, and feel an increased desire to give back both their time and their money to support causes that they feel passionate about. The recession has only increased the role of the wealthy philanthropist, as governments around the world become more constrained in which causes they can fund, and are seen as less effective than privately funded projects.

The wealthy, now predominantly business owners rather than inheritors, will become important “change makers,” transferring the same attitudes, skills and networks that helped build their wealth to bring about real social change. They will be motivated by a broader, more global, awareness than ever before, as well as a desire to solve social problems rather than simply to support causes. Evidence of this change will be demanded, as giving becomes more of a contract between donor and charity, with the donors expecting to see the impact their gift has made. This will place increased demands on the third sector, which is likely to undergo a period of disruption as charities learn to adapt to the new needs of an engaged and aware generation of givers. The world of business will experience a corresponding shift, allying more closely with the practices of the third sector, to create a more sustainable form of capitalism.

A clear picture of the next generation of wealthy givers is emerging. As self-made entrepreneurs, many wealthy individuals have taken measured risks to build their fortunes; they are as a result more willing to take measured risks when giving their fortunes away. This will engender more innovative forms of giving, where the wealthy invest “risk capital” into new ventures, which large charities or governments can then take up and develop once they prove successful.

The new generation of givers will be more ambitious in the social changes they aim to produce. A culture of giving to solve rather than giving to support will emerge as the wealthy become more involved in the charitable causes they help fund. The wealthy are also becoming increasingly aware of their place in society, and their responsibility to give back.

As a result of a greater awareness of their place in the world, the next generation of donors are far more global in their outlook. Giving will in turn become more international, as the wealthy realize they can often achieve a greater impact with their donations in poorer countries. The new generation does not give without expecting something back. They expect engagement and impact from their giving, and charities will have to start to meet these demands.

The wealthy have made their fortunes faster and earlier in life than ever before. They are similarly impatient when setting their charitable goals. The rise of instant methods of communication has heightened this desire for fast impact, and the wealthy will pursue their social goals with vigor until they have completed them.

The next generation of donors are growing up more charitably inclined, and aware of the impact they have on the world around them. They are keen to build a more sustainable future, with a more responsible and considered consumerism at its heart.
Reference:

Barclays Wealth: Tomorrow’s Philanthropist. 2009. In partnership with Ledbury Research.

Appendix VI
Philanthropic Approaches for Consideration:
Beyond an analysis of donor categories and countries is also a consideration of the type of approach in which we engage. Generally speaking there are three types of approaches to philanthropy and charitable giving:

Place-based

Peer-based

Issue-based
Place-based Philanthropy: The Community Foundation Movement

Of all the promotion strategies in use around the globe, the creation of community foundations is almost certainly the most widely employed. To be sure, community-based philanthropy is hardly a new phenomenon. Many societies have community giving mechanisms, some of which date back centuries, united by the common aim of creating a safety-net for community members. But beginning in the early 20th century in the United States and in the late 20th century in many other countries, a “community foundation” model has been actively and aggressively advanced to encourage giving. Though much has been made of the differences among community foundations, in the main they are probably more similar than different. The basic model is a foundation that seeks charitable gifts from a broad base of donors – individuals, businesses, and sometimes government agencies – and uses those gifts to address local and or regional needs. 

While organizational structures and practices vary from foundation to foundation, all community foundations share as a raison d’etre the objective of addressing community or regional issues and improving the lives of people in a defined geographical area.

Today, in addition to the U.S. community foundation population, there are over 400 community foundations in 41 countries. Especially notable is the German experience where, with leadership from the Bertelsmann Foundation, the number of community foundations in the country has grown from three in 1997 to at least 50 today. Canada has 150 community foundations, the United Kingdom is home to 62, and in Mexico, the number of community foundations – often encouraged by the government – has grown to 20.
Paralleling the growth of community foundations in these few countries and the efforts to encourage their development elsewhere has been a simultaneous emergence of support organizations and networks aimed at nurturing the community foundation “movement.” Such entities provide technical assistance, opportunities for collaborative peer learning, development and dissemination of best practices, and a forum for philanthropy promotion generally. A few countries (e.g., the United Kingdom, Germany, Canada, and the United States) have organizations or significant initiatives devoted entirely to community foundation issues. In other countries, national and regional associations of grant makers support community foundations in similar ways.

