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Giving Circles and Their Impactsn Members

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Giving circlesare made up ahdividualswho pooltheir resources and then deztdgether
where these should be distributed. They also include social, educational, and engagement
components that seemeagageparticipantan their communitiesand increasenemb e r s 0
understanding of philanthropy and community issues.

This study examine$ and howparticipation in a giving circleasc hange d Iekanidrer s 6
related to giving, volunteering, antvic engagementn addition we asked iand how

participationin a giving circlehasc h a n g e d awarenessor keodvledgeabout
philanthropy,nonprofit organizations, and community issuégally, we wanted to know dnd

how participation in a giving circleasc h a n g e d pereptorsorsatiitudes about
philanthropy, community issues, citizen, government and nonprofit roles and responsdrilities
political and social values

To address theseeasdata were gathered througisarvey of 341 currentand past members
26 giving circles of vadus types,iges, and identity groupecross the U.Sas well asa control
groupof 246donors and public serviggaduatestudents and practitionersemistructured
interviews with 30 giving circle memberand past membefsom 11 giving circlesand
participant observationin four giving circles.

Findings
Our findings indicate that:

Giving circles influence members to give more.

Giving circles influence members to give meteategically

Giving circles members give a widearray of organizations

Giving cirde members are highly engaged in the community.

Giving circles increase membersd knowl edge
community.

Givingcircleshaveami x ed i nfl uence on membersdé attit
nonprofit and government roles,dapolitical/social abilities and values

arwnE

o

Level of engagement, length of engagement, and size of the giving circle seem to matter most,
when it comes to understanding giving circles

Giving CirclesInfluence Members® Give More

Giving circle members report that their participation in a giving circle caused them to increase

their giving.While the survey shows thé&twhenwe control for hcome the difference between
givingcirclemember8 gi vi ng and contr ol algdifferenpselgi vi ng wa
reports and interviewsuggest thagiving circlesdid causenembers tancrease their givingn

addition,the more engageahd thdongersomeone is in a giving circle or theregiving

circles to whicha persorbelongs, the moreagiving circle membeappeas to give in total

annual contributions



Giving circle memberslso givedifferent amount# relation totheir participation irvarious
activitiesof the giving circle. For example, members who mapdyticipate indecidng who
receives fundingjive, on averagemore in total household contributions than members who, for
instance mainlyvolunteer or attend social events or educational sessions through the giving
circle.In addition, nembers who mainly attend social eventsdive largest percentage of their
total giving through the giving circldutthose who mainlyarticipate inffundingdecisionsor
whovolunteer give the lowest percentage of their total household contributions through the
giving circle.

Giving Circles Influence Membergo Give More Strategially

Survey and interview data confirm that giving circle memiagesnfluenced tahink more about
their giving and giving plangeyond the giving circleas a result of giving circle participation.
Giving circle membersexamine more intensely where, how much, and in what ways their
charitable gifts should be madg&ased on survey data, giving ciraleembers are more likely

than the control group tadvane a vision forchange, conducesearcho help decide which
organizations to support, support general operating expenses in addition to or instead of specific
programsgcheckorganizationaperformance data, artidke into consideration cultural

differences and race, class, and/or genddren making funihg decisiors. Many of these aspects
of strategic giving are positively correlated wigimgth of time and level of engagement

giving circle, which means that the more a member is invested in and patrticipating in a giving
circle, the more their giving strategyaffected

Conversely, tying circle membersalso appear to bgiving to alarger numbeof organzations

than the control groupn addition, insome interviews, members/past members explicitly

indicated little or no change in their giving strategy thuparticipating in a giving circle. This

seems to be explained by a relatively low level of engagement in the giving circle or a previously

high level of engagement in philanthropgfore joining a giving circleln many of these cases,
participationina gi ving circle seemed to provide anoth
philanthropicactivities

Giving Circles Members Givéo a WideArray of Organizations

Thesurveyfindings show thatiging circle members ammorelikely than the control gngp to
support womenrethnic and minority groupsindorganizationsghat support or promote arts,
culture, or ethnic awarenegSiving circle members atesslikely to support federated or
combined giving fundgsuch as the United Wagnd religious orgamations. The high degree of
support for women and ethnic and minority groups is largely explained by the fact that giving
circle membemrespondentgerealsomore likely to be women grersonof colorthancontrol
grouprespondentddowever, findings alsshow that agength of timein a giving circle
increasesall giving circleresponderstaremorelikely to report giving toethnic orminority

groups



Giving Circles and Their Impactsn Members

Giving Circle Membersare Highly Engagedin the Community

The findings from the surveshowa positve correlation between being a givingabe member
and being civicallyengaged. It is not possible to say if participating in a giving cialses
higher level of civic engagement or if giving circles attract people who are already civically
engagedlinterviews suggest many people join the giving circle having already dypwdaleal
of volunteering. Yet, the data also show thatrttege engaged members within a giving
circle, themore likely they are to say that they have increased the amotimteaiey volunteer
In addition, adength of timein the giving circle increase)e moremembers arékely to
participate in the various activities of thving circle and hose withhigher levels of
engagementithin agiving circlearemore likelyto say that they increas#ueir level of
community participation and their involvement in changiogernment policied.ength of time
in a giving circle isalsopositively correlated witlparticipation inothercivic engagement
activities

Converselybased on interviews, it appears thattgipation inagiving circle does not have a
major éfect onme mb eolitcd activismfor several reasonsany were already politically

active before joining the giving circle, sorsee theiwork andvolunteeractivities aforms of

political action,andsomejust do not see themselves as political activists generally. Nonetheless,
several of those interviewelid seem tayive greater thought to the relationship betwebat

they learned througtine giving circle and their political behaviors amtlicated that their
participationinspired them to talk more about political issues with their friends and family.

GivingCircles | ncr eas e Me niow Phdadthrapy Nomprafitd apathea
Community

Giving circles appear to givparticipants greater knowledge of philanthr@pyla better
understanding oivhich nonprofits areperatingn their communitiegnd internationallyas well
asthe issues these nonprofits face in sertir@r constituencieslhey al® appear t@aina
greater awareness of community needs in ternisdérstandinghe challenges facing nonprofit
organizations and the personal, deyday struggles of individuals in nedglven for
intervieweesvho said they came into their group witneightened level of awareness of the
issues and problems in the commupnatrticipation ina giving circlebroughtthemgreater
breadth and depthf knowledgean these areas

Giving CirclesHave Mixed Influenceon Me mb e r s @bowk Philanthrapy, Bbeprofit
and Government RolesandPolitical/Social Values

While a few interviewees noted that the giving circle had made philanthropy a more central
focus in their lives or made them more thoughtful aboutdheaf philanthropy in their liss,
most sail that they did not think their perception of philanthropy had changed much if at all.
Furthermore, based on survey data, giving cinoégnbers anthe control group didot differ
significantlyin their confidence oability to make thecommunitya bettemplace to live oto
influence publigolicy. The majority of giving circle members interviewed also said their
attitudes aboutwhether government or nprofits should address social probleamsl their social
values had not changed as a result of givingecparticipation.



At the same timgthe survey data also show tigating circle membersveremore likelythan the
control groupo beliewve in the positive impact of giving on the health of a communitss
government should do something to reducenmedifferencesandthat government should
ensure that everyone hadecentstandaradf living. However the longer someons in a giving
circle or the larger the giving circle, the lesemberdelievethat giving and volunteering have
a positive impaicon the health of a community

Recommendations
Based on the studyodés findings, we suggest the

Invest in Engagingand KeepingMembersfor the LongTerm

Since giving circles6 iIimpact increases with t
participation, giving circles and their hosts can focus energy on involving members in the giving
circleds activities and keeping members invol

Consider Howa Giving Circleds Size May Affect Its Impact

The size of the giving circlehasemtmp or t ant i nf | u e n s attitudes, amde mber s 0
perceptionsL ar ger, more formal groups seem to incre
strategies. Smaller and less formal cirdesm teencourage diversification of\ghg and

increased engagemel n general, smaller circles seem to

civic engagement.
D o nWatrry About Shifting Funding Away From EXxisting Priorities

A common concern about giving circles has been that they may divert funds away from causes
and oganizations already supportedid research shows that giving circle members tend to give
more and give more broadly as a result of participatether than shift their givingsiving

circles may, however, displace giving that goes to combinedybampaigns such as the

United Way.

UseGiving Circles to Increase Awarenes®aut Community and Policy

Giving circles help donors to learn about community organizations, issues, and solutions and
enhance the giving strategy of donors. They aregsistr more important as tools for increasing

this awareness, and enhancing giving strategy, as they may be for increasing giving. Giving
circles and their hosts can be intentional about introducing members to proven organizations as
well as thosethataeef f t he fbeaten path. o
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INTRODUCTION

Giving circlesare made up ahdividualswho pooltheir resources and then dectdgether
where these resources should be distributed. They also include social, educational, and
engagemendspectghat seem t@engageparticipantsan their communitiegnd increas¢heir
understanding of philanthropy and community issues.

This reportpresents data from study taunderstand the impacts of participating in giving

circl es ophilanteapib and gviz behavior, knowledge, and attitudes

Philanthropyis defined here as giving money and other resources, including time, to aid

individuals, causes, and organizatioGsiicd escr i bes areas rel ated to
responsibilities, political and social u&s, and engagement in the community and political
processBeyond exploratory research to understand the overall giving circle landscape and
motivations of membeyand a number of case studies on specific types of giving circles,
insufficientresearchlsa been done to understand giving cir

This research is important for several reasBhsanthropic institutions across the U.S. (and
increasingly in other parts of the world) have helped to create and/or promote giving ciecles as
means for improving and increasing philanthropy and enhancing the communities in which they
operattCommuni ty foundations and other fAhosto or
start and support many giving circles with the assumption thatuheggiircle will allow them

to cultivate newand more diversdonors, increase giving to their foundation and the community,

and promote more informed, more strategic philanthrggy, so far theréas beetittle

evidence beyond thejualitative to showthatparticipation in giving circles hasichimpacs on

membes, in particular on nowwhite, norfemale membersSecond, while a few studies have
provided insight into weaviortrdiatedto phithnthrofye al s o at
have lessnformation about the behavi&grknowledge andttitudesof individuals of more

modestmeans. Giving circle members seem to represent a-seation of donod beyond the
megawealthyd and so can contribute to our understanding about donors from diverse

backgounds.

Finally, building on the work of theorists suchRabertPutnam Sidney Verbaandothers,

studying the impacts of participating in giving circles may expand our knowledge about how
practichg a more engaged and deliberafmen of philanthropy as often is the case with
givingcircle® mi ght i nf | ue n c e behaviorskmodledgeamn atitldés¥e ci vi c
can estimate the degree to which someone will give based on religiosity or political attitude

(such as identification with a political g or liberal or conservative valueshut we know less

about how the act of participating in philanthropy and voluntary assogiatidrincreased

awareness about problems in the communiight affectpolitical/civic attitudes and behavir

!See for example: The Baltimore Giving Project, 2000; #
2 See for example: Schervish, & Havens, 2001; Ostrower, 1995
% See for example Brooks, 2003, 2006
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We haveheard much about the decline in participation among volugtaypsby Putnam and
others yet, earlier interviews with giving circle members indicate that (among other reasons)
membersre attracted to giving circlelsecausahey want to be more engagedheir

communities’ We can examine giving circles to see if these members are indeed more engaged
and what the effects of thesigagemernnight be on their civic perceptions. This aheesnot
beenaddressedout is of great importance as we increasirigbk to philanthropy and its
institutions to address community probleh@iving circles offer a unique opportunity to
understand the nexws philanthropyandvoluntary associatigrand how education about
philanthropy and the community might influertbe attitudes and actions of citizens. Within this
context, findings may be helpful to public service practitioners (in particular local government
officials) who seek ways to build community cohesiveness and increase citizen involvement in
decisionmakingprocesses and community problem solving.

The rest of the repois organizeds follows. First, the literatureviewdescribes our current
knowledgeof the gving circlelandscape anthe gapsthatremain in the literaturehis is

followed by a discussn of the research methodoloddrimary dita were gathered through a
survey of memberand past memberd 26 giving circles of various types, sizes, and identities
as well asa control group; senstructured interviews with 30 giving circle membarsl @ast
memberdrom 11 giving circlesandparticipant observation noté&®m four giving circle
membersNext, the findings and results of thtidyare reported. Finally, we close with a
discussiorand conclusiondrawnfrom these findings

* Eikenberry,20009.
® Abramson, Salamoi& Russell, 2006Eikenberry 2007; Salamon, 1995

9
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WHAT WE KNOW A BOUT GIVING CIRCLES

Scholars, practitioners, and journalists claim a new era has begun in American philathropy
era in which donora/ant to bemore engagethroughunconventional maes of giving and
volunteering® This more engaged philanthropy has ifested in several ways, including the
introduction of new funding mechanisms and philosophies to enable donors to reach their
philanthropic goals.

Within this fAnew phil ant havebgopropomilaraniongaonaig nt , ¢
especiallynon-traditional donorsvho areunderthe age o060, women, anérom various racial,

ethnic and tribal groupslt is impossible to say how many giving circles exist in the United

States (and increasingly abroad) because of their grassroots nature. Skaretihef Regional
Associations of Grantmakers (Forum) began to track these groups in 2004, the number of giving
circles identified has more than doubled to well over 500 groups. Most giving circles are
relatively new, having started only in the last fiegen years and there is strong indication that
many more exist and many more continue to be créa®dng circles are located in at least 44
states and the District of ColumbBi&Recent research by Bearman estimates that giving circles
have given moréhan 800million over the course of their existee and have engaged at least
12,000people.

Beyond exploratorgtudiesdone by Rutnik, Bearman, and Eikenberitid broadbased

research on giving circles exsgieyondthoseon specific types of givipcircles case studies for

use in the classroom, organizational evaluations, and reports or manuals for philanthropic
practitioners to help promote and create giving cirtléu t ni k a n ®00B=udyy man & s
sponsored by the Forum, provided the firstoratl scan of the giving circle landscape, locating
approximately 200 giving circles in 39 states and the District of Columbia. The 77 giving circles
represented in their survey sample engaged more than 5,700 donors and granted more than $44
million over the course of their existence.

