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1.0 Glossary

Baby boomers: the demographiccohortborn during the post-World War Il baby boom, approximately
between the years 1946 and 1963.

Bequest: a gift of property toa person or organisationina Will. In common usage, the term bequest is
used to include gifts of money. Consequently, both bequest and legacy are generally understood to
mean any gift in a Will.

Big data: the concept of big data has been attributed to Laney’s (2001) construct, which identified
three dimensions of big data and its management of the:

variety of dataformats that render data coordination challenging

velocity related to the speed at which data are generated by interactionsand can be usedto
supportinteractions, and

volume related to the breadth and depth of dataavailable about contemporary transactions.

Business and community partnership: a collaborative arrangement (formal or informal) between a
business and non-related community organisation, institution, government body orindividual for
mutually beneficial outcomes and social impact. Such an arrangement involves the voluntary transfer
of money, goods or services in exchange for strategic business benefits, such as improved staff
expertise, wider networking, enhanced community reputation and/orother quantifiable benefits.

Charitable purpose: a nonprofit purpose forthe public good, including: relieving poverty or sickness or
the needs of the aged; advancing education; advancing religion and other purposes beneficial to the
community.

Charity: inits broadest sense charity is the practice of benevolent giving. Charity can also be used to
describe an organisation that exists for altruistic purposes such as supportingthosewho are
disadvantaged. Furtherinformation on the legal definition of charity can be foundin Philanthropy
Australia’s online glossary (link provided at the end of this section).

Crowdfunding: the collective cooperation, attention and trust by people who network and pooltheir
money and resources together to support efforts initiated by other people or organisations: ‘Modern
crowdfundingleverages internet technology and various social networking platforms to link the
financial resources of online communities (the crowd) with individuals and organisations that seek
funding (crowdsourcers)’ (Clarkin 2014, 194).

Deductible gift recipient (DGR): entity endorsed by the Australian Taxation Office as eligible to receive
tax-deductible gifts.

Disintermediation: in the nonprofit sector, thetrend of donors and volunteers bypassing traditional
charities and addressing social problems or raising funds directly.

Donations: unconditional voluntary transfers of money, goods or services to community organisations,
institutions, government entities, orindividuals, in which the donating organisation is not expected to
receive anythingin return.
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Donor charter: ADonor Charteris a promiseto donors by a nonprofit organisation. Typically, it may set
outdonors’ rights (e.g. anonymity of a gift) and explain the organisation’s responsibilities or
proceduresin donation use, a fundraising complaints and feedback system, donor privacy and so on.

Foundation: 'foundation'has no precise legal meaning, butin philanthropicterms, ‘foundation’ usually
refers to a trust designed to make grants to charities or to carry out charitable purposes. [t may also
be used torefer to a charitable organisation, orto a fund that exists to provide ongoing supportto a
particular organisation.

Generation X: the generation born after the western post-World War |l baby boom. Generally agreed
to be thoseborn from the early 1960s to theearly 1980s.

GenerationY: the generation following Generation X (see above), also known as Millennials. Generally
agreed to be those bornfrom 1980to0 1995.

High-Net-Worth-Individuals (HNWIs): a term used in the wealth managementindustry to describe
individuals with investable assets exceeding USS1million and/or legally-constituted charitable entities
(trusts or foundations)that typically either donatefundsand support to otherorganisations, or
providethe source of funding for their own charitable purposes (Note: ultra-high-net-worth-
individuals (UHNWIs) are those with investablefinancial assetsin excess of USS30 million). Inan
Australian context, investable financial assets include superannuation.

In-kind giving: the giving of goods and services in support of a charitable purpose.
Large business: a business employing 200 or more people.
Millennials: people born between 1980 and 1995 (also known as Generation Y).

N onprofit organisation (NPO): an organisation that does not operate for the profit, personal gain or
other benefit of particular people. This can include people such as its members, the people who run it
or their friends or relatives (note that nonprofitis referred to in different ways such as ‘not-for-profit’
and ‘third sector’).

Participant: forthe purposes ofthis report, a participant is a person involved in an activity or event
associated with research such as a focus group, in-depth interview or expert panel discussion. The
focus of such activities is on qualitative data collection about a particular issue/topic using
unstructured and semi-structured technigues. See also: Respondent.

Payroll giving: regular donations by employees from pre-taxsalary to charities and other NPOs (The
Australian Charities Fund 2010).

Peer-to-peer fundraising: a multi-tiered approach to crowdfunding, whereby an individual can
fundraise on behalf of a cause by sharing his or her fundraising page with friends, family and
community members for donations.
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Philanthropy: defined by PhilanthropyAustralia (2012) as: ‘The planned and structured giving of time,

information, goods and services, voice and influence well as money to improvethe wellbeing of
humanity and the community.” Theterm s derived from the Ancient Greek philanthrépia:love of
mankind.

Professional advisers: includes lawyers, accountants, stockbrokers, insurance agents and financial
advisers.

Respondent: forthe purposes of this report, a respondentis a person who completed an online
guestionnaireas part of a survey of a particular population. This formatis structured andis an aspect
of quantitative data collection. See also: Participant.

SMEs (Small and Medium Enterprises): businesses employingless than 200 people, including non-
employing businesses (ABS 2001).

Social capital: aconcept based on theidea that social networks (relationships) havevalue and thatthe

collective value of social networks inform inclinations towards reciprocal giving (Harvard University,
n.d.).

Social enterprise: organisations that areled by an economic, social, cultural or environmental mission
consistent with a public or community benefit; trade to fulfil their mission; derive a substantial portion
of their income from trade; and reinvest the majority of their profits/surplus to the fulfilment of their
mission (Barraket et al. 2010).

Social impact: the net effect of an activity ona community and the wellbeing of individuals and
families (Centre for Social Impactn.d.).

Social media: technology-based tools that allow people and organisations to create, share or exchange
informationin a highly interactive, online environment.

Sponsorship: a business marketing activity involving the transfer of money, goods or services to non-
related community organisations, institutions, government bodies orindividuals in exchange for
advertising or promotional benefits. Any such arrangements would form part of the commercial
operations of the business.

Third party platforms: an onlinegiving platform thatis operated by a third party (i.e. other thanthe
NPO’s own website).

Transparency: (behaviour)the practice of openness and accountability through theintentional
communication and sharing of information.

U pcycling: transforming products or materials into products of better quality or for better
environmentalvalue.

Volunteering: time willingly given for the common good and without financial gain (Volunteering
Australia 2015).

Will: alegal document expressing how a person wishes to distributetheir assets after death.
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Will-maker: a person who makes a Will.

Workplace giving: philanthropic contributions of money (payroll giving, employer matching donations,
workplace fundraising, employer grants), time, skills and in-kind support by employees and their
employers (Australian Charities Fund 2013).

