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Dear Friend,

“Grantees and Their Funders” by Professor Jack Wertheimer was
first published a year ago, but we are re-issuing it now to mark the
launch of the project it inspired: GrantED.

GrantED: Stronger Relationships, Greater Impact is a joint project of Jewish Funders Network and
UpStart designed to strengthen relationships between Jewish philanthropists and the Jewish nonprofit
sector, specifically between grantmakers and grantseekers, so we can share in the work of building
and sustaining a vibrant Jewish community.

GrantED (jgranted.org) creates and curates articles, tools, and other materials to inspire and inform
grantmakers and grantseekers in the Jewish community, organizing around four core interdependent
components of successful grantmaking partnerships: strengthening relationships, understanding and
addressing power dynamics, sustaining impact, effective communication.

GrantED also offers workshops, facilitated conversations and other programs. To learn more visit
jgranted.org and sign up for its email list here.

Based on interviews with 140 senior professionals at North American Jewish not-for-profits,
“Grantees and Their Funders” provides a rare opportunity to hear honest feedback from those who
might otherwise be reluctant to speak openly.

While these professionals reported largely positive experiences with funders, they also shared
feedback that we believe is important to address to ensure that Jewish resources are used as
efficiently as possible and that the Jewish nonprofit sector is adequately supported in its important
work serving the Jewish community. Funders and Jewish professionals are interdependent; while the
community cannot function without philanthropic support, funders rely on the expertise and hard
work of nonprofit professionals as partners in bringing goals and dreams to fruition.

Please take the time to read this report, share it with your friends and colleagues, and let us know
what you think, both of the report and GrantED.

Thank you for being a part of this important conversation.

Sincerely,

Andrés Spokoiny
President & CEO
Jewish Funders Network

“0"'

AJEV\}SH FUNDE3S NETWORK or91ART



https://jgranted.org/sign-up-for-our-email-list/

Grantees and
Their Funders

How Professionals at Jewish Not-for-Profits
Experience Working with Grantmakers

JACKWERTHEIMER

“0‘7

R
A=) /5 H FUNDERS NETWORK



Jack Wertheimer is a Professor of American Jewish History at the Jewish Theological
Seminary, where he served also as Provost for a decade. For over a dozen years, he served as
director of a Center for Research and Policy at The AVI CHAI Foundation, overseeing projects
ranging from a census of Jewish supplementary schools to a study of young Jewish leaders,
from studies of good supplementary schools to case studies of how Jewish day schools
address challenges.

He writes on the religious, communal and educational spheres of American Jewish life,
particularly in recent decades. His most recent book, The New American Judaism: How Jews
Practice Their Religion Today (Princeton University Press, 2018) received a National Jewish
Book Award. Among his writings on Jewish philanthropy are Giving Jewish: How Big Funders
Have Transformed American Jewish Philanthropy (The AVI CHAI Foundation, 2018).

Jewish Funders Network is the global networking organization for Jewish philanthropists,
with members in 13 countries worldwide and offices in New York, Israel, and Los Angeles.
JFN members’ annual charitable giving is estimated at over $1billion. JFN is a community
that grows the size and impact of Jewish philanthropy by connecting funders together,
empowering individual excellence, and catalyzing collective action. We work for a vibrant,
meaningful, inclusive, interconnected, creative, and compassionate world.
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Executive Summary

This report has been commissioned in conjunction with a new
initiative to strengthen the ecosystem of Jewish philanthropy
in North America. Recognizing the massive transformation
of ]Cwish giving patterns over the past quarter century, the
Jewish Funders Network is developing a concerted response to

an altered communal environment.
Major factors reshaping Jewish philanthropy include:

+  The explosive growth in the number of foundations with
a commitment to Jewish causes;

« Alarge number of foundations created by Jews that have
no ]ewish—speciﬁc mission;

+ 'The even more numerous donor-advised funds channeling
the giving of individual Jews;

+ 'The ever-growing number of Jewish not-for-profits; and

+ 'The emergence of new challenges, internal and external,

facing Jewish communities at home and abroad.

With the dramatic surge in new players on the scene, many of’
whom come to Jewish giving with assumptions very different
from those of an older generation of donors, the relationships
between not-for-profits and their funders are quite different
today than they were in the second half of the 20th centu-

ry.1 In light of these signiﬁcant changes, the time has come
for a fresh inquiry into how well funders and grancees work
together and whether some reforms might result in more
effective philanthropy, leading to stronger North American

Jewish communities.

The wider arena of North American philanthropy is fos-
tering similar conversations about funder effectiveness. As
Phil Buchanan, Chief Executive for the Center for Effective
Philanthropy (CEP), notes in a book published in 2019:

“Givers Of Llll tprS are undcr more scrutiny today than thcy

' have detailed these developments in Giving Jewish: How Big Funders

Have Transformed American Jewish Philanthropy, issued by The AVI CHAI
Foundation in March 2018. https://avichai.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/
Giving-Jewish-Jack-Wertheimer.pdf
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were even five years ago.... More and more books and articles
are questioning the motivations and efficacy of big givers.”™
The goal of some who engage in such scrutiny is to press for
changes in the lcgal structure that has made philanthropy
the vast enterprise it is today in America. For others, the
goal is to learn about the opportunities and challenges in the
philanthropic arena, and bring about reforms to ensure more
effective grantmaking and the best utilization of resources
by not—for—proﬁts. The latter is the objcctivc of this report.
Simply put, some practices of foundations and individual
funders—and some responses to them by grantees—are waste-

ful of money, time and the talents of personnel.

To inform that conversation, this study looks at the field
mainly from the perspective of grant recipients, rather than
funders. Through interviews with 140 professionals at Jewish
not-for-profits operating on the local, regional, national or
international level, this study explores how grantees perceive
Working with their philanthropic supporters. Interviewees
were asked cxplicitly to spcak about both positive and nega-

tive experiences with funders.

What purpose is served by offcring these perspectives? It is
not common for grant recipients to speak with candor to their
funders about problematic aspects of their relationship. While
funders regularly evaluate their grantees to determine whether
goals have been met and their money has been well-spent,
grantees hold their tongues when frustrated or disappointed
by their funders. As a recent report by CEP notes, “Given the
inherent power dynamic between grantmakers and grantseck-
ers, it 1s challenging for funders to get candid feedback from

grantees and grant applicants.” 3

2 Phil Buchanan, Giving Done Right: Effective Philanthropy and Making Every
Dollar Count. New York: Public Affairs, 2019, pp. 50-51.

3 Naomi Orenstein, “Grantee Voice: Nonprofit Suggestions for Funder
Improvement.” Center for Effective Philanthropy, January 31, 2019. https://
cep.org/grantee-voice-nonprofit-suggestions-for-funder-improvement/
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For this reason, organizations on the national scene concerned
about improving gr;mtmaking survey grantecs anonymously
to ask about their experiences with their funders. Prior to this
report, no such effort has been undertaken to elicic the views
of a broad cross-section of Jewish professionals about their
interactions with funders.# To maximize candor, all interview-
ces were promised that their remarks would be treated as “on
background;” no views would be attributed to any particular
interviewee and no funder would be named. (I have honored
that commitment but have listed ncarly all interviewees,
except those who preferred to remain anonymous, in the

Acknowledgments.)

The purpose of this report is to learn about the positive and
not so positive experiences of\grantccs when working with
funders, and to give voice to the perceptions and experiences
ofgr:mtccs, views thcy may feel impolitic to express dircct]y
to their funders. Given the vast size of the Jewish philan-
thropic Cnterprise—both in the numbers ofbig givers and the
sums granted—thc prcdominant emphasis of interviewees was
upon their positive experiences. Professionals at Jewish not-
for-profits stressed their high regard and appreciation for the
generosity of donors, the thought partnerships they enjoy with

funders and their warm personal relationships.

Indeed, almost to a person, interviewees had very positive
experiences to relate. Many marveled at the continuing impor-
tance of personal relationships—with individual funders and
with foundation board members and staff—as the essential
ingredient for cooperative work. Quite a few made reference
to the family celebrations to which funders invited them. They
had much to say about how funders have helped their organi-
zations think through new initiatives, oﬂbl‘ing expertise and
helpful advice. Several spoke about funders who understood
that not all projects succeed and did not rake disnppoint—

ing outcomes as proofof‘ failure, but instead learned from
them. Professionals were thrilled with the level of interest
funders took in the overall success of their not-for-profits and
delighted in the willingness of funders to make site visits to
observe programs in action. Many cited the caring approach

of individual donors “who get it,” who understand the needs of

4 A few foundations with a Jewish mission have enlisted the CEP to survey

their own grantees.
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grantees and see to the sustainabi]ity ofgr:mtcc institutions.
Many also spokc with a sense of awe about the dedication and
generosity of donors who reach dccply into their pockcts to

ensure the success of institutions and causes.

But even those who were most effusive in their appraisal of
their funders also shared frustrations and critiques about
aspects of the 1'C]ati0nship. Those negative experiences are
included here without sugar-coating in the hopc‘ that some
problematic patterns can be rethought; and where the per-
spectives of professionals at not-for-profits and funders differ,
those on both sides of the figurative table may gain a clearer
appreciation for each other’s constraints and goals. That said,
readers are cautioned to hold in balance both the positive

overall experiences coupled with negative ones.