From this sample, as well as interviews with 15 giving circle lead contacts, Rutnik and Bearman
concluded that giving circles attract a diverseyaafadonor® bothmen and womeh acrossa

wide spectrum of ages. The study gested that giving circles typically start with a core
individual or motivated group, and grow to in
immediate social network, thus maximizing informal social ties. Finally, the study documented

the numerous drcal decisions that giving circles make as they form, which determine their

structure and operating procedure, their financial commitment, their funding priorities, and their

® See for example: Byrne, 2002; Cobb, 2002; McCully, 2008; Streisand, 2001

" Bearman, 2007Lindsey, 2006

8 Rutnik and Bearman (2005, p. 5) estimate they were able to locate only one out of every two or three giving circles
nationaly.

® Bearman, 2007Giving circles have also been identified in Canada, J&auth Africaand Great Britain.

19 Ahn, 2003;Beeson, 2006CIohesy, 2004; Community Wealth Ventures, 2002; Ghosh, 2005; Guthrie, Preston, &
Bernholz, 2003Ho, 2008;JovanovicCarolone, & Massood, 200&ahn, 2007; Moody, 200®)rloff, 2002; Rutnik

& BeaudoinSchwartz, 2003; Sbarbaro, 2002; Stanford, n.d.
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administrative processes, including whether or not to form a relationship Wwakt
organization!

Bear mands second study, sponsored by the Foru
400 giving circles in 44 states and the District of Columbia. Detailed survey information was
collected for 16@roups The giving circles reqgsented in this sampledraisednearly$90

million over the course of their existereed hadyrantedmore than $64 millionin 2006 alone,

giving circles inthis studyreported that they gawil3 millionin grants to organizations in their
communitiestheir regions, and internationallWwhen norduplicative data from the 2005 study
wereadded, giving circles were found to have raisede thar$95 million.

In addition, Bearman identified characteristics and practices of successfulitorigg giving

circles (those that had operated for more than five years). ghagesface common challenges,

such as leadership transition and the difficulty of measuring their impact. They have survived by
adapting their priorities and offerings, given more monesr éivne and developed special
programming for experienced members. Attributes such as strong leadership, a flexible structure,
and positive relationships with host organizations were found to be crititeitsustainability.

Ei k e n 2606stugdy8asight tocreate a typology of giving circles andderstand the degree

to whichtheyserve to democratizghilanthropy Datafor this studywere gathered from a
database of 188 giving circles, interviews with 30 individuals from across the country
participating in or working with a giving circle (including one case stofdggiving circle where
nearly all members were interviewed), and secondary data from published case studies, news
articles, webites, and other documentatitfriThree types of giving cites were identified: small
groups, loose networks, and formal organizations (see Table 1).

Small Groups

Small groups consist of a small number of people who poolrgsaurcesnd then decide

together where to giviheseaway. The amount of funds pedl by each member tends to be in
equal amounts ranging from $50 to $5,000, though there are several small groups where the
amount paid into the fund is left to the discretion of the individual. Because the group is small,
leadership is often shared andak able to participate in the decisimaking process. About

half of small group giving circles use a consensus decmigking process. The two major foci

of small group giving circles seem to be social and educational activities, with the socia aspect
often taking precedence. The social aspect is emphasized through informal group interaction and
discussions. The educational aspect is also relatively informal, taking place through the grant
making process, site visits, meetings with nonprofit staff,iaformation sharing among group
members. Several small groups have some staff support to help with administration or fiscal
management.

An example of a small group AsiaNextGenlt is a group of young professional Asian
Americans seeking to addressyamunity needs and to engage in high impact philanthropy by

" Rutnik & Bearman, 2005
2I'ncluding the survey data f.rom Rutnik and Bear manoés 2
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Giving Circles and Their Impactsn Members

coming together and strategically funding issues of common interest in New York Gigrted
in 2004 with five friends who donated $4,000 each, growing out of a networking event of young
professionals in New York City who gathered at a reception sponsored by the Asian American

Federation of New York. The Federation continues to host the giving circletdteegoals of
the group are to: impact social change, leverage monetary contributims®, €xpertise and
skills with financial and intellectual capital, and educate and grow a new generation of

philanthropists. Funding decisions and education about community issues are informed by guest
speakers or workshops about philanthropy and is®#es asite visits to nonprofit organizations,

group discussion, and connections to philanthropic networks.

Table 1: Giving®Circle fAldeal o Types
Type Small Groups Loose Networks Formal Organizations
41 identified 49 identified 86 identified
(22% of all GCs) (26% of all GCs) (46% of all GCs)
Number of 5 to 25 people, ave 13 2 to 140 people, number | 5 to 500 people, ave 84
Members people per group fluctuates people per group
Gender Half women only groups; | Mostly women Mostly mixed gender

half mixed gender groups

Member Fee Per
Year

$50 to $5,000 or
discretionary

$25 to $35, discretionary

$250- $5,700

Organizational

Shared leadership, closed

Informal network, people

Formal, committees, focus

DecisionMaking

and vote

consensus

Structure membership come in and out with core| on growth
group leading
Grant All participate, consensus | Board or lead group, Committee (in some,

members ratify), consensus
and/or vote

Major Activities

Social and educational
(mostly informal)

Social and fundraising
(mostly infomal)

Educational and volunteer
engagement (mostly formal

Affiliations Community foundation or | National affiliation to Community foundtion or
other organization serves a headquarters or part of other organization, several
fiscal agent, sometimes independent movement | become independent
provides staff support 501(c)(3), many with staff

support

Examples T AsiaNextGen T Bread for the Journey| i Impact 100
I New Mountain I Dining for Women i Latino Giving Circle of

Climbers i Party with Purpose Chicaggo
I Shared Giving I Womenade i Social Venture Partners
Seattle

Loose Networks

Loose networks typically consist of a core group of people who do the ongoing organizing,
planning and grant decisienaking for the group and then individuals, who may or may not be
considered members,r an c h
tend to gather around a specific event like a potluck dinner or other fundraiser. Individual
participants can make funding recommendations but typically do not make funding decisions
There idittle or no staff support within these groups. Rather, loose networks are characterized

of f

13 Eikenberry,2005

from t hat
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by their flexibility, organic naturglow cost to operate and lack of bureaucraiyere is typically

no minimum fee to participate and decisimaking often occurs in an ad hoc fashion in response

to the needs of individuals. The activities of these groups are primarily sociadlesgémphasis

put on educating members about the community. Many see their participation in the group as an
alternative to volateering.

An example of a loose network is Womenade. The first Womenade was created in Washington,
D.C. when Dr. Amy Kossoff and her friends decided to hold a potluck dinner and ask attendees
to donate $35 to a fund that would enable Kossoff to givediahassistance to her clients for
prescriptions, utility bills, and rent. Kossoff did much of her work in homeless shelters and
public clinics and regularly provided assistance to her clients out of her own pocket. The women
called the group Womenade dmeld their first potluck in March 2001. Nearly 100 women
attended, raising $3,000. A yeanda-half later,Real Simplenagazine did a story on
Washington Womenade, including a section on
(Korelitz, 2002). Atleast 25 Womenade groups have been identifieib article also inspired

Marsha Wallace to staiining for Women now a national network of more than 177 small

groups across the country in which women meet for dinner on a monthly basis and pool the
funds they would have spent eating out to support international grassroots programs helping
women around the world.

Formal Organizations

Formal organizations are more formal in their structure and deaisaiing processe®oking

very much like a traditicsd membership organization structure with a board or lead group at the
top, committees, members, and frequently professional staff support. They are also larger in size
of membership then other giving circles and the cost to participate tends to berhjgdrex to

small groups and loose networks; the modal amount being $&r@%,500. The grant
decisionmaking process typically involves committees or investment teams making grant
decisions directly or making recommendations for a full membership viatem&jor activities

of formal organizations are education and engagerivargt formal organizations have some

kind of educational programming in addition to grant making and other informal educational
opportunities. There is also a strong emphasis ontdirggagement with nonprofit

organizations. About half of formal organizations provide opportunities for members to
volunteer with nonprofit organizations. In most cases, members volunteer their expertise at the
administrative level rather than through dirservice.

Social Venture Partners (SVPiovides arexample of a formal organizatioisVP started in

1997 in Seattle and now has expanded to at least 25y$Ryiving circles in the U.S. and

CanadaThe group follows ghilanthropicphilosophy thaemphasizes lorterm relationships

with funding recipients, the provision of seed capital and organizational advice, and close
tracking of funding r ec.ilgmaonfocsate equcatng memmbess a n d
about philanthropy and commuyissues and creating lotgrm, engaged relationships with

funding recipients. Thannual contribution t&VP is around $5,000. SVP also asks members to
volunteer at the nonprofit agencies they fund, providing consulting and capacity building

support. SVRaffiliates fund in various areas but often take a strong interest in issues related to
youth and education.

13



Giving Circles and Their Impactsn Members

Othersfindingsf r o m E i k e n lmdicatethatigwingsitclesdggnerally bring younger and
morefemale participants to the philanthropicleathat aresitherlong-time philanthropister

those new to organized philanthropy. For both groups, participation seems to increase levels of
giving while bringing fn especialpto@nalbandlozallyjadece nonp
organizationsMembers also seem to learn about and give to organizations and individuals, and

in interest areas, they most likely would not have given to otherwise. In addition, members seem

to be more thoughtful, focused and strategic in their personal giving bedaadeational

experiences in the giving circle. Eikenberry concludes that compared with more traditional
philanthropic mechanisms, giving circlesseea b e A s o me tchmpargdtodi f f er ent
individual check writinggiving circles offera more engagedgepsonal experiencand

compared to foundation giving, thepable individuals of less wealthy means to actively

participate in organized philanthropy at a more significant level.

Missing from these and other stud@sgiving circless amore definitiveand broader

understanding adheiri mpact s on me mber s dehpvivisknawiedghand pi ¢ an
attitudes. The studies that have been completed to date provide only exploratory evidence about
how membersdé phil ant hr o ptwoughatsobthirikfarmatoh romat ed a
control group of individualsot engaged in giving circle$his study striveto illuminate

changes ilow muchndividuals give howthey give, andow theythink about their giving.

We know even less aboutthegrmct of giving circles on member
and behaviors. Giving circles seem to build the capacities of citizens to participate in community
(much in the way Tocqueville saw voluntary associations), and enable members to connect with
others in the community and idify with individuals in need* Still, it is unclear what the

i mpact of participation in giving circles has
government 6s rol es and r es psoodvalbes,landtoiweas and t
degree their participation translates into increased or changed civic action. This was not a focus

in earlier studies but is important to understand given the current political environment where
citizens seem increasingly disénésted in civic participation as it haaditionally been

understoogdand in which philanthropy and voluntary association are viewed as appropriate

means for solving collective problertts.

Because of the newness of (grhssrgots eatges, tha studliesg i vi n
on giving circles to date have been largely exploratory. This study aims to broaden and deepen
our knowledge about the i mpacts of participat
and civicbehaviorsknowledge and attitudes. To this end, questions addeessclude:

1. Has participation i n a behaviorrelatgd tacgivingc |l e chan g e
volunteeringand civic engagement?

2. Has participation i n a kpwledgeravarenessloolte c hange
philanthropy nonprofits ancdcommunity issues?

14 Scrervish anl his colleagues, 1988 a2001, have shown this to be an important factor in philanthropic
commitment
15 Eikenberry,2009.
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3. Has participation i n a atytudesorpegceptonsbout e c hange
philanthropy community issues, political and social valugsdgovernmenbr nonprofit
roles and responsibilities?

The rext section of the report describes the research methodology used to address these
guestions.
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METHODOLOGY

The study gathered dgpaimarily through a surveyandsemistructurednterviews with giving
circle membersind past membergiangulated wittpaticipant observatios

Data Collection and Analysis Procedures

The first step in thelatagatheringorocessvas to identifya sample of giving circlesn which

we could focus for surveying and interviewirighoosing a sample of giving circles for mane i

depth analysis was the best strategy because giving circles are someshisateby nature and

often protective of their membeiss evidenced by past research on giving arételeed, as we

progressed through thisudy, we found again how difficultt was t o Areacho mem
our sample giving circles (see limitations section below).

Table 2: Characteristics of Sample Giving Circles

Key Characteristic #GCsin # Individuals in
Sample Sample

Type of Giving Circle

Small Group 14 104

Loose Network 4 35

Formal Organization 8 227
Identity GroupFocus®

Women 17 213

African-American 2 13

Asian/Pacific Islander 3 10

Latino 1 29

Young Professional 5 60

Weuseda sampl e of 26 giving circles, drawn from

circle database, consisting of giving circles that represent various types and sizes (i.e. small
groups, loose networks, formal organizations) and identity groups (e.g. wantye\frican
Americanonly, young professionals) in order to get a broad eseston ofdata (see Table 2§
The giving circles in our sample also represented a range in terms of years of existence and
geographic locatics*® In choosing this sample, we also took into consideration earlier studies
that have been published on part&ugiving circles™

8 The numbers here add up to more than 26 because some groups combined more than oaéfiltitity such

as an AfricarlAmeric an Womeno6s giving circle.

" We asked 37 giving circles to participate in the study but 11 of tidget participate for various reasons.

18 Giving circles in the sample ranged frenyear or less in operatiotsthe oldest group starting in 2001. They

were located in California (2), Idaho, lllinois (3), Indiana, Michigan, Missouri (3), Nebraska, New Jersey, New York
(3), North Carolina (2), Ohio, Oregon, South Carolina, Virginia (2), Washington, and the District of Columbia (2).

¥ For instance, Social &hture Partners has already done extensive research on its membership and so a good deal
of data is available on this giving circle modéle also thought it was important to try to include more diverse

groups beyond those examined in earlier studies (mgin whi t e, womends groups) .
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Survey

A survey was constructed (s&ppendi®) and sent to giving circle members and past members
of the giving circles in the sample described abasgevell as to a control group of donors and
public servicggraduatestudents angractitionersvho werelikely not in a giving circle. We

created paper and wddasedversionsthat were administered between November 2007 and April
2008%° We estimate that we sent survey88d giving circle membefgast membefsand 938
individuals inthe control group atotal of 1,828 people. The total number of responses was 587
after outliers were removed: 331 giving circle members ana@d8ol group respondents0

past giving circle members were counted in this grétiphere were also a numbefr

individuals who refused to take the survéfie overall response rate is estimated t8be
percentThe response rate for giving circle members is estimated48 percent(38 percent if
refusals ar@otcounted as response§jving circle membersigst membersiererecruited b

the principle investigators through giving circle leadership in each giving cirthe sample?®

The control groupncluded a random sample of donorsadlidwesternuniversityand a non
random sample giublic adninistrationgraduatestudents and alumni frothe University of
Nebraskat OmahaThe response rate for these groups 2&gercent (8 percen{120
responsedior universitydonors an@0 percenf94 responsedpr UNO graduate

students/alumni).