See also Philanthropy Australia’s Glossary at
http://www.philanthropy.org.au/tools-resources/glossary/
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2.0

ABS:
ACNC:
ACPNS:
ACT:
ATO:
CCPA:
CEO:
CSl:
DGR:
FIA:
HN WiIs:
HPC:
ICNPO:
NPO:
NSW:
NT:
PBI:
QLD:
QUT:
ROI:
SA:
SME:

TAS:

UHNWIs:

UK:

Abbreviations

Australian Bureau of Statistics

Australian Charities and Not-for-profits Commission

Australian Centre for Philanthropy and Nonprofit Studies

Australian Capital Territory
Australian Taxation Office

Centre for Corporate Public Affairs
Chief Executive Officer

Centre for Social Impact
Deductible Gift Recipient
Fundraising Institute Australia
High-Net-Worth-Individuals

Health Promotion Charity

International Classification of Non-Profit Organizations

Nonprofit organisation

New South Wales

Northern Territory

Public Benevolent Institution

Queensland

Queensland University of Technology

Return onInvestment

South Australia

Small and medium enterprises
Tasmania

Ultra High-Net-Worth Individuals

United Kingdom
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us: United States

VIC: Victoria

WA: Western Australia
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3.0 Executive summary

3.1 Supporting communities; seeking community
support

Onein 10 Australians works for a nonprofit organisation (NPO). The sector contributes 3.8% of Gross
Domestic Product, larger than major sectors such as the information, media and telecommunications
industries (see ACPNS 2014). The nonprofit sector’s estimated 600,000 organisations support a
diverse range of causes including people, animals, environments, arts and culture.

The nonprofit sector contributes to a healthy society and is dependent upon communities, individuals,
business and governmentto survive. This report in the Giving Australia 2016 study explores how
Australia’s NPOs engage the community, business and philanthropicfoundations. It refreshes the first
Giving Australia (Australian Council of Social Service (ACOSS) 2005; Zappalaand Lyons 2005) by
including new questions (for example about technology).!

The report provides a snapshot usefulto NPOs and sector funders for benchmarking and strategy. It
also creates a new baseline for future research and opens conversations about thebarriers and
opportunities identified.

Findings are informed by:

existing literature

focus groups andinterviews with people active in the nonprofit sector, and

an online questionnaire available to two populations:
a random sample of charitable organisations registered with the Australian Charities and
Not-for-profits Commission (ACNC) (769 completions), and
a smaller, non-random sample of NPOs (196 completions).2

Throughoutthis report, the terms respondent and participant are used. For the purposes of this
report, a respondentisa person who completed an online questionnaire as part of a survey of a
particular population. This format is structured and is an aspect of quantitative data collection. A
participantis a personinvolved in an activity or event associated with research such as a focus group,
indepth interview or expert panel discussion. The focus of such activities is on qualitative data
collection about a particular issue/topicusing unstructured and semi-structured techniques.

1 This research was a comprehensive national study into giving, which looked at both fundraising and volunteer
engagement (with stronger focus on fundraising, where less national data is generally available).

2 The main body of the report focuses on findings from the survey of ACNC-registered charities. Data from the
smaller NPO survey supplements the charity findings in detailed sector analyses in Giving Australia 2016: The

nonprofit perspective Appendix.
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The Individual giving and volunteering report identified that NPOs received income of $12.5 billion

from individuals and the Business giving and volunteering report revealed that businesses contributed
S17.5billionto NPOsin 2015-16. Thefindings in this report cover key ways that NPOs attract private
sector resources through fundraising, volunteer recruitment, community partnerships/projects and
social enterprise.

3.2 Keythemesand insights

3.21 Main waysthat NPOs attract priv ate sector resources

Fundraising

More than half of ACNC-registered charities responding to the survey (59%)had used someform of
fundraisingin their most recent full financial year. The most common fundraising practices for seeking
nongovernmentrevenuein 2016 were event-based fundraising (e.g. fétes, barbecues) (42.1%), regular
giving programs (38.8%)and membership fees (35.7%). Nonprofit focus group and interview
participants highlighted the importance of using the right approach for the intended audience.
Innovation was as not yet replacing tried and tested means of fundraising. For instance, a fifth (21%)
of surveyed organisations involved in fundraising used direct mail. The use of traditional giving
approaches was evident in the Individual giving and volunteering survey where half of the donors
(51.6%)gave with cash (and 5.8% by cheque). However, qualitative participantsin NPOs discussed the
rise of more technological approaches and integrating online (e.g. social media) and offline (e.g. direct
mail) mechanisms for maximum effect.

Although the charity survey suggests they are not commonly used, focus groups and interviews
revealed that bequests, major gifts and capital campaigns could be highly significant fundraising
practices.

Volunteer recruitment
The charity survey’s five major findings of volunteer recruitment and engagement practices in
charities” most recent full financial year were:

some 63% of organisations recruited volunteers (although 94% had volunteers), with animal
protection organisations the most likely to recruit volunteers

of those organisations with a volunteer program, half (50%) offered virtual volunteering
opportunities, where people can volunteer without being physically present

onlyonein 10 respondents reported experience with corporate/employeevolunteering

only half of the organisations with volunteers had a dedicated (paid or unpaid) manager of
volunteers, yet this was the most useful resource for volunteer recruitment, and

some 15% of organisations with volunteers did not have any means of formally recognising their
volunteers.

Community business partnerships

Twenty-one per cent of respondents reported beinginvolved in at least one partnership with business.
This compares with 69% oflarge business survey respondents and 18% of SMEs reporting involvement
with at least oneNPO.
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Social enterprise
Relatively few respondents operated a social enterprise (13%)in their most recent full financial year.

Larger organisations were more likely to undertake commercial activity with charities with more than
100 staff more than three times morelikely torun a social enterprise or commercial venture than
those with no paid staff.

3.2.2 Uptake of new technologies

One of the most significant trends since Giving Australia 2005 was the uptake of new technologies to
facilitate giving and volunteering. Most charities reported some form of internet-based technology
use. Three-quarters of the charities in this study had a website —but less than half of these were
mobile optimised.

Fifty-nine per cent of respondents used social media. Facebook was the most common social media
platform (used by 55% of all respondents and 94% ofthose using a social media platform), followed by
Twitter and YouTube. Likewise, eleven per cent of respondents had used third party fundraising
platforms and four per cent of charities had used crowdfunding campaigns.

Focus group and interview participants highlighted how innovationsin social media and technology
were enabling a greater flow of information through two-way communication, deeper engagement
with issues and causes, more participation and more collaboration. The survey, however, established
that this was far from universal: only 20% of survey respondents felt their organisation was currently
using technology well.

Many respondents felt their organisation lacked the human and financial resources to maximise the
potential of new platforms. Further, few were seeing the hoped-forfinancial return on investment
(ROI) in online fundraising. For some organisations, the difficulty in translating online engagementinto
dollars meantthat the risks they associated with having a large social media presence outweighed the
potential benefits. A common risk example given was losing control of content.

Third party platforms for crowdfunding and peer-to-peer giving were also described as offering mixed
blessings. Although peer-to-peer fundraising enabled people to take action and ownership of their
giving, focus group and interview participants from the nonprofit sector expressed concern that third
party platforms would decrease direct NPO engagement. This trend, known as disintermediation,
enables donors and volunteers to bypass charities to tackle issues or raise funds directly. Converting
supporters of peer-to-peer fundraising events into regular donors was also noted as challenging. The
issue of data security was raised as a large concern by some qualitative participants.

3.23 Factorsinfluencing support - donor motiv ations,

preferences and expectations
In a world where charity choice is increasingly global for donors and volunteers (McDonald 2016)
there are greater possibilities but also more competition for organisations tryingto connect with
potential supporters. Participants reinforced that understanding and appealingto supporter
motivations and adaptingto their preferences were more importantthan ever in achieving outcomes
for clients and beneficiaries.
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Charity survey respondents were reading contemporary donors well in thatthey already knew the
primary giving motivations that Giving Australia 2016: Individual giving and volunteering respondents
confirmed. In particular, there was a wide awareness that contemporary givers and volunteers wanted
to be a part of somethingthat creates impact and wanted to see that impact.

