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Most common areas of enforcement 
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Fundraising methods regulated by offices 
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Approaches to enforcement  
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The FTC Act 
• Section 5 empowers the Commission to: “prevent persons, 

partnerships, or corporations . . . from using . . . unfair or deceptive 
acts or practices in or affecting commerce.”  15 U.S.C. § 45. 
 

• Section 4 defines “Corporation” “to include. . . any company, trust, 
so-called Massachusetts trust, or association, incorporated or 
unincorporated, without shares of capital or capital stock or 
certificates of interest, except partnerships, which is organized to 
carry on business for its own profit or that of its members.  15 
U.S.C. § 44 



The Telemarketing Sales Rule 
• Jurisdiction co-extensive with FTC Act 
• Telemarketing = a plan, program, or campaign . . . 

to induce the purchase of goods or services or a 
charitable contribution” involving more than one 
interstate telephone call 

• Prohibits false and misleading charitable 
solicitations 
 



Telemarketing Sales Rule (cont.) 
• For profit fundraisers must comply with the 

entity-specific Do Not Call requirements, but are 
exempt from the National Do Not Call Registry 
provision.  Other calling restrictions also apply. 

 
• State attorneys general may bring actions to 

enforce the TSR in federal court. 
 



FTC, All 50 States and D.C. v. Cancer 
Fund of America, et al. 

• First collective action by the FTC, 50 states and D.C. 
against a purported charity 

• Sued 4 charities and related individuals that: 
– raised more than $187 million from U.S. consumers over 5 

years 
– Lied about how donations would be used, promising: 

• Pain medication for suffering children with cancer 
• Hospice care for indigent cancer patients 
• Medical equipment to needy cancer patients 

 



Cancer Fund (cont.) 
• Donations spent on family, friends, and fundraisers. 

– Cruises and Disney World trips for board members 
– Jet ski rentals, meals at Hooters, and purchases at 

Victoria’s Secret on charity credit cards 
– Employed all family members, regardless of qualifications, 

paid tuition for and made loans to family and friends 
– Collectively spent less than 3% of funds on programs 

described to donors 



Cancer Fund (cont.) 
• Complaint alleged deceptive practices that violated FTC 

Act and laws of all 50 states, plus violations of the 
Telemarketing Sales Rule 

• Settlements banned the responsible individuals from 
charitable solicitations and from oversight of charitable 
funds 

• “Charities” are now in receivership, their assets have 
been liquidated and their existence dissolved. 



Other FTC Enforcement 
• Enforcement & Education Sweeps: 

– Operation False Alarm (March 1997) (with 50 states) 
– Operation Missed Giving (November 1998) (with 40 

states) 
– Operation Phoney Philanthropy (May 2003)(with 34 

states) 
– Operation False Charity (May 2009)(with 49 states) 



Other FTC Enforcement 
• Actions against for-profit fundraisers violating Section 5 

and/or the TSR, e.g.: 
– U.S. v. Civic Development Group 
– U.S. v. JAK Publications 

• Actions against for profit companies claiming a 
charitable benefit associated with the sale of goods or 
services, e.g.: 
– FTC v. American Handicapped and Disadvantaged Workers, 

Inc. 



On the horizon …. 
• The FTC will combat charity fraud by: 

– Continuing to collaborate with state partners 
– Bringing enforcement actions against for profit 

fundraisers and sham charities that lie to consumers 
and misuse money intended to support charitable 
causes, when possible and appropriate 

– Educating consumers by providing them tools to avoid 
charity fraud and achieve their charitable purposes 
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Social Media Viral 
Campaigns 

 Notable Successes: 
 ALS Ice Bucket Challenge ($115M in 8 weeks) 
 Movember ($710M since 2003) 

 Notable Scandals: none 
 Open Questions 

 Do (or should) charitable solicitation or consumer protection laws 
apply to individuals who solicit contributions for charities through 
social media? 

 Do (or should) such laws apply to social media sites used to 
promote viral campaigns? 

 

ALS Association 



Crowdfunding 
 Notable Success: Equality Florida in wake of Orlando 

shooting ($9 million on GoFundMe) 
 Notable Scandals: Boston Marathon Bombing scammer 

($9,350 on GoFundMe) 
 Open Questions 

 Do (or should) charitable solicitation or consumer protection laws 
apply to individuals who crowdfund for charities or charitable 
purposes? 

 Do (or should) such laws reach the operators of crowdfunding 
sites used by such crowdfunders?  

Equality Florida Institute, Inc. 



Hybrid Entities 
 Notable Success: Patagonia, Kickstarter 
 Notable Scandals: none 
 Open Questions 

 If a hybrid entity utilizes its social benefitting mission to 
attract customers, do (or should) charitable solicitation or 
consumer protection laws apply to that entity’s 
representations? 

 Do (or should) such laws apply to “social enterprises” more 
generally – that is, even if they are not organized as a hybrid 
entity? 