When asked about negative interactions, most interviewees
offered cxamplcs of difficule experiences with individual
funders and foundations. Some funders exploit the power
imbalance and condition their giving upon inappropri-

ate demands. Professionals cited examples of funders who
spoke abusively to staff members at their not-for-profits

or demanded unreasonable changes to programs, including
some at odds with the mission of the organization. In some
cases, they attached unethical demands, conditioning their
giﬁs on access to private financial information or upon the
dismissal of a staff member or on controlling oversight of an
entire project. A signiﬁc:mt portion of interviewees—females
and males—were all-too-aware of female staff members at
their Jewish not-for-profits who were on the receiving end of
demeaning comments, inappropriate flirtatiousness, and/or

unwanted touching by some individual funders.

Foundations too were critiqucd, gcncraﬂy about po]icy mat-
ters rather than interpersonal behavior. Grantees frequently
lamented the need for what they regard as an inordinate
amount of time rcquircd to complctc grant applications.
Though many staff members found it helpful to measure the
impact of their programs, as requested by funders, they also
were put off by the sheer quantity of reporting and regarded
the obsessive need to quantify outputs as inappropriate for the
types of programs they run. They spoke of an obliviousness on
the part of many foundation personnel (and also individual
donors) to the time constraints of staff at not-for-profits who

were CXPCCth to bC on C:l“ 24/7 o answer Fundcrs’ questions.

Grantees and Their Funders | JACKWERTHEIMER n



The refusal of many foundations to pay for overhead costs
Cspc‘ci:ﬂly rankled because it reflected a lack of interest in the
institutions delivcring a program needed by funders. Profes-
sionals also found it difficult to navigate the burenucr:lcy of
many foundations. And they complained of the slowness of
foundation staff to respond to their questions and the offi-
ciousness of some younger foundation staff members who
seemed to have little respect for highly experienced Jewish

professionals working at not-for-profits.

This list of‘gricvanccs is not cxccptionnl when comparcd with
critiques of foundations in the wider philanthropic arena.
Similar complaints recur about foundations operating in the
non-sectarian sector. Some issues raised by professionals, how-
ever, have a specifically Jewish dimension. Top professionals
worried that the emergence of a philanthropic system driven
by the pet projects of individual funders harms less “sexy” (a
term widely invoked) but basic ]ewish needs, leaving them
unsupportcd. Others worried about the outsized influence
big funders have in setting communal priorities. And some
commented on the inevitable rcsponsibility of foundation
staff to satisfy their principal funders, even if those funders
are dcvoting their largcssc to the wrong initiatives. 'Ihough
money is disbursed solely at the discretion of wealthy individ-
ual funders and foundations, the perspective of some profes-
sionals at grantee organizations is that there is a conversation
to be had about whether those funds are being put to the best

uses to address challenges facing North American Jewry.

This report does not shrink from citing criticism of grant-
makers. If the field is to mature, it will have to consider the
perspectives of grantees, even if funders perceive matters very
differently. That said, it is not the contention of this report
that the system is broken. Nor are the individual cases of

bad behavior the norm. It would be a gross distortion of what
interviewees reported to treat their examples of negative experiences

as the dominant story.

For the purpose of offering some balance and generating dia-
logue, T have included observations gleaned from a select num-
ber of individuals on the funder side—foundation profession-
als and individual donors—who were asked how they respond
to some of the grantees’ critiques. Precisely because so little
honest conversation occurs between funders and their grant-

ces about the larger mission ofgrantmakcrs, it’s important to
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present some funder perspectives. The observations included
here serve neither as a rebuttal of grantee critiques nor do
they suggest that all funders hold the same views (indeed, con-
tradictory funder viewpoints are included). The views of some
on the funding side are meant as a further spur to conversa-

tion about the complex issues raised by grantees.

At various points, this report includes more sustained com-
mentary by a few grantees (denoted with a blue line) and
funders (denoted with an orange line) expressed in their own
words. These sidebars will expose readers to examples of
misalignment of agency heads and funders. Simply put, they
illustrate differences in thinking. To be sure, not all grantee
profcssionals or all funders are of the same view. In certain
instances, some on the Funding side disagrccd with others in
the same camp about what is reasonable behavior by grantees.
Similarly, grantees were not uniform in their evaluation of
funders” demands (e.g., the value of detailed reporting on grant
outputs). The goal of this report is to encourage conversation
around the issues raised, not to shurt off such conversation or

assume that all truth resides with critics or their funders.?

The report concludes with a number of reflections. One
addresses the matter of context: viewed within the wider
Sphcre of North American phﬂanthropy, many of the criti-
cisms offered by professionals at Jewish not-for-profits echo
the grievances of their counterparts in the non-sectarian sec-
tors. Placing the findings of this report into a broader context,
it’s possible to see generic patterns hardly unique to Jewish
life, and to learn from efforts within the wider philanthropic

sector to address shortcomings.

This leads to a second set of reflections about the importance
of funder and grantee education. A number of organizations
seck to educate funders in the wider philanthropic community
about best practices. These educational program encourage

more honest conversation with grantees. In some areas, such

5 Interviewees also commented on variations in the approaches and
expectations of funders based on variables such as gender; geographic
region; the local culture of‘philanthropy; and sub-ethnic differences
between Sephardi, Ashkenazi, Latino and Russian funders in the U.S., as
well as differences in religious orientation (e.g. Haredi, Modern Orthodox,
Conservative, Reform, secular). Though their observations were thoughtful,
they are not included in this report because they are suggestive, rather than
definitive. They are worthy of future research.

JEWISH FUNDERS NETWORK



cfforts may lead to altered policies on the part of funders.
Similarly, professionals at not-for-profits could benefit from
hcaring their counterparts in the ﬁmding community spcak
about their frustrations with grantees, and their funding pur-
poses and constraints. One does not have to assume naively
that all tensions will be resolved simply by having more con-
versations. Better communication, however, has a chance of’
influencing the thinking of funders and grantees about ways

to strengthen their relationships.

Fina]iy7 and perhaps most important, the aspiration driving
this report is to convey to funders and grantees that some of
their approaches are unhelpful. Excessive demands placed on
grantee professionals—whether in the form of overly convo-
luted application processes or needlessly cumbersome report-
ing requirements—or pcrsona] interactions that deflate the
morale of professionals are wasteful. And on the other side,
some of the behavior of grantees designed to work around the
mission of grantmakers or to bypass personnel when a firm
‘no’ has been given, is off-putting to their funders. If only for
the sake of greater efficiency, improving relationships between

funders and their grantees is a worthy endeavor.
The report includes a dozen Fmdings with po]icy imp]ications:

1. Reports from professionals at not-for-profits about positive
experiences with funders provide useful lessons about good
grantmaking. When the focus is not solely on the success or
failure of a grantee to deliver on a program, but includes the
lessons derived from those experiences, grantees feel they
are being treated as partners in a learning process, not solely

as service providers who are judged for their effectiveness.

2. Even as staffed foundations seck to approach grantmak-
ing in a rational, evidence-based, instrumental fashion,
interpersonal relationships still matter greatly. Unsur-
prisingly, many dozens of professionals at not-for-profits
expressed appreciation for times when funders, especially
at staffed foundations, respected their expertise and

valued them as individuals.

3. Professionals at not-for-profits were most appreciative of
foundation staff who played the difficult but important
role of honest broker, navigating between their responsi-
bilities to their boards and helping worthy not-for-profits

frame their initiatives persuasively.
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Navigating the Funding sector is a serious chai]cnge

for many not-for-profits. Mid-sized and small grantee
organizations lack the personnel to research which
funders might be a good fit for their initiatives. A map or
directory of foundations and funders that clarifies arcas
of interest could smooth the process for grantees to find

the proper match.

Grant application forms and reporting instruments

are perceived as overly burdensome and unnecessarily
time-consuming because they differ from one funder to
the next. It is not inconceivable that Working togcthcr,
parties on both sides of the philanthropic table might

develop more efficient instruments.

Foundation staff are drawn from a range of backgrounds,
but do not necessarily possess a clear understanding of
the complexities of working with a Jewish population or
the day-to-day requirements of keeping a not-for-profit
afloat. Programs for professional training in grantmak-
ing and education about Jewish communal needs could
address gaps in knowledge and screngthen foundation

staff as grantmakers.

Large foundations and not-for-profits tend to have
sharply different agendas and expectations. The former
measure their impact through the change they bring
about. The latter are focused on their own sustain-

ability as organizations, even as many also engage in
change-making initiatives. These fundamental differences
in core purpose create a lm‘gc chasm, at times ieading to
disappointment on both sides. It’s worth working on ways

to bridgc some OfthCSC gaps.

By dint of their wealth, large foundations are setting the
Jewish communal agenda—at least on some issues. This
reality has caused concern, if not resentment, particu-
larly among professionals running organizations with a
national scope. A healthy community would find ways to
encourage more conversation between the phii:mthropic

and not-for-profit sectors.

Currcntiy, there is a vacuum in thought lcadcrship and
no central address where wider communal needs are dis-
cussed, let alone where new planning occurs in a compre-

hensive fashion.

Grantees and Their Funders | JACKWERTHEIMER



10.

11.

Numerous interviews for this project, along with con-
siderable testimony in other sources, make clear that
the power imbalance between funders and professionals

at not-for-profits leads ar times to the ill-treatment of

the latter by the former. It will take a concerted effort 12.

by funders, boards of not-for-profits and organizational
Y P g
policies to develop effective means of addressing the

behavior of bad actors.