While the number of community foundations is impressive and their potential significance both in terms of harnessing philanthropy and supporting communities should not be overlooked, it is difficult if not impossible to analyze the model’s impact on the growth of philanthropy. First, beyond those countries where community foundations are most common – the US, Canada, and the UK – success stories are in short supply. It is challenging to assess their effectiveness in most countries, even of those foundations that have been around for some time. There is little publicly available research that illuminates community foundations’ popularity with donors, their resource levels, or their impact in their respective communities.

Second, failure rates and the reasons for them are not well understood. It is difficult to know when and where the concept has been tried but failed to thrive. For example, the Ford Foundation tried unsuccessfully to introduce the model into the southern countries of Latin America. Advocates often are reluctant to discuss perceived “failures” – a tendency certainly shared by others inside and outside the philanthropy world — despite the fact that much is to be learned from them. Third, it is still too early to know the staying power of community foundations. Most community foundations are quite young, less than 10 years old. As noted above, many were established in large part with outside funds and guidance, and many continue to receive such support. It is simply not known how many will ultimately survive once external funding and support comes to an end.

While the development of a philanthropic sector in Africa, Asia and Latin America is very much a work in progress, there is no question that institutionalized private philanthropy is a growing and increasingly significant reality. In every country there exists a culturally specific concept and term for what we call philanthropy. 

To the elite in Mexico it is known by the Indian word tequio; in Ecuador, the indigenous term minga is used while in Zimbabwe, the Ndebele word is qoqelela. These terms generally encompass a broader meaning than just giving money – as does philanthropy. The meanings vary slightly from mutual self-help to community action for the good of the whole. 

Because they are terms used by the very poor, the actions refer to things like constructing a building for community use or helping a family with the harvest. The intent, however, is very much the same as philanthropy: love of humanity.

To the extent that in these countries elites have been involved in philanthropy, it has, until recently, and with a few notable exceptions, been with a charitable orientation: supporting the orphanage founded by a good-hearted society lady or a hospital for the poor.

This situation is changing quite dramatically, in some countries more than others. India, The Philippines, South Africa, Brazil and Mexico are all examples where a more institutionalized approach is emerging among many wealthy individuals and corporations, as opposed to a more charity-centered approach. This change is attributed to a number of different factors, not the least of which is the growing gap between rich and poor that is making life untenable or, at least disagreeable, for rich and poor alike.
Peer-based Philanthropy: Collective Giving
The act of giving is traditionally viewed as an intensely private and personal activity, motivated and shaped by individual values, interests, and goals. Yet increasingly, individual donors are both creating and seeking opportunities to explore and practice philanthropy within a group of their peers. A variety of formal and informal models of “peer-based” giving are engaging a new and diverse group of donors and helping to significantly expand philanthropic capital.

In contrast to “place-based” or community philanthropy, the foundation of “peer-based”

philanthropy is a shared sense of identity or solidarity among individual donors. Such groups, while representing a growing trend, reflect deeply rooted traditions of reciprocal giving and mutual aid. Today’s groups have been established around many different kinds of association, including religion, ethnicity, gender, age, and professional involvement. While “identity” is the common denominator, such groups are almost always anchored by a profound passion, challenge, or concern involving a single, common cause.

Globally, such groups vary widely in size, structure, and strategy. They can, for instance, be small and informal and provide very modest levels of funding, perhaps strengthened by contributions of volunteer time and energy. Or, they can be highly structured entities, complete with professional staff, by-laws, and significant financial resources. Peer-based philanthropy can appeal to individuals for a number of reasons, including a shared sense of identity and culture, a common set of concerns and interests, opportunities for joint learning and networking, and the potential for philanthropic leverage. 
The popularity of peer-based philanthropy in the United States has grown enormously in the last decade. A recent survey identified more than 200 such groups often referred to as “giving circles,” representing more than 5,000 donors that had provided more than $23 million dollars to non-profit organizations in the last two years. Some were started by a small group of motivated donors. Others were encouraged and/or sponsored by a community foundation, corporation, or other institution. Peer-based philanthropy can be organized around any number of associations. 