Patagonia 
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Types of Activities 
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Charities’ Expenses by Size 
2013 
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Government Contracts and Grants with 
Charitable Nonprofits 

Nearly 350,000 contracts and grants 
with Nonprofits (average 6 per organization) in 
2012 
 

Over $137 billion worth of contracts and 
grants in 2012 
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Charitable Foundations: 2013 

87,142 
Private, corporate, operating and community foundations in the U.S. 

 

$798.2 billion 
Total Assets 

 

$55.3 billion 
Giving Overall 
 
$56.2 billion  
Gifts Received 
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Volunteering 
2014 

62.8 million people volunteered   
  25.3% of the population 
 

They volunteered an estimated total of 8.7 billion 
total hours   

Valued at $179.2 billion 
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 Total private contributions 
increased to $373.25 billion 

 Congregations receive 32% of total 

Corporations, 5% 
Bequests, 9% 

Foundations, 
16% 

Individuals, 
71% 

Private Giving in 2015 

Corporations
Bequests
Foundations
Individuals

Source: GivingUSA 
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What the Forms 990 Reveal 
 
 
 
 

• The Nonprofit Sector is growing in numbers and resources but those resources are not uniformly 
distributed 

• The Sector is diverse by size and type of organizations 

• We can assess financial indicators (revenues, expenses, assets and their components) by size, type, 
geography and many other variables 

• We can use the Form 990 as a sampling frame for surveys and analyses of discrete characteristics 

• We can identify outliers and look up their Forms 990 to see what they do, who they serve, their 
finances, and their governance processes 

• We can combine Form 990 data with other administrative data sets, labor statistics, census of 
services, etc. for a wide variety of studies 

• With the advent of digitized Form 990 data, we will be able to do these and other analyses quickly 
and inexpensively 
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Utility of Forms 990 for Regulators 
 
 
 
 

 

• Digitized Forms 990 will permit more extensive analyses of financial 
information then has been possible to date. For example, program expenses 
as a percentage of all expenses might be used as a screening tool to 
understand trends, to analyze differences among charities and to identify 
outliers.   

• Using Statistics of Income Sample data for 2012, we find that the percentage 
of program expenses to total expenses increases with the size of the 
organization: 

• 78.49 percent for those with less than $100,000 in expenses 
• 87.25 percent for those with $10 million or more.  

 
• Economies of scale and greater capacity likely factors in the differences 

between large and small organizations. 
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Utility of Forms 990 for Regulators 
 
 
 
 

 

• Looking just at Human Services Charities, average program services expenses 
are 85.7 percent of total expenses. 

• Drilling down to specific program areas, those averages vary from 80.2 
percent for Science and Technology to 91.4 percent for the Food, Agriculture 
and Nutrition and the Mutual Benefit Categories. 

• Looking at sub-categories (where numbers in the sample are small and thus 
only illustrative, not reliable), we see even greater divergence:  

• 94.3 percent averages for philanthropy and voluntarism groups 
 

• 62.1 percent average for veterans and military groups  
 

• Such analyses can be the starting point for understanding different operating 
patterns as well as investigation of outliers. 
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Utility of Forms 990  
 
 
 
 

• In reviewing the outliers from the SOI sample, there were a number of 
facilities, religious groups, and public foundations, suggesting that there are 
some program elements, such as buildings or endowments, that might lead 
specific types of groups to have different levels of program expenses. 

• Size of the organization is a clear factor and perhaps age of the organization 
might reveal start-up costs that are outside the average for that type of 
organization. 

• Other intervening variables might be: 

• Retiring CEOs that draw down accrued or deferred retirement benefits. 
 

• A year with a one time large gift or contract followed by a lean year—
one year is not enough to assess an organization’s status. 
 

• Statistical analyses will reveal trends, but close analysis will be necessary to 
understand those patterns. 
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Conclusions 
• Civil Society is vibrant, diverse and growing, but our knowledge base is 

still fairly primitive, especially at the state and local levels. 
• Scope and dimensions research is well underway 

• Management and financial research is growing 

• Economic impact estimates are becoming more robust 

• Performance research and data gathering is in demand, but capacity to 
collect, analyze and use performance data is quite limited 

• Outcomes of specific programs on communities and populations are 
increasingly evaluated, but synthesis and knowledge sharing is weak 

• Civic engagement research is in its infancy 

• Policy and budget analyses research is limited 

• Legal research is growing 
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Today’s Presentation 
• What are the key forces shaping philanthropy? 

• How is the philanthropic landscape changing? 
 

• How will trends shape the future?  