Participants saw outcomes measurement and reporting as becomingincreasingly vital to some
donors’ decisions. This trend hasimportantimplications for how organisations measureand
communicate achievements and demonstratetheimpact of services and programs to donors. Some
participantsindicated their organisation had strong systems in place for this, giving it a competitive
advantage. However, many participants felt ill-equipped to provide performance and outcomes data.

Focus group and interview participants also observed differences in givingand volunteering behaviour,
mostly across generations. As Generation X movesinto what has traditionally been a ‘giving’ phase of
the life cycle and Generation Y plays an increasing role in philanthropy, NPOs, fundraisers and
managers of volunteers were talking about the challenge of adapting to changing demographics.
Understanding what drives younger people to give and volunteer was seen as importantto help
fundraisers and managers of volunteers develop campaigns that work for these groups.

Interview and focus group participants highlighted the importance of direct impact and hands-on
experience for youngsupporters, forexample, crowdfunding campaigns. They also reported skilled
andvirtual volunteering opportunities appealed to young people. Such opportunities were seen as
valuable and a path to deeper engagement. NPOs reflected they needed different approachesto tap
into this energy, as traditional forms of recruiting support were not appealing to younger generations.

3.24 Maximising philanthropic potential

Many participants reported enduring and emerging challenges in attractingboth volunteers and
donors. Many ofthe concerns raised in Giving Australia 2005 have remained or intensified. For
example, participants believed supporters are more concerned about fundraising practices,
administration costs and duplication than in the past.

Even with these challenges, respondents and participants alike were optimistic about Australia’s giving
andvolunteering future. They identified a number of opportunities for strengthening NPOs.

The charity survey data confirmed focused and qualified effort worked bestin both fundraising and
volunteerrecruitment including:

a paid or volunteerinternal fundraiser
a manager or coordinator of volunteers, and
an external consultantin either fundraising or volunteer recruitment.

Human resources investment was seen as critical for the NPO sector sustainability.

Capacity to fundraise and to engage volunteers were most likely to grow with a fundsinjection and an
increased understanding within an organisation of these practices. Community business partnerships
were seen as elusive unless NPOs increased their knowledge, their profile in the business community,
and their resources to staff such partnerships. Resources, understanding and specialist staff were
reported as the strongest drivers of capacity to operate a social enterprise.
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Critical elements in building support
Participants noted several critical elements for building supportincluding:

strong Chief Executive Officer (CEQ) and board leadership and commitment
purposefuland strategic fundraising

relationship and donordriven approaches

engagement, connection and ownership by volunteers and donors, and

an integrated approach to offline and digital fundraising.

Charities identified several areas in the regulatory environment they felt could be used to stimulate

giving and volunteering. For example:

minimising red tape especially for volunteering (e.g. the expense of RSAs3and costand time of
non-transferable police checks)

privacy regulation, which was seen as difficult to understand and implement well

taxation, which was seen asless supportive than overseas for charities and social enterprises, and
policy initiatives to stimulate giving, especially those areas with perceived untapped potential
such as bequestsand workplace giving.

Focus group and interview participants reported a need for ongoing collection, coordination and
availability of research data to help their organisations operate most effectively.

3 Responsible Service of Alcohol certificate

Giving and volunteering: the nonprofit perspective I XXi






4.0 Introduction

4.1 Overview

This report presents findings of Giving Australia 2016 from the perspective of people who work in
charities and other NPOs. It considers fundraising, volunteer recruitment, community business
partnerships and social enterprise as the means for attracting resources. It draws on data including
existing literature; focus groups and interviews with people active in the nonprofit sector; and an
online questionnaire of people working in nonprofitand charitable organisations.

NPOs include charities such as religious organisations, schools, publicbenevolentinstitutions (PBIs),
health promotion charities (HPCs) and other NPOs such as sporting and recreational clubs, community
service organisations, professionaland business associations and cultural and social societies (ATO
2016). There are an estimated 600,000 NPOs in Australia (Productivity Commission 2010, 58). The bulk
of these are small, non-employing organisations that rely on voluntary contributions. In 2016,
Australia had morethan 54,000 registered charities (ACNC 2016). Figure 1 below demonstrates the
different types of nonprofit and charitable organisationsin Australia.

600,000 NPOs in Australia,
including:

406,000 NPOs not registered with
the ATO

194,000 NPOs registered with
the ATO

54,000 charities registered
with the ACNC

10,000 PBIs and HPCs

Created from informationin ACPNS 2014 and ACNC 2016
Figure 1 Nonprofit and charitable sector in Australia
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4.2 Reportstructure

The report recaps points from the literature review, with a focus on key issues and emerging trends

(section 4.3).%The literature review informed the Giving Australia 2016 research questions set out in
section 4.4. Howdata was collected and analysed is outlined in section 5.0. Findings from the online
questionnaire, focus groups and interviews with a wide variety of NPOs are presented in section 6.0.
The key practices, emerging trends and challenges for NPOs are then discussed in section 7.2. Finally,
implications for policy and practice are considered in section 7.3.

4.3 Key findings from previousresearch

The Giving Australia 2016 Literature reviewis available at
http://www.communitybusinesspartnership.gov.au/about/research-projects/.

The most relevant chapters for this report are:

Chapter1: Volunteer engagement

Chapter 2: Everyday givers

Chapter13: Nonprofit fundraising

Chapter 14: Nonprofit CEOs

Chapter15: Sectoradaptations to giving trends
Chapter16: New technologies for giving, and
Chapter18: Social enterprise and giving.

4.31 Nonprofit fundraising

There is nocommonly understood meaning of the term ‘fundraising’ (McGregor-Lowndes et al. 2014).
The International Encyclopaedia of Civil Society (Scaife 2010, 742) suggests:

Fundraising is about locating the resources an organisation needs to achieve its aims on behalf
of those it serves ... ‘Resource mobilisation’is a frequently used term in some countries ...
emphasising ... thatan NPO needs more than just funds and will seek people, their time and in-
kind resources too.

The ABS (2014)found that NPOs received income of $107.5 billion of which $8.6 billion was
contributed by a range of donations, sponsorships and other fundraising methods (see Table 1).

4 For the summary and full literature reviews go to
http://www.communitybusinesspartnership.gov.au/about/research-projects/
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Table 1 Income received by Australian NPOs 2012-13

Source Income
Donations, bequests and legacies $3,993m
Donations from business $863m
Donations from trusts and foundations S474m
Sponsorships $1,381m
Other fundraising $1,903m
Total $8,614m

Little sector-wide research is available about the efficacy of individual fundraising practices in
Australia, although there is somebenchmarking data from fundraising practitioners. For example,
Buchanan’s analysis ofthe return on investment (ROI) on $1 for different fundraising activities in
New South Wales is adapted in Table 2 below (Buchanan 2015).

Table 2 ROI on $1 for different fundraising activities

Fundraising activity ROI (weighted average for

years 2004 - 13)
Bequests $56.83
Major gifts $33.33
General donations $19.11
Community fundraising $11.15
Regular giving $8.41
Direct mail appeals $3.66
Events $3.43
Lotteries and art unions $1.51

*Collated from public financial statements of 21 NPOs registered under the Charitable Fundraising Act 1991 (NSW)

In Australia, state and territory governments primarily regulate fundraising, notwithstanding one of

the objects of the ACNC is to ‘maintain, protectand enhance publictrust and confidence in the
Australian not-for-profit sector’ (ACNC 2014).