Federations raise funds but also act as grantmakers.
Recipients of federation funding have raised concerns
about the methods by which federations decide on grants,
their grant :xpplicution processes and their reporting

requirements. As grantmakers, federations can benefit

Grantees and Their Funders | JACKWERTHEIMER

from the range of improvements other funders are
instituting to aid their grantees and insure a smoother

*mntmakin" TOCCSS.
8 8

The broader philanthropic sector working with con-
sulting organizations has developed tools to simplify
application and reporting forms, programs to upgrade the
professional skills of foundation staff members, mecha-
nisms to reduce abusive and sexist treatment of profes-
sionals, and proposals to address the charged issues of
overhead and capacity building. The Jewish philanchropic
sector can draw upon these models of best practices as it

rethinks its funding processes.

JEWISH FUNDERS NETWORK



Observers of North American Jews have come to recognize
the profound transformation of communal life, including the
funding sphere, over the past quarter century. The sub-title

of a prior report I have written captures the most import-

ant new dynamic in the sphere of Jewish giving by drawing
attention to “How Big Funders Have Transformed American Jewish
Philanthropy.” Jewish organizations rely inordinately upon the
largcssc and influence of loig givers. This is as true for major
local institutions, such as federations of Jewish philanthropy,
Jewish Community Centers and synagogues, as it is for start-
ups, regional programs, cultural institutions, national agencies
and funding directed to Isracli causes. By contrast, during

the second half of the 20th century, institutions relied upon a
broader swathe of givers. Big gifts, of course, were crucial even
then to sustain organizations, and so too was the legitimacy

major donors provided to institutions.

Big givers also have shifted how they channel their largesse. As
is true of North American philanthropy in gf:ncral7 founda-
tions have grown in number at an explosive pace. Roughly 250
substantially endowed foundations with a significant interest
in Jewish life have been established, mainly since the early
years of the 21st century. Perhaps as many as half of these foun-
dations now employ a staff of professionals to manage the day-
to—day work under the supervision ofa founding principal who
established the foundation and/or a board of trustees. Most of
these staffed foundations are guided by lay and professional
leaders who regard their role as serving as agents of change and
innovation. They focus on “instrumental giving” designed to

achieve a social aim or address a systemic problcm.

Staffed foundations tend to work on issues of national, if not
international scope, even as some of their grants are directed
to the local community/ (ies) with which the funder and

board identify. They can strive for a broader reach because of
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substantial assets in their coffers. With their ability to channel

large resources, staffed foundations tend to have an appetite
to address large issues. They generally prefer new solutions and
favor innovation, rather than established agencies and insti-
tutions. Some foundations single-handedly, or in concert with
others, create new initiatives tlle believe are necessary for

the 21st century Jewish environment. Collectively, during the
second decade of this century, staffed foundations channeled
roughly one billion dollars annually to various North Ameri-

can and Israceli projects.

That figure is dwarfed by the collective giving of individ-

ual major donors. Channeling their grants through Donor
Advised Funds, checking accounts, asset transfers or other
instruments, and small family—run foundations, individual
donors collectively give roughly five billion dollars in gifts
annually. Some hclp support new initiatives and start-ups. As
a general rule, however, their giving is meant to sustain the
vast array of existing Jewish not-for-profits in North America
and Isracl. Much of their philanthropy might be described as
“expressive giving,” support for a cause or institution that res-
onates emotionally with funders. Through the sheer amount of
dollars they donate collectively, individual donors serve as the
mainstay of Jewish communal life, even as foundations tend to

be the risk-taking sector committed to driving change.

Both types of funders—staffed foundations and individual big
givers—support the diverse and rapidly expanding not-for-
profit sphere of Jewish life. Relatively few not-for-profits can
manage solely with dollars they raise through membership dues
and service fees. Simply put, they are dependent upon philan-
thropists. To survive, they rely upon a cadre of funders. And
that raises the question of how they perceive and experience

their relationships with funders, the subject of this report.

Grantees and Their Funders | JACKWERTHEIMER



The Grantee Perspective

It’s a truism among funders and grantees that trust and
transparency are vitally important for the flourishing of good
philanthropy. Funders expect their grantees to report hon-
Cstly about how their money is spent and the impact of their
grants. Funders also demand transparency about the hits and
misses as grants unfold—what has gone right or possibly awry.
Grantees, for their part, expect givers to be straight with them
about their Funding priorities and expectations. Professionals
at not-for-profits expect to learn from funders whether there
is a realistic chance to obtain Funding IlppTOV:ll, Cspccially
with all the time they invest in writing ever-more extensive
grant app]ic:ttions. Honest communication between funders
and their grantees is the necessary lubricant to keep the mech-

anism of philanthropy operating smoothly.

But that is easier said than done given the power imbalance
whereby funders are the deciders: they choose which projects
and grantees are Worthy of their support. By virtue of their
control of money, they are in the driver’s seat. Not-for-profits
are considerably more dependent upon funders to sustain
their efforts than vice versa. And though enlightened funders
recognize how much their impact depends on the operational
success of grantees (except when foundations become opera-
tors of programs), they vary widely in their willingness to view
grantees as partners, rather than as sub-contractors whose task

is to complctc a particular project.

Even in the most cordial of relations, the imbalance onowcr
makes it hard for grantees to speak directly—and critically—
to funders, though the latcer are considcrably less inhibited
about speaking their minds to grantees. As a recent report by
the Center for Effective Phi]:mthropy (CEP) notes, “Given
the inherent power dynamic between grantmakers and grant
seckers, it is challenging for funders to get candid feedback
from grantees and grant applicants.” The reason for the lack
of candor is self-evident: profcssionals at not—For—proﬁts avoid
saying anything to upset a funder because directness may

imperil their funding. Even though good communication is

1 B —_— . ~ o . ~

Naomi Orenstein, “Grantee Voice: Nonproflt Suggestions for Funder
Improvement.” Center for Effective Philanthropy, January 31, 2019. heeps://
cep.org/grantee-voice-nonprofit-suggestions-for-funder-improvement/
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vital in a philanthropic relationship, candor on the part of a
professional at a not-for-profit may backfire and do serious
harm to a grantee organization. The wrong word, let alone
pushback, may prompt a funder to walk away. Controlling the
money means never having to tolerate criticism or pushback;

needing the funding often means biting one’s tongue.”

A number of organizations survey professionals at not-for-
profits and issue reports on their findings (without naming
respondents) for the purpose of\fostcring communication
from grantees back to their funders. On the national scene,
CEP gives voice to anonymous professionals at not-for-
profits through its surveys of grantees. Of course, funders
are free to ignore the suggestions conveyed in these surveys.
But the CEP persists because it believes that feedback from
grantees is important for improving the philanthropic
project. The rationale of the CEP is embedded in its name:
Listen to what professionals at grantee organizations have to
say because their perspectives may help you become a more

cffective philanthropist.

Nothing comparable to the CEP surveys exists for the field of
Jewish philanthropy. That is why a number of major funders led
by the Jewish Funders Network have sponsored this report on
how professionals at Jewish not-for-profits experience and per-
ceive their funders. The purpose of this report is neither to glorify
funders and their considerable accomp]ishments nor to denigratc
their effores. It is designed, racher, to give voice to the views of
professiona]s throughout North America who function as top
executives at not-for-profits or head up what is called, often

Cuphemisticaﬂy, “resource development” or “donor relations.”

To offer some balance, this report presents responses to particu-
lar points of criticism from the perspective of grantmakers. The
purpose is neither to diminish the considered views of those on
the grantee side, nor to rebut every concern they raise. Rather,
some funder perspectives are included to illustrate differences
in understanding the goals and practices of Jewish philanthropy.
Those differences are especially pronounced when it comes to
the mission of staffed foundations whose aspirations and con-

straints may not bC WC“—uﬂdCl‘StOOd by thCil’ gr:mtces.

20 . . .
Professionals at foundations contend that they receive, and are receptive to,
pushback from grantees.
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How Information Was Gathered and
Is Presented

This report is based on views voiced by 140 Jewish professionals
Working in communities across the United States and Canada3
Interviewees were chosen with an eye to including the per-
spectives of professionals in large and intermediate size Jewish
communities with experience working in local institutions, as
well as national ones, and some with international reach. Col-
lectively, these professionals have been situated in 20 states plus
the District of Columbia, as well as three Canadian provinces.
They have worked in 41 different cities and localities across

North America.

Interviewees currcntly or reccntiy served as executives/directors
ofdcvciopmcnt/major gii:ts officers at 25 federations OFJCWiSh
philanthropy, 13 local agencies, 12 local start-ups, 12 campus
Hillels, 11 Jewish Community Centers (JCCs), 9 Orthodox
outreach centers, 7 synagogues, 7 Jewish day schools, 8 senior
health facilities, 6 residential summer camps, 11 so-called
“friends of” organizations raising funds for Isracli institutions,
and 30 national institutions (including educational and culeural
centers, community relations organizations, youth programs
and Isracl-oriented trips, starc-ups with national reach, and
broad initiatives organized by major funders).* Though many of
the interviewees solicit funds from all types of donors, they were

asked to comment on their higher-end givers.>

3 The interviews were conducted mainly between June 2018 and anuary 2019.
Y ) 9
A few were complctcd before or shortly after those dates.

4 For a variety of reasons, the number of institutions rcprcsentcd does not
precisely conform to the number of interviewees. In some cases, more than
onc individual was interviewed at a single institution. Also, because most
profsssionals at nor~for~pr0fits have held jobs at more than one organization,
it was not unusual for interviewees to compare their experiences at three,
four or more Jewish institutions. These comparisons proved illuminating,
providing rich information about a broad range of‘scttings and important
insights into regional variations.