Issue-Based Philanthropy: The Power of a Cause

Many individuals are drawn to charitable and philanthropic giving through a fundamental desire to address a specific problem, issue, or challenge. Globally, efforts to encourage philanthropy by attracting donors to a particular issue are on the rise. In many cases, new organizations have been established to spearhead the effort, focusing on women’s funds and environmental funds. 
Clearly there are many issues that can and do galvanize giving; common sense tells us that the most successful will be those that reflect local interests and concerns. Globally, three issues have proven to be particularly popular areas of focus: 
-children-at-risk
-the environment 
-women’s rights
Reference:
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Appendix VIII

Country-specific data
The most generous countries in the world:

	Donor aid per capita

	1
	Luxembourg
	  $490.59

	2
	Denmark
	  $389.53

	3
	Norway
	  $302.51

	4
	Netherlands
	  $241.39

	5
	Sweden
	  $188.24

	6
	United Kingdom
	  $176.06

	7
	Finland
	  $162.36

	8
	Ireland
	  $147.72

	9
	Switzerland
	  $145.61

	10
	Belgium
	  $103.15

	11
	Austria
	  $83.05

	12
	Canada
	  $77.87

	13
	Japan
	  $69.84

	14
	Germany
	  $67.96

	15
	Australia
	  $43.75

	16
	Spain
	  $32.88

	17
	Portugal
	  $25.46

	18
	United States
	  $22.91

	19
	Iceland
	  $22.19

	20
	Italy
	  $17.20



Source: Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development

The wealthiest countries in the world:
U.S.

China

Japan

India

Germany

UK

Russia

France

Brazil

Italy

Mexico

Canada

Spain

Korea

Indonesia

Turkey

Iran

Australia

Source: International Monetary Fund

Countries with highest per capita income:

Norway

Switzerland

U.S.

Japan

Denmark

Sweden

UK

Finland

Ireland

Austria

Source: CIA World Fact Book

Charitable Giving by Country as a % of GDP:

USA – 1.67%
UK – 0.73%
Canada – 0.72%
Australia – 0.69%
South Africa – 0.64%
Rep. of Ireland – 0.47%
Netherlands – 0.45%
Singapore – 0.29%
New Zealand – 0.29%
Turkey – 0.23%
Germany – 0.22%
France – 0.14%
Source: Charities Aid Foundation

Appendix IX

The Emergence of Institutionalized Philanthropy in the Southern Hemisphere
A few countries like Colombia, The Philippines, South Africa and India have a relatively long – if limited in size – history of organized philanthropy. But even in these countries, most charitable contributions, until about 10 years ago, were made by individuals. There was also some assistance provided by multilateral or large national corporations and, more significantly, by overseas development assistance. Fundacíon Carvajal in Colombia and Philippine Business for Social Progress, both more than 25 years old, are definitely the exceptions. Both sought from the outset to develop a clear strategic approach to supporting community development initiatives and building a strong professional staff.

But with larger accumulations of individual fortunes and the intra- and cross-cultural
exposure mentioned in the last section, more southern donors have taken an interest in
institutionalizing their giving. Some do this through contracting staff to allocate annual

amounts effectively; others are considering or, in a few cases, actually endowing foundations.

The number of foundations in many countries has increased steadily in the last few decades. These include foundations created by individuals, by groups of individuals and corporations. The origins of the funds vary widely and include personal contributions, earned income and donations from foreign individuals, foundations, corporations and governments.

Newly emerging associations of foundations are playing a key role in helping individuals and corporations professionalize their giving. The Group of Institutes, Foundations and Enterprises (GIFE) in Brazil, for example, has been particularly active in helping individuals and corporations institutionalize their philanthropy. Over the past five years, they have grown from 25 to 64 members. They provide these members with technical assistance on issues such as how to incorporate, how to set program guidelines, monitor effectiveness and train staff to be professionals in a field which essentially did not exist in Brazil 10 years ago.

There is no question that effective and well-respected leadership has enabled some of these groups to advance more quickly than others. Manuel Arango’s initial leadership of CEMEFI, together with competent professional support, helped kick-start a focus on philanthropy in Mexico. His own credibility as a philanthropist, business leader and peer of other elites, and his strategy of bringing in foreign (particularly U.S.) philanthropists to speak about their experience, attracted the interest and participation of many Mexicans.
Promoting Philanthropy: Global Challenges and Approaches

Evaluation often approaches the question of “success” from a western model or concept of the community foundation. While many foundations have not met their targets for local philanthropic contributions, some have begun promising development work and may play increasingly important roles, e.g., as partners with aid agencies.
The research that does exist has not fully explained why some community foundations succeed more quickly and easily than others. But some possible explanations include:

• Definition of community: To what extent and in which regions is a “geographical”

community the most effective organizing model for pooled, “community” giving? Are there places where community is more strongly defined by other variables, e.g., cultural or religious affiliations?

• Foundation agenda: Most community foundations would acknowledge that their central mission of improving the quality of life in a particular geographic area is directly tied to their ability to carry out a secondary mission: to promote philanthropy among local donors.