Thecharaceristics of survey responderatee shown in Table ®verall, giving circle members

in the sample were more likely to be female, from more diverse racial/ethnic groups, and older
on averageompared to the control grouphe propotion of women giing circlemember
respondentsvas 82.8percentcompared to 59.@ercent for the&ontrol group. This difference is
statistically significant. Giving circle memberspondents alsacluded people ofmorediverse
racial/ethnic identitie§28%) than theontwol group which was 87 percent whit&€his is most

likely because giving circles aliverseracial and ethnic groups were targeted for inclusion in the
study. In addition,ite averag agefor giving circle members wa48.4 compared to 42.3 for the
controlgroupand this differencevas statistically significantThe likelihood of joining aiving

circle appears to increassage increasesased on this sampté Among allof the respondents,
10.6percentwereless than or equad 30 years old; 74.percentare between 30 and §ears

old, and14.9percentareover60 years old.

2 Except for one question that was accidentally dropped from thebagd version of the survey, questions in both
formats were identical.

2 This number is based on whaasreported to us by the lead member of each group,digtdbuted the surveys

for us.

2 Qutliers are the dafaom respondents whose donation is beyond three standard desiatitie sample mean.

ZWhen we first contacted the lead person at each giving circle, we asked them to advise us on the bestolay to re
members and past members of the group. We offered to: come to a meeting and distribute paper surveys, send paper
surveys or the electronic survey link to the lead contact who would then distribute these to members/past members,
or mail surveys/email suey link directly to members/past members (with contact information provided by the lead
contact). In all cases but one, the lead contact wanted us to mail/email the survey to them and then they forwarded to
members/past members. One lead contact wastéa atted a meeting but scheduling digdt work out for us to

attend so we ended up mailing/emailing the survey to the lead contact to distribute.

24 \With a correlation value of 0.238gnificantata 1%confidence level.
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On average, giving circle members attetickligious services less frequently than toatrol

group and the difference is statistically differéfttis may be because the sociaihatt

dimension povided by giving circles could, to some degmad)stitute for religious activity or

people who are not interested in religious actiwityy bemore likely to participate ia giving

circle. Indeed, one of the giving circle members weintv i e weld dsoaniodt: tihi nk any
the group goes to church or has any real religious affiliation and | think this [the giving circle] is

the answer f Regardngolitical ¢rigntation, piving circle membeasemore

likely to describeéhemselves as liberal or midebé-the-road compared to the control graup

Table 3: Characteristics of Survey Respondents (Outliers Excluded)

Description Control GC t p-value

Group Members

(n=256) (n=331)
Female 153 274 -6.67  0.000
White 222 238 3.73  0.000*
Age 42.3 48.4 -4.92  0.000*
Religious Attendanc@ 2.22 1.91 238 0.017
Education Level 2.47 2.49 -0.34  0.733
Years in Current Community 19.2 17.3 1.42 0.156
Political Orientatiorf® 4.12 4.99 6.46  0.000*
Annual Income $90,000 $106,500 -3.09 0.002*
Annual Gving $4,945 $7,682 -2.52  0.006*

*Statistically significant difference

Finally, there is a large difference between giving circle members and the controimgthaep
amount they say their households donated to charity over the pasttyearean for giving
circle members wa$7682 compared to $845 for thecontrol group. Thiglifference is
statistically significantHowever, the averagmnualfamily income of giving circle members
was alsohigher than the control groupround $06,500compared taround $0,000 and this
difference is also statistically significafithere is nasignificantdifference between giving circle
members and the control group for educational level, years living in current comnmuamiiy|

status®® andnumberof children®®

% There were 30 members or pastmbers of 11 giving circles of various types, sizes and idegrtityps

interviewed for the study. Interviews were coded 1 through 11 to show membership in one of the 11 giving circles in
the sample and A through D to track different people in the sarmggiircle. Thus, the code for 10A here means

that the first person interviewed from giving circle number 10 is quoted.
% The ranking for religpus attendance was coded as: 0 = Do not attend, 1= Once a year or less, 2 = Several times a
year, 3 = At leasbnce a month, 4 ©nce a week or more.

" Education level was coded as 0 = High school, 1o=¢/at i o n a |

Bachel or 6 Madckd gerr ées,

conservativeandextremely conservativl).
29t=0.03,p=0.972
0t=1.06,p=0.28

0¥ advanced
% \We ranked the possible answers from the respondemsting their political orientation from 7 to 1 in the
following order: extremely liberdl7), liberal, slightly liberal, middle of the road, slightly conservative,
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Looking specifically at giving circle memisthe average donation amountfemale members

was largen($8,127.30}hanfor malememberg$7,021.80),althoughthe difference wasot

statistically significant’ However, there is very ligl differencebetween femalandmalegiving

circle member#n their reported annual family incomeT his indicates that fematgving circle

members are giving more than male giving circle members and thisdsetadifferent

incomes. In additiongind e gi vi ng ci r c | ed495)eimpherthandhe aver age &
average age of the total sample (46.1) and the average agdeogiving circle members (44.2

The differences are statistically significant

Forgiving circlemembersf color, the averagannual totablonation amoun($5,277.30)s

lower thanthe average foall giving circle memberé$7,681.8), butthere isnot a statistically
significantdifference There isalsono significantdifference betweegiving circle members of
colorandall giving circle member$or total annuafamily income.This indicates that members

of colorare giving less than the giving circle membership as a whole and this is not related to
income.In addition,the average age giving circle members of color (44.8)lower than the
average age @ll memberg46.1), but the difference is not ssically significant

Finally, it is worth noting thathe larger giving circles in our sample tended to have a larger
percentage of white members in the grdadpwever the differences between small, medium,
and large groups were not significantly differ&nAverage age, total dotian amount, and
family income wee alsohigherin largergroups®

Interviews

We conducte®0 interviews with a purposively selected sampienembersand past members

from 11 giving circlesin ouroriginal sample We chose thgroupsfrom which the interviewees

were members or past memberget a representatiggoupand becausthe lead contact was

willing to help us contact members/pasgtmibersWe interviewed giving circle membédpast

memberswith varying levels of involvement in the group, length of membership, gamder

gender orientatigmprofessionand racial/éhnic identities Theywere also members of different
types of giving dicles(see Table Joras u mmary of i nterview particip
Interviews were conducted on the telephone by both primary investigatsjedand
transcribedTheytook place betweeDecembef6, 2007and May 23, 2008 andnged fron 22

minutes tab5 minutes with the average length 36inutes

Transcriptions were independently analyzed by one primary investigator and a graduate assistant.
MAX QDA qualitative data analysis software was used to systematically organize, code, and
analze the data. Analysis followetdstrategy set out by Maxwetlatinvolved an iterative

31 p-value = 0.532

¥ pvalue = 0.48

% The average age is 47.6 and 47.3 for membegiving circlesof small and middle size and 47.6 fgiving
circles of large sizeThe average total donation amoun$&563.D for members irsmall giving circles$7,065.3
for medium sized giving circlegnd $13104.8 for members idarge giving circlesThe average family income is
$90,500and$97,700for membersn small andmediumsizegiving circles and$135,000for members in large
giving circles
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process of contextualizing and categorizing strate§i€his process included: listening to the
entire interview and reading transcripts and other documents comphetaligh to get a sense of
the whole, rereading and coding segments,cading and grouping codes into broad clusters of
similar topics or nodes, primarily around the research questions though allowing for emergent
topics. These clusters were then ity re-coded into more specific and sihfied nodes,
creatin®y fAtrees. o

Table 4 TheCharacteristics of Giving Circle MembéPast Members Intgiewed

Key Characteristic Number in Sample
Level of Involvement
LeaderActive Member
Committee Member
Regular Member
Mainly Donor
PastMember
Length of Membership
5+ Years
3-4 Years
2 Years
1 Year or less
Gender

NAOR S

=
Oy O

Male 7
Female 23
Profession
Government
Nonprofit/Fundraising
Foundation
For-profit
RetiredNone
Race/Ethnicity
African American
Latino/Hispanic
Asian/Asian American
White
Unknown
Type of Giving Circle
Small Group
Loose Network
Formal Organization 19

=
o5 0100

PN === NN

N ©

Participant Observations

Participant observations were used to supplement survey and inteat@w-our individuals
conducted participant observations in three giving cirfctas May 2007 to April 2008.
Participant observersere asked t&eep a journal of refleate notequsing an observation
protocol provided by the principal investigatorsyidg this time period. Entries wesent to one
of the primary investigators after each meetPgrticipant observers also submitted meeting

3 Maxwell, 1998, p. 90
% Coffey & Atkinson, 1996, p. 29
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minutes and other relevant documents from the group. These were included in the analysis
process described aboww fnterviewing and used mainly to supplement and triangulate our
findings. We ultimately found these reflections to be less useful as we had hoped, and perhaps
most revealing about what did not happen at giving circle meetings rather than what did happen.

Study Limitations

Even though the primary investigators have been working with and been members of giving
circles for some time, reaching and getting giving circle members to participate in the study was
not as easy ase hadanticipated. This mabe lecause giving circles are larggassroots in

nature, led by volunteers, afrdquentlyprotective of members. We set out in this study to get a
broad as well as lestudied crossection of giving circles to participate. We were fairly

successful in @ching various types of giving circles and identity groups, but we would have
liked to include more merAfrican American and Latintlispanicgroups, and loose networks in

the sample. Strong and sustained efforts were made to inblesks groupbut provel

unsuccessful for various reasons. Fewer of these groups make up the giving circle population to
begin with In addition, because the primary investigators are both white females, we may not
have been able to connect as easily with some grbopse netwrks are much less

bureaucratic in nature and looser in their structure so a bit more difficult to Yéadiso had

hoped to include at least one Social Venture Partners grabp sampléut were not able tdo

sodue to changes in leadership in omeup we approached and because SVP International was
in the midst obther studieat the time of our resear¢bee Moody, 2008)

As for the survey, ounitial intent wago geta random sample of two different donor greup
donorsto higher educationral donorsto a widely suppodgdhuman services agency operating

on a national level. Due to transitions at the human services agency, agreement there was never
reached and in spring 2008, an alternative convenience sanmyevefsity of Nebraska at
OmahaUNO) School of Public Administration graduatidents and alummierecontacted®

The response rafeom the Indiana Universityandom samplef 120respondentdoes not itself
provide sufficient numbers for comparison with giving circle data exceffteolargest levels.

The UNO convenience sample boosts the responses available for analitss d&gb not large
enough on its own to provide detailed compariatth giving circle response3hus, it is

difficult to draw generalizable conclusions aboational donors from the control group.
However, laving a convenience sample to compare with the convenience sample of the giving
circle members with the same questions asked in the same pEtiloeé does givea legitimate
framework for examining how ging circle members might differ from the larger population.

We also ran into a few glitches with our web survey thahately could not be fixed bthe
company that hosted tlomlinesurvey.There were several people who tried to take tineesu

but ran into a question (#4hat would not allow them to enter the data and move onto the next
guestion. Some of the people who contactedhasit this problem ended up taking the web
survey through other meansaonmpleting a paper surveyWe do not know how anyothers if

any, did notcontact usf they ran into difficultiesWe do know, however, that out of 613

% We also contacted three different community foundations but they were not willing to participate in the study.
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attempts to complete the survey, 183 percentwere abandoned before completiBecause

there were no unique identifiers for each respondenhave no way to know if some people

retried and then completed the survey later. Nor do we know how many of the 165 were repeated
attempts by the same person or people to take the survey.

There were also some limitations to our interview sample did nothave the time to interview
members/past members of evgrying circle in our sample so had to choosdy some

members and past members froor sample tanterview. We did our best to choose a
representative sample but it is difficult to know how weilf mterview sample represents the
larger population. This potential limitation is offset somewvidyatriangulating our findings from

this study with past studieg/e especially set out to interview people who were not included in
earlier studies and fohé¢ most part, we were successful. We had good representation, for
example, from various racial/ethnic groups and rifée.found that it was difficult to find and
secure interviews with past members of giving circles, and were only able to include two in our
sampleWe had also planndd interview as many people as possible in person rather than over
the telephone, but found once we started the ghatyit was logistically not possib{and also

that telephone interviews were preferable for their easéendility) . The people we did

interview were, for the most part, very busy and so some of the interviews had to be shortened to
accommodate schedules.

Finally, our participant observers were choseostlyfor convenience basedonh e obser vers
willing ness to take notes on a regular basisduringtheu dy 6 s t i mef rame. Ther e
to try to find a representative sample of giving circles for this data gathering process, though it

did turn out that the three giving circles observed were at diffstages in their lifecycles: one

having just started, one two years old, anémore than four years old. These observations are
supplemented with our own experiences being members of giving circles.
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The purpose of this researchtounderstad the impacts of participating in giving circles on

FINDINGS

member s6 phil an tinhparicplar, wawadio koow ¥f participationfirea.giving

circlehasc h an g ed Inekanidrrelates @ their giving, volunteeringyic engagement

and politichaction We alsowantto knowif participation in a giving circleaschanged
me mb ewasedes®r knowledgeabout philanthropynonprofits, and community issues
Finally, and much moreifficult to determine, we wartb know if participation in a givingircle

hasc hanged peeeptorsratibudesabout philanthropy, community issuegjzen,
government and nonprofit roles and responsibilitiegheirpolitical and social valuegach of

theseareads addresseth detail below.