51In Giving Jewish, I defined “big givers” as individuals or foundations
disbursing a half million dollars or more for Jewish causes annua”y. For the
purposes of this report, I could not employ the same definition. How can a
grantee know whether a funder who gives by writing a check or via a Donor
Advised Fund contributes a half million dollars or more :mnu:r]ly to ]cwish
causes? Such information about individual donors is impossible to obtain,
though it is available in public filings for foundations. Undoubtedly, some
individuals described b_y interviewees fail to reach the half-million-dollar
threshold. For that reason, I asked interviewees to focus on their higher-end
funders, defined by me in interviews as five figure or higher donors. As will
become evident as this report unfolds, some private individuals described
here, though not named, gave seven, cight and even nine figure gifts—i.c.
millions, tens of millions and hundreds of millions—to a single institution.
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To insure as much candor as possibie, interviewees were prom-
ised that their observations would be used “on bﬂckground"
only. Nothing said during interviews is attributed to a named
individual. To further preserve anonymity, no grantee orga-
nizations or funders are named in this report. The only p]acc
interviewees are listed, aiong with their affiliation at the time
of the interview, is in the Acknowledgment section appended
to this report. With few exceptions, almost all interviewees

agreed to be thanked by name.

Each interview included an overarching question about the
most and least positive experiences prochsiona]s had with
donors. In a very few cases, interviewees declined to spcuk
about negative experiences, cither because thcy claimed not
to have had any or because thcy fele it imprudcnt to give
vent to them, even when promiscd anonymity. But the largc
majority of interviewees were cager to spcnk their minds and
seemed to value the opportunity to do so when shielded by

our conﬁdcntiaiity ;1grccmcnti(7

Much of what was said focused on the mechanics of applying
for Funding support, Working with donors, reporting require-
ments and financial arrangements. But as the subjcct of this
report is uitimatciy about Compicx human interactions, |
heard a good deal about altruism and selfishness, warm per-
sonal friendships and abusive behavior, fruitful philanchropic
partncrships and eccentric, if not destructive, demands. The
range ofcxpcricnccs rcportcd here is hardly surprising. When
money and power are kcy ingrcdicms, one could hardly expect
otherwise. Both the positive and negative experiences related
by interviewees hold important implications for how the field

might improve its practices.

By dcsign, this report focuses mainiy on the experiences

and perceptions of those who hold the weaker hand in the
power reiationship between funders and grantees. There is
another side to some of what is recounted here, cspcciaiiy to
the strongiy voiced criticisms. I have endeavored to include
that other side through interviews with top professional staft

members at foundations and some individual funders. Beyond

6 The advantages and drawbacks of such anonymous interviewing in the arena
of‘philanthropy are discussed in Megan E. Tompkins/Stange, Policy Patrons:
Philanthropy, Education Reform and the Politics of Influence. Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 2016, pp- 8-10.
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those Cxccrpts7, readers may wish to refer to Giving Jewish, a
previous report, which viewed the scene primarﬂy from the
perspective of grantmakers. By contrast, the present study
rests its gaze mainly on the perceptions of grantees, and less so

on the outlook of funders.

Readers should note that this report is qualitative, not
quantitative, in approach. Those looking for percentages and
other numerical data will be disappointcd. 'Ihough I have
striven to cast a wide net to encompass a large number of
communities in North America and many different types of
not-for-profits, this report is not based on a random sample.
Some interviewees came to my attention in conversation
with their colleagues (forming thereby a snowball sample); a
small number of voices are absent because they declined to be
interviewed. Morcover, with 150 respondents, it hardly makes
sense to quantify percentages of respondents who answered
one way versus another. The compensating factor is that in
speaking with individuals at length in interviews running

on average for one hour, I was able to elicit views, probe for
clarification and examples, and go down unplanned byways.
By interviewing, I was able to capture the viewpoints of
specific individuals in their own words and in greater depth.
(As noted in the Acknowledgments, approximately 40 out of
150 interviews were conducted by a research assistant named
Jackson Krule who ably provided me with extensive notes on

his interviews. I conducted the rest of the interviews.)

What, then, do the views expressed here represent? Virtually
every positive and critical perspective rcported here recurred
in numerous interviews. Though direct quotes are presented as
the words of a specific interviewee, similar comments surfaced
rcpcated]y. It rhcrefore would be a mistake to dismiss issues raised,
especially of a critical nature, as idiosyncratic or unique to the
speaker quoted. The same observations were voiced in dozens of

ovcrlapping comments.

Finally, at the end of most sections, the report contains

what are labeled as “Findings.” These consist of what I have
learned from the process of‘intcrvicwing practitioners. [ alone
am responsible for formulating these “Findings.” Others,
undoubtedly, will read this report differently. If the report

sparks conversation and disagreement, all the better.

7 Responses by funders appear in sidebars lined with orange.
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The Jewish Philanthropic Environment as
Perceived by Grantees

From the perspective of‘profcssiona]s, cspccia]]y those with
long—tcrm experience, working with funders has become more
comp]icatcd in recent decades. For one thing, the Cxplosion of
not-for-profits with a Jewish mission has intensified compe-
tition for donor attention. A second dcvc]opmcm noted by
interviewees is the privatization of philanthropy: One or two
generations ago, giving to Jewish causes—to Federations or
Isracl—was treated as a Jewish “tax,” an obligation, and donors
vied with one another often in very public ways to contrib-
ute ever larger sums. In some settings, such as in southeast
Florida where many wealthy snowbirds reside during the
winter season, several fundraising events are held weekly, and
the peer pressure to give remains strong. But much of Jew-

ish giving elsewhere is done through foundations or Donor
Advised Funds, which are less likely to face public exposure.
When professional philanthropic advisors are used and/or
staff members are the public face of foundations, it becomes
much more difficult for professionals at Jewish not-for-profies

to gain direct access to funders.

These new challenges have not daunted these not-for-profit
professionals. Many of them remark upon the presence of peo-
ple with considerable wealth in their communities or other-
wise on their donor lists, inc]uding ncw]y—mintcd billionaires.
Based on their donor research and interaction with funders,
they marvel at the vast means possessed by individual donors.
One development officer at a Jewish Community Center com-
mented on how within a half~mile radius of his institution,

30 Jewish billionaires reside, most of whom utilize his facilicy
periodically. But then, sighing, he expressed exasperation that

it’s still so hard to raise money.

One source of this problcm is the shrinking pool of funders
interested in giving to specifically Jewish causes, especially

as an older generation of donors dcparts the scene and
younger ones are not rcplacing them as supporters of Jewish
institutions. Professionals at Jewish not-for-profits also feel
most comfortable working with older donors in their late

708 through 9os because these seem most likcly to engage in
emotional giving and to maintain warm pc‘rsona] rc]ationships

Wlth professionnls. B_y contrast, EhCy ﬁl’ld baby boomcrs much
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more dcmanding ofprecisc information on where their money
is going and considerably less iikciy to trust organizations to
spcnd Wisciy. T:n'gc‘tc‘d giving is much prCFc‘ter by the boomer
generation and those funders who are even younger. When

it comes to Gen Xers and Millennials, many professionals
express concern about their interest in giving large gifts of any

kind, let alone to Jewish causes.

Working in a communal environment where innovation

and disruption are highly prized by funders, professionals

at so-called “legacy organizations”—federations of Jewish
philanthropy, long-standing Jewish community relations
organizations, synagogues, JCCs, cultural institutions,
campus centers, day schools, teen programs and summer
camps—speak resentfully about the romance of funders with
the “sexy” causes or “shiny, new things.” On this matter, there
is significant agreement between grantees and foundation
personnel: the latter concede their job is to foster change and
that gencrnlly occurs through funding for new initiatives.
Some foundations, though, are receptive to working with
legacy organizations, while others either operate their own

programs or Favor start—ups.g

Funding for new initiatives has brought a significant
expansion in the number of Jewish not-for-profits. It is
noteworthy that even professionals at start-ups expressed
worry about the multiplicity of institutions soliciting fund-
ing support and the resulting stiff competition for dollars.
This lament was accompanied by often-voiced concern
about what many professionals label as “donor fatigue:” too
much is asked of the same limited pool of donors; too many
grantees turn again and again to the same wealthy people for
support; and even those of considerable financial means tire

of the constant solicitation.

Tronica]iy, the trend to profcssionaiizc grrmtmaking is also
perceived as a threat by professionals at Jewish institutions.
Despite the increased cmphasis on strategic giving—funding
based on a declared set of goals to accomplish a defined objec-
tive and with the determination to measure the impact ofpro—
grams—most professionals at Jewish not-for-profits continue

to believe (and operate on) the assumption that philanthropy

8 Giving Jewish, op. cit., pp. 11-12.

JEWISH FUNDERS NETWORK

is built on estﬂbiishing strong rciationships with funders. It’s
not that they minimize the value of measuring impact and
reporting on how moncy has been spent; most interviewees
appreciate how thinking in these terms has hcipcd improve
the performance of their not-for-profits. But when it comes
to soliciting or appiying for funding, thcy Cmphasizc the
importance of human interactions. “Pcopic continue to give to
people,” a professional stated emphatically. And for the most
part, that continues to be the guiding outlook of most profes-
sionals at not-for-profits.? Hence, they chafe at restrictions on

their direct access to funders and foundation boards.