Yet the balance between these objectives varies enormously from foundation to

foundation. Many community foundations view themselves principally as community

development organizations, pooling resources for a defined community agenda. Such

organizations tend to offer relatively limited flexibility in addressing individual donor

interests and provide a fairly limited range of individual “donor services.” At the opposite end of the spectrum are community foundations that put much greater emphasis on donor interests and agendas. Such organizations often provide multiple giving mechanisms, individualized advisory services, and resources and educational opportunities through which donors can develop personal philanthropic interests and practices. Such differences in philosophy and approach – perhaps summed up by the question: philanthropy for development or the development of philanthropy? – can have strong influences on a foundation’s ability to raise funds successfully.

• Funding base: While many community foundations have been established with outside

resources, others – such as several in Russia – have chosen to rely almost exclusively on local funding. While growth in the latter case can be slower, such an approach may lead to the foundation more quickly enjoying a sense of “local ownership” i.e., that it is indeed a community institution. Community foundations also receive funds from a range of sources – private, corporate, and state – often reflecting the historical and political context in which they have been created. In the U.S., community foundations are overwhelmingly funded by individuals. In contrast, in Russia and in many eastern European countries, community foundations are funded predominantly by banks and corporations. In other countries, notably the United Kingdom, community foundations can receive significant funds from the national government to operate community programs. The impact of various funding “mixes” on sustainability and impact has not yet been fully examined.

• Endowments: Many community foundations seek to build a permanent resource for the community through the creation of an endowment, while other foundations quickly regrant almost all the funds they receive. Endowments, considered “savings” for the future, can be difficult to justify in countries where immediate needs are great. Additionally, in countries where there is a persistent suspicion of civil society, endowments are sometimes perceived more as a “money shelter” than a charitable gift to benefit the community. However, for a community foundation to have any hope of serving as a long-lived community resource providing a dependable source of social capital, an endowment is probably essential.

• Trust in intermediaries: In many countries there is a pervasive distrust of intermediaries, which obviously could limit contributions to a community foundation. In India, for instance, there is a real resistance to working with intermediaries.
Reference/Source Information:

The Status of and Trends in Private Philanthropy in the Southern Hemisphere
By Peggy Dulany and David Winder
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Scan of other global cancer charities

Excerpt from International Union Against Cancer website:

The UICC Capacity Building Against Childhood Cancer Initiative aims to address the major hurdles to local sustainability of childhood cancer programmes in low and middle-income countries, which include:

-Sustainable provision of treatment; specifically chemotherapy and associated supportive therapies and equipment 

-Infrastructure support; provision of funds to buy, renovate or extend facilities to provide wards and laboratories as well as equip those facilities 

-Professional development support; funding of staff training and long-term mentorship 

-Access to care; funding travel expenses and family living expenses while attending therapy or provision of mechanisms such as home care or mobile clinics 

Excerpt from CureSearch website:

Children’s Oncology Group resulted from the unification of four legacy pediatric cancer clinical trials groups. It is comprised of over 200 institutional members representing every recognized pediatric cancer program in the U.S., Canada, Australia, and New Zealand with study sites in Mexico, Switzerland, and the Netherlands. It has international clinical trial collaborations in Europe, Latin America, Israel, and India. Its individual, multi-disciplinary membership numbers approximate 5,000. Given its geographic scope, it seized an unprecedented opportunity to develop a near population-based North American childhood cancer registry (which has been successfully piloted). Its planned Group-wide implementation will facilitate continued long-term follow-up and late-effect studies as well as aid in the prospective and retrospective evaluation of subjects of interest in the correlation of environmental exposure(s) with specific genetic aberrations to provide further understanding of the causation of pediatric cancers and ultimately provide strategies for prevention.
Excerpt from Children’s Cancer Research Fund website:

Far Reaching Impact: The Butterfly Effect

From the flap of a butterfly’s wings come powerful winds of change.

Since 1980, the butterfly has served as the Children’s Cancer Research Fund symbol of hope. It represents the transformation a child experiences in the course of cancer treatment – emerging from the cocoon of illness and isolation ready to spread their wings and fly out into the world.

The symbol also represents our belief at Children’s Cancer Research Fund that the Butterfly Effect is one of the most powerful forces in the battle against childhood cancer. From small beginnings, the organization has made a tremendous impact – whether it’s furthering groundbreaking research, training the pediatric cancer doctors and researchers of the future, or treating children from across the globe with new therapies in their fight against cancer. The Butterfly Effect works through every life touched by Children’s Cancer Research Fund. Creating new hope every day, it will lead us toward a world free of childhood cancer.
Excerpt from World Child Cancer:

Our Vision and Mission
We see a world where every child with cancer has access to the best possible treatment and care.