Philanthropi c and Civic Behaviors

This section looks at thenpacts of participaton n a gi vi ng
household contributions, giving strategies, and where peoplé gisevell as on their
volunteering, civic engagement and political actions

Giving

Total Annual Giving

cir 6 towl

on

People in giving circles tend to donate morean annual bastean people who are nit giving
circles Survey datahowthat therds a large differenci the amount onnualcharitable

householdyiving between givingircle membes andcontrol grouprespondentsThe mean for

giving circle members is $§81.68, compared to 8#4.9 for the control grouand this
difference is statistically significart’ However, the averagennualfamily income of giving
circle memberss alsohigher than the control groupround $06,500compared t@around

$90,000°®

Table 5 Income Range and Averagimusehold Contributionsuting thePastYear

Income Range GC Member Control Group t p-value
Annual Donations  Annual Donations
(mean $) (mean $)

$25,000$35,000 1,250 1,055 -0.39 0.697
$35,000$50,000 932 3,447 1.34 0.187
$50,000%$75,000 1,761 2,345 0.88 0.378
$75,000$100,000 2,905 3,825 1.10 0.273
$100,006$150,000 5,890 5,457 -0.20 0.837
$150,000$200,000 7,029 7,129 0.03 0.971
$200,000 above 19,744 12,428 -1.40 0.153

3t=-252, Pr[T <t]=0.006, Pr[|T| > [t]] = 0.012

%¢=-3.09, p=0.002
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Looking atannualgiving by family income, we tested whether there is any differentstah
charitable donations between the giving cianhel thecontrol group (seedble 5. We foundno
statisticallysignificant difference folaverage household contributidnstween these two groups
when accounting faiamily income. Thusit appears thahe averagannual contribution
amount is larger for giving circle members because giving circles have mormtaghe
paricipants.This means thgieople with higheannualfamily incomes are more likely to join a
giving circleandthey are not necessarily donating more.

Converselybased on selfepors (Q. #11ain the survey, 66 percentof giving circle membey
indicatedthatthe total amont they contribute each year hasreased due to giving circle
participation while 32 percentindicatedtheir donatioramouns$ havestayed the sam@ee
Figure 1)** The inconclusiveness of the survey da@yindicate thathe increasdamount
givenis not big enough to make a stagally significant difference, responderaie
exaggerating the impact of the giving circle on their givmgespondentgave less before and
are now mordike the ontrol group.

Figure 1:Giving Circle Members Change in Annual Household Contributions

29

W Substantially Increased

m Slightly Increased
Stayed the Same

B Slightly Decreased

Substantially Decreased

In addition, at least orthird of those interviewedpecificallysaid their personal giving has
increasd since joining a giving circle (#1A, 3AlA, 4B, 5A, 5B, 7C 8B, 8D,10B). Several
respondentalso said their giving amount has remained the same or they have shifted their
giving from elsewhere to the giving circi4C, 2B, 9C, 10L Two people alsoeported a
decreas in giving due to retirement and job loss since joining the giving circle @&XB,

We canfurther examinehe effect of giving circle participation ane mb dotakyi@ing by
looking atthe various levels and wayswhichgiving circle members are engaged with the
giving circle anchow these correlate witiotal giving. Based a survey datéQ. #10), it appears

39 SVPI also foundecently that 72% of respondents to their study of SVP partners indicated their total annual
giving increased since joining SVP (Kahn, 2007). Half of respondents cited S\ adthe top tworeasons,

along with community involvemenas to the reasatheir giving increasedviore recently, Moody (2008) found in a
survey of a broad sample of 175 members of 14 SVP affiliates that over 70% of respondents said their charitable
giving to all causes increased after joining SVP. A third of these said theiggose by 50% or more after joining
SVP. Over half of these respondents indicated that SVP was a significant or primary factor in influencing this
change.
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thathigher levels okngagement in the giving circlEreassociated with higher amounts

contributed through the giving circf€ however giving circle engagememtoesnot significantly
correlate withincreases imnnualtotal amount contributef. That is, the more giving circle
membersareengaged in the group, the more they give through the giving circle, but this does not
necessarily translate into more overall givifgor allgiving circlemembemrespondent27

percent of thar annualhousehold contributions wedonethrough a givingeircle.*®

Figure 2 Level of Engagement in Giving Circle and Average Annual Household Contributions

59,000
58,000

57,000

36,000 m Highly-Engaed GC
$5,000 Members
54,000 m Low-Engaged GC
Members
23,000 Control Group

$2,000
51,000
50

Average Annual Household Contributions

Yet, if engagement levah the giving circles divided into two leveld low level (2.5 and under)
and high leve(2.5 and abové) me mb dotakaidnual household contributiods increasdérom
one level to the next (see Figure*2)n other words, if someone is highly engaged in the giving
circle, they are more likely than less engagesmbers to give more in total contributions.
Highly-engaged members give a lot more than the control group heom&arfor annual
household contributionscreasd from $4,945 for the control group ®6,852for low-
engagement membeis $8476for high-engagemennembers

“0The correlation coefficient is 0.203, withvalue 0.00. An index for the engagentlevel was cred by dividing

the total maximum possible scores for each of the questions by the numbeiacg#tdp@ntries; the index ranged

from 1 to 4.

“I The correlation coefficient is 0.038, wittp-value= 0.490.

“2 1t might also be noted that for female givicigcle members, the engagement level in the giving circle does not

have a statistically significant correlation with total amount donated while it does have a statistically significant
correlation with the amount donated through the giving cifiddés meas that female giving circle members do not
appear to increase their total annual giving due to giving circle participation; however, they do donate more through
the giving circle when they are more connected to the giving circle. For giving circle meshbelar, the two

correlations are not statistically significant.

313% of respondents reported that more than half of their annual household contributions are done through a giving
circle. For female members, 25.5% of their total giving is done thragging circle For giving circle members of

color, 22.4% of their total giving is done throualgiving circle Thereareno statistically significant differense

* Theindex for the engagement level in the giving circle was created by dividing thenetahum possible scores

for each of thel0 engagement activitidsy the number of applicable entries, with the index ranging from 1 to 4.

These engagement levels were then divided into higimel lowerlevel, using 2.5 as a coff point. The median

(509 falls at 2.5.The possible anger for each ranged from4 (0 = Does not apply, 1 = Not at all, 2 = Rarely, 3 =
Sometimes, 4 £requently).
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The conclusion to be drawn from these data are that giving circle mewitease highly

engaged in the circle may be influenced to give more overall while less engaged nmambers
less likely b change their level of givinG It could also be that people prone to be highly
engaged in a group like a giving circle are also prone to give more. Interviews and previous
studies suggest that individuals who weremghly involved in philanthropy before joining a
giving circle (#6A)may inded be influenced to give more as their participation level in the
group increase®. However, for those already very active in philanthropy, being very active in
the giving circle does not seem to have as much of an effect on their giving amount (#8A, 4C,
10C).

Data in Table @&lsoshowthat annuatotal household contributionscrease as thength of time
in the giving circle increasé$Even f we preclude the income effect, we find that total annual
donatiors increaseas length of time in a giving cieincrease&® This data suggest, then, that
given enough time, giving circles do influence members to give more. Because most giving
circles are still fairly new (most hastarted in the last-8 years), it may be too early to tell the

true effectsofpat i ci pating in giving circles on memberl

Table 6 Length of Time in Giving Circland AnnualAverage Household Contributions

Length of Time in Total (#) Annual Total
Giving Circle Giving (mean $)
All giving circle members 331 7,682
Less tharone year 93 3,682
One to two years 98 7,687
Three or four years 100 9,531
More than five years 40 12,328

Anotherway to attempt to understand effemter timeis to look at giving circle members in

more than one giving circlén thesample, 4@peoplewere in more than one giving circle. People
in more than one giving circtend to donatsubstantiallynore than other people, with an
averageof $13,400 compared to $6,88%F membersn onegiving circleand $4945for people

in nogiving circle The rumber of giving circle memberships has a statistically significant and
positive effect on giving®

*Moody (2008)alsof ound in a survey of SVP me fkthesewhorfeportedo t he
othe SVP activities beyond giving an annual contribuiomere the least likely to say SVP had some sort of

i mpact on their givingo (p. 30).

“6 See also Eikenberr009

" The correlation coefficient between total donation amount and length of time in thg girdles is 0.186, which

is statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level.

8 The average family income for giving circle members with a length of membership less than one year is 6.02, so
we treat it as $100,000. The average family incéongiving circle members with length of membershig 1
years/34years/more than 5 years are respectively 7.45/7.59/7.69. Usintgat) we find there is no statistical
significance among these three at the 95% confidence level, so we treat the asesatpeld revenue of giving

circle members with time length larger than one year as the same: $170,000.

“9We employed two ways to check the correlation between membership in multiple giving circles and total
household contributions. The correlation betweamber of giving circle memberships and the total amount given

is 0.205, significant at the 99 percent confidence leveb{pe = 0.0002). In addition, by doing a tobit regression
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Finally, it is interesting to notéhat giving circle members who engage in the giving circle in
different waysbehave differentlyn relation to their chamable giving (see Table &d Figure B

these differences are not statistically differ&mar example,ite most generougving circle
membersarethosemainly deciding on whom or which organizations receive funtétomg the

giving circle Thesegivingi r cl e member sé average annual hou
percent otheirtotal giving is done through a giving circl@s indicated above, the average
percentage of giving done through the giving circle for all giving circle member responadesnts

27 percent.Jheyalso make up theecond highest income grouhis suggestshat the people

who are making funding decisions in the giving circle are also active philantsroptside of

the giving circlelt could be that the experience of leaghabout and deciding on funding

recipients inspires members to want to give more to the organizations they enbeyatet the

giving circle Interviews from this and earlier studies do suggest that members frequently give to
potential nonprofit fundingecipients beyond what is given through the giving cig( 7B,

8C, 9A, 10B.”° As one interviewee put it:

| have been exposed to a | ot of smaller gr
the grant making committee Grdlehamtkas| 6ve been
| 6ve seen some of the reports that come in
that 1 6ve felt, that struck my interest, I
giving circleb6s donation (#2A)

Table 7: Main Activities in the Giving €le and AnnuaAverageGivingand Income

Mainly Attended/Patrticipated In Activities Average % of Average

Through the Giving Circle®* Total giving Annual

Giving thru GC Income
Voted or took part in deciding wheceived funding | $11,055| 26.40% | $118,750
Helped raise funds $10,410| 28.50% | $116,500
Held leadership position(s) $9,583 30.00% | $112,750
Went on site visits $9,571 28.50% | $126,250
Participated in committee meetings $8,466 30.50% | $107,750
Volunteeredwith funding recipient or other nonprofit $8,178 26.60% | $102,750
Attend full membership meetings $8,036 30.50% $99,500
Attended scial events $7,943 31.60% $99,750

Took action onlocal, national, or internationabpcy

issue(s) $7,722 28.60% $98,000
Attended educational sessions $7,642 29.50% | $108750

and putting the totaliging amount as the dependent variable, we found that the number of giving circle
memberships is the next significant variable right after the total family income and the constant: the number of
giving circle memberships has a statistically significant gositive effect on giving at the 95 percent confidence
level (pvalue = 0.021).

0 See alscEikenberry, 20082009

*1 people reporting that they frequently do one of these activities are more likely to report that they frequently do
other activities as wkl
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Similarly, those who do fundraising for the giving circle also give a relatively high amount in
total annual contributions ($10,410) and aboutfmneth of this total annual giving is done

through the giving circlePresumably, those who help rafsads through the giving circle are

hi ghly c¢ommi

Giving circle membermainly holding leadership positions aattendng site visitsgive the next

tted to the

e s ving ci

r cl

eods

highest amounts. The average annual household gietitgdse mainly holding leadership
positions is $9,583 and 30 percent of their total giving is done through the giving circle.

Forthose mainly attending site visits, total annual giving i$%&Band 285 percenftof this
giving isdone through thgiving circle. However, thissecond group adonorsalso haghe

highestaverage family incom&b126,250) of all giving circlemembersThis suggests that the

acti

people conductingiving circlesite visitstend to be those with higher incomes. Earlier studies
sugeest that site visits are often conducted as part of the grant making process and this is done as
a group (in the case of small groups) or a committee (as in the case of loose networks and formal

organizations). This process is typically open to anyonewdrds to and has the time to serve.

Thus, it may be that people with higher incomes have moreatimi@esourcet® devote tdahe
grantmaking and site vigitrocess.

Figure 3: Ways of Engaging in Giving Circles and AnndeérageHousehold Contributions
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circle indicated in the survey that thégnatel a total 0f$8,178 on averagennually with 26.6

percentof their giving done throughgiving circle This growp givesone ofthe lowest
percentage(except for members mainly deciding on funding recipients) of their total annual

giving through the giving circle. This may be because people who are volunteering through the

giving circle are also very active and gigielsewhere.

Members who mainly attend committee and full membership meetings fatmge in average
amount donated in the past y€d8,466 and $8,036 respectivelghdboth groups give about

28

Vv



onethird of their total annual giving (30.5 percentjahgh the giving circle. This may mean that
those mainly attending meetings are more involved in the administration of the giving circle and
thus also more dedicated to giving through the group.

Memberswvho report that they frequently attend social evehtiegiving circle have an
averageannual household contributi@mount of $,943 and31.6 percentf theirtotal givingis

done through tha givingcircle (this percentage is the highest for all activity groupk)s group

also ha®ne ofthe lowestaverage annual incomamong memberg.hus, giving circlenembers

who mainly attend social activitigsroughthegiving circlegive the highest percentage thieir

total annuabiving through ajiving circle buta lower average total donation amount canag

to members mainly participating in other activities. This may mean that members attending
social events are not giving as much elsewhere and so may be shifting their giving to the giving
circle or they may have not been as active in giving beforéhengiving circle is providing an

outlet for them to be more active.

Giving circle members who mainly took action on policy issues gave lower overall amounts in
total giving ($7,722) and a relatively low percentage of their giving through the giving. circl
This may be because giving circlgsnerallydo not take action on policy issues and so provide
little inspiration to people who may be manéerested irgiving money in this are¥. Interviews

for this study (see below) and earlier research sugdest level of political/policy activity in
giving circles> The low level of givingmay also be because this group has the lowest annual
income compared to those who mainly focus on other activities.

Finally, andsomewhat surprisinglyhe average amount ahnual household contributiofer
membersvho mainly attend educationsgéssions ($7,642s lessthanthe average total amount

of giving for giving circlemembersvho mainly participate in all other activitighough it is still

larger than average amal total giving for the control group ($4,945). This may mean that giving
circle members mainly attending educational sessions are learning about the giving side of
philanthropy and using the giving circle as a tool for their initial foray into givirigriiews

from earlier studies have suggested that many, especially younger giving circle participants, are
new tothegiving side of philanthropy* The low average amount given compared to other
groupss,showever, could also indicate that donor educatiesaians alone do not inspire more
giving.

Based on this dat@lated toengagement in various activities in the giving circle, we cannot
concludedefinitively that certain activities lead to more givirtdgowever the differences do
suggest that certamgiving circle activities either attract certain kinds of people (who give more
or less annually) ahatcertain activities do have some influence on the amount people

%2 As some evidence ofiis, in one of the participaobservation giving circles, several people decided not to renew
their membershijn 2008because they were giving more money to MoveOn.org and the Obama campaign.

