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�
D

efinition of a giving circle 

�
P

revious relevant studies and existing literature 

�
P

urpose and rationale for this study 

�
M

ethodology 

�
K

ey findings 

�
C

onclusions and further study plans 



D
efinition of a G

iving C
ircle 

�
It is m

ade up of individuals 

�
M

em
bers donate m

oney and/or 
tim

e 

�
M

em
bers can have a say in how

  
funding is spent 

�
F

unding is given to m
ultiple 

organisations or projects 



C
ontext 

�
R

utnik &
 B

earm
an (2004). F

irst study of giving circles: focused solely on 
U

S, identified 220 circles – total giving $23m
, form

at helps “grow
 dollars and 

donors” 

�
B

earm
an (2006) update of 2004 study, identified >

400 circles,  
total giving nearly $65m

 

�
E

ikenberry (2009) and E
ikenberry &

 B
earm

an (2009) focused  
on form

at and structure of circles as w
ell as donor m

otivation and benefits 
for participants and dem

ocratic governance 

�
John, T

an &
 Ito (2013) reported on innovation in A

sian P
hilanthropy 

featured several giving circles in A
sia 

�
K

elso-R
obb (2009) did a case study of one giving circle in B

elfast 

�
O

ur U
K

 &
 Ireland study aim

s to ‘catch up’ by m
apping the landscape and 

exploring structure, m
otivations, benefits and challenges of giving circles 



P
urpose of Study 

�
E

xam
ine the landscape of giving circles in this region by addressing  

the follow
ing research question:  

�
W

hat does the landscape of giving circles look like  
in the U

K
 and Ireland?  

�
H

ow
 does it com

pare to the U
S?  

�
W

hat are issues and im
plications for philanthropy?  



W
hy Study U

K
 &

 Ireland G
iving C

ircles? 

�
G

row
ing global interest in philanthropy in a tim

e of public spending cuts 

�
Individualistic m

odel of philanthropy dom
inates – collective giving is  

acknow
ledged but rarely studied  

�
P

olicy context in the U
K

 of ‘B
ig Society’ – prom

oting voluntary action  
and sm

aller governm
ent 

�
C

ultural context in U
K

 – ‘taboo’ on discussing giving 

�
C

ontribution to com
parative studies re research on U

S and other  
location’s giving circles 



H
ow

 D
id W

e C
onduct the Study? 

�
D

esk research of publicly-accessible docum
ents 

�
B

rief em
ail questionnaire sent to U

K
 &

 Ireland philanthropic professionals to 
identify circles 

�
C

reation of a database of U
K

 &
 Ireland giving circles 

�
29 interview

s w
ith donors/participants and w

ith staff involved in hosting 
circles—

all over the U
K

 and Ireland, w
ith various types of groups 

�
O

bservations of giving circles in action 

�
D

ocum
ents, transcriptions and notes analyzed using M

A
X

-Q
D

A
 



Som
e K

ey F
indings 

�
A

 variety of different structures and decision-m
aking processes; m

any 
aspects are unique to the U

K
 &

 Ireland as com
pared to the U

S 

�
T

here are a num
ber of reasons for form

ing and joining giving circles; these 
are largely sim

ilar to the U
S but there are a couple of differences 

�
G

iving circles create an array of benefits and challenges for both m
em

bers 
and beneficiaries; som

e of these are sim
ilar to the U

S, som
e differ 

 



Structure of U
K

 giving circles 
T

ypes 
#

 ID
 

Structure 
D

ecision
-M

aking 
D

efin
ing 

C
h

aracteristics 
E

xam
ples 

M
en

tored  
29 

C
entralised netw

ork w
ith sm

all 
sub-groups 

M
em

bers select one 
organisation each year 

Y
P

s m
entored through 

process; m
atching funds 

T
he B

read T
in;  

Y
oung P

hilanthropy 
(now

 B
eyondM

e) 

L
ive C

row
d 

F
un

ding  
16 

C
entralised netw

ork, som
e 

independent groups 
M

em
bers nom

inate, 
com

m
ittee selects several 

organisations 

L
ive crow

d funding; 
individuals decide on level 
of support 

T
he F

unding N
etw

ork 

H
osted 

16 
G

roup w
ithin host organisation 

(com
m

unity foundation or 
charity) 

Staff recom
m

ends or selects; 
orgs or projects funded 

F
unding m

echanism
 for 

host; staff-driven 
B

R
C

 T
iffany C

ircle; 
R

osa G
iving C

ircle  
of Suffolk 

In
depen

den
t  

10 
G

roups w
ith no affiliation; 

m
ost sm

all and inform
al 

M
em

bers select several 
organisations or individuals 
each year; largely ad-hoc  

N
on-bureaucratic;  

m
em

ber driven; strong 
volunteer chair 

K
ew

; E
den; G

ive Inc. 