4.3.2 Volunteerengagement

Volunteering is an activity that belongs to a broader cluster of helping behaviours (Wilson 2000) and
generally refers to ‘time willingly given for the common good without financial gain’ (Volunteering
Australia 2015). Previous studies indicate that gender, age/life stage, education level, cultural
background and religion may influence the type and amount of volunteering undertaken (Dittrich and
Mey 2015; Einolf and Chambré 2011; Gray, Khoo and Reimondos 2012; Lyons and Nivison-Smith 2006;
Manning 2010; Wangand Graddy 2008).
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Merrill (2006)identified a number of global trends in volunteering, which remain in discussionin 2017:

time pressures associated with balancing volunteer work and other commitments

lack of consensus about thedefinition of volunteering

the emergence of programs that either provide care for an ageing population; or seek to engage
them in volunteering

the need for more pluralistic and inclusive volunteering recruitment approaches

the capacity of volunteering to promote social capital through community engagement, and

the use of technology to facilitate volunteeringand overcomeisolation.

4.3.3 New technologies for giving
Since the previous Giving Australia study in 2005, thetechnological revolution has transformed the

way transactions are conducted throughout many aspects of life. The way people give has also shifted.
Broadly, there are five main types of digital giving channels:

email

social media

online (through the charity’s website)

mobile (app, short message service (SMS), mobile enabled website), and
third party agencies (e.g. crowdfunding and peer-to-peersites).

Australian NPOs are using these technologies to engage and generate support, but not necessarily to
the same extent as organisations overseas. Theliterature suggests that lack of time and resources are
the most common barriers to NPOs using technology, followed by getting the board onside, and a lack
of strong evidence that social media brings donations (Briones, Kuch, Fisher, Liu and Jin 2011;
Maclaughlin 2015).
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4.4  Research questionsaddressed in this report

This report responds to the following Giving Australia 2016 research questions, with a focuson NPO
support generation or ‘resource mobilisation” practices, and perspectives on givingand volunteering.

What are the rates and patterns of giving and volunteeringin 20167

How are givingand volunteering behaviours changing overtime including the use of innovative
giving and volunteering platforms?

How are innovationsin social media and technological developmentinfluencing giving and
volunteering?

What are the critical factors that motivategiving and volunteering behavioursin 20167

What are the opportunities to grow levels of giving and volunteeringamongindividuals and
business?

How is the nonprofit sector’s ability to raise revenue being affected by changes in patterns of
giving and volunteering?

To what extent are different sectorsincluding arts, community services, environment, health,
education etc. changingtheir fundraisingapproachesin response to changing patterns of giving
andvolunteering?

What does information about changing patterns of giving and volunteeringin 2015-16 tellus
aboutthe future of philanthropy in Australia?
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5.0 Methodology

5.1 Overview

This section overviews how the data was collected and analysed. Data sources included:

a review of the literature

qualitative interviews (16) and focus groups (11) with a wide range of nonprofit sector
representatives, and

a questionnaire of 769 charities and 197 NPOs. >

5.2 Literature review

A comprehensivereview of the available academic and grey® literature was conducted to identify
themes and gapsin available evidence, which informed the questions for data collection instruments.
The literature review explored a diverse range of topics related to NPOs such as nonprofit fundraising,
nonprofit CEOs, sector adaptations to giving trends, new technology, social enterprise, big dataand
volunteering.” 8

5.3 Qualitative interviews and focus groups

Seventeen one-to-oneinterviews and 11 focus groups were conducted in 201516 to capturea range
of nonprofit perspectives as summarised in Table 3. Participants were recruited usinga purposive
samplingtechnique drawing on individuals with relevant experience and skills.

The majority of participantsin the interviews and focus groups were recruited via formal and informal
networks (such as those of Giving Australia’s sector partners) and the ACPNS and CSI Swinburne
databases. Individuals with expertise in topicareas were sent personalised email invitations. Focus
groups andinterviews were also promoted on the Giving Australia blogand website. People who
heard aboutthe study approached Giving Australia 2016 researchers to take part.

> Further methodological detail for the Giving Australia 2016 project overall can be found in the
summary project report.
6 Grey literature refers to general material not published in books or journal articles.

7 Keyword search terms for the literature review included fundraising and: giving, philanthropy, nonprofit CEOs,
leadership, nonprofit sectors (E.g. Arts, Environment), technology, digital giving, crowdfunding, social media,
professional advisers, big data and volunteering.

8 Search engines used for the literature review included: QUT Library Summon 2.0, QUT ePrints, Swinburne
Library Search - Ex Libris Primo, Google Scholar, Google, Research Gate, Wiley Online Library, Emerald Insight,
Proquest, and ABI/INFORM Database.
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Table 3 Summary of nonprofit interviews and focus groups for Giving Australia2016

Group/topic area Locations Interviews Focus groups
NPO chair QLb 1
VIC 1
NPO CEOs NSW 1
NT 1
QLb 1
TAS 1
Fundraisers ACT 1
QLb 1 2
VIC 1 1
Digital giving managers Online - Australia wide 1
NSW 3
QLb 1
VIC 1 1
Charitable app developer QlLb 1
Crowdfunding VIC 1 1
Bequest fundraisers VIC 1
Manager of volunteers VIC 1
Social enterprise VIC 1 1
NSW 1
Sports fundraising intermediary ACT 1
Total number of locations, interviews, 6 17 11
focus groups and focus group
participants

In-depth, one-to-one semi-structured interviews were conducted either face-to-face or via telephone
and usually took 60 minutes. Focus groups were clustered by type of participantrole (e.g. fundraising
managers). Typically, focus group sessions were held face-to-face, involved two facilitators and on
average, ran approximately 90 minutes.®

Interviews and focus groups explored motivations for giving, predicted changesto giving behaviours,
how technology influences giving and volunteering, and other trends in the nonprofit sector. 0

9 One focus group with digital giving managers was held online using Collaborate, a web conferencing tool.
However, some participants had trouble participating in the online discussion, so interviews were conducted
(hence the larger number of interviewees on this topic).

10 Interview and focusgroup questions included prompts, which were used by the interviewer/facilitator to
increase the depth of responses. Questions were adapted and reordered during interviews and focus groups for
the purpose of facilitating conversation style dialogue.
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At the conclusion of each session, a ‘top of mind” summary of key themes was developed and used
duringthe data analysis phase. Each interview and focus group was electronically recorded,
transcribed verbatim and analysed using NVivo software. Data was coded according to higher-order
themes andin line with the Giving Australia research questions.

5.4  Online questionnaire of charities and NPOs

The Giving Australia 2005 questionnaire of NPOs formed the basis of the 2016 questionnaire (see
Appendix 2) (Zappala and Lyons 2005). The 2005 questionnaire was revised and refined by the QUT
Giving Australia team, in consultation with partners and other stakeholders.'* The 2005 questionnaire
was extended to include the use of technology in fundraising and volunteering. Other minor revisions
were made to reflect the state of the nonprofit sector as at the time of the questionnaire (e.g.
updated sector categories to reflect the International Classification of Nonprofit Organisations

ICNPO]).