%3 Eikenberry,2009.

** Eikenberry,2009.

> SVPl alsofound in a recent study of theitembers thaserving on a grant committee, volunteering with investees

and meeting other Partners were cited as SVP activities with the greatest impact on partner giving. Attending donor
education seminarsall the least impact (see Kahn, 2007).
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contribute through the giving circle and overaThis suggestthatsocial events, aseil as
informal and formaéxperiential learning opportunitigmight be important in influencing
changesime mb &ivirsg o

Finally, it is critical to note thaas giving circlesize increasesotal annual household givingy
memberslsoincreass.®’ Since there is no statistical evidence of a relationship bettheen

family incomeof membersand the size of thgiving circle we can preclude the income effect

and conclude that the total donation amalo#s increasas the sizef the giving circle
increases

Giving Strategy

Thewaythat giving circle members are giving appears to be deeflyencedby giving circle
participation. In the survey, we asked respondents to indicate the degree to which they consider
various strategic aspects when maklenger charitable contribution (see Table 8 and Figure 3)

These have been identified in the literature as impoiraitatorsof strategic giving®

Table 8 Strategic Giving Indicators fo€ontrol Group and Giving Circl®espondents

Strategic Giving Indicator Control GC t p-value
Group | Members

Advance a vision for change 2.544 2.942 -5.067 0.00¢
Conduct research to help decide on which 1.992 2.267 -3.49% 0.00*
organizations to support
Soliciting input from and/or collaborating with  1.490 2.112 -9.06 | 0.00¢
others to makéunding decisions
Support general operating expenses in additi 2.208 2.310 -1.23% 0.217
to or instead of specific programs
Check organizational performance data 1.661 1.972 -4.208 | 0.000r
Make multiyear gifts 1.714 1.744 -0.389 0.697
Take into consideration cultural differences @ 1.541 2.216 -8.311 | 0.00¢
race, class, and/or gender

*Statistically significant difference

Giving circlemembers are more likethan the control groufp advane a vision forchange,
conductresearchto help decide on which organizations to support, support general operating

expenses in addition to or instead of specific prograhes;korganizationaperformance data,

andtake into consideration culturdifferences and race, class, and/or gendhen making
funding decisionsGiving circle members are also more likéiyan the control groufm make

* A survey by Moody200§o0f 175 members of
on changing how much they gave point to four primary components of SVP involvement as most importarg: meeti

other partners, volunteering with an investee, attending donor education seminar or events, and serving on a
grant/investment
*"The correlation coefficient between total donation amount andéthe giving circles is 0.108yhichis (barely)

committeeodo (p.

statisticallyinsignificant at the 95 percent confidence leyet 0.0501
%8 Strategic giving indicators were creatadgelyfollowing the work of SVP Internationébee Kahn, 2007)The
degree of strategic givirfgr each indicatowascodedas:4 = Always, 3 = Frequently 2 = Sometimesl = Never,

0=

Donot Know
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multi-year gifts.The statistical significances these indicatorare large excegor multi-year
giving andsupport for general operating expessehich are not significantly different from the
control grou

Figure 3 Strategic Giving Frequency for Giving Cirdéembersand Control Group

Strategic Giving for GC Members
Consider Culture
Give Multiyear _:— | I BAWays
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Support Operating OSometimes
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Overhalf of the giving circle members and past membergwegviewed alsandicated that
participaton in agiving circle hadsomenotable effec on how, where and whatheygive.
These included:

e Discovering the need to plan for givinglQOA, 10B.

®SVPI 6s r e c thairmensberfoune that reshondents substantially increased their use of formal
processsin grantmaking and collaborative practices since joining SViteefourths of respondents also indicated

that SVP played some, a significant, or a primary role in changes in their giving strategies. Serving on a grant
committee, meeting other partners and serving on an internal SVP committee or board were ditdtiessveith

the most influence on giving strategig&hn, 2007)Moody (2008) also found that every characteristic of strategic
philanthropy for which he measured showed an increase for members since joining SVP. Among those for whom
changes occurred ihow they give (86.3%), nearly 60% said that involvement in SVP was a significant or the
primary factor influencing their giving strategies. Serving on the grant/investment committee and volunteering were
most cited as having the great impact on changg how Rartners give. It also appears that the members in SVP the
longest were most affected in this area.
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e Giving in a more educated fashi@GfbA).
e Being fiintentional #8nd del i berateo in giuvi
e Giving moe in line withpersonalnterests #2B) such asgpporting organizationsith

which the member was already involved as a volun#g)(
e Not respondi ng WA ohgivemgmbindlyn#3B)ppeal so (
e Questi oni ng #A0Qanclddingeansideingdhe elatior(ship between gift

size and impact#(/D) and gving more focused, repeat, targeted gifts as opposed to

sporadic donations across many organizatigaB)
e Thinking fAndeeply about oper at sthagrightteme h ver s

to give to #D. endowment 0o (
e Conducting more research and due diligencaanprofit organizations#3A, 2A, 9B,

11A), including:

o0 Looking more closely at organizations and how funding is being(#3€d).
Being fimuch mor e croi trieccaeli vosi@#If).hdeo noart gi aonni
Being Apickyo aMmGut who to give to (
De c i p hworthy (reguesis), and....not so worthy [requests] D)# 4
Comparing organizations to one anothgfA, 9A, 10A, 11A) anddifferentiating
organizations through deliveredstdts #1C).
o Communicating desired impact witdtganizations#4A).

e Consideing best practices, changgent projects, and power relatio#d A4).
e Considering pilanthropic funding in ethnic communitie$3B; 4A, 8A, 8D).

© O 0O

Based on interviews gpticipatingin a giving circle seems wausanembers taot onlythink
more about their giving and giving plarmit alsato examine more intensely where, how much,
and in what ways their gifts should be matl@alsoappears that participationayinfluence
membergo give more thought to their own impact ahdability of fundedorganizationgo
create desired social chand@ese findingslign with earlierstudies®

Correlations betweeamount ofgiving andthe strategic behavior of giving circle members is

less straightforward (see Table)9Survey data indicate that as the amaiwnenthrougha

giving circle increases, the respondent is more likely to reoducting research to help decide

on which organizations to suppgstipporting general operatingmnseschecking

organizational performance data, andkingmulti-year gifts.Theseare all statistically

significant at the 9percentconfidence levelGiven the findings above that show that the longer
and more engaged someone is in a giving circeentbre they give, we might surmise that all of
these factors combine to influence giving circle members to be more invested in their giving and
more willing to support organizations in a more careful but open anetéomgfashion.

Alternatively, when loking at total household contributions (not just giving through the giving
circle), only two strategic indicataysadvancing a vision for change and soliciting input from
and/or collaborating with others to make funding decigiowere significantly change@ee
Table 9. Other dimensions of strategic giving did not correlate with statistical signifidance
reported changes otal amount givenWe mightconcludefrom this datahat with an increase

% Eikenberry,2009 Guthrie, Preston, & Bernholz, 200Rahn, 2007; Moody, 2008.
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in strategic givingn these two areasotal giving alsancreass. This positive correlation may be
because the substitution effestaffset by the income effect. That issiead of peopleho are
more strategidonding lessas a result, it may be thaeoplewho givemore tend to put more
emplasis on stratgc giving strategies when making funding decisionterestingly the total
amountgivenhas anegativecorrelation with multiyear giving andjiving for generaloperating
expenseghoughthese araot statisticallysignificant.

Table9: StrategicGiv ng | ndi c at o 6Gigingdength oiM\dembeeshipsatd Level of
Engagement

Giving Strategy Annual | p-value | Total p-value | Length p-value Level of p-value
Giving Annual of Time Engagement
Thru Giving in GC in GC
GC

Advance a vision for
change -0.039 0.478 0.1393 | 0.01Z 0.051 0.3% 0.051 0.355
Conduct research to help
decide on which
organizations to support 0.174 0.002* | 0.0928 0.097 0.132 0.018* 0.132 0.018*
Soliciting input from
and/or collaborating with
others to make funding
decisions 0.063 0.261 | 0.1201 | 0.03Z 0.240 0.000¢ 0.24 0.000¢
Support general operating
expenses in addition to or
instead of specific

programs 0.231 | 0.000* | -0.0553 | 0.324 0.127 0.023 0.127 0.023
Check organizational

performance data 0.203 | 0.000* | 0.0216 | 0.700 0.166 0.08* 0.166 0.003*
Make multiyear gifts 0.237 | 0.000* | -0.0496 | 0.381 0.151 0.00% 0.151 0.00%

Take into consideration
cultural differences and
race, class, and/or gender| 0.108 0.052 0.0641 0.253 0.256 0.000¢ 0.256 0.000¢

*Statistically significant difference

All the indicesof strategic giving behavialsocorrelate positively witthtme mb dengshdf
timein a givingcircle and, except for advancing a vision for change, are all statistically
significant(see Table 9)Perhaps thisnearea wasot significant because the more a person
invests through the giving circle, the more the vision for change is that of the giving circle rather
than that of the individual member. Matata would beéeeded to evaluate whether these
changes in strategic giving are @sisited more strongly with the length of time in the giving
circle or with the amount donated to the giving cir€leople in more than omgving circleare
alsomore likely than others to collaborate on decisiaking for giving, examine performance
data, and consider culture when making gifts. There is no statistically significant difference,
though, on motivation for change between peaplenegiving circleand people in more than
one giving circle.

Higher levels of engagemaeintthe giving circleare alsopositively andsignificantly correlated

with all of the strategic behaviors except advancing a vision for change, which is not significant
(see Table 9\We cannot say, however, whetthevel of engagement in@ving circle causes

these preferenseor whether these preferenaefuencethelevel of engagemeim agiving
circlekand t he r espond e rptocessesofdhegning creen Ih eitheocade,ht &
safe to say that being in the giving circle enables members to think abaot@echent more
strategic giving. This is confirmed lapoint that came up several timeshe interviews
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regularity of meetings and the actual act of getting together to talk about giving makes members
think moreabout their own giving#5A, 6A, 9B).

Political orientation isalsopositively correlated witlall strategic givingndicatorsand
statistically significanfor mostof these (see Table 1(pecifically the more liberal thgiving
circle members, the more strategic their giving behaviors

All strategic giving behavioralsocorrelate pasively with giving circle sizeand most are
statistically significan{see Table 10)This means thahe larger the giving circle, the more

likely members are to put into practice each of the strategicaitails. This may be because
larger, more formal giving circles often put more emphdasisugh donor engagement and grant
making practiceson strategic giving.

Table10: Strategic Giving Indicatorsolitical Orientationand Size of Giving Circle

Giving Strategy Correlation w/ | Correlation
Me mb e r | w/ Size of
Political GC

Orientation

Advance a vision for change 0.32¢ 0.065

Conduct research to help decide on whi 0.062 0.134*

organizations to support

Soliciting input from and/or collaborating 0.131 0.240*

with others to make funding decisions

Support general operating expenses in 0.136 0.128*

addition to or instead of specific progran

Check organizational performance data 0.068 0.167*

Make multiyear gifts 0.026 0.151*

Take into consideratiocultural 0.240 0.265*

differences and race, class, and/or geng

*Statistically significantatthe 95% confidence level

Giving circlemembergiveto a larger number of organizatiotiian the control groupn the
survey membergeport giving to an avage of10 charitieswhile control grouprespondents give
to an average @ charities. This difference is statistically significaaeen when accounting for
total giving and incom& Members with higher levels of engagemiena giving circlewere

also nore likely to say that they increased the number of charities they support. One possible
reasorfor this may be thahegiving circle can provid®r expose members aformation about
more organizations and thus members feel comfortable about fundiegonganizations.

Indeed, in interviewsembers and past members said that being in a giving circle introduced
them to new organizations to which to contribute (#4B, 4C, 3A, 5B, 7A, 7B, 8B, 9A, 9B, 9C,
10C). Howevepnly afew stated they had actually madignations to these organizatio#2B,

%1 The difference is significant for familpcomesbetween $25,000$34,999 and $150,0005199,999 athe 5%
level,and$10,000- $14,999 an&200,000 or morat theat 10% levelThe result cannot be compared floe
$15,000 to $24,99come ranggroup because henough infomation was availablé\s for controllingfor giving
range thedifference on the number ofganizationss significant fothose who made total donations of less than
$6000r more thar$10,00Q For those who made totdbnatiors of $10000 or more, the mearumber of
organizations supported wa8 for giving circle members antb for control group respondents
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TA, 8 C, 9A) . A few interviewees reported makin
(#8C) and giving directly to an organization as opposed to giving blanket donafr@¥)s lfut

most respondethatthey were still giving to the same organizatidhat they supportepgrior to

participating in the giving circle.

The responses of the interviewees and the survey data inithiaegering circleparticipants

seem to beliversifying their giving. Much like vainteering (see below), giving circle

participation seems to enhance or provide a new outlet for previous giving prdotaedition,
whileanumber of the interviewees-omandeoderra desir e
connection with the, communityagssr oot s or ganiordidteied nsao | (#X1B), cl «
little more connectedo (#1C) t theUnikeéeWay,r gani zat
which dAal most f eel i mp e r stil remdined invelvddAwith, s ever al
organizatios they had funded before the giving ciratgther through donations or volunteering.
Individuals continueé engageentwith what appear to barger organization@espite their

positivity abouttheir more handsn experiencéhrough the giving circlandraised awareness

of local organizatiorjsmay be due tabelief in these organizatiorigefficacy or engrained habit.

It also may show that f@Aengaged givingodo means

Survey data also indicate that as #liee of the givingircle increases there ispsitivebut not
statistically significant correlation with the total number of organizations supported. That is, as
the size of the giving circle increases, the number of organizations finmledsegor giving

circle membes. This contradicts findings frora recent study of SVPaptner® which tend to be
larger, more formal groupsthatfound 69 percent of respondents to their survey are making
fewer but larger investments with their personal giving.

It should be noted thakeveral obur intervieweegxplicitly indicated little or no change in their

giving strategy#1A, 1C, 5A, 7C, 8A, 11B). Among this group, one person noted that the reason

she started her giving cirdlean affiliate of a national network of giving circlealled Dining for

Womerd was tonothave to personally be strategic about giving because the organization did

the research and vetting for the affiliat®ther respondents were already very active

philanthropically and had already sorted out their owmgigtrategiesAs oneinterviewee

explainedil t hi nk | was so f ar (#0Ap Some rembers ndtedthdat r o a d «
their Astrategyo was #lABR @Biland/or give to orahizatienst h e i r
with which they are engaged orgpde with whom they already have a relationsiipA, 4B,

4C, 3B, 8B, 10B). And some interviewees were simply not very engaged in the giving circle.