DATA TRENDS REVEAL CHANGING 
LANDSCAPE 



Philanthropy Now and in the Future 



GIVING USA 



Project and Content Scope 

Sources 

• U.S. households/individuals 
• U.S. businesses/corporations 
• U.S. estates 
• U.S. foundations 

U
s
e
s 

• U.S. based IRS-
registered charities 

• U.S. religious 
organizations 

Uses 



Individuals Donate A Majority of Gifts 
2015 Contributions: $373.25 Billion by Source  

SOURCE: Giving USA Foundation | GIVING USA 2016 



Religion Receives A Majority of Contributions 

SOURCE: Giving USA Foundation | GIVING USA 2016 
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Religious Giving Has Been Declining As Share 
of Total Donations Since the 1980s 
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DATA REVEAL IMPACT OF 
NATIONAL AND GLOBAL  
ECONOMIC FORCES 



Giving Is Influenced by Economic Conditions: 
Total Giving, 1975−2015 (in Billions of Dollars) 

SOURCE: Giving USA Foundation | GIVING USA 2016 



Total Giving As A Percentage of Gross Domestic Product, 
1975−2015 (in Inflation-Adjusted Dollars, 2015 = $100) 

SOURCE: Giving USA Foundation | GIVING USA 2016 



Individual Giving Remains Constant at  
About 2% of Disposable Personal Income 

SOURCE: Giving USA Foundation | GIVING USA 2016 



Overall Giving Fluctuates with S&P 500 

Total charitable giving graphed with the Standard & Poor's 500 Index, 1975-2015  (in billions of inflation-adjusted dollars, 2015 = $100) 
SOURCE: Giving USA Foundation | GIVING USA 2016 



Largest Fundraising Charities and Their Share of Private Philanthropy in 2015 
Estimated Total Private Gifts 
100% = $373 billion 

1 Includes affiliates 
Source: The Chronicle of Philanthropy at: 
https://philanthropy.com/interactives/phil400 

Received by the rest  
(includes ~1 million  
charities and thousands  
of religious organizations) 

Received by  
the 400 largest charities 

Charitable Contributions to The Top 25 Fundraising Charities 

Rank Charity 
Total private support 
$ millions 

NOTE:  Annual ranking of organizations that receive 
the most each year in private donations 

1 Fidelity Charitable Gift Fund 
2 United Way Worldwide * 
3 Feeding America 
4 Schwab Charitable Fund 
5 Catholic Charities USA * 
6 Salvation Army * 
7 The Task Force for Global Health * 
8 Stanford University 
9 National Christian Foundation * 

10 Silicon Valley Community Foundation 
11 Vanguard Charitable Endowment Program 
12 The Y * 
13 Food for the Poor 
14 Harvard University 

15 American Lebanese Syrian Associated Charities/St. Jude 
Children's Research Hospital 

16 Boys & Girls Clubs of America * 
17 National Philanthropic Trust 
18 Goodwill Industries International * 
19 Direct Relief * 
20 Habitat for Humanity International * 
21 World Vision 
22 American Cancer Society * 
23 Patient Access Network Foundation 
24 Compassion International 
25 AmeriCares Foundation 

28% 

72% 

$4,608  
$3,708  

$2,150  
$2,109  

$2,010  
$1,904  

$1,645  
$1,625  

$1,441  
$1,229  
$1,205  
$1,202  
$1,156  

$1,046  
$1,029  

$923  
$903  
$902  
$889  
$850  
$826  
$810  
$801  
$765  
$739  



DATA REVEAL CHANGING DONOR 
MOTIVATIONS, EXPECTATIONS 



Philanthropy Panel Study (PPS) Bank of America Studies of 
High Net Worth Philanthropy 

Longitudinal individual giving data 



Donor incidence over time, 2000−2008 

SOURCE: Philanthropy Panel Study 
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Oldest generations more likely to give 
and give more, on average 

SOURCE: Philanthropy Panel Study 
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How High Net Worth Donors  
Determine the Impact of Their Giving 

SOURCE: 2016 U.S. Trust Study of High Net Worth Philanthropy  

79.2% 

46.4% 

41.1% 

34.6% 

31.9% 

23.5% 

18.8% 

17.1% 

14.7% 

3.4% 

How do you determine 
whether your giving is or is 
not having the impact you 
intended? Do you rely on 
information from…* 

The organization to which you 
donated 

Direct engagement  
with nonprofits 

Own perception 

Nonprofit reports  

Public reporting  

Information from staff/advisor 

The population or area that  
you donated to support 

Peers 
The Media/Internet 

Other 
*The percentages in this figure were calculated based on the 21.7 
percent of high net worth donors who monitor the impact of their 
giving only. 



74 

Confidence in Societal Institutions  
to Effect Change  

How much confidence do you 
have in the ability of the 
following groups to solve 
societal or global problems, 
now and in the future? 