Not surprisingly, partisan poiitica] divisions in American
society at large are taking a toll at Jewish not-for-profits.
Just as some sectors of the wider society are consolidat-
ing into separate camps, often negating the lcgitimacy of
their opponents’ positions, similar patterns are at work
within the Jewish community. Amidst the partisanship and
divisive rhetoric, some wonder whether it makes sense to
speak of a Jewish community. In particular, institutions
with a broader communal mission—especially federations
of Jewish philanthropy and JCCs—are besicged by funders
demanding action in accordance with their own politi-

cal views. Not-for-profits striving to represent the entire
spectrum of Jewish communal life find themselves under
powerful pressures to make public pronouncements about
poiiticni matters that will alienate some constituents—an
impossibic position. At least a dozen interviewees cited
unrcienting pressure from big givers who threatened to
withhold their gifts to organizations that hosted a spcakcr
who disagrccd with their politicai views on domestic or
Isracli policies. Some institutions have lost funders perma-
nently because of their choice of speakers at public events.
Jewish not-for-profits suffer because they neither can satisfy
the contradictory political demands nor serve as a unifying

force in Jewish communal life.

9 On the importance of personal relationships, there is a clear divide
between foundation personnel and grantees. The former regard their efforts
as rigorously proféssiona] and untainted by subjectivity; the latter are
skeptical. That skepticism is certainly warranted in the case of foundations
led by living funders who may regard funds allocated as “their” money. But
even when the principal funder has departed the scene and boards set policy,
they may be swayed by emotionally gripping proposals, especially those
delivered in person.
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Further complicating the task in recent years are Widcspread
fears on all sides that favored social and politica] causes are
under siege. Interviewees spoke of the shift in giving by big
donors away from Jewish causes to support what they perceive
to be embattled non-sectarian organizations such as Planned
Parenthood or advocacy agencies that promote the donors’
social concerns. The embrace of universal causes is spurred
not only by political considerations, but a belief on the part
of some donors that Jews as a group are sufficiently well-to-do
and therefore are undeserving of financial support. Poverty
among Jews does not register on the radar of many otherwise
generous Jewish givers, and Jewish institutions are deemed less
deserving of financial support than distressed people scattered
around the globc. As one interviewee running a local social
service start-up for Jews put it memorably and biteerly, “The
children of‘major donors are more interested in sick animals
than the Jewish causes of their parents and grandparents. They

don’t care about Jewish scuff?”

Despite the challcngcs, every professiona] interviewed cited
Cxampies ofpositivc experiences with funders. Everyone could
Casiiy describe warm partncrships with certain funders, the
alcruism and selfless giving of individuals, and the cmp:lthy dis-
played by funders at times of stress for a not-for-profit. Many
spoke about how they have felt valued as individuals when
funders invited them to family celebrations and holiday gather-
ings. Without any self-consciousness, some professionals doing
development work described themselves as donor advisors, as

helpers who inform funders about opportunities to do good.

Above all, professionals at not-for-profits went out of their
way in almost every interview to acknowledge how satisfying
it is to work with funders. To quote a long-serving communal
professional: “The positives far outweigh the negatives; oth-
erwise I would not have done this for the past 25 years.” This
professional is hardly unique in registering a sense of accom-

plishment and satisfaction. Individuals unsuited for this type

of work have probably left the field.

Typical of many interviewees who freely acknowledged the
complexity of relations with funders was the view expressed
by the chief executive of a large national organization, who
described the generosity of spirit encountered as “an astonish-
ing thing. These are intelligent, caring people who give to the

Jewish world. There is a very caring community of donors.”
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This overall assessment, with its emphasis on the pcrson:ﬂ7
emotional investment of funders and their constructive hc]p,
should be kept in mind as readers come across sections of this

report presenting more critical assessments.

Grantees’ Observations about
Staffed Foundations

Positive Experiences

To delve more deeply into funder/grantee relations, this
report distinguishes between interactions with staffed foun-
dations and individual major funders. Working with staffed
foundations differs from soliciting grants from individual
donors or even family foundations lacking professional
personnel. Staff members, unlike individual donors, have
considerable time to devote to learning about, working with
and monitoring grantees. They also gather data on the short-
term results of their grants to determine whether continued
investments in spcciﬁc programs are worthwhile in furthcring

the aims of the foundation and its learning.

Stafted foundations tend to set strategic objectives. They
identify a systemic problem or social aim, and invest their
money in a way that will have an impact. Usually, this involves
dcvc]oping 10gic models about how a chai]cnge will be
addressed, followed by a good deal of planning and evaluation
of each initiative’s success. All this requires staff members who
play an active role in shaping proposals, regularly interacting
with grantees, monitoring programs, reviewing reports on the
impact of initiatives, and ultimately rccommcnding additional
courses of action to foundation boards and principals. Foun-
dations also may turn to outside evaluators and consultants

to help think through ways of having a greater impact. This is
very different from the roles played by individual funders and
fami]y foundations. "liicy gencra]iy see their giving as an act of
support for institutions they deem valuable. Professionals who
receive such support note that the amount of reporting they
must provide to individual funders is far less extensive com-
parcd to what is cxpectcd by foundations. To be sure, increas-
ing numbers of individual funders, cspccially of the boomer
generation and younger, now require more intensive report-
ing, but, in general, working with foundations is considerably

different from Working with individual donors.
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In addition to the many positive observations cited in the
section above on what grantees value about their relationships
with funders, specific points were made about experiences
working with foundations. The head of a national educa-
tional effort, for example, spoke glowingly about her positive
interactions with staff members at foundations: “There is

a symbiotic rclationshipz we each benefit each other. They
understand; I understand. They are invested in our success and
were invested in theirs.” Spc“ing out what she means by this,
the excecutive describes her most productive relationships as
those in which grant applications are co-authored by foun-
dation staff members who help shape the final product. The
same point was repeated frequently: Professionals at not-for-
profits appreciated the help of foundation staft members who
proofrcad their pitches/applications and hc]ped guidc them in
a different direction if they knew the board was looking for a

particulﬂr Cmphasis or initiative.

Another professiona] lauded other types of aid she has
received from foundation staff members. At various stages

she has received calls from foundations “out-of-the-blue”
asking, “Why don’t you try this?” Rather than regard such

calls as an imposition, she finds the suggestions “incredibly
helpful,” especially when they are based on the foundation’s
experiences with other grantees. The efforts of foundations to
serve as “thought partners” are especially appreciated. With
their “input,” notes the head of development at a major Jewish
cultural institution, “we have rethought some projects™—a pro-
cess she considered highly constructive. Much good also comes
when foundation personnel participate in the carliest stages

of proposal planning. The most positive experiences cited

by a development professional with experience in multiple
educational organizations “came when a foundation tried to
think along with the grantee about goals for programs, metrics
for success and clearly defined expectations. The process of
developing a grant proposal with a funder on board can lead
to the funder bringing in outside consultants and hc]ping even

in the exccution of the program.”

It should hardly be surprising that grantees appreciate
constructive hc]p from foundation staff members. Such aid
is in their self-interest. Professionals at not-for-profits spoke
warmly about various forms of support they have received

from foundation personnel. Overall, they expressed gratitude
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for foundation staff who were invested in their success and
that of their funded programs. In some cases, they fele that
some foundations also cared about their organization’s long—
term viability, treating them as an asset of the North Ameri-
can Jewish community, not merely as subcontractors respon-
sible for completing a specific task. They lauded foundation
principals and staff who took the time to visit and observe
programs first-hand, who were cager to learn about new
initiatives or were interested in the programs that would be

housed in large capital projects.

Even stringent reporting requirements are seen by many
grantees as a positive gain. When foundation staff ask tough
questions and press grantees to measure their impact in a
reasonable manner, not-for-profits professionals feel they
arc being encouraged to up their game. They learn from the
reporting exercises. They value the opportunity to reflect

on the successes and limitations of programs they have run
because it helps them sharpen their focus and plan for next
steps. In some instances, it provides them with data thac will

help them make more effective pitches to other funders.

The willingness of foundation staff to apprise their colleagues
at other foundations of the good work of a not-for-profic was
Cspcciaﬂy welcomed. The lead executive of a major national
Jewish organization described the benefits as follows: “When
a foundation supports us and knows us, at times it will talk
about us to other funders. The collaboration between funders
has meant that once a grantee has met the standard of excel-
lence, doors may be opened to other foundations. It's like
opening the club to others. If they're happy with you, they

will open doors.™?

19 This type of vetting is a bit of a double-edged sword. Professionals whose
agencies have benefitted from positive word of mouth are thrilled with the
vetting and to know their names are on the lips of foundation personnel.
Their counterparts at agencies not included in the “magic circle” are left
frustrﬂ.[cd Q.nd rCSCl’][fuL
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A professional heading up donor relations at a small local organization speaks glowingly about his relationship
with foundation staff. He finds it considerably easier to work with them than with individual donors, particularly
because in his experience “staffers serve as advocates for both the donor and the not-for-profit.” He has received
help from foundation staff for everything from project selection to the application process. In the case of a recent
foundation grant awarded to his organization, the staff of the funder acted “like a coach and walked [his] people
through the process.” Once the foundation identified his organization as consonant with its mission, “the staff did

everything to help us be successful.”

Foundation staff helped shape the most successful version of his grant application, to the point of suggesting a different

Finding 1: Much can be learned from reports of not-for-profit
professionals about positive experiences with funders. When
the focus is not solely on the success or failure of a grantee
to deliver on a program, but on the lessons to be derived
from those experiences, grantees feel they are being treated
as partners in a learning process, not solely as service
providers who are judged for their effectiveness. This means
that grantees are invited to learn together with the funder
about what works well and what does not. It means funders
may view the failure of a program as not inherently due to a
poor performance by the not-for-profit, but as the result of a

flawed dynamic in one particular locale.