B
rokers 

 
8  

Independent netw
orks of 

individuals, one w
ith five 

subgroups 

C
entral adm

in staff 
recom

m
ends or selects  

several organisations 

“M
atchm

aking” betw
een 

donors and beneficiaries 
G

iving W
hat W

e C
an; 

E
ngaging E

xperience 
P

hilanthropy N
etw

ork 

H
ybrid 

1 
A

 com
bination of several 

elem
ents of the above 

M
em

bers select follow
ing 

various decision processes 
A

 com
bination of several 

elem
ents of the above 

N
etw

ork for  
Social C

hange 



Y
oung P

hilanthropy (M
entored) 



T
he F

unding N
etw

ork (L
ive C

row
d F

unding) 



R
osa G

C
 of Suffolk &

 G
ive Inc.  

(H
osted &

 Independent) 



G
iving W

hat W
e C

an (B
roker) 



D
ecision-M

aking P
rocesses 

�
D

ecision-m
aking processes are related to structure: 

�
Independent groups are the m

ost inform
al 

“[It] w
as som

ebody I sail w
ith; his w

ife has set up a very progressive charity to provide 
respite care for children in the sum

m
er tim

e and I think I suggested, w
ell, give them

 
£500 or £600 w

ould be great. A
nd everybody said, ‘O

h, that’s fantastic w
ork. W

e’ll 
give £1,000.’ So it’s a bit arbitrary.” 

�
M

entored &
 live crow

d funding groups are m
ore form

al 

“T
he sponsor stands up and speaks for tw

o m
inutes, answ

ers questions for a m
inute, 

m
ore detail is circulated beforehand. T

hen w
e go round the room

 and raise our hands 
and say “I’ll give £100” or “I’ll give £200.” T

hat gets totted up instantly and the funds 
w

ould go out to the organisation w
ithin probably 3 w

eeks.” 

 

  



D
ecision-M

aking (cont.) 
�

A
 long-established, hybrid giving circle has the m

ost form
al decision-m

aking 
process: 

“A
t the end of Septem

ber w
hen w

e m
eet at conference the pools w

ill look at all the proposals 
that have com

e into their pool –it m
ight be 8 or 10 or12…

T
hey spend O

ctober and N
ovem

ber 
going out and m

eeting the projects, reading through all the docum
ents and deciding w

hether 
they’re viable, w

hether they’re realistic and w
hether they fit the values that w

e w
ant to see 

prom
oted. T

hey m
eet in D

ecem
ber and decide w

hich ones are w
orth putting forw

ard to the 
m

em
bership as a w

hole, then at F
ebruary conference they each pitch for funds and based on 

w
hat funding is offered to each of them

 decide how
 to allocate the funds w

ithin the projects 
that they’ve chosen.” 

�
G

enerally inform
al due-diligence and follow

 up for all types of groups – T
rust is a 

key them
e 

“…
and so w

hat if som
ebody got 300 E

uro and they really only needed 250? So w
hat…

w
e’re 

really drum
m

ed into accountability and checking and w
hat’s the criteria? I spend m

y life 
thinking about w

hat’s the criteria to give m
oney out. A

nd w
e do have kind of loose criteria, 

but that w
as very – I just felt very free from

 that conversation.” – Independent 3 

 



R
easons for F

orm
ing and  

Joining G
iving C

ircles 
�

D
evelop philanthropy: 

�
M

ake giving m
eaningful and m

ore personal 

�
N

orm
alize giving* 

�
M

ake giving m
ore effective 

�
M

ost im
pact on the beneficiary  

�
G

iving to charities that do the m
ost good  

or have the greatest im
pact for the least  

am
ount of m

oney 

�
E

ncourage and cultivate new
 donors 

�
Increase, leverage or expand giving  

�
T

o achieve social change* 

�
N

etw
ork, socialize or create com

m
unity 

�
Support host organizations 

 

So it’s really creating a m
ovem

ent 
w

here altruism
 as it is being called 

is som
ething that isn’t w

eird to do.  
– B

roker 1b.  