A draft questionnaire was piloted with 77 organisations registered with the ACNC, resulting in minor
changes to the final instrument.

5.4.1 Ethics and Statistical Clearing House approvals

Ethics approval was obtained from QUT’s University Human Research Ethics Committee (UHREC)
(approvalnumber: 1,600,000,098).12 Approval was also obtained from the Australian Government’s
Statistical Clearing House (approvalnumber:02476-01)in line with Australian Government
requirements.

542 Sample and screening
Two distinct datasets were used for the questionnaire of charities and NPOs.

Charities

Following the introduction of the ACNCin December 2012 alist of more than 54,000 charities and
NPOs with charitable status became available. With due confidentiality, the ACNC provided email
contact with 12,135 registered organisations. Organisations were selected via a stratified random
sample based on their size and main activity as reported to the ACNC. While every effort was made to
ensure a wide selection of organisation types and sizes participated in the survey, the voluntary nature

11 The methodology used for the Giving Australia 2005 study involved distributing the questionnaire to the then
552 members of FIA. These organisations tended to be larger NPOs engaged in fundraising, volunteer
recruitment, business partnerships and social enterprises. In addition to this, a random dataset of 987 NPOs
from the six state government charity registers was also used. All comparisons with the 2005 report are general
in nature and do not compare matching organisations. Changes from 2005 may reflect the different samples
used as opposed to being population-level differences.

12 The UHREC evaluates projects conducted by the University involvinghuman participants and ensures
compliance with the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research. In accordance with UHREC
requirements, participation was voluntary and any questions could be left unanswered.
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of the research meantthat the samplewas notstrictly representative of the entire population and

cautionis needed in generalising findings.

NPOs
In addition, the survey was also hosted on QUT's Giving Australia 2016 blog with links distributed
through the following organisations/groups.

ProBono

Q Sport

P&CsQLD

FIA

Our Community.com

Australian Environmental Grantmakers Network
Philanthropy Australia

Perpetual

Educate Plus

Council for Advancementand Support of Education
Ethnic Communities Council (QLD)

The lan Potter Foundation

South Australian Association of School Parents Clubs
National Association of Charitable Recycling Organisations
Australasian Society of Association Executives

Social Traders, and

the QUT ACPNS alumni.

Respondents who accessed the survey through this link were asked if their organisation was registered
with the ACNC, and they were permitted to complete the survey. Nearly all (98.8%) were registered
with the ACNC.

5.43 Distribution and completion rates
The questionnaire was hosted online using Qualtrics and took approximately 20-30 minutes to
complete. Datawas collected during June-August 2016.

Of the approximately 12,000 ACNC-registered charities sent the web link to the survey, 1,687 started
the online survey and 769 completed the survey, leaving a final responserate of 6.3%.

Due to the openinvitation to NPOs in the matching survey distributed through peak bodies, blog and
Twitter posts, it is not possible to determine the response rate for these organisations. Intotal, 376
guestionnaires were started and 196 responses were received. 13

13 This data is not included in the main report. It has been used in the Giving Australia 2016: Giving and

volunteering: the nonprofitperspective — supplementary appendix to allow for different cause areas to be

examined.
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544 Analysis

The data was exported from Qualtrics to the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). It was
cleaned (i.e. datawas removed or amended if incomplete or incorrect formatting was used) before

descriptive statistics and cross-tabulations (comparing two variables) were performed. Back coding
(e.g. groupingresponses listed as other) was undertaken on variables where open-ended responses
were allowed.
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6.0 Findings

This section provides a snapshot ofthe Australian charity sector in 2016 based on the profile of
respondentstothe survey of ACNC-registered charities whose profile is detailed in section 6.1. It
explores how charities facilitate givingand volunteering (section 6.2)and examines how innovationsin
technology and social media are influencing practices (section 6.3).

Detailed reports on how specific sectors are generating support and using new technologies can be
foundin Giving and volunteering: The nonprofit perspective—supplementary appendix, incorporating
data from both the charities and nonprofit survey respondents. Responserates for some sectors were
toolow for analysis, buta range of sectors are covered: social services, emergency relief, health,

primary and secondary education, culture and arts, sports and recreation and environmental
organisations.

6.1  Profile of charity questionnaire respondents

This section provides a detailed description of respondentsto the 2016 charity survey by:

sector

size (in terms of the number of staff and volunteers and revenue raised)
location

age, and

legal status.

The 2016 questionnaire used for the charity survey is available in Appendix one in section 10.2.

A direct comparison of the profile of respondents with the 2005 Nonprofits survey highlights the
differences. Generally, respondentstothe 2005 Nonprofits survey tended to represent larger
organisations (with more paid staff, volunteers and annual revenue) and had greater involvementin
support generation activities. The ACNC data did not exist in 2005 and the sample was drawn from
organisations known to FIA, which resulted in higher numbers of larger organisations with formal
fundraising programs. 1

6.1.1 Sector

Approximately one-quarter of 2016 charity survey respondents were from religious organisations (see
Table 4). By comparison, respondents from community services and the health sector dominated the
2005 sample. Religious organisations represented only 2% of the sample in 2005. These differences
are likely due to the different sampling methods (see section 5.4 for more detail). According to the
ACNC, religious organisations make up 28.5% ofall charities (Cortis et al. 2016).

14 See section 5.4 for more information.
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Table 4 Profile of respondents by sector, 2005 & 2016

Category 2005 2016

No. % No. %
Religious group 10 2% 196 25.5%
Community services 184 38% 157 20.5%
Education 38 8% 87 11.4%
Health 79 16% 79 10.2%
Arts/culture 27 6% 52 6.8%
Development and housing 0 - 37 4.8%
Sports/recreation 27 6% 36 4.7%
Philanthropic intermediaries and grantmaking foundations N/A N/A 35 4.5%
Environment/animal welfare 16 3% 33 4.3%
International aid/development 17 3% 22 2.9%
Interest group/advocacy 27 6% 12 1.6%
Law and politics 0 - 8 1.0%
Service club 43 9% N/A N/A
Other 13 3% 15 2.0%
Total 481 100% 769 100%

6.1.2 Number of paid staff

Table 5 shows approximately half of respondent organisations surveyed in 2016 had paid employees

(compared to 81% of respondentsin 2005).

Table 5 Number of paid staff,2005 & 2016

Number of paid staff 2016

No. % No. %
No paid staff 91 19% 351 45.6%
1-19 paid staff 242 52% 323 42.0%
20-99 paid staff 74 16% 63 8.2%
100 or more paid staff 60 13% 32 4.2%
Total 467 100% 769 100%

6.1.3 Number of volunteers

In both 2016 and 2005, the majority of respondent organisations had volunteers. There were fewer
organisations with 100 or more volunteersin 2016 thanin 2005 (see Table 6).
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Table 6 Number of volunteers, 2005 & 2016

Number of volunteers 2005 2016

No. % No. %
No volunteers 9 2% 51 6.6%
1-19 volunteers 198 42% 355 46.2%
20-99 volunteers 138 29% 271 35.2%
100 or more volunteers 128 27% 92 12.0%
Total 473 100% 769 100%

6.14 Revenue

As Table 7 displays, 19% of 2016 respondent organisations earned more than one million dollars per
annum (comparedto 38%in 2005). At the other end of the spectrum, 31.7% of organisationsin 2016
had annual revenue of less than $50,000,and 62.1% had an income of $250,000 or less. The ACNC
estimates that more than 65% of organisations registered with it have annualrevenue of $250,0000r

less (Cortis et al. 2016).15

Table 7 Revenue, 2005 & 2016

Revenue 2005 2016

No. % No. %
Up to $100,000 119 26% 333 46.3%
More than $100,000—$1 million 163 36% 252 35.0%
More than S1 million —$10 million 118 26% 100 13.9%
More than $S10 million 55 12% 35 4.9%
Total16 455 100% 720 100%

6.15 Location

In 2016, asin 2005, organisations from New South Wales, Victoria and Queensland dominated the

responses (see Table 8).