3.7% 

4.9% 

8.1% 

8.1% 

8.9% 

12.0% 

13.7% 

18.3% 

31.4% Individuals 

Nonprofit  
organizations 

Religious 
institutions 

Small-to mid- sized 
businesses 

Large 
corporations 

Supreme Court/ 
Federal judiciary 

President/ 
Federal executive branch 

Congress/ 
Federal legislative branch 

State or local government 

55.8% 

68.3% 

43.4% 

57.7% 

53.8% 

54.5% 

50.7% 

45.4% 

36.5% 



IMPACT OF TECHNOLOGY ON 
PHILANTHROPY 



Impact of technology on philanthropy 



Online Giving:  
A Small But Growing Piece of the Pie 

7.2% 

92.8% 

Online Giving As A Percentage of Total Giving in 2016 
Online All Other Forms

SOURCE: Blackbaud | 2016 Charitable Giving Report 



Crowdfunding As A New Tool of Fundraising 

SOURCE: Massolution/Crowdsourcing.org | 2015CF Crowdfunding Industry Report 

Donations 
[VALUE] 

[PERCENTAGE] 

Global Crowdfunding Industry (2015) 

Total Funding Amount: 



Gender Differences in Crowdfunding Donors 

SOURCE: Pew Research Center | Shared, Collaborative and On Demand: The New Digital Economy 



THE FUTURE OF PHILANTHROPY 





High Net Worth Households’ 
Future Giving Levels 

SOURCE: 2016 U.S. Trust Study of High Net Worth Philanthropy  

55.1% 

28.2% 

13.3% 
3.4% 

Relative to my charitable giving in the past, in 
the next three years, I plan to… 

Which factors may contribute to that change? 

Continue  
giving at the  

same contribution  
level 

Increase my 
contribution 

level 
 

Don’t  
know 

Decrease my 
Contribution 

level 

A change in financial 
capacity 

A change in life 
circumstance 

Changes in the perception of 
the needs of an organization or 
cause 

Community or global events, 
including disasters 

As I become a more 
experienced donor 

A change in the federal tax 
policy 

Don’t know 

Other 

81.1% 

35.7% 

30.8% 

23.8% 

20.5% 

19.2% 

3.8% 

3.0% 



Thank You! 
Una Osili, Ph.D. 

Professor of Economics 
Director of Research 

philanthropy.iupui.edu 
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Why Give?  
A Look at What Motivates Giving 
• Hugh Jones, moderator 
• Adrian Sargeant 



Why Give: A Look at 
What Motivates Giving 
 
Adrian Sargeant 
Director – Hartsook Centre for Sustainable Philanthropy 
University of Plymouth 



A Generous Nation 

Source: Giving USA 2016 



But why? 

• Emotional Utility 
• Familial Utility 
• Demonstrable Utility 
• Personal Utility 
• Spiritual Utility 

Source: Sargeant and Jay 2014 



And Contributory Factors 
• Being asked ! 
• Reputation / Brand 
• History of giving 
• Emotion 
• Guilt / Need for Reciprocation 
• Imagery 
• Premiums 
• Perceived efficiency 



Emotion 









Collapse of Compassion Model  

Level of 
Emotional 
Arousal 

1     2     3     4     5 Number of  
Beneficiaries 



The flooding in Pakistan is 

one of the worst disasters 

in that country’s history.  It 

is also an extraordinary 

humanitarian challenge for 

  

Over 10 million people effected 
One-fifth of the country under water 
Well over 500,000 homes destroyed 



Ibrahim is 6 weeks old 
and already severely 
malnourished.  Without 
help he will die.  But he’s 
actually one of the lucky 
ones, he made it to a 
Save the Children 
supported hospital 





Premiums 







Section 6.3 

Fundraising organizations MUST be able to 
demonstrate that the purpose of an enclosure 
was to enhance the message and/or the 
emotional engagement in the cause and not to 
generate a donation primarily because of 
financial guilt or to cause embarrassment.  

Code of Fundraising Practice (2016) 



Imagery 



Be Humankind 









The Fundraising Promise 

“We take care not to use any images or 
words that will cause unjustifiable distress or 
offence …” 



Every penny goes to the cause 

Zero costs of fundraising 



Code of Practice for 
Transparency and Accountability 
• ‘charities ought not to make statements 

such as ‘all of your £1 goes direct to the 
cause’ or ‘our fundraising does not cost us 
anything’ or imply that fundraising does not 
cost anything’  

Institute of Fundraising 2006 p6 
 



What could we measure?  
• Participants - number of donors responding 
• Income received - gross contributions 
• Expense - costs 
• Per cent participants – participants / total 
• Average gift size - total income / participants 
• Net income - total income less costs 
• Average cost of gift - expenses / participants 
• Cost Ratio - expense / income x 100  
• Return - net income / expenses x 100 

 
 
 
 



Oh no ….. 



What really matters … 

• Satisfaction 
• Commitment 
• Trust 



And anyway …. 