World Child Cancer works in low to middle income countries to save the lives of children with cancer and reduce their suffering.

We raise awareness of the early symptoms of child cancer and improve diagnosis; 

We improve survival rates through better treatment; 

We increase access to treatment programs;
We improve emotional and practical support for children and their families; 

We help to develop long-term sustainability after the period of the grant; 
And we provide palliative care where a cure is no longer possible. 
Our work follows the tried and tested model developed by our partner, St Jude Children’s Research Hospital, acclaimed for pioneering life-saving cures for children with cancer in the US. Over the last 10 years St Jude has been working on outreach projects in Central America with very successful results. For example, medics from St Jude worked with doctors at Hospital Bloom in El Salvador and increased survival rates from virtually nil to over 50% and reduced abandonment of treatment from 60% to only 10%.

International Children’s Charities

	UNICEF


	UNICEF provides long-term humanitarian and developmental assistance to children and mothers in developing countries. UNICEF's programs emphasize developing community-level services to promote the health and well-being of children

	Childfund International


	Childfund International (Formerly known as Christian Children’s Fund) provides services to children, mostly funded by individual contributors, in the form of monthly child sponsorships. In addition, CCF supports vocational training, literacy training, food distribution, educational programs, early childhood development, health and immunization programs, nutritional programs, water and sanitation development, and emergency relief in both man-made and natural disasters



	Save The Children


	Save The Children: Our mission is to create lasting, positive change in the lives of children in need in the U.S. and around the world. Our priorities are to ensure that children in need grow up protected and safe, educated, healthy and well-nourished, and  able to thrive in economically secure households.



	Compassion International


	Compassion International exists as a Christian child advocacy ministry that releases children from spiritual, economic, social and physical poverty and enables them to become responsible, fulfilled Christian adults. Today, Compassion helps more than 1 million children in 25 countries.



	Feed The Children


	Feed The Children is a Christian, international, nonprofit relief organization with headquarters in Oklahoma City, Oklahoma, that delivers food, medicine, clothing and other necessities to individuals, children and families who lack these essentials due to famine, war, poverty, or natural disaster

	Cure International
	CURE International transforms the lives of disabled children and their families in the developing world through medical and spiritual healing, serving all by establishing specialty teaching hospitals, building partnerships, and Specifically, we're helping the kids with hydrocephalus, cleft palate, clubfoot, spinal deformities, and crippling orthopedic conditions. 


International Children’s Cancer Charities

	CureSearch


	CureSearch National Childhood Cancer Foundation is dedicated to raising private funds for childhood cancer research for the Children's Oncology Group, the world's largest cooperative cancer research organization. Together, we are committed to conquering childhood cancer through scientific discovery and compassionate care.



	Children’s Cancer Research Fund


	Children’s Cancer Research Fund, a national nonprofit 501 (c)3, supports the pioneering efforts in the prevention, diagnosis, treatment and cure of childhood cancers at the University of Minnesota, a national leader in pediatric cancer research. Many discoveries funded by Children’s Cancer Research Fund have revolutionized the way childhood cancer is treated worldwide.



	National Children’s Cancer Society


	The mission of The National Children's Cancer Society is to improve the quality of life for children with cancer and their families worldwide. 

National Children’s Cancer Society: We serve as a financial, emotional, educational and medical resource for those in need at every stage of their illness and recovery. In the United States, we ease the financial burdens that accompany major illness; give crucial support and comfort; and address the challenges of survivorship. Abroad, we provide lifesaving pharmaceutical drugs, medical supplies and equipment to facilities that treat children with cancer. 



	World Child Cancer


	We see a world where every child with cancer has access to the best possible treatment and care. World Child Cancer works in low to middle income countries to save the lives of children with cancer and reduce their suffering



	International Union Against Cancer


	The UICC Capacity Building Against Childhood Cancer Initiative aims to address the major hurdles to local sustainability of childhood cancer programs in low and middle-income countries, which include:

-Sustainable provision of treatment; specifically chemotherapy and associated supportive therapies and equipment 

-Infrastructure support; provision of funds to buy, renovate or extend facilities to provide wards and laboratories as well as equip those facilities 

-Professional development support; funding of staff training and long-term mentorship 

-Access to care; funding travel expenses and family living expenses while attending therapy or provision of mechanisms such as home care or mobile clinics 



	
	