51n 2005, $50,000 is equivalent to $65,712in 2016; $100,000 to $131,425;$250,000 to $328.562 and

S1 million to $1.3 million.

16 Numbers may not reach 769 due to nondisclosure.
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Table 8 State/territory of organisations, 2005 & 2016

State/Territory 2005

No. % No. %
NSW 165 34% 238 30.9%
VIC 111 23% 173 22.5%
Qlb 66 14% 144 18.7%
SA 49 10% 88 11.4%
WA 41 8% 75 9.8%
TAS 24 5% 21 2.7%
ACT 23 5% 23 3.0%
NT 1 0.2% 7 0.9%
Total 480 100% 769 100%

6.1.6 Year of establshment

As Table 9 shows, 80% of 2016 respondent organisations were formed after 1970 (comparedto52%
in 2005)and 21% were formed after the initial Giving Australia research was conducted in 2005.

Table 9 Year of establishment, 2005 & 2016

Year of establishment 2005

No. % No. %
Before 1900 18 4% 29 3.8%
1900-1949 75 16% 60 7.9%
1950-1969 83 18% 59 7.8%
1970-1979 73 15% 87 11.4%
1980-1989 102 22% 136 17.9%
1990-1999 88 19% 131 17.2%
2000-2005 26 6% 98 12.9%
20062016 N/A N/A 160 21.1%
Total” 455 100% 760 100%

6.1.7 Legalstatus

More than half of 2016 charity survey respondents were incorporated as an association under state
legislation (see Table 10). While this was similar to 2005, in 2016, nearly 7% of organisations were
trusts (compared tonone in 2005)and 14% were incorporated as a company limited by guarantee

(compared to 28% in 2005).

17 Totals for 2016 may not reach 769 due to nonresponse.
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Table 10 Legal status of organisations, 2005 & 2016

Legal status 2005 2016

No. % No. %
Incorporated as an association under State legislation 259 55% 435 57.0%
Incorporated as a company limited by guarantee 132 28% 108 14.2%
Legal identity linked with a church or religious body 15 3% 76 10.0%
A Trust N/A N/A 57 7.5%
Unincorporated association 18 4% 45 5.9%
Incorporated by a separate Act of Parliament 12 2% 13 1.7%
Incorporated as a cooperative 11 2% 10 1.3%
Incorporated as an Aboriginal association 4 0.8% 6 0.8%
Other incorporated no further description N/A N/A 6 0.8%
Letters patent N/A N/A 3 0.4%
Private company N/A N/A 1 0.1%
Unsure N/A N/A 1 0.1%
Other 19 4% 2 0.3%
Totall® 470 100% 763 100%

6.1.8 Organisationallevel

In 2016, 60.8% of respondent organisations were local organisations, compared to 30%in 2005. In
2005, 31% of organisations were state (head) offices of state organisations.In2016, only 10.4% of

respondent organisations were at this level (see Table 11).

18 Totals for 2016 may not reach 769 due to nonresponse.
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Table 11 Organisationlevel,2005 & 2016

Legal status 2005 2016

No. % No. %
International organisation
International office of an international organisation (head office) N/A N/A 8 1.0%
National office of an international organisation 24 5% 12 1.6%
State branch/office of an international organisation 13 3% 8 1.0%
Local branch/office of an international organisation 12 2% 18 2.3%
National organisation
National office of a national organisation 44 9% 68 8.9%
State branch/office of a national organisation 22 5% 19 2.5%
Local branch/office of a national organisation 12 2% 51 6.6%
State organisation
State office of a state organisation 149 31% 80 10.4%
Local branch/office of a state organisation 27 6% 29 3.8%
Local organisation
Local organisation 143 30% 467 60.8%
Other
Other 30 6% 8 1.0%
Total1® 476 100% 768 100%

6.2 How do charitiesfacilitate giving and

volunteering?

This section examines four major approaches to generating support within the charity sector:

fundraising

volunteerrecruitment

community business partnerships, and
social enterprise.

19 Totals for 2016 may not reach 769 due to nonresponse.
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This section presents information about the following research questions.

What are the rates and patterns of giving and volunteeringin 20167?

How are givingand volunteering behaviours changing over time including the use of innovative
giving and volunteering platforms?

To what extent are different sectorsincluding arts, community services, environment, health,
education etc. changing their fundraisingapproachesin response to changing patternsin giving
andvolunteering?20

The data presented in this section is drawn from the 2016 charity survey. While many questions
correspondto thoseaskedin 2005, adirect comparisonis not provided due to the different samples
as described in section 6.1. Formore information on howthese samples were constructed, refer to

the methodology (section 5.4).

6.2.1 Overview of practicesto attract support

In 2016, some 85% of charity survey respondents undertook activities to generate support,
particularly fundraising (59%) and volunteer recruitment (62%). Fifteen per cent of respondents
reported not undertakingany such practices or failed to answer the question.

In general, activities to generate support were more common among older organisations, especially
fundraising and social enterprise, as per Table 12.

Table 12 Support generation by year of establishment 2016

Year Fundraising Volunteer Partnerships Social enterprise  Total number
established recruitment of
N % N % N % N % respondent

o. () 0. 0 o. ) o. ®  organisations

Pre 1950 59 66.3% 55 61.8% 12 13.5% 17 19.1% 89
1950-1989 169 59.9% 192 68.1% 67 23.8% 41 14.5% 282
1990-2005 128 55.9% 136 59.4% 52 22.7% 28 12.2% 229
20062016 88 55.0% 90 56.3% 36 22.5% 17 10.6% 160
Total?? 451 58.6% 479 62.3% 169 22.0% 104 13.5% 769

Table 13 shows the participation rate in support generation activities by the number of paid staff,
which is often used as a measure of organisation size. Social enterprises were much more common in
organisations with large numbers of staff.

20 This question is also addressed in Giving Australia 2016: Giving and volunteering: the nonprofit perspective —
supplementary appendix.

21 Totals may not add up due to nonresponse.
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Similarly, organisations with no paid staff were much less likely to engage in community business
partnerships than organisations with at least onestaff member. Partnerships, like social enterprises,
often require an investment of human resources at both the nonprofitand the business side to be
successful.?2

Table 13 Support generation activities by number of paid staff 2016

Number of Fundraising Volunteer Partnerships Social enterprise  1otal number of
paid staff recruitment respondent

No. % No. % No. % No. % organisations
No paid staff 204 58.1% 197 56.1% 48 13.7% 29 8.3% 351
1-19 192 59.4% 219 67.8% 94 29.1% 54 16.7% 323
20-99 34 54.0% 45 71.4% 16 25.4% 13 20.6% 63
100 or more 21 65.6% 18 56.3% 11 34.4% 8 25.0% 32
Total 451 58.6% 479 62.3% 169 22.0% 104 13.5% 769

Revenue is another commonly used measure of organisation size. As with the number of staff,
organisations with higher annualrevenue were more likely to engage in social enterprise and
community business partnerships.