Framing research – telling it like it is? 
A: Our charity raises £3 for every £1 it spends on 
fundraising 

B: For every £1 we raise we spend 65p on those who 
need our help 

C:  We raise £1 for every 33p we spend on 
fundraising 

D: For every £3 our charity raises, £2 goes directly to 
those who need it. 

 

           
  

          

 



Matters because  
it speaks to trust… 



Trust and Behavior 

• Trust in the recipient linked to share of 
individual charity ‘pot’. 

• Trust in the sector distinguishes givers 
from non-givers 

 



Improving Trust in the Sector 
• Education 
• Education 
• Education 
• Education 
• Education 
• Education 





Improving Trust in the Organization 

• Performance 
• Role Competence 
• Good Judgement 
• Service Quality 
• Complaint Handling 



And a final thought 
Remembering where we started … 



In the future 

Philanthropic innovations will be designed to 
maximize the wellbeing of both the 
beneficiary AND the donor 



Tomorrow’s Philanthropy 
• Need for Competence 
• Need for Autonomy 
• Need for Connectedness 
• Need for Growth 
• Life Purpose 
• Self Acceptance 

 



But 
• The higher the level of perceived needs to be met, the more 

ambiguous and more uncertain people feel about judging their 
fulfilment 

• The more uncertain, the more likely they are to rely on others 
to help them form the judgement 

• The more ambiguous people feel about what a fulfilled life 
means the more they would look to others to help them define 
what a fulfilled life means 



Phew … 
Adrian.Sargeant@Plymouth.ac.uk 
 

@Rogare FTT     
and on Facebook “Critical Fundraising Forum” 

mailto:Adrian.Sargeant@Plymouth.ac.uk


Future of Fundraising – Emerging 
Challenges for Donors & Regulators 
• Cindy Lott 
• Marcia Stepanek 
• Rachel Hatch 



Media for GOOD  
Transparency 

Marcia Stepanek  
Media Instructor, COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY 

Nonprofit Management Program 
@causeglobal 















  









Co-presence 



https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=woxb_NPfxjI 
 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=woxb_NPfxjI
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=woxb_NPfxjI






“VR connects humans to other humans in a profound 
way that I’ve never seen before in any other form of 

media. And it can change people’s perception of each 
other. And that’s how I think virtual reality has the 
potential to actually change the world. So, it’s a 

machine, but through this machine we become more 
compassionate, we become more empathetic, and we 
become more connected. And ultimately, we become 

more human.”  
 

— Chris Milk  



Augmented Reality 



https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rWeBOEIG4Yw 

Chicago 00 Project 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rWeBOEIG4Yw












http://360syria.com/intro 
 
 

http://360syria.com/intro
http://360syria.com/intro
http://360syria.com/intro


–Reuben Steains, Innovations Manager at Amnesty International 

“We’ve had a really strong response. In a couple 
of cases, people have been in tears and others 

have expressed shock and outrage at what they’re 
seeing in the viewers.” 

 









https://vimeo.com/104196891 
 
 

“Hunger in Los Angeles” 

“Empathy Machine” 

https://vimeo.com/104196891
https://vimeo.com/104196891
https://vimeo.com/104196891


The New ‘Ask’ 









RAISE: $1.4 million 



https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KOXSWtgWyUw 
 

Crowdrise’s GIVING TOWER on #givingtuesday 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KOXSWtgWyUw
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KOXSWtgWyUw


5 challenges 



PRIVACY 



   
owned by tech 
companies, not 

charities.The data these 
large corporations have 

on individuals can be 
sold and repackaged. 

Nonprofits should know 
   



EMPATHY RATINGS 



Machine Bias 







–UCLA research on emotion metrics in VR 

The panoramic anger video vignettes viewed in an 
immersive VR environment (HMD) produced 

significantly higher levels of presence than when 
the same videos were viewed on a non-immersive flat 
screen monitor. When the interaction between display 

type and presence level was examined anger 
arousal 

reported within the HMD panoramic video group 
was greater among participants who reported a 

high level of presence compared to HMD viewers who 
experienced a low level of presence.  



DECEPTION 





 Content Limits 





“The Illusion of 
embodiment” 

https://www.youtube.co
m/watch?v=6urJejluX44 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6urJejluX44
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6urJejluX44


https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6urJejluX44 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6urJejluX44


Recommendations 



• Informed consent 

• Best practices for content and ratings for violence 

• Metrics standards with transparency 

• New protocols for fairness and accuracy in virtual 
environments 

• Algorithmic transparency 

• COLLABORATION among civil society leaders for 
creating new standards/best practices 



FROM DONORS  
TO BACKERS 







Decline of “consumer” as search term 
2005–2015 



©2016 Institute for the Future. All rights reserved. | SR-1865 






SIGNAL OF CHANGE: TWITCH 



©2016 Institute for the Future. All rights reserved. | SR-1865 






©2016 Institute for the Future. All rights reserved. | SR-1865 

My daily life, your media content 

• “Everybody feels 
they have some sort 
of talent but nowhere 
to express it. So it’s 
good to be able to 
use your 
smartphone to show 
your talent off and 
have everybody 
recognize you.” 
 