AreasSupported

Given theimpactof giving circle participatioron giving strategy, it is also relevantéxamine
how members have beaffectedin the areas thegupportwith their giving On the surveyQ.
#2), we asked respondents to indiciteareas/group® whichthey made contributionduring
the past 12 months (see Figdrand Table 1)1 Survey déa show that iying circle members are
more likely togive to organizations that supp@aromen,ethnic and minority groupsndarts,
culture or ethnic awarenetigan the control group respondents

Figure 4: Areas Supported by (N&C) Control Group andsiving Circle Members
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Table 11: Percent ofControl GroupandGiving Circle Membershat Support Each Area

Religious | Basic | Health | Educa | Arts | Sports | Women | Ethnic/ | Combined | Other®®
Purpose$? | Needs| Care | tion & Rec | & Girls | Minority Funds
Control
Group 74% 87% 67% 7% 5% 3™ 54% 43% 70% 55%
GC
Members 62% 86% 65% 76% 68% 34% 76% 66% 57% 73%

Giving circlememberavere alsamore likely to donate téiotheio areassuch as the environment
neighborhood development, advocaayd international aid. Differers in the probability of
making donationso causesuch agpeople in need dfasicnecessitiessportsand recreation

education anttealthcardmedical researctvere small and statistically insignificant.

Giving circle membersverestatisticallylesslikely thanthe control group to give for combined

purpose funds and for religious purposes or spiritual development. This subgasis giving

circle itself is seen as a replacement for more traditional combined purpose organizations such as
United Way United Jewish Appeal, Catholic Charities, and religious affiliatidssioted
earlier, demographic information about survey respondents show that giving circle members are
less likely than the control group to attend religious servidasteis almostno statistically
significant difference between people in more thangimiag circleand people ifjustone
giving circleregardng giving area

Some of thesdatamay be explained by the fatiat giving circlemembemrespondentare also
more likely b be women ofrom communitiesof colorthanare thecontrol grouprespondents.
Indeed, the data show that femgieing circle membersire more likely to give to womend
girls with a proportion of & percent, compared to 52 percémtmalegiving circle membersthe
difference is quite significant (see Figurg® There is alsa@ statistically significant difference
between whites and other racial/ethnic groups regadbngtions to womeand girls Giving
circle membersf colorare mucHesslikely to donate to womeand girlswith a probability of

2 These numbers are the average donation probability. When people donate to religious organizations, for example,
they are coded religious as 1, otherwise 0. Then the average is computexariple, 0.74 means 74% of

respondents donate for religious purpose.
®The AOtherod

category

ncl

ude

S

environment

nei ghbor hc

% Thedifferencebetween men and women regardiunations tahe area ofvomenand girls ist=-4.6 and p =

0.000Q
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63 percent compared to 79.percentfor white giving circle member3.he probability of male
giving circlemembers giving t@thnic orminority groups is 68 percent, compared to 65 percent
for femalegiving circlemembers?

Figure 5: Areas Supported by Gender
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Giving by members of racial/ethrfocused groups iglsomore concentrated aupporting
ethnic or minority group&lmost all ofthese giving circlenemberglonate tahisarea) In
addition, givng circle members of colare less likely to ige to combined funds, and this
differenceis significant at the 9percentconfidence levelThat is, he probability ofwhite

giving circlemembers giving to combined funds is@drcent compared to 40 pent for giving
circle memberof color. This follows trends in general giving, which shows that more whites
than blacks give for combined purpo$és.

As length of timein a giving circleincreases, respondsrppeamore likely to report givindor
religious purposesp basic needggnd to organizations that suppatdmen, ethnic ominority
groups and other areas (see FigurelB)the case of giving torganizations that suppathnic
and minority groups, the increaseespeciallypronouncedor pe@le who are not members of
giving circles that are explicitlgon-white andracialy/ethnially-focused One reason for this
phenomenomay be thapeople tend to take cultural differes@nd racessuesmoreinto
accountwhen participating in giving circle for a longer period of tim@swas found to be the
case related to strategic givinmggeneraldiscussed aboveAnother possible reason may come
from the biased sampl€o clarify this mattey we did a pairwise geelation between whether a
donation was made to an ethnic minority group and lengtbf timein a giving circle,

controlling forgiving circle members who are in a raty&tthnically-focused giving circleThe
correlation is still positive fononwhite racial/ethnigiving circles, butho longer significant at
the 95percentconfidence level. However, the correlation is positive and significant at the 95
percentconfidence level for othagiving circles This indeed indicates thathite giving circle
memberglo support more ethnic andmority groupsas their lengtlof time in a giving circle
increasesvhen we hold for ethnic/racial group membershipis is tempered only by the
additional finding that as the size of the giving circle increases, the donation amount to ethnic
and minoritygroups decreases accordingly and is statistically significant.

% The difference is not significant: t = 0.45, p = 0.65
% Brown & Rooney, 2008
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Figure 6: Areas Supported by Giving Circle Members and Length of Membershiping
Circles
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Volunteering, Civic Engagement and Political Action
Volunteering and Civic Engagement

Thefindings from the survey suggest an overall positive correlation between being a giving
circle member and being civicalgngagedBased on survey datae created amdex toshow
degre ofcivic engagemerttased ora number of civic engagemeattivitiesin whichpeople
might participate(there were #otal of 14activities see Q#12 in the surveéy’’ The index
averagdor giving circlemembers was 8.8 compared with #Bthecontrolgroup. This
difference $ quite statigtally significant However,when controlling for income, thidifference
becamdess significan{see Table 12 That is, mly certain income groups shawstatistically
significant difference in civic engagement. Among respondeitiisan incomeof $25000 to
$34,999nd $50000to $149,999, giving circlemembersvere more civically engaged than
control group respondentsSor the rest of theespondentghe diference in civiengagement
levelsbetweergiving circlemembersandthe control groupwvas not statisticallgifferent Thus,
we can conclude thabere is a overallpositive correlation between being a giving circle
member and the likelihood of being civicalimgagedbut this correlation is only significant for
certain income groups

Table 12 Income and Level of Civic Engament for Giving Circle Members and Control Group

%7 Civic engagement indicators were created based on the indeky€#8CLE: Center for Information and

Research on Civic Learning and Engatent:http://www.civicyouth.org/practitioners/Core_Indicators _Page.htm#1
These includeworking with others to solve a problem in the community; volunteering; belongimgtoup or
association; donating money; voting; talking to others about an election or campaign; contacting public officials;
contacting a media outlet to express an opinion on a social or political issue; protest, march or demonstrate; sign a
petition alwut a social or political issue; and either buy something or not buy something because of the social or
political values of a company.
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Income Range Average Level of Average Level of t p-value
Civic Engagement | Civic Engagement
GC Members Control Group
All Respondents 8.8 7.3 5.78 0.000*
Less than $10,000 NA 6 NA
$10,000- $14,999 7 7.33 0.1222 | 0.908
$15,000 to $24,999 NA 9 NA
$25,000- $34,999 9.5 5.84 -2.859 0.01*
$35,000- $49,000 7.76 6.76 -0.817 0.419
$50,000- $74,999 9.29 7.64 -2.457 | 0.016*
$75,000- $99,999 9 7.28 -2.815 | 0.006*
$100,000 $149,999 8.7 7.46 -2.400 | 0.017*
$150,000- $199,999 9.12 8.04 -1.431 0.158
$200,000 or Mre 8.75 7.68 -1.595 0.114

*Statistically significant difference

Female giving circle membevgere no more likely to be civicalgngagedhan male giving
circle members anchembers of colodid naot differ in their level of civic engagement compared
with white giving circle members.

It is not possible to say definitivelfyparticipating in a giving circleausesa higher level of
civic engagement or if giving circles attract people who aredyreighly engagedin the
survey 46 percendf giving circle members report that participatioraigiving circleincreased
theamount of timehey volunteewhile 50.6percenteported no changend 3.4 percerdaid it
decreased because of the givingleifsee Figure 75 Among respondents who said their
volunteer time increasethose with higher levels of engagemanthe giving circlewere more

likely to say that they increased the amount of time they volurfiderat 1 s , otatenemb er s 6

volunteeing increased with theievel of eagagement in the giving circfé The correlation

between engageentlevel within a giving circleandbroadercivic engagement level is 0.2505
which is quite significanat the 95 percemonfidence level® This is verystrong level of
significance, meaning there is very little probability that we would get a different result if we did
the study repeatedly his it is safe to conclude that the level of engagemenhe giving circle

has a positive correian with peoplé generakivic engagement*

Figure 7: Participation in Giving Circleds

% SVvPlalso found in their survey ofaftners that 63% of respondents noted an increase in their volunteerism after
joining SVP (Kahn, 2007More recently, Moody (2008) found through a survey of 175 members of 14 SVP
affiliates that 68% said their volunteering increased after joining SVP and over half of these respondents indicated
that SVP was a significant or primary factn influencing this change.

%9With a correlation value of 0.360;y@lue = 0.000

p =0.0000

" SVPIlalso found in their survey ofaptners that 70% of respondents indicated SVP had some, significant, or a
primary impact on their community involvemeitahn, 2007).
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3.4%

46.0%

o
50.6% M Increased

M Stayed the Same

@ Decreased

We do not know theausalrelationshipbetween participation in a giving circle and civic
engagement. It ipossible thatore civicallyengagegeople tad to join the circle, but is also
possible that participation egivingcircleic r eases peopl eds |Avel of
least half of theinterviewees said that when they joined giving circles, they already had a long
history of volunteeringind engagement, dating back to high school and througbopim
neighborhood workvolunteeringwvith the United Waya church, or elsewhere (#1C, 3B, 4A,

4B, 4D, 5B, 6A, 7A, 7B, 7C, 7D, 9B, 9Q1A, 11B. These comments may indicakatfor

many,giving circle participatioris a continuation of previously establisheigagemerttabits,

not a spur towardew or increased engagement.

Table 13 Length of Giving Circle Membership and Level of Engagement in Giving Circle

Time Length in GC | EngagelL evel in the GC
Less than 1 year 2.257
One to two years 2.469
Three or four years 2.840
Five years or more 3.003

Yet, the survey also shows tHahgth of timein a giving circle is positively correlated with the
index of civicengagement (see Table 8) a relaively low, but significant, correlatiorThis
lends some support to the hypothesis that giving circles promote higher levels of civic
engagementhis is further supported by the data that showkaple in more than one giving
circle score very high othecivic engagemerindex compared tpeople inonly onegiving

circle or in no giving circleTaken on its own, then, ¢hdirecton of causation is not clearepple
who are highly civically engageshay be more motivated to jomoregiving circlesthanpeople
with a lower score. However, viewed in combination with length of time in a giving circle or
membership in more than one giving circlepple nay actually increase their civengagement
levels because of their giving circle participation.

Likewisg the correlation between length of time in a giving circle and the engagement level
within a giving circleis positve and significan{see Table 13} As tme in the giving circle
increasesmembers arenorelikely to participate in the various actisgs of thegiving circle (see

2t=0.03,p<.05
3t =0.3316, pvalue = 0.000Engagenent indicators were coded as: 4 = Frequently, 3 = Sometimes, 2 = Rarely,
1 =Not at All.
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Table 14. Therearepositive correlations between length of time in a giving circle and
participating in committeeeetings, holding leadershiposition attending educational
sessions, helping ra$unds,going on site \8its, attending social events, voting to make
decision, voluteering with funding recipientandtakingaction on the policy issues. T¢&
resultsare all statistically significanAttending full membership meetings is also correlated
positively with lergth of membershifutis not statistically significant.

Table 4: Engagement in Giving Circlactivities and_engthof Membership

GC EngagementActivities Correlation p-value
with Length of
Membership

Attendedfull membershipmeetings 0.076 0.176
Paticipatedin committee meetings 0.244 0.000*
Held leadershipposition(s) 0.341 0.000*
Attendededucational sessions 0.155 0.008
Helpedraise funds 0.397 0.000*
Went on site visits 0.230 0.000*
Attendedsocial events 0.220 0.000*
Took part in decidig who received funding 0.412 0.000*
Volunteeredwith funding recipientr other nonprofit 0.238 0.00¢
Tookaction on policy issue 0.16 0.005

*Statistically significant difference

Those with higher levels @nhgagement agiving circlearemore likely to say that they
increasedheir participationin efforts to address problems in the commu(@y#11e)*and
their involvement in changingovernmenpolicies(Q. #11g) "> Both of these are statistically
significant.From this, we caronclude that thieevel of engagemer a giving circlehas a
positive correldt on wi t h peopl®6s civic behaviors

When we break these data down demographically, weafstdtistically significant positive
correlationfor female giving circle members between engageeestin the giving circleand
five aspects of civic engagemeAmount of change in volunteering tipy@articipation in efforts
to address community problepkmowledge of nonprofit organizationsnowledge of
community issuesand hvolvement in changggovernment policies

Forgiving circlememberf color, there is no obvious correlation between engegelevelin
the giving circleandefforts to address community problenrsnvolvement in changing
government polies. However, theres a statistcally significant positive correlation between
engageentlevelin the giving circleand amounof changan time devoted towolunteering

" With a correlation 00.251

>With a correlation of 0.281

"® SVP International found in #ir survey of SVP members that meeting other members (23%) had the most impact
on their civic involvement, followed by SVP had no impact (21%), serving on a grant committee and volunteering
with an investee (both 17%), serving on an internal SVP comnoittbeard (12%), and attendinignor education
seminars (8%). See Kahn, 2007.
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Political orientation islsopositively correlated with civiengagement levgland forgiving

circle members, ik correlation is large in absolute value (0.348) and is statistically significant
Specifically, this means th#éte more liberal the giving circle member, the more likely they are
to be civically engaged. Ftine controlgroup, this correlation is insigficant and smaller

(0.103).