Very few organisations (4%) were involved in all four activities (fundraising, volunteer recruitment,
partnershipsand social enterprise) in their previous financial year (see Table 14). It was mostcommon
for organisationsto be involved in two of these activities. However, one-fifth of organisations without
any paid staff were notinvolved in any support generation activities.

Organisations with 100 or more staff had similar levels of nonparticipationin support generation
activities in the last year. This may have been due to a lack of need, if existing volunteer levels or if
current funding contracts were sufficient.

Table 14 Number of support generation activities by number of paid staff 2016

Number No activities One activity Two activities Three activities Four activities
of paid
staff

No. % No. % No. % No. % No. %
No paid 71 20.2% 99 28.2% 129 36.8% 41 11.7% 11 3.1%
staff
1-19 35 10.8% 79 24.5% 117 36.2% 74 22.9% 18 5.6%
2099 6 9.5% 12 19.0% 30 47.6% 14 22.2% 1 1.6%
100 or 6 18.8% 7 21.9% 5 15.6% 13 40.6% 1 3.1%
more
Total 118 15.3% 197 25.6% 281 36.5% 142 18.5% 31 4.0%

Sector also had an impact on which support generation means a charity used. Table 15 shows an
overview of the percentage of charity survey respondents from different sectors that engagedin the

22 Partnerships are discussed in greater detail in Giving Australia 2016: Business giving and volunteering.
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four surveyed support generation activities. 23 Fundraising was the primary activity for respondent

organisations workingin culture and recreation, education and international fields.

Table 15 Support generation by sector 201624

Sector Fundraising Volunteer Partnerships Social Total number
recruitment enterprise ofrespondent
organisations
No. % No. % No. % No. %
Culture and recreation 64 72.7% 63 71.6% 23 26.1% 11 12.5% 88
Education 61 70.1% 54 62.1% 15 17.2% 12 13.8% 87
Health 46 58.2% 53 67.1% 21 26.6% 12 15.2% 79
Social services 96 61.1% 106 67.5% 46  29.3% 21 13.4% 157
Environment 8 38.1% 14 66.7% 7 33.3% 2 9.5% 21
Animal protection 10 83.3% 11 91.7% 1 8.3% 2 16.7% 12
Development and
T—— 12 32.4% 19 51.4% 11 29.7% 9 243% 37
:Z\’lvi'tiifvocacy and 12 60.0% 12 60.0% 7 35.0% 4 20.0% 20
:Dn:!f;?dri‘;’i'; 13 37.1% 13 37.1% 11 31.4% 4 114% 35
International 17 77.3% 15 68.2% 4 18.2% - - 22
Religion 105 53.6% 109 55.6% 17 8.7% 23 11.7% 196
Other 7 46.7% 10 66.7% 6 40.0% 4 26.7% 15
Total 451 58.6% 479 62.3% 169 22.0% 104 13.5% 769

Survey respondents were asked whether their organisation primarily serves their own members, the

wider community or both. There was little difference in the percentage of organisationsthat

fundraised between thosethat primarily serve their own members and those with a wider
public/community focus (see Table 16). In terms of volunteer recruitment, those serving the wider
public/community were slightly more likely to recruit volunteers. They were also more likely to engage

in partnerships and be involved in social enterprise.

23 Not all sectors are shown in Table 15. Giving Australia 2016: Giving and volunteering: The nonprofit
perspective —supplementary appendix examines different nonprofit sectors in greater detail.

24 For a detailed description of all ICNPO categories, see
http://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Latestp roducts/5256.0Appendix12012-

13?opendocument&tabname=Notes&prodno=5256.0&issue=2012-13&num=&view=.
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Table 16 Support generation by member vs public focus 2016

Focus Fundraising Volunteer Partnerships Social Total number
recruitment enterprise of respondent
No. % No. % No. %  No. g ~Organisations
Serves the needs of own
T D —-— 32 54.2% 29  49.2% 8 13.6% 4 6.8% 59
zizﬁi/imﬂﬁfw 108 57.1% 104 550% 43 22.8% 23 12.2% 189
Serves both the needs of
;tspop"g:t;‘:”;:jrtsée o 309 595% 345 665% 118 227% 77 148% 519
u WI
public/community
Total 451 58.6% 479 62.3% 169 22.0% 104 13.5% 769

Table 17 displays the percentage of organisations located in major cities or regional or remote
communities engaged in each support generation activity. There was little difference between
organisations located in urban or regional areas in undertaking all activities. The percentage was
slightly higherin all activities but fundraising for thoselocated in regional or remote locations.

Table 17 Support generation by remoteness 2016

Focus Fundraising Volunteer Partnerships Social Total number
recruitment enterprise of respondent

No. %  No. % No. % No. % organisations

Major city 289  59.2% 293 60.0% 105 21.5% 57 11.7% 488
Regional or remote 161 58.1% 184 66.4% 64 23.1% 47  17.0% 277
Total 451 58.6% 479 623% 169 22.0% 104 13.5% 769

6.2.2 Fundraising

More than half (58.6%) of respondents to the 2016 charity survey undertook fundraisingin their
previous financial year. It was a common strategy among organisations of all sizes. The likelihood of
undertaking fundraising did not change significantly according to the number of paid staff (ranging
from 55%—68% across organisations of all sizes), although larger organisations were moderately more
likely to engage in fundraising (see Table 13).

Fundraising sources
The charity survey found that in the past financial year, while ACNC-registered charities targeted a

wide range of sources in their fundraising efforts, everyday donors were particularly significant, with
84.7% offundraising organisations targeting this group. Sixty-eight per cent of organisations
fundraising from everyday donors also said this group was their most significant source of revenue.

Around half of the organisations surveyed (48.1%)only targeted onetype of fundraising source. For
thosethat targeted everyday donors, 43.2%did not target any additional sources for funds while a
further 21.2% targeted one additional source, the most common being government grants (27.2%)
followed by corporate organisations (24.9%).
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Table 18 shows the percentage of charity survey respondents that approached various types of
sources in their fundraisingand howsignificant these sources were. Corporate organisations, trusts
andfoundations, service clubs and HNWIs were the most significant source of revenue for less than a
third of organisations approaching these sources.

Table 18 Fundraising sources 2016

Fundraising source Targeted Most significant (for those that
targeted this source)

No. % No. %
Everyday donors/general public 382 84.7% 261 68.5%
Government grants 125 27.7% 55 44.4%
Corporate organisations 112 24.8% 29 25.9%
Trusts and foundations 83 18.4% 22 26.8%
Service clubs 75 16.6% 11 14.9%
High-net-worth individuals 68 15.1% 21 31.3%
Members and affiliated persons 32 7.1% 29 90.6%
Other 36 8.0% 20 55.6%
Total 451 100% N/A N/A

The most commonly targeted fundraising sources varied with the size of the organisation, though

everyday donors were the most common source for all sizes. As Table 19 shows, after everyday

donors, themost commonly targeted sources for smaller organisations (<$250,000 in annual revenue)
were government grants. For medium-sized organisations (5250,000-51 million), government grants
and corporate organisations were important, while for larger organisations (>51 million), corporate
organisations, HNWIs and trusts and foundations were all important.