200+ Chinese livestreaming platforms 



© 2016 Institute for the Future. All rights reserved. | SR-1865 185 

“Wild West” of commodification 
© 2016 Institute for the Future. All rights reserved. | SR-1865 
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game achievements as the new resume 

Knack.it 



© 2016 Institute for the Future. All rights reserved. | SR-1865 190 

hidden game recruitment 



©2016 Institute for the Future. All rights reserved. | SR-1865 

What is a Personal Economy? 

• the value-generating potential of an individual’s 
commodified life 

• this includes how people discover, access, 
manage and share assets & services 

• example assets: your reputation, your identity, 
your possessions, your skills, your influence 



©2016 Institute for the Future. All rights reserved. | SR-1865 

Commodified Life in 2026 

• to support themselves, consumers of the next 
decade will find ways to commodify their lives 

• they will identify the latent assets they’ve created 
from their own time, attention, physical assets and 
more 

• they will have the ability to convert these assets 
into shareable (often monetizable!) digital 
commodities 
 



©2016 Institute for the Future. All rights reserved. | SR-1865 

ENABLING TECHNOLOGIES 

• Internet of Things 
• Virtual Reality 
• Micropayments 
• Social Selling 
• Geo-location Data 

 



© 2016 Institute for the Future. All rights reserved. | SR-1865 194 

commodified objects and styles 



© 2016 Institute for the Future. All rights reserved. | SR-1865 195 

commodified knowledge 



© 2016 Institute for the Future. All rights reserved. | SR-1865 196 

commodified attention 



© 2016 Institute for the Future. All rights reserved. | SR-1865 

commodified social network 



© 2016 Institute for the Future. All rights reserved. | SR-1865 

commodified location data 



©2016 Institute for the Future. All rights reserved. | SR-1865 

rise of crowdfunding 



©2016 Institute for the Future. All rights reserved. | SR-1865 

global crowdfunding platforms in 2013 



©2016 Institute for the Future. All rights reserved. | SR-1865 

2025 crowdfunding potential  
by region 



©2016 Institute for the Future. All rights reserved. | SR-1865 

Implications 

 



LUNCH 
1:00 – 2:00 

 



Navigating Charitable Giving Today  
• Bob Carlson 
• Amy Sample Ward 
• Bennett Weiner 
• Danny Gordon 
• David Hessekiel 
• Tiffany Neill 



FUNDRAISING THROUGH    

THE MAIL AND ON THE PHONE 
STATE OF THE BUSINESS MARCH, 2017 

Give&Take: Consumers Contribution & Charity 



TOTAL CHARITABLE GIVING IN 2015 WAS 
$373.25 BILLION 

Source:  Giving USA Foundation – Giving USA 2016 

Give&Take: Consumers Contribution & Charity 

206 



MOST OF THAT 
WAS FROM 
INDIVIDUALS 

Source:  Giving USA Foundation – Giving USA 2016 

Give&Take: Consumers Contribution & Charity 
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WHAT PART OF THAT IS MAIL OR PHONE?  

• Of the 2,000 nonprofits who participate in the Blackbaud cooperative 
database: 

• 76% of their donors give to direct mail (average gift $32) 

• 25% of their donors give to telefundraising (average gift $33) 

 

 

Give&Take: Consumers Contribution & Charity 

208 



WHY DOES FUNDRAISING BY MAIL AND PHONE 
STILL WORK? 

• Great way to communicate with people who have time – retired, 
educated – and build relationships. 

• And those people are GREAT donors.  

• Predictable model of investment fundraising 

• Donors acquired, cultivated and renewed through mail and phone 
proven to be strong prospects for major and planned gifts.  

Give&Take: Consumers Contribution & Charity 

209 



RESPONSIBLE 
INVESTMENT 
FUNDRAISING 

Acquire donors with long-
term objectives 

Measure success over 
years 

Donor lists remain with 
the nonprofit 

 (10,000)

 (5,000)

 -

 5,000

 10,000

 15,000

 20,000

 25,000

 30,000

 $(400,000)

 $(200,000)

 $-

 $200,000

 $400,000

 $600,000

 $800,000

 $1,000,000

 $1,200,000

Test
(2016)

2017
Total

2018
Total

2019
Total

2020
Total

2021
Total

Gross Revenue

Net Revenue

Donations

Give&Take: Consumers Contribution & Charity 
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COMMUNICATION 
WITH DONORS  
TO BUILD 
RELATIONSHIPS 

Share information 

Transparency about 
achieving goals 

Measure success 

 

Give&Take: Consumers Contribution & Charity 
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RESPONSIBLE MAIL AND PHONE  
MIX OF SOLICITATIONS AND CULTIVATION 

• Communicate with donors in all 
channels (mail + phone + email) 

• Consistent messages 

• Consider ROI of selected 
messages/channels 

Give&Take: Consumers Contribution & Charity 

212 



WHAT CAN HURT FUNDRAISING  
& THE PUBLIC CONFIDENCE 

• When the nonprofit does not keep control of their list of donors. 