Finding 2: Even as staffed foundations seek to approach
grantmaking in a rational, evidence-based, instrumental
fashion, interpersonal relationships still matter greatly. For
one thing, the morale of key professionals is an important
variable: when professionals are treated with respect, they
perform better. In addition, though funders hold power by
virtue of their purse, they need not-for-profits to serve as
operators of programs (except when foundations become
operating foundations). Dozens of professionals at not-
for-profits expressed appreciation for times when funders,
especially at staffed foundations, respected their expertise

and valued them as individuals. To take just one example: a
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choice of words when making the case. He analogized the experience to “getting to know secretaries at the boss’
office.” “People in this field love giving advice and guidance,” he has found. And in his case, working with foundation
staff has been an unalloyed positive experience. The director of development at a regional institution for young people
expresses his deep respect for staff at foundations. He values their forthright response to his inquiries because they
tell him clearly whether their foundation is interested in funding him. In his experience, staff know the priorities of their
foundation and principal decision-maker(s). Foundation staff, in his experience, do not “want to be wasting time” by
dangling the prospect of a grant that is unlikely to materialize. He finds staff members are “usually correct in their

assumptions and are a great extension of the more senior decision-makers. They have their finger on the pulse.”

professional at an important educational organization lauded
a foundation executive who took the time to take a long
“getting to know each other” walk. That encounter set the
tone for a relationship the grantee described as candid and

highly constructive when future projects were discussed.

Finding 3: Professionals at not-for-profits were most
appreciative of foundation staff who played the difficult but
important role of honest broker. On the one hand, those

staff are accountable to the foundation principal and board
members. They must represent the mission set forth by
those who lead the foundation. But on the other hand, some
foundation staff members also see themselves as advocates
for worthy grantees, explaining what a proposed initiative
aims to accomplish and why the prospective grantee is
well-suited to achieve success. In other words, foundation
staff can help to “sell” an initiative. Obviously, they won’t do
that with all—or even most—proposals, but only with those
they believe in. Though not privy to all the behind-the-scenes
discussions, professionals at grantee organizations discerned
when foundation staff played only the first role and when

they acted as brokers.
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Critiques of Foundation Operating Procedures

Interviewees also had much to say of a critical nature abour
working with foundations. We divide these critiques between
those focused on operational matters and those focused on
the purpose and impact of foundations. Many dozens of
interviewees cited spcciﬁc foundation policics that were,

in their view, unreasonably burdensome or unhelpful. Such
problems are not unique to the sphere of Jewish foundations.
They tend to be the same ones raised by grantees of non-sec-
tarian institutions surveyed by watchdog organizations. That,
however, does not diminish their significance or obviate the
need to address them if the Jewish philanthropic sphere is to

become more effective."

Under-Appreciated Time Constraints

A contentious issuc raised repcatcdly by interviewees is the
vast amount of time their organizations are expcctcd to
invest when Working with foundation staff. Interviewees felt
that foundation personnel have little appreciation for the
time constraints of not-for-profits staff. With lean budgets,
not-for-profits must streamline their staffing and rely upon
their employees to perform multiple tasks. The executive of

a national organization put it this way: “Foundation staff-

ers demand a good deal of time from grantee organizations
because those staffers have more time on their hands.” Per-
sonnel at not-for-profits don’t have the same luxury. Adding
to the demands placed on grantee agencies are what the same
executive describes as “multiple 1ayers of discussion that occur
in order to keep foundation staffers up to speed. And there
are multiple staff people who have to be dealt with at founda-
tions.” Numerous interviewees complaincd about the absence
of a common grant application form among funders of Jewish
causes. Noting the movement toward common forms in the
non-sectarian philanthropic sector, interviewees chafed at the
need to tailor every application to the idiosyncratic wishes
of a foundation, and that includes different specifications for

how grant budgets must be presented.

Time constraints ﬁgurc into another consideration for
grantees. A signiﬁcnnt number ofprofcssionals at smaller not-

for-profits made a point of stressing that they have decided

M This point will be explored in Concluding Reflections.

JEWISH FUNDERS NETWORK

to desist from ﬂpp]ying for certain kinds ofgrfmts because

it is just not worth the time and effort. Some foundations
announce Requests for Proposnls (RFEPs) for grants up to
$25,000 or in some cases $50,000, but provide no opportunity
for organizations to spcak with a foundation profcssion:ll

to learn whether an initiative fits the RFP guidelines. After
several unsuccessful attempts to rcspond to such RFPs, and
many hours wasted on writing proposals that went nowhere,
numerous interviewees noted their decision to avoid playing
in that arena any longer. The risk of failure is too great, and
the wasted time is more than they are prepared to bear. Here’s
how a JCC director put it: “We realized in dealing with grant-
making organizations that we're competing with many others.
If we don’t have a prior relationship with a funder, we're just
one out of many. Grantmakers may have biases or intentions
about which they are not always open—for example we only
give to entrepreneurs or we've already given to you.... Small
grants come up on our radar but it’s not worth it to us. We'd

like to apply for some grants, but we don’t have the time.”
PPy g

Unclear or Misleading Communications

Then there are the practical steps involved in securing fund-
ing, a process some interviewees described as “the dance.”
Given the significant time investment involved in writing
grant applications, grantees try to ascertain whether their
initiative stands a reasonable chance ofwinning foundation
support. Some interviewees expressed appreciation for the
guidance foundation staff members often offer, including clear
signals that a given project stands no chance of being sup-
ported. Professionals claim they much prefer a straight rejec-
tion because it saves them the time it would cost to prepare

a complete grant application and provides an opportunity to
learn more about areas a foundation will and will not support

and where its current priorities lic.

Problems arise when foundation staff convey confusing mes-
sages. A long-time communal professional related two frus-
trating experiences with foundation staff members that still
rankled: In one instance, he worked with a foundation execu-
tive over an extended time period ona projccted seven—ﬁgurc
gift for a capital project. During that time, his not-for-profit
invested the equivalent of $100,000 in travel, personnel time,
consultants, finance people, writers and designers. With all

the back-and-forch, the grant app]ication had to be rewritten
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four or five times. At the insistence of the foundation, the
app]ication had to include a clear accounting of every board
member at the not-for-profic and what that board person
would contribute. It was also necessary to include the proj-
ect’s prior history and to spell out what would happen after
the grant was completed. When the proposal finally came
to the foundation’s board, it was voted down. An effort to
learn why it was rejected proved fruitless. No explanation
was forthcoming. The grant application process in this case

dT:lgng on FOI' two years.

In a second instance, provided by the same profcssiona], a
project was discussed over the course of a year-and-a-half’
with the principals of a foundation. Finally, six month after
the application was submitted, the foundation sent a letcer
suggesting its willingness to consider a grant for roughly
one-tenth of what was origina”y discussed. Then the founda-
tion informed the organization that it would consider only
two items in the proposal, not the entire proposal. Finally,
the foundation informed the organization that it was not
ready to make a decision at all for the foreseeable future.
“What was the point of the exercise?” wondered the exasper-
ated professional, especially in light of the relatively small

grant sum involved.

These examples hardly exhaust the range of frustrating expe-
riences cited by numerous interviewees at local and national
not-for-profits. A federation exccutive places some of the
blame on foundation principals “who jcrk you around and
then will use the professional of the foundation to say ‘no.’
They may enjoy the conversation but are really not interested
in your project.” Similarly, the long-time head of a “friends
of” organization supporting an Israeli institution 1‘cportcd his
experiences with “foundation staff who project a friendly and
open attitude and ask a potential grantee to submit a pro-
posal, communicate after some suspense time that there is no
interest after all, and suggest submitting another proposal...
and on and on.” He Cspecially recalled “one prominent founda-
tion ... which probably cost us hundreds of hours of staff time

doing proposals which never went anywhere.”
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Other kinds of communications gaps also impcde grantee
cffectiveness. The executive of a regiona] educational organi-
zation appreciates when foundations are upfront and make
instructions clear, specifically when they list on their website
a person whom applicants can call to ask questions. In her
experience, though, some foundations make it extremely dif-
ficult to communicate with them. “It’s important to be able
to have a conversation with a program officer and it’s helpful
to know if your proposal is in line with what the donor is
looking for....It’s helpful to know if we even have a shot.” The
lack of communication/follow-up is consistently the most
difficule part of‘gr:mt writing. “More often than nor, my
emails just get passed around from person to person. And on
top of that, they'll expect things from you immediately.” She’s
even been asked by foundations to submit reports with only

a COUplC OFhOLlTS’ notice.

Also, inscrutable directions often fail to clarify how to
make contact within a foundation. It’s usua]ly clear when
dcaling with an individual donor or a few Fami]y members
who can Cxplain the position of the funder. Ascertaining
what a foundation requires is considerably more work, often
necessitating what another interviewee described as “recon-
naissance missions.” Navigating a foundation is a daunting
challenge for many professionals. It’s not only a matter of
uncertainty about the right program officer to contact, but
how to engage the decision-makers. Interviewees expressed
bafflement as to whether they will benefit or harm their
chances if they reach beyond a program officer to contact
the top exccutive or use their spccinl connections to reach
board members or even foundation principals. The fact that
foundations differ so much from one another means that

cach case must be evaluated differently.