Table 19 Fundraising sources by size of organisation2016

Fundraising source < $250,000 $250,000-$1M >$1M

No. % No. % No. %
E\ﬁ.{gay donors/general 227 82.5% 74 84.1% 81 92.0%
High-net-worth individuals 19 6.9% 13 14.8% 36 40.9%
Corporate organisations 47 17.1% 27 30.7% 38 43.2%
Trusts and foundations 28 10.2% 21 23.9% 34 38.6%
Service clubs 45 16.4% 16 18.2% 14 15.9%
Government grants 61 22.2% 37 42.0% 27 30.7%
';/z:):irs or affiliated 24 8.7% 5 5.7% 3 3.4%
Other sources 28 10.2% 7 8.0% 1 1.1%
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Fundraising practices

For thoserespondent organisations that engaged in fundraising, the most common fundraising
practices for seekingnongovernmentrevenuein 2016 were other event-based fundraising (e.g. fétes,
barbecues) (42.1%), regular giving programs (38.8%)and membership fees (35.7%).

The focus groups and interviews revealed that many participants believed that events have become
more popularin the past decade and that they can be easier to fundraise for due to new technologies
andthe ability to enable yoursupporters to fundraise for you.

All yourevent-based things | suppose, everybody does those online, but when you've got those
Bridge to Brisbane or whateveron, you might get 20 people fundraising andthey might have
10peopleall supporting them andyou might get S1,000 or 500 from each ofthose people. So
you end up with $10,0000r 520,000. That's where you're making your money, more so than
electronic appealsortofthings. They're no different really from sending out a mailappealonly
if [sic] it's not costing you S4 or S5 for every time you post an envelope ... We're certainly
seeing that growquite significantly. | would say thatit's probably trebled in the last three or
fouryearstheamountofmoney thatcomes to us fromthosesort ofevent things.

- Interview, Digital giving manager, QLD

Direct mail was found to be on par with email appeals (each used by approximately one in five
respondents). Table 20 compares the most commonly used fundraising activities with the most
significant activities (for those that use that activity).
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Table 20 Most commonly used and significant fundraising activities 2016

Fundraising activity/practice

Used

Most significant

No. % of fundraising % of total No. % of those that
organisations sample use activity
Regular giving 174 38.8% 22.6% 60 34.5%
Fundraising campaigns total 132 29.3% 17.2% 33 25.0%
Direct mail appeals 95 21.1% 12.4% 11 11.6%
Capital campaigns 17 3.8% 2.2% 3 17.6%
Other major gift fundraising 42 9.3% 5.5% 12 28.6%
Bequests 25 5.5% 3.3% 4 16.0%
Other campaign 10 2.2% 1.3% 3 30.0%
Face-to-face appeals total 113 25.1% 14.7% 21 18.7%
Face-to-face fundraising 65 14.4% 8.5% 9 13.8%
Other street collections 31 6.9% 4.0% 3 9.7%
Other doorknocks 4 0.9% 0.5%
Other face-to-face 30 6.7% 3.9% 9 30.0%
Corporate appeals total 127 28.2% 16.5% 25 19.8%
Corporate gifts 19 4.2% 2.5% - -
Corporate sponsorship 72 16.0% 9.4% 18 25.0%
Corporate grants 28 6.2% 3.6% 1 3.6%
Corporate in-kind donations 48 10.6% 6.2% 3 6.3%
Payroll giving 22 4.9% 2.9% - -
Other workplace giving 12 2.7% 1.6% 1 8.3%
Other corporate 6 1.3% 0.8% 2 33.3%
Nongovernment grant seeking total 160 35.5% 20.8% 48 30.0%
Foundation grants 77 17.1% 10.0% 17 22.1%
Community grants 109 24.2% 14.2% 27 24.8%
Other nongovernment grants 13 2.9% 1.7% 3 23.1%
Events total 258 57.2% 33.6% 90 35.0%
Gala events/dinners 106 23.5% 13.8% 28 26.4%
Peer-to-peer fundraising events 22 4.9% 2.9% 2 9.1%
Other event-based fundraising 190 42.1% 24.7% 60 31.6%
Sale of goods total 166 36.8% 21.6% 43 25.9%
Sale of donated goods 84 18.6% 10.9% 23 27.4%
Sale of branded merchandise 46 10.2% 6.0% 8 17.4%
Sale of other new merchandise 31 6.9% 4.0% 5 16.1%
Other sale of goods 17 3.8% 2.2% 7 41.2%
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Fundraising activity/practice

Used

Most significant

No. % of fundraising % of total No. % of those that

organisations sample use activity

Gaming total 119 26.4% 15.5% 15 12.6%
Raffles 115 25.5% 15.0% 12 10.4%
Art unions 1 0.2% 0.1% - -
Bingo 6 1.3% 0.8% 3 50.0%
Other gaming 2 0.4% 0.3% - -
Technology-based appealstotal 158 35.0% 20.5% 17 10.6%
Email appeals 94 20.8% 12.2% 7 7.4%
Crowdfunding 15 3.3% 2.0% 1 6.7%
Website donations 99 22.0% 12.9% 7 7.1%
Social media advertising 55 12.2% 7.2% - -
Social media appeals 37 8.2% 4.8% 1 2.7%
SMS appeals 4 0.9% 0.5% - -
Other mobile fundraising 1 0.2% 0.1% - -
Other technology-based appeals 2 0.4% 0.3% 1 50.0%
Media appealstotal 41 9.1% 5.3% 7 17.0%
Radio-a-thon 3 0.7% 0.4% 1 33.3%
Telethon 2 0.4% 0.3% - -
Other radio appeal 14 3.1% 1.8% - -
Other TV appeal 1 0.2% 0.1% - -
Press appeal 18 4.0% 2.3% 1 5.6%
Other appeal 12 2.7% 1.6% 5 41.7%
Membership total 182 40.4% 23.7% 36 19.7%
Membership fees 161 35.7% 20.9% 27 16.8%
Donor clubs/circles 19 4.2% 2.5% 2 10.5%
Other member based 20 4.4% 2.6% 7 35.0%
Other total 60 13.3% 7.8% 14 23.4%
Rounding up of bills 5 1.1% 0.7% - -
Telemarketing for donations 5 1.1% 0.7% - -
Auctions 31 6.9% 4.0% 1 3.2%
Other 28 6.2% 3.6% 13 46.4%
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As Table 20 shows, bequests were an underused toolby most respondent organisations, with only
5.5% of those who fundraised seeking gifts in Wills. Furthermore, the Individualgiving and
volunteering survey found that only 7.4% ofthose with a Will had included a charitable bequest.?®
However, the significance of bequests as a fundraising vehicle was highlighted by interview and focus
group participants, who discussed how bequests could impact upon organisations and communities,
both at the time of receipt and into the future.

... we have some bequests that are still delivering funds tous at 110 yearsold. Amazing ... It
really does showyou thatyou can still have animpact 100 years after you die for that
community that you love.

- Focus group, NPO fundraisers, VIC

In general, larger organisations were as or more likely to undertake most fundraising activities than
medium or small organisations. A notable exception to this trend was membership fees, which were
more common among smaller organisations (see Table 21).

... a lot of them [NPOs]survive because the members pay subscriptions to be part ofthe
organisationand that membership money keeps the organisationafloat.
- Focus group, Virtual volunteers, QLD

Integrating technology to aid m