• When relationships with outside fundraisers are not transparent 
and contracted. 

• When the long-term view is lost. 

 

Give&Take: Consumers Contribution & Charity 

213 



ETHICAL APPROACHES LONG ESTABLISHED  

• Association of Fundraising Professionals 

• DMA Nonprofit Federation 

• Association of Direct Response Fundraising Counsel 

• Disclosures on 990s 

 

Give&Take: Consumers Contribution & Charity 
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THE NEXT CHAPTER? 

• Demographics are in our favor. 

• More robust data targeting can increase cost effectiveness. 

• Donors have more ways to become educated about 
organizations. 

• Better ways to reach the right people! 

Give&Take: Consumers Contribution & Charity 
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  FTC Conference 
 

    Give & Take: 

     Consumers, Contributions and Charity 

 
Bennett Weiner, COO 

BBB Wise Giving Alliance 
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 BBB WGA Perspective  
 
BBB Wise Giving Alliance (Give.org) is a   
Standards-Based Charity Evaluator 
 
Standard 15: Appeals Are Accurate, Truthful and Not 
Misleading, Both in Whole and in Part 
 
• PHOTOS, STORIES, FINANCES 

 
• BBB SCAM TRACKER (bbb.org/scamtracker/us) 
    421 alleged charity scams since 2015 
    20% are police, fire and veterans appeals  
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Amy Sample Ward 
Online Fundraising Overview 



Online Fundraising Types 
Type 1: Passive Asks 



PASSIVE FUNDRAISING 



PASSIVE FUNDRAISING 



Online Fundraising Types 
Type 2: Active Asks on Website 



ACTIVE FUNDRAISING 



Online Fundraising Types 
Type 2: Active Asks by Email 



ACTIVE FUNDRAISING 



Online Fundraising Types 
Type 2: Active Asks by Social Media 



ACTIVE FUNDRAISING 



Online Fundraising 
Risks & Considerations 



• Limited data 
• Relying on multiple channels to drive 

donations 
• Offline actions or events matter 
• Website is a resource even if not channel of 

donation 
• Reliance on third party donation processors 

RISKS & CONSIDERATIONS 

Nonprofit Reality 



 BBB WGA Perspective  
 
ONLINE GIVING  
 
Standard 17: WEBSITE DISCLOSURES – access to annual 
report information and IRS Form 990 
 
Standard 18:  DONOR PRIVACY - Clear and easily accessible 
privacy policy on charity websites (four elements - notice, 
access, choice, security) 
 
Other Issues: 
• Disaster Appeals 
• Third-party Online Giving Platforms 
• Millennials - “Cracking the Invulnerability Illusion” 
     
    
    
     
    
    
        
    



Intro to GoFundMe  
 
• “Give People the Power to Change Their 

World” 
 

• “See Something, Do Something” 
 

• Over $3BN given by over 25M donors 
 

• ~200 employees with US offices in San 
Diego and Redwood City, CA 

 
• Social storytelling layered over 

payments 
 
 
 



GoFundMe Campaigns  
 
• Common campaign categories 

 
Medical   Education  Volunteerism 
Athletics     Animal Care  Memorials 
Charities   Emergencies Political 

 
• Majority of campaigns are created by 

individuals for their own benefit 
 

• Grassroots: Most campaigns raise < $900 
from donors in organizer’s 1st social circle, 
but many campaigns are more successful 

 
• Funds deemed personal gifts, not tax-

deductible (exception for charities) 



Trust & Safety Department 
Create and enforce layers of trust between GoFundMe, its users, and stakeholders to 

prevent Platform misuse and empower the GFM community 
 

• Manage the GoFundMe Guarantee 
 

• Investigate reports of fraud and misuse  
 

• Ensure the correct flow of funds for high risk 
accounts 

 
• Assist law enforcement with investigations 

Trust Community Management 
• Enforce terms of service across the Platform 

 
• Moderate user-generated content 

 
• Manage beneficiary risk and use case-specific funds 

flows (e.g., trusts, scholarships) 
 

• Proactively reach out to law enforcement when a 
campaign organizer threatens public safety 

 
• Identify and oversee mass campaigns related to 

newsworthy events 
 

Payments Risk  
 

• Identify and prevent credit card fraud 
 

• Manage AML, anti-terrorist financing policies 



Trust Challenges 
Unique Challenges  

 
1. Hard to build eBay-styled reputations (few repeat 

organizers) 
 

2. Laborious and intrusive to require manual 
investigation for every campaign  

 
3. Good samaritans may lack direct, personal 

connection to a cause or other individuals (not 
necessarily “fraud”) 

 
4. Campaign velocity around news events 

 
5. Money creates controversy (friends and family) 

 
 

 
 



Trust Challenges, cont.  
Unique Platform Characteristics  

 
1. Connecting to social media profiles is virtually 

required for sharing and receiving donations 
 

2. High barriers for someone to defraud 1st degree 
social circle (those who are most likely to donate) 

 
3. Campaigns may have similar themes and content 

 
4. Rich data related to organizer and donor identities 

and behavior 
 

5. Funds can be held, refunded, or distributed in a 
variety of flows 

 
 
 
 

 
 



Trust Challenges, cont. 