Finding 4: The sprawling funder sector complicates the task
of not-for-profits seeking to find a potential match for their
program/initiative. Mid-size and small not-for-profits are
especially hard-pressed because they lack the personnel

to research which funders take an interest in specific types
of programs. A directory of funders interested in Jewish
giving and the causes they support would smooth a difficult

navigation process for grantees.
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When top executives of large foundations were queried about their responses to such cases, the common
retort was that grantees won'’t take ‘no’ for an answer. It’s not that foundations are responding unclearly, they
assert, but that not-for-profit professionals tend to react to a rejected grant application by immediately working
to reframe the proposal to fit what they think the foundation is open to funding. One foundation professional

described the process as follows:

“Potential grantees will come in and they’re so busy trying to figure out how to get funding that they get themselves
tied up in knots because they go this way, they go that way, but they’re trying to pick up cues from me or from the
foundation. | actually feel bad sometimes for them, because if they come in and they say, 1’'m here because | need x,
y, and z,’ that’s very clear. [But other grantees] get all twisted. | hate watching it when they get all twisted [trying to
come up with a project they think will fit our mission]. It’s actually painful for me to watch. Even worse, a lot of times
grantees come in with five different options. | once had a grantee give me 42 proposals in a box. They told me to go

through the box and pick the ones that | thought might have potential. It’s just not the way to do business.”

Interestingly, another foundation professional saw things differently: “I've run not-for-profits. They shouldn’t take
‘no’ for an answer. Their job is to try to get resources from wherever they can. And | would fully expect them to try

to remake or tailor grant proposals. | have no problem with that at all.”

While grantees feel put upon by delays in getting answers to their funding requests, foundation personnel have a
different perspective. Here’s how one foundation executive sees it: “It's probably to the advantage of the grantee
because when there are delays, it's not a ‘no,” and it probably means that the staff or others within the foundation
culture are grappling with the issues. In my experience not responding to a grant application is a very rare

phenomenon. A slow ‘no’ means there’s some hope.”

One of his counterparts at a different foundation explains: “l can’t speak for all foundations, but we would never
put a grant in front of our board when we know they’re going to say ‘no.” And we would never even work with a
grantee to develop a grant that we were pretty sure was going to be a ‘no’ because it’s a bad use of my staff’s
time, which is limited as well. But sometimes we're not sure. Otherwise we’re not taking any risks or we're not

pushing our board members to stretch. But some of the times they’re going to see things differently than us.

“But you know, if you only want to bring a sure thing, then you're going to miss out on a lot of opportunities. We
don't bring something to the board if we think there’s a five percent chance of getting a ‘yes.’ But if there’s only a

45 percent chance, do you want us not to bring the proposal to them?”

Foundation executives conceded that, even with the best of intentions, they can offer only limited transparency
because foundation principals and board members aren’t necessarily consistent and do not make funding decisions

in a timely fashion. Foundation staff may only have limited access to the key board members. And that creates an
awkwardness. “Very often,” a foundation executive notes, “the principal who is going to make the go/no go decision
is not accessible to the staff. The staff person is embarrassed to say or unable to say, ‘Look, | won’t see our principal
for six months.’ It's much easier to say we need first a letter of inquiry, then a proposal, then another proposal, because

this person is not authorized to speak on behalf of the foundation. The moment the [foundation] professional says, I'm

not authorized to speak on behalf of the foundation,” she or he loses credibility with the grantee.”
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When Grantees and Funders Are Out of Sync

When foundations, which pridc themselves on their commitment
to innovation, are criticized for rigidity, it is worth noting. The
head of a day school, for example, asserted, “Foundations don’t
allow a lot of room for bcing outside the box.” In her case, she felt
shoe-horned into a professional education program for not-for-
profit leaders sponsored by a foundation that made no allowance
for the varied needs of such leaders, treating them as an undif-

ferentiated mass. Or to take another example, a professional

described a loan program for Jewish not-for-profits to help with
capitai projects. The program 1‘cquircd matching grants cxcccding
a certain monetary threshold. The grantee raised the matching
funds but not from gifts above the threshold—and therefore

was disqualiﬁcd. From the grantee perspective, a one-size-fits-

all approach of some grant programs does not fit the reality of

Jewish not-for-profits.

In response, funders acknowledge they cannot tailor every program to the diverse needs of all not-for-profits.

Difficulties also arise, they contend, when grantees may be too harried to read funding guidelines. In the case of the

loan program, its very purpose was to create an incentive for grantees to attract larger gifts. The goal was not only to

provide the loan but to help build the capacity of grantees organizations through their recruitment of new, higher-end

donors. If nothing else, then, the loan program illustrates the obstacles in achieving effective communication.

Funding cycles also came in for criticism because the needs of
not-for-profits are not timed to the deadlines set by founda-
tions. For Cxamp]c, some ﬁmding programs niding schools set
their deadlines for the end of June and then letters of acceptance
go out sometime later in the summer. But schools plan for the
school year in the preceding winter or early spring. The head of
development at a prominent start-up raises the same point in a
more gcneml way: “We have a pirm now and then we have to go
hunting for funders who might be ready when we are. Tt would
be better if the funders would be more available and more flexi-
ble.” She especially knows that when it comes to capacity build-
ing, the needs of institutions may not coincide with the formal
funding schedule of a foundation, but this type of rigidity forces

Jewish institutions to put off initiatives—or shelve them entirely.

The Fraught Issue of Grantee Overhead

A perennial sore spot among not-for-profit leaders concerns the
unwillingness of many foundations to support overhead costs of
their grantees. Foundations cover the costs of running a program,
including the hiring of new personnel needed to manage an
initiative. But many not—For—profit executives contend that this
funding rarely covers the time of staft (including the top execu-
tive) who must oversee those personnel. What about the salaries
of staff who dcvclop ideas for new initiatives that result in grants?
What about the costs of office rentals and electricity used by the

personnel running funded programs grant?
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Some foundations have moved toward including overhead
costs,"” but others have not. What is a not-for-profit to
do? According toa biunt—spokcn executive of a national
organization, the response to this question is to play an

unspoken game with overhead costs.

There used to be a time when one could submit a line in

an application for overhead [usually as a percentage of the
project. That is no iongcr true in many cases.] Either we are
forced in an unethical way to pad the numbers in order to
cover our overhead, or they assume there is no overhead, or
these foundations don’t seem to believe in the mission of’
the grantees. It’s the grantees’ problem. The purpose is not
to support the grantee, only the program. They throw the
nonprofit under the bus. This is very frustrating, especially
when it involves personnel who are needed to help support
the project. Unless a foundation sees itself as a strategic
partner—we believe in you as an organization—thc grantee
is seen as a program provider and therefore foundations

ask, “Why are we paying for your overhead?” What they

are unconcerned about is how the organization providing

the program will survive.

b Srptember 2019, CEOs at five of the wealthiest American foundations
announced their intention to “embark on a major campaign to encourage all
other grantmakers to join them to help cover essential operating costs™ at
not~fb1‘~p1‘0fits [hey support. See Maria Di Mento, “Five CEOs of Weairhy
Foundations Pledge to Do More to Help Charitics Pay Overhead,” Chronicle of
Philanthropy, Sept. 4, 2019. hetps://www.philanthropy.com/article/s-CEOs-of-Big-
Foundations/247063/ This was followed one month Tater by a statement from the
top cxccutives oi tl:ic two largest foundations supporting Jewish causes to issuc a
similar call. Lisa Eisen and Barry Finestone, “Raising Up Overhead: How We Can
Do Better,” EJewish Philamhropy, QOct. 7, 2019. https:ﬁcicwishphiianthr()pyicom/
raisingrup—ovcrhcad—howrwc—can—dorg

ceeer/

JEWISH FUNDERS NETWORK


https://www.philanthropy.com/article/5-CEOs-of-Big-Foundations/247063/
https://www.philanthropy.com/article/5-CEOs-of-Big-Foundations/247063/
https://ejewishphilanthropy.com/raising-up-overhead-how-we-can-do-better/
https://ejewishphilanthropy.com/raising-up-overhead-how-we-can-do-better/

The su]atcr{:ugc7 in the view of this professionﬂ], is not healthy for staff to plan and service grants. “The big guys don’t support
for a relationship requiring transparency. Another national the overhead.” So who does cover those costs? “Smaller donors
executive zeroed in on the same issue, but pointcd out an give unrestricted funds which can be used for overhead.”

irony. Many foundations, he noted, don’t appreciate the need

Whether to support overhead varies greatly from one foundation to the next. Some foundations refuse to cover
such expenses. Others not only do so, but will insist on the inclusion of overhead in the applicant’s budget, if it is
omitted from that applicant’s grant proposal. There is no uniformity.

One foundation executive has expressed deep concern about the drift toward ever-more restricted funding:

“l personally believe deeply in multi-year general operating and capacity building support as a key grantmaking
philosophy, and one of my concerns is that | see too many of our colleagues going in the opposite direction toward
restricted funding. | think it’s really unhealthy for these grantees not to have more general operating grants. How
are they going to function and keep the lights on if all they receive is restricted program grants?

“Our foundation does makes some restricted program grants. We do that if we're getting to know grantees for
the first time or we are really only interested in a certain part of their agenda. But we would always build in some
amount that would help them cover operating costs. | think it's problematic that there’s a directional pull toward
more restricted [funding], and not giving organizations and leaders the ability to plan, to pivot, to take risks, and to
focus on the work rather than fundraising all the time.”

One aspect of the overhead question elicited a strong response from a foundation executive who does cover
reasonable overhead costs. “The thing that drives me batty as a funder,” she asserts, occurs when “a fixed
percentage is levied on a grant. Five percent, ten percent, or more comes off the top, a haircut, before the program
is funded.... The reason we don't allow that is because it does not cost ten times more to solicit a $10 million grant

than to solicit a $1 million donation.”