Table B: Level of Engagement in the Giving Circle and Size of Giving Circle

GC EngagementActivities Correlation with p-value
Size of GC’

Attended full membership meetings -0.122 0.029*
Participated in committee meetings 0.001 0.986
Held leadership position(s) -0.192 0.0007*
Attended educational sessions -0.074 0.208
Helped raise funds 0.008 0.890
Went on site visits 0.151 0.010*
Attended social events -0.1161 0.039*
Took part in deciding who received funding 0.212 0.000*
Volunteered with funding recipient or other nonprof -0.098 0.09
Took action on policy issue -0.047 0.427

*Statistically significant difference

Survey data alsshowthatas thesize of the giving circlencreasesthe amount of volunteering
deceaseswhich means thahembers of larger giving circles desslikely to increase their
volunteer time. This is somewhat surprising consideringahatarlier study indicated tharger
giving circles are more likely to offer members volunteer oppities.® However, this may be
explained by our survey sample, which did netessarilynclude giving circles that put a heavy
emphasis on volunteering.mayalsobe explained by the survey data that shioatasthesize

of the giving circle increaseits members arliessengagedn s ome aspects of
operationgsee Table 15) We found astatistically significanhegativecorrelation between size

of giving circleandattending full membershimeetingsholding leadership positionsttending
educational sessions, attending social events, volunteering with funding recipient, and taking
action on policy issue#\s the size of the giving circle increases, engagement in these activities
decreases. The other indicators had positive ctioetaand two were statistically significant:
going on site visits and taking part in funding decisions, which means as giving circle size
increases, engagement in these activities also increases.

Political Action

While members reported in the surveyttparticipation ina giving circle increased their
involvement in changing government policy and the frequency of their participation to address

"These were coded as: 1 = not at all, 2 = rarely, 3 = sometimes, 4 = frequently. Not applicable was treated as
missing.

8 Eikenberry,2009

" Overall,giving circleengagement iel had a negative correlation with size of the giving cir€tee correlation
coefficient is-0.07, but nosignificant with a pvalue 0.19
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problems in the communitynanyintervieweessaid thaparticipation in giving circleshas not

had a major fect on their politicabctivities Those whalid think they had beconraore

politically active since joining givingcircle can be divided into two categories. In the farst

those who have been motivatedébgrowingawarenessf community problemshrough the

giving circleandsohave become more involved in local elections, writing elected offiaals,

supporting various groups and paying closer attention to social ig2&28, 7B, 10A, 11A).

The secon@rethose who want or are inclined to beipcélly active butwerenot becauséhey

did notfeel like they hadn avenue for political actiofror example,iace joiningher giving

circle, one respondent began identifying fAother w
Committee for World Ou&ach and volunteering abroabf). Another interviewee discussed

how the giving circle meetings enabled her to ledrout local issues aridentake action#5B).

In addition,onegiving circle in our samplevas formedspecificallyin response ttJ.S.

international policy followingheterrorist attacks on September 11, 26068l membe&desire

Ato make a positive cont#l0Bhuti on at the inter

Nonetheless, theumber of membensho say they are more politically active because of the
giving circleis small Pat of the reasoifor this may be that giving circle members were already
quiteactive before joining the giving circle. They see, to a large degree, that the giving circle is
justanother way to be active (#3B, 4D, 5A, 5B, 7B, 82A). Another reasomay bethatsome
seeinstead thatheir work andvolunteeractivitiesareforms of political action osomejust do

not seeghemselves as political activists (#2A, 4B, 4C, 7B, 11B).

While giving circle participatiomloesnot necessanl increaselirect political activity,several of
those interviewedid seem tayive greater thought to the relationship betwedbat they learned
throughthegiving circle andheir political behaviors (#C, 4D, 8D). For example, oe
intervieweesaidthe gving circle did not increase her political activity but it did make her
guestion whether she waloing enough#8D). Anotherpersonwho believed thgiving circle
might be a form of political action in itself but with limitatiorssid

Yo u | us fanttd lmenod verbal awdrite certain things, only because then
you expose yourself to an audit and a possible losing of yatwssas a doner
advisedfund..a nd t haoncdrrs. . .itkink that people, when it comes to
the giving circle, areustmore careful (#2A)

In addition,severapeople talked about how thexperience in a giving circlmspired them to
talk more about political issuegth their friends and family#2A, 4A, 10A) and helped them
figure out where to go to get somethidone (#8A).

In general, giving circle members seem to alrdaelyctive within the community and the giving
circle is just a new or additiahoutlet for that engagemeft/hile memberslo notnecessarily
seegiving circles as political outletthey doseem to view them as a medosengaging in the
community.A number of interviewees thought it possifie the givingcircle to have political
influenceon the larger communitgnce ithad more money and membe#g A, 4C, 8B, 8Q. For
theseindividuals moneyseems to bprimarily equated with influence and power dahdysee

the giving circleaslesscapable of making political differencewithout more money and more
membersOtherinterviewees, however, did not see their giving circle as a politi¢ktou
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regardless of the amount of members or md@@, 4B, 4D, 8B, 9C)Participant observation
notes also showed that there is very Ilittle i

Philanthropic and Civic AwarenesskKnowledge

Philanthropy and Nonprofit Organizations

Giving circles appeartchangegi vi ng circl e member sé awareness
philanthropyand nonprofit organizations a number of waysAt least onethird of our

interviewees described ha¥e giving circleenabled themotlearnmore about philanthropy in

its various facets. For example, they learabdutgrantmakingand the general process for

giving moneyaway (#3A, 4A, 4B, 10A) andmonitoringfunding impact ¢7B). One person
mentionedjainingi @ mor e f i neeflhgw tdvgo abeltioing]emlanthropy #100),

and others talked about haviadetter understanding tife complexity and challenges of
philanthropyitself (#3B, 10A, 10 andl ear ni ng fAmor e about the givi
as ki ng#dh.iThisenduddsa bettetrunderstandingf theterminologyused in the

philanthropic world#2B, 10C) andthe availability ofother philanthropic toolsuch agplanned
givingandwo me n 6 s fs@1AB, 8A, 7TBh Related to this final point, one persondsai
tha#&thad a giving circle concept not come aroun
would have been limited to big foundations, family foundatiangc or por at#80.gi vi ngo

Giving circle participation also seemsitereaseananyme mb e rowld€dge&boutthe nonprofit
organizations working in their communities and internationally to ade@eegsusissuesand

serve various constituencigsbout halfof the people wénterviewed all in small groups and

formal organizationsjoted learning ahd new, unfamiliar, and often smallenonprdit
organizationdecause of the giving circleZ#&, 4A, 4B, 4C, 5A, 5B,6A; 7A, 8B, 8C,9A, 9B,

9C). For examplepne person inasmall Asidno c us ed g i @ unmihge atheredre

all these SouthAsan groups that | didnott tkantow adiodintétan
knowaboutSo | é m | ear nsionnge a elad tl #ZAbdwoathérpessdnwhof 0 (
belongstma group that focuses on f wadi figssedmyaer nat i
awareness of names and other kinds of groups,
necessarily kn o). Evenan imarveweavadworks in the qrganized

philanthropic worldfor a community foundatiorgaid that she hdéarnedmore about nonprofit
organizations in the communitghenoted when asked if the giving circle had exposed her to

new issuesr areas

Absolutely . . . 1 think | can say, oh, |
there, but real wbhat dédal byt thdopaptasd [t he
does allow me to understand that thereds

organizations tackling big problem#9A)

Similarly, another person who works for a foundation and knows a good deal abounhprefiio
organizations in her community admitted that even though she knows a lot about certain
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organizationslready, other giving circle members provided her with a new perspective on these

organizations#8QC).

In addition to knowing more about nonpraditganizations that exisind looking at them from a

different perspectivagiving circle members reported in the sunasd through interviewthat
participation ina giving circle increased their knowledgéouthow nonprofit organizations

operate Amonggiving circle member respondents jgercentreported that their knowledge of

how nonprofit organizations operate increaaftdrjoining a givingcircle Q. #11d), while only

2 membersndicated thatheir knowledge aboutonprofitsdecrease@see Figure).

Furthermorethose with higher levels of giving circle engagement were more likely to say that

they increased their averess of how nonprofits operate dhig awareness increased as their
length of membership in a giving circle increa&d

Figure 8: Change in Awareness of Hiwonprofit Organizations Operate
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Severalof those interviewedlsomentioned increased understandingpafv nonprofit

organizations operatand many of these weneembers ofjiving circles focused around

racial/ethniadertities (#1B, 1G 2B, 3A, 7A, 9A, 90. Thisincreased understanding:luded

nonprofitagency funding needsources and strate@2A, 7A, 9B), dayto-d a y
k n o wl efahanerdfits picked up at giving circle meeting2B), thegenerahature of

fi i

nsi

nonprofit organizations #3A), and theburdens placed on community organizatigfsg). Our
participant observers also noted that operating needs and funding issues for nonprofit

organizatios werediscussed, sometes ingreatdetail, during meetings

Community and Civic Issues

We alsoasked giving circlsurveyrespondents and interviewees about their awareness of
problems in the communignd how this has beeaifectedby their participation in a giving
circle. Giving circle members reported in the sw{®. #11le}hat participatiorhasincreased

their awareness of community proble8 percentf giving circlemembers reported that their

awareness of community problerhadincreasediue to their participation iagiving circle,
while only oneperson eportedthathis’herknowledgeof community problembaddecreased

80\ith a correlation coefficient 0.158.
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(see Figure P In addition,data indicate thaas length of time participating in a giving circle
increases, awareness of aommity problems also increasésgnd hose with higher levelsfo
engagemenh agiving circle were more likely to say that they increased their awareness of
problems in the communit{f hese survey data were confirmeddbgveninterviewees(#2B, 3A,

4B, 6A, 8A, 9B, 9C, 10A, 10B, 10C, 11Bfrom all types of giving cicles, whocited leing

fimor e awar e of B} kavinggreater awvasesassandeexpandetl knowledge about
issues#6A) , | ear ni ng A a throignteergiginyicitclé#&0B) anot Gnowirtg the
prevalence of issudsefore being in the givg circle(#3A),and gaininginew e Xxtposur eo
certainissues#11B).

Figure 9 Change in Awarerss of Problems in the Community
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Along these lines,@ne people were inspired to find out much more about an issue once exposed
to it through the givingiccle. For example, one persamterviewed provided adetailed

description of an issutieyare more aware dnd passionate about after hearing about it during

a site visit to a potential nonprofit funding recipi@rihe need foa simple ophthalmologicést

that would keep children from going blind kibatis not required by law to kgavenin most
stateq#9B). Another person talked about issség learned aboutrtbughthe giving circle and

most likely wouldnot have heard about otherwisgadequatelrinking water and economic
developmenin developing countrie§#6A).

Others also noted that they felt they gained a more nuanced awareness of community issues
(#2A, TA, 8C, 9A, 9C, 10C). Faxample, one member of a Latifacused giving circle noted

At the table are all Latinos [in the givVving
only Latina. So, itdéds Iinteresting to see w
and then suddenly, the male perspective, the female perspective, the younger, the
older,the South side, the North side, the professional, the grassroots, all that stuff

starts to elevate a bit more, whereas we s
foundation where | work]. So, clearly, it is sort of the nuance of the giving circle.
(#8C)

81 \ith a correlation coefficient 0.242.
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Giving circlememberseem mordikely to havea better awareness and knowledge about the
community tharpeople not in a giving circl& hesurvey results sho{Q. #13akhat giving
circlemembers arenuchmore likelythan control group membetsagres or strongly agree that

they are aware of community needs and understand which organizations are working to address

these needd he difference between the two groupsjuite significahat a 99 percent
confidence levelThis finding has one of the higsidevels of statistical significance in teeidy
(it is one of the findings least likely due to chande)addition the differencebetweergiving
circle members antthe control groupn knowing whan to contactto find a solution to a
community problems significantly greater for giving circle membé¢3. #13b)*?

Not all of those interviewechoweverthought they had gained acreasd awarenesabout
community issuessomenoted that they were alreadwareof the issues before joining the
giving circle because they work in the nonprofit/[amthropic sectoor werealready a
Aconcacmiedi st 0 f o#lCSA BB, «n7D,t8R ©ne aarsemdsonoted that
she joined the givingircle because it focused assueswith whichshe waslready involved
(#3B). However, it appears from the intervigwhat participation ia giving circlestill brought
greater breadth and depithknowledgeto members previgsly engaged in the community. For
instance, even those that came into their group@yrevitha heightened level of awareness of
the issues and problems in the community found the gender focusgwitigecircle raisedheir
awareness of problems facing young girls and womeA)#nother person in a loose network
that provides assistae to individuals in need said that she is now much more in tune with the
needs of the poor:

Il think | édm j ust mugattyof needs that bappemregeryof t h e
day. I just feel l i ke, now, I &dm just sor
have no teeth and they candét afford dent

dentures if you have no money. And aware of what the system of getting
subsidized housing is and when you get up to the top of the list, you have to put a
security deposit dowrand the security deposit is market value, even though your

rent might be $71 a month your security deposit is probably.§t8@ r e 6s no way
you cancome up with $780 so then you lose your place inlinelseeau y ou can 6t

A

get your apartment.&5 | 6 m jeducatied imaovery concrete way about the
details of what happens if you are pad@l1A)

Philanthropic and Civic PerceptionsAttitudes

Philanthropy

We asledinterviewees if being in a giving circle had changed their perceptions about the role of

philanthropy in their lives-our people indicated that participation had influertbed view of
the role of philanthropy in their lives, though perhaps not a radical cli#&ge4A, 6A, 9C)
Each person mentioned thhe giving crcle madephilanthropy anore central focus in their

82 p-value less than 0.002
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lives or made them more thoughtful about the role of philanthropy in theiCQife person said
this way:

| guess itdés more of a central part of my
in a way, devoting a lot ofhe to it. Ilguesss®But | woul dndét say itos
radical shift, be cseekiagsiddfdar mestobneydfe, on t he gr
professionally (#4A)
Another personnotedil guess itds changed in the tfact th
(#3A). Finally, another persosaid
| guess, beforfgiving circle]l,i t wasndét something that | did
wasnot something that | did every single m
newsletter, and an introduction into what thgagiization for the next month will
be and itodéos almost | i ke a reminder, | mean

more regular(#6A)

Seven other interviewees saigecificallythat they did not think their perception of philanthropy
had changed. A fewf these people said that philanthropy has always been important in their
lives. For some, the giving circljgisti r e i n f or c e d#QA).However several lotheesf s (
noted that even though there has lbeen a major change, thejtfé¢hrough the giing circle,

Acl oser t #11B),that giving wa easie2Bj, and helpedhemto do morg#5B).