1. Leverage rich social identities to surface organizer and 
relationships to donors and GFM team 

 
2. Social proof derived from early donor activity and user social 

behaviors, beneficiary invitations, and more 
 

3. Machine learning models identify high-risk campaigns and 
organizers, both from internal and offline data 

 
4. GFM investigates and reviews campaigns from user reporting 

 
5. Build product and policy to guide organizers to safest choices 

and protect donors 
 

 
 

Solution = leverage platform characteristics to build  “Trust Features”  



 BBB WGA Perspective  
 
CROWDFUNDING  
 
• Charities can be checked. 

 
• Deductibility of gifts to individuals. 

 
• Be careful after a disaster or tragedy. 
 
• Specialized crowdfunding sites. 
 
• Read the fine print. 

 
       
    
     
    
    
        
    



 
 

 





6 Types of Corporate Social Initiatives 



Cause Marketing Forum 
is now Engage for Good 







Commercial Co-Venture 



What can go wrong? 
Business takes advantage of nonprofit  
•Does not get nonprofit’s permission  
•Does not make promised donation   
 

Business deceives consumers    
•Misleading offer  
•Lack of transparency 



 What has gone wrong? 



What would I like to see? 

•More cause-related marketing 
 

•More transparent cause marketing 
 

•More meaningful enforcement  
   – if there are bad actors out there 



 Today’s multi-state regulatory system 

•Discourages CRM   
 

•Does not enlighten or protect consumers  
 

•Does not reflect new modalities and 
players 



Lets move to 

•Unified national system 
 

•Unified database consumers 
can tap to learn more 



Thank you! 
 

David Hessekiel, Engage for Good  
www.engageforgood.com  



 BBB WGA Perspective  
 
CAUSE-RELATED MARKETING 
 
Standard 19:  
a) Actual or anticipated portion of purchase price that 

will benefit the specified charity. 
b) Duration of campaign. 
c) Any maximum or guaranteed minimum 

contribution amount. 
 
“5 cents contributed to ABC Charity for every XYZ Company 
Product sold during the month of October up to a maximum 
of $200,000”  
 
     
      
    
     
    
    
        
    



Empowering Donors Through 
Education 

 
Janice L. Kopec,  Attorney, Division of Marketing Practices, Federal Trade Commission 
  
Nageeb S. Sumar,  Dep. Dir., Philanthropic Partnerships, Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation 
  
Jacob Harold, President & CEO, GuideStar 
  
Michael Thatcher, President & CEO, Charity Navigator 
  
Steve MacLaughlin, Vice President, Data & Analytics, Blackbaud Inc. 
  
Elizabeth Grant, Sr. Asst. Attorney General, Oregon Dept. of Justice 
 



Source:  Giving USA 

CHARITABLE GIVING IN THE UNITED STATES 



Source:  Giving USA 

CHARITABLE GIVING IN THE UNITED STATES 



Source:  Giving USA 

CHARITABLE GIVING IN THE UNITED STATES 



Source: Blackbaud Institute 

2016 CHARITABLE GIVING TRENDS 



Source: Blackbaud Institute 

2016 CHARITABLE GIVING TRENDS 



Source: Target Analytics, a division of 
Blackbaud 

2016 CHARITABLE GIVING TRENDS 



BREAK 



Safeguarding Donors from Fraud: 
Possibilities & Priorities 

Tracy S. Thorleifson, Attorney, Northwest Region, Federal Trade Commission 
 

Andrew Watt, Global Strategy Consultant, Former Pres. & CEO, Assoc. of Fundraising Professionals 
 

Marc Owens, Partner, Loeb & Loeb, LLP, Washington, DC 
 

Art Taylor, President & CEO, BBB Wise Giving Alliance 
 

Allison Grayson, Director of Policy Development and Analysis, Independent Sector 
 

Sue Santa, Consultant; Adjunct Faculty, Columbia University School of Professional Studies 
 
Mark A. Pacella, Chief Dep. Att’y Gen’l, Charitable Trusts & Orgs. Section, PA Office of Att’y General 



Concluding Remarks 
 

Charles A. Harwood 
Regional Director, Northwest Region,  

Federal Trade Commission 



THANKS! 
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