B
enefits/Im

pact and C
hallenges 

�
B

enefits/Im
pact: 

�
L

earning 

�
Increase or expansion in giving 

�
E

m
pow

erm
ent and solidarity* 

�
F

unding for beneficiaries and hosts 

�
E

xposure to new
 netw

orks and w
ays  

to be involved 

 

…
.A

nd w
e said that w

e’re here for 
you. A

nd for her she said just to feel 
that there’s a group of w

om
en in 

solidarity is a huge thing.  
--Independent 3.   



B
enefits/Im

pact and C
hallenges (cont.) 

�
C

hallenges: 
�

T
ension betw

een host and G
C

* 
�

R
ecruitm

ent 
�

A
dm

inistering and sustaining the group 
�

Internal group dynam
ics 

�
F

unding beneficiaries  
�

K
eeping things inform

al* 
�

T
im

e com
m

itm
ent for beneficiaries 

It is not uncom
m

on w
here w

e’ve 
had various kinds of fundraising 
funds, or them

atic funds, or 
collective funds, for there at som

e 
point to be som

e kind of falling out 
argum

ent about w
ho’s in control  

– H
osted 4. 



Issues/Im
plications for U

K
 &

 Ireland 

�
G

iving circles indicative of changes in philanthropy and  broader econom
ic  

transitions in the U
K

 and Ireland 

�
M

ake philanthropy m
ore visible (but retain individual anonym

ity) 

�
K

eep m
ore charity ‘at hom

e’ 

�
Im

pact of dow
nturn in the econom

y 

�
R

ise of post-m
aterialist values 

 



R
em

aining Q
uestions 

�
U

nlike the U
S, the m

ajority of giving circles in the U
K

 seem
 to be connected to 

a centrally-organised charitable organisation w
ith dedicated professional staff  

– m
entoring groups and live crow

d funding groups in particular tend be such. 
W

hat explains this?  

�
Is it possible for the organised philanthropic sector to enable giving circles to 
operate inform

ally? C
an giving circles ‘fit’ in this organised environm

ent 
w

ithout losing their appeal? 

�
U

K
 and Ireland giving circles seem

 to be based a good deal on trust and  
personalised due diligence than seem

s m
ore typical of U

S. W
hat explains this? 

 



N
ext P

hase of R
esearch 

(F
ulbright A

w
ard) 

�
W

hat is the im
pact of different types/m

odels of giving circles on participants? 

�
H

as participation changed participants’ behavior related to giving, volunteering, and civic 
engagem

ent? 

�
H

as participation changed participants’ know
ledge or aw

areness about philanthropy, charities, and 
com

m
unity issues?  

�
W

hat is the im
pact of giving circles on beneficiaries? * 

�
W

hat has been the experience of beneficiaries w
orking w

ith giving circles?  

�
H

ow
 does support from

 giving circles com
pare to other types of support/fundraising?  

�
In w

hat w
ays has receiving support from

 giving circles and their participants changed the capacity of 
beneficiaries if at all? 

�
M

ethods 

�
Survey w

ith m
em

bers/participants and interview
s w

ith beneficiaries (cross-sectional) 

�
Survey and interview

s w
ith m

em
bers/participants and beneficiaries (longitudinal) 

 



E
arly F

indings 
P

relim
inary Survey of T

he B
read T

in M
em

bers 

�
T

he m
ost cited reason for joining w

as related to being w
ith like-m

inded 
people 

�
T

he greatest im
pact of the group on philanthropic and civic behaviors w

as on 
total am

ount contributed each year. M
ost also said the group has 

substantially or slightly increased:  

�
total num

ber of organizations supported each year,  

�
participation in efforts to address problem

s in the com
m

unity, and  

�
the degree to w

hich they plan and budget for giving.  

�
M

ost also said there w
as no im

pact on am
ount of tim

e volunteering each 
year or involvem

ent in changing governm
ent policies at the local, national 

or international levels.  

�
T

he aspect of the group w
ith the biggest im

pact on giving w
as discussing 

charities or projects, follow
ed by learning about or m

eeting new
 charities, 

and hearing about the im
pact of funding from

 the charity/beneficiary.  