As oneintervieweenoted

What | think itodés done is itodés enabl ed me
given me anothewonl tbol Bhdbetédmsgratég all o
phil anthropic. | donodot kepaosemy aftimude wast 6 s c¢c han
al ways there, but .#8BY6s hel ped me to do mor

One interesting aspect of change in perceptions brought up by some ohtbogewed was

how the giving circle has changed how thelateto funding recipientsf6A, 10A, 11B). As

one person in an internationaflgcused giving circle noted about the giving ciéslunding

recipients:
We do see now, after being in Africatorhr ee or four years, weoOve
these groups, and webve seen things i mprov
we have personal relationships with these

of it. (#10A)

Along these lines,aongmost of thenon-white ethnially/racially-focusedgiving circle
membersintervieweessaid thathe focus of the giving circle in serving their own ethmicial
communitywas an important factor jparticipating inthe giving circle #1A, 1B, 1C2A, 4A,
4B, 8A, 8B, 80Q. Interviewees fronseveralbf these givingircles also expressed positive
attitudes about working with members of thesmocommunity in a more direct and haras
way for the benefit of theacial/ethniccommunity ¢1A, 3A, 4C, 8A, 8D.
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Community and Civic Issues

According to survey results, giving ciraleembers anthe controlgroup didnot differ

significantlyin their confidence oability to make thecommunitya better place to liver
influencepublic policy (Q. #13d, 13c)The measwerevery dose and the differens@ot
statisticallysignificant(see Tablel6). When asked about the positive impact of giving on the
health of a communit{Q. #13e)whether the government should do something to reduce
incomedifferences (Q. #13fand ensuréhateveryone haadecentstandardf living (Q. #139)
giving circlememberaveremore likely to give a positive answer, and all these diffeesvere
statisticallysignificant at the 95 percent confidence levdlis result is1ot surprisingsince
giving drcle members report they are more libaratheir political orientatiorthan the control

group

Table16: Difference inPolitical & Social Attitudes/Perceptions

Attitude/Perception Indicator t p-value
| have the ability to influence public policy 0.538 | 0.590
| can make my community a better place to live 1.77 | 0.077
Giving money and volunteering can have a positive impact on the health of a comn] 2.368 | 0.018&
Government should do something to reduce income differences between rich and g 4.527 | 0.000
Government should ensure that everyone has a decent standard of living 4.701 | 0.000

*Statistically significant difference

In general, there ikttle effect on thesattitudes and perceptiomsen length of membéng in a
giving circle increasgor size of a giving circle increasescept that the longer someone is in a

giving circle,or the larger the giving circléhelessmemberdelieve that giving and

volunteering have a positive impact on the health of a commuthityis staistically dgnificant
at the 95 percemonfidence levelConverselythebeliefingover nment 6 s responsi
reduceincomedifferences between the rich and paadto ensure a decent standard of living
increasd with sizeof the giving circle. This was alstedistically significant at the 95 percent

confidence leve{see Table 17)

One reason for this may be that giving circles with more of a focus on donor education, which is
more likely to be found in larger, more formal giving circles, influence membesest the

abilities and limitations of nonprofits and government in addressing social issues. With increased
knowledge, thegome to believéhatgiving and volunteering are not sufficient and that
government needs to play a larger role in addressing caitymroblems Several interviewees

did bring up the importance of nprofits and government working togettiersolve societal
problemsand saw thigs positive#3B, 6A, 8B, 11B), while others said they hayange their
attitudesaboutthe complexityand funding of social problentg1A, 7A, 9C). Interviewees noted

more awareness about wigatvernmenprograms are lacking, failurestinesystem #11A), and

scarcity and limits of government fundirnig8g).

Tablel7.Gi vi ng Ci r edliteal &SocrabAdtitudes/Perception€orrelated with

Length of Membership and Size of Giving Circle

Attitude/Perception Indicator Correlation
with Length

p-value

Correlation | p-value

with Size
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| have the ability to influence public policy -0.027 0.623 0.045 0.414
| can make my community a better place to li -0.077 0.160 0.026 0.637
Giving money and volunteering can have a

positive impact on the health of a community -0.109 0.047* -0.137 0.013*
Government should do something to reduce

income differences betweeich and poor -0.066 0.227 0.117 0.034*
Government should ensure that everyone ha

decent standard of living 0.0024 0.966 0.129 0.019*

*Statistically significant difference

Forsome attitudes toward governmewere those ofrustrationandanger #1B, 4A, 5B, 7B,
10B), while there was little of this expressed toward nonprofits. One person said, in fact, that

they had more confidence i n rseatharadefoinbrs 6 abi | i
profits asmuch more important than l usedto.dich 6t real |y reali ze their
di fference. I didndot realize Intermsvadaschangeinpower f

attitude regarding fiether government or nprofits should address social problemm®re said it
hadnot changed@#4A, 5B, 7B, 8B, 8D, 9A thanit had change2B, 3A, 3B, 6A), andone
person said theattitude was solidifiedr confirmed by their experience in the giving circle
(#7C).

Giving circle memberslsoarticulated thaparticipation in the giving circlenade them feel
moreempoweredl e scr i bi ng the experi#@Naamdadiymwf deed mp
a power of this movement .t .he power o f#4A).lOihers dbscriped th@salvesga®  (
feel i ng A toearteipate i pgennungghange (#10B), that an individual can have

more of an impact{10A), and that theyelt they weremaking a bigger impachantheywould

individually #5A,5B,7A,84 . One interviewee found giving a

levd of | e#BOtAnathar person séid she has not changedbut:d m j ust mor e
activated in a concrete way. | ..deort 6fhaveah i nk my
very specific wish |Iist for wHanbershisoexpressd t he n

positive attitudes about having an impact throughgtiieg circle. One member @n
internationallyfocused giving circlelescribed it as giving circle that began as a small group
Acommi tted, v people whomatealleltodgwhattthe.r .i nt enti ons ar e
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This study set out to understand the impacts of participating in giving circles on
member s6 engagement in, knowledge of, and att
findings, mainly based orsurveys and interviewsuggest thatiging circleshaveimportant
impacts on pdicipants in a number of ways.

¢ Giving circle membergive more in total charitable donatiorsthough the increase may
not be substantial enough to make upificome effectsTotal giving increases as level
of engagement and length of time in a giving circle increases and number of giving circle
memberships increases

e Giving circle membergive more strategically and more broadly, especially to
organizations quportingwomen and gls and ethnic/minority groupsgroupsoften
neglected by mainstream organized philanthr@iying in these areas increases in
particular for white and male membdnst decrease®r all memberss the size of the
giving circle increass Giving circle members are less likely to support combined
general purpose organizatiofssich as the United Waghd religious purposes.

¢ Giving circle members tend to be more civically engagédough it is not certain that
this is caused by the giw circle.However, he more engaged someone is in a giving
circle, the more likely they are to say that they have increased the amount of time they
volunteer and the longer someone is in a giving circle or the more givingsaireihich
they participatethe more they are civically engaged. Members with higher levels of
engagemenuithin a giving circle ar@alsomore likely tohave highetevels of
involvement in changing government policies.

¢ Giving circle participatiordoes not appear to incregsaitical activity, but members are
more comfortable witland moranclinedto havepolitical discussions ani seegiving
circles as a means to be engaged with the community

¢ Giving circleshavea considerable impact ancreasingnemlerknowledge and
awareress ofphilanthropy nonprofit organizationgnd problems in the community.

e Giving drclesseemto havelittle influenceonme mber sé percepti ons or
philanthropy, community issues, political and social values, and government and
nonprofit oles and responsibilitieslowever, gving circle members are more likely to
believe in thegositive impact of giving on the health of a commurtitxgtgovernment
should do something to reduce incodiiéerencesandthat government should ensure
that eveyone has decentstandardf living, though this is temperday the size othe

giving circle.
The foll owing factors seem to matter most, wh
members:

Level of Engagement
Level of engagement in the givimgcle mattersThose with higher levels of giving circle

engagement were more likely to say that they incredmadgiving,the number of charities they
support, the amount of time they volunteer, their awareness of how nonprofits operate and of
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problens in the community, their level ofvic engagementnd their involvement in changing
public policy.

Length of Engagement

Giving circle engagement is strongly associated with length of time in the giving Tieleis,

the longer someone is in a gig circle, the more engaged they become in the giving circle or
the more engaged someone is in the giving circle, the longer they stay engaged in the giving
circle.More time in thegiving circleis associated with higher levels of giving anolunteering,
more strategic giving, greatawareness of community problesusd how nonprofits operate
andhigher participation in civic engagement activitids.length of time in @iving circle
increasesmembers are alsoore likely to report giving tethnicminority groupfocused
activitiesand for basic need3his is especially true for people who aat in racially or
ethnicallyfocusedgroups. Converselythe longer someone is in a giving circle, kbgsthey
believe that giving and volunteering have aifpos impact on the health of a community

Size ofthe Giving Circle

As the size of thgiving circleincreases, membéiievel of givingand use of giving strategies
increase whilgiving to ethnic and minority groupand engagementithin the giving ércle and
in the community beyond the giving cirdecreasesn addition,asthesize of the giving circle
increases, members desslikely to thinkthatcharitable giving has a positive impact on the
communitybut more likely to think thathe governmnt has a responsibilitp address income
inequalityand ensure a decent standard of living for everyone

Gender and Race

Even though we often think of giving circles
male giving circle respondents waaslikely asfemale giving circle respondents to say that they
changedor did notchangg their behavior because of the giving cird#éen and women in

giving circles were not different with statistical significance in how often theyrtegbohanging

the anount they gie,the number of charities they give to, time they voluntdesir level of

knowledge about nonprofit organizations, their knowledge of community problems, or their
community participationHowever, male giving circle members were more likegn women in

giving circles to report changing their involvement in efforts to bring about policy changes
Femalegiving circlemembersarealsomuchmorelikely to donate to causes focused on women

than aramalegiving circlemembers

People who ideriied themselves as part oh athnicminority-focusedgroup were less likely
than other respondents to report changing their total donation amount or increasing their
involvement in efforts to change policy as a result of their membershigiving circle.
Ethnic/mnority-focused groupmembersvere alsanuch less likely to donate causes related to
womenand girls However, noremembers of colofnot only thosespeciically in a minority
focused giving circlereported considering cultural differendasmaking a giving decision and
respondents isthnicminority-focusedgiving circles werdnighly likely to donateto
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ethnicminority-focused charitable activities and less likely, with statistical significance, to give
to all other areas when compared wathergiving circlerespondents

Recommendations

Overall, giving circle memberseem to be drawing stronger connections between community
needs, their own charitable contributions, an
that understasing how nonprofits workthe work they doandwhat their needs are, agdining

a keener, more educated awareness of community reeggsnembers to think more about

and plan for theigiving. This, in turn, encouragésem to develop and/or enhanbeit giving

strategyand increase and expand their giving, especially to organizations and areas not as well
supported by traditional organized philanthropy.

Sever al recommendati ons can be drawn from the
Invest in Giving Circles for tle LongTerm and on Engaging Members

Giving circlesé impact increases with the | ev
participation therefore, giving circles and organizations that support and host giving circles need

to invest in giving circles fathe long term and focus energy on engaging members in the various
activities of the giving circle as well as retaining members over time.

Because of the apparent important effect of experiential learning, giving circle members should
be encouraged to eage in more than formal education workshdpsciding on funding and
engaging with funding recipienge also, perhaps more, important influences on members
Socializing may also be important for engaging and retaining members.

Be Conscious of the Goalsf the Giving Circle

Size of the giving circle also appearstoheveap or t ant i nfl uence on gi vi
behaviors, attitudes and perceptions. Depending on the goals of the giving circle, leaders or hosts
may want to increase the size and foiityalf the groud to potentially increasmmemberéuse

of giving strategied or decrease the size and formality of the giving circlentmourage

diversification ofgiving and increaseinengagement. For those interested inpbgitiveeffect

of giving circles on civic engagemeand on diversifying givingit appears that smaller is better.

Dondét Worry about Shifting Funds

Generally, host organizations and other philanthropic supporters should not worry about giving
circlesd divert isasgmndfonganidaionssalkeady supportecthbecaasa giving
circles appear to cause members to give more and give more broadly rather than shift giving.
Giving circles may be displacing, however, funds that go to combined charity campaigns such as
United Way ad for religious purposes.

Help Giving Circles Increase Awarenesgout Community and Policy
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Giving circleshelpdonors to learn about community organizations, issues, and solatidns
enhance the giving strategy of dondrkey are just as or more imppant as tools for increasing

this awareness, and enhancing giving strategy, as they may be for incgpasiggGiving

circlesand their hostsan be intentional about introducing members to organizations that are off
the fibeat en p a trdpio ordgamizatioms and gongBbcauseaeven people

working in organized philanthropy gain a more nuanced view of nonprofit organizations and
community issues by being in a giving circle, community, family and other foundations and
nonprofit organizationmight encourage staff to participate in a giving circle.

Even though giving circles are generally not political in a partisan seéreseseem to be

important for helping members understand public policy issues and increasing awareness about
issues in theommunity. From nonprofit organizations seeking to recruit diverse board members
to public administrators seeking to appoint diverse citizen representatives, givingromgles

serve as reservoirs for bringing informed citizens, in particular women apteps color, into

public service.

Future Research

There are several avenues from which this research might be extended, using data from this
study as well as gathering new data with our survey instrument and througmetheds

First, various type of giving circles and giving circles affiliated with various identity groups

need to be included to a greater degree in this research. While we asked some questions about
race and other identitiesie recommend more exploratiohthe influence of identy affiliations

on giving circle members and their philanthroplpw do giving circles relate to the cultural
traditions of these groupgdrican-American, Latino, Jewish, gay aresbian groups and others
deserve more attention.

We were also not able) this research, to include as many past members of giving circles as we
had hoped. A more concerted effort might be made to survey and interview this population to
understand how they were affected by the giving circle, why they left the group, andigiat m
motivate them to stay in the group. Given the importance of level and length of engagement on
the effects of giving circles, understanding this population is now of even greater significance.

Finally, gving circles appear to have afiezt on percepons aboutheimpact of giving on the
community andheneed for governmenbtaddress inequities and ensure a decent standard of
living. In particular, as length of time in a giving circle increaseslegemembers believe that
giving and volunteerinpave a positive impact on the health of a community, whééeliefin
gover nment 60s redecanuamediferdnces betwgen theorich and paadto

ensure a decent standard of living increagiéh sizeof the giving circle. Dgeoplebecone

more realistidn their expectations of their own impact and the need for goverromentime

and with increased knowledg&o what degree does this change have taittbengagement

and increased knowledg®&®re research is needed to understand thisislperception and to

explore its implications for civic engagement.
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