Excessive Proposal and Reporting Requirements Foundations send a few pages of questions that may require
As foundations have professionalized, they have required 30 hours or more of work. We pull all-nighters to complete
considerable amounts of paperwork at various stages, them. But we can’t drop everything else. Sometimes the

most notably the grant application itself, pcriodic progress questions are great. Sometimes thcy are not good questions.
reports and then a final accounting when the grant period I'm under the impression that foundation staff send propos-
has come to an end. Typical ofmzmy interviewees, a grant als to readers and then collect all their questions, which are
writer for a national educational organization described the then culled by program officers. The program officers need to
process as burdensome: “Writing grant proposals takes a lot answer to board members and evaluators. It’s my impression
of time. Then there is the follow-up with foundation staff. that there are outside readers too.”

Responding to grievances about burdensome requirements for large amounts of information at the grant proposal
stage, a foundation executive offered his perspective: “| think some of [the grantees’ complaints] are warranted.
For foundations to make not-for-profits come up with a completely new budget for [each grant application to a
different foundation] because that’s the format the foundation likes is probably not a good use of anyone’s time.
But... if we can’t present to our board—which does care about the numbers and is going to dig in—information that
we can explain to them, that we can really own, and when they have questions on the budget, we can answer, it’s

just going to be a quick ‘no,” and they’re going to move on to the next item.”
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Once a grant has been approvcd, there are ongoing report-
ing requirements. No interviewee rcgardcd such reporting as
problematic in principle, and, as we have noted, quite a few
fele thcy benefitted from the exercise. That said, many inter-
viewees found the requirements excessive and unnccessarily
burdensome. A staff member at a successful starc-up baldly
stated: “Reporting and grant application requirements are
horrible. There’s no consistency, no singlc form for reporting,
no standard questions or budget format. Everything looks a
lictle different.” The lack of standardized reporting require-
ments was highlightcd by the staff member as Cspc‘ci:ﬂly aggra-
vating when a project receives collaborative support from a
number of foundations. “Reporting is different for each one,”
she states. Like many others, she expressed her sense that a lot
of the reports don't get read, especially by board members.
Then there is the time-consuming preparation involved in
writing these reports. Says another professional: “The amount

O{:WOl’k ]’ICCdCd fOI' [comp]cting] a gl"(l‘ﬂt GCOTt is O&CH not

budgctcd FOT. ThC reporting rcquircmcnts are not commensu-

rate with che dollars actua”y gr:mtcd.“

Another controversial area in the reporting process is the
overemphasis on quantitative measures of success. Particularly
among interviewees whose work involved young people, edu-
cation, and matters ofidcntity formation, demands for quan-
tification were not only resented but seen as short-sighted.
Dozens of interviewees who work in the fields of education
and culture voiced the same frustration about the cmphasis
on counting heads and measuring impact by an upswing in
participants rather than the quality of the experience. Typical
of such a lament was the perspective shared by an executive at
a national educational organization: “Something that’s incred-
ibly frustmting is when funders take out their calculators and
divide the dollar amount by number of participants. It’s not
taking the whole thing into account. We can’t be measured

by dollars per head.” And yet thcy believe their programs are

cvaluated ﬁXilCtly Ehﬂt way.

When allocating their limited resources, foundations have a responsibility to use the best available information to
make a sophisticated cost-benefit decision, notes a foundation executive in response. Those decisions should

take into account the likely impact and specific program goals. For example, it is more expensive to provide

intensive and immersive programming than to sponsor occasional events or one-time gatherings; and presumably
the immersive programming is more likely to generate greater change in the lives of participants. It would be silly to
divide the dollars spent over the number of participants in programs with different degrees of intensiveness or to
conclude that a one-time event is “better” because it is cheaper. Similarly, it makes more sense to invest deeply in

individuals who wish to become communal or Jewish organizational leaders than in people without such ambitions

Perhaps most galling to some not-for-profit professionals is
the gap between funders’ putative commitment to the ideal of
learning together with grantees and the punitive responses of’
some foundations when a funded initiative does not result in
the desired outcome. An executive at a national Jewish orga-
nization sharply criticized the practices of some foundations,
noting that despite all the talk about how foundations provide
the risk capital, in his view foundations tend to be quite
conservative. They do not value failure as a necessary way for
the field to learn. Racher, failure is not accepted, and in fact

grantees are penalized for trying something new that that does
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because the leaders presumably will have a much wider influence. A cost-benefit analysis, properly applied—for
example, to different teacher-training programs with similar levels of intensiveness and likely outcomes—is an
important way of assessing which programs deserve funding.

not yield the anticipated results. This executive noted: “Many
foundations don’t accept that failure can lead to learning.

The risk profile of funders tends to be the same. If something
does not work, it bothers the funders, although to a different
extent dcpcnding on the foundation. Risk Cnpital is something
that foundations pay lip service to.” In some cases, his organi-
zation benefited from donor support for a particular program,
and although that program did not work as expected, his
organization learned a great deal from it. But the funder only
focused on what did nor work. “The headline was failure, not

that the program yielded big 1€nrning.”
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Foundation personnel view reporting requirements differently. To begin with the purpose of reporting, a
foundation executive said the following: “We’re making an investment in an organization and its leadership. In
return for that, we want to understand if that investment is paying off. And therefore, we need to know about
some quantitative and qualitative outcomes. We ask, ‘What is our investment doing and what are we learning
about it?” We really view ourselves as partners with grantees, especially through some of the large investments
that we're making. So, the reports are not in any way intended to be some kind of punitive [requirement] or
policing. They’re meant to ask, ‘What are you learming? What kind of progress are you making? Do you have
enough capacity to do what you're doing? Do you need to do any course-correcting?” We see it as a shared
learning that we're doing together with grantees. It’s not like, ‘Report to us and then we’ll decide whether we want
to keep funding you,” but ‘What are we learning and how are we making progress, and do we need to do anything

to accelerate progress or to change course?”

Another executive explained that her foundation does not require the same level of reporting from every grantee.
The size of grants matters: “We say, ‘Here are our reporting requirements’, and they print off a page from their
website and send it to us. We say, ‘But you haven’t answered our question. And we actually need to know how our
money was used and we actually need to know what you've done.” And the response is ‘these were the events that
we had.” ‘What is the impact?’ we ask. ‘We have lots of events,” they answer. But you know, for $500 maybe that’s
sufficient, but for $50,000, no!”

She added: “Sometimes as a funder, particularly when you look at organizations that might not have that many
donors, | second-guess myself. Are we asking too much? And then | step back and say, ‘No, this is actually quite
reasonable, and | think this is really important. It's reasonable for us as a funder to know the impact of the funding
that we're giving.” In fact, we're doing a service to our grantee to ask them to be self-reflective because it’s healthy
for them to think about what their impact is. Our reporting requirements are different based on the size of the
grant. We're not going to ask for the same thing from an $1,800 grantee as a $180,000 and $18 miillion grantee.
There’s a different level of scrutiny. But reporting requirements are there for us to understand our investment.”

From the perspective of foundation personnel, the demand for more sophisticated data gathering is not only
necessary for the funder but also for the grantee. Another executive explains: “There’s one grantee that we

really pushed for measurement. Its executive director and | were fighting about measurement. He was saying, ‘It
works because we know it works.” And | was saying, ‘You need to have evidence, and not only will the evidence be
good for your theory of change and your outcomes and your funders; it will actually also help you, as an internal
measurement tool for you, running your organization.’ | add, ‘When you need a course-correct, you'll actually find it
really valuable. | know you think you're doing it for me, but you're actually doing it for yourself.’ It was a very long,
painful process. In the end, they got there. [The executive director] now constantly sends me emails saying, ‘We
cut the data this way, look what we learned. We did that, we did this." They’ve moved 180 degrees.... He will say

to me, ‘You were right. | was resistant to the measurement thing, and now | just can’t get enough of it. | love it. It's

been so helpful, 'm so glad you pushed me on it.”

Finding 5: Foundation staff and their counterparts at
grantee organizations at times are at cross-purposes
about the application and reporting processes. The former
need information to make a compelling evidence-based
case to their principals. The latter are often strapped for
time and personnel who can invest the time in writing
complex grant proposals and reports. There is no simple

answer to this conundrum, but certainly efforts exist
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outside the Jewish philanthropic sector to develop generic
grant applications and reporting instruments. To be sure,
no one can force a foundation to utilize standardized
forms. But it is not inconceivable that projects including
parties on both sides of the philanthropic table might
develop more efficient instruments. If they work for some
non-sectarian foundations, why can’t they work for those

with a Jewish mission?
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Mixed Experiences with Program Officers

In a previous section, we have noted the many appreciative
remarks offered during interviews about the constructive roles
played by foundation staff. But the same professionals also
cited disappointing experiences with other foundation staff
members. Here is a small snmp]ing of the issues raised: A long—
time communal professional: “Grants officers see themselves
as gatckeepers and are not very helpful. They see themselves

as in the know. They are not very open to learning and new
input. They don’t understand the field.... Most staff have the
power to say ‘no’ and wield that.... They lack courtesy, not
returning phone calls; days and weeks go by and they don’t act
with courtesy. This happens at low levels; the lower-ranking
program officers are the least responsive.” This interviewee
claimed to have raised his concerns with top foundation exec-
utives and with funders. Some of the lacter apologized7 but

others just shruggcd their shoulders.

A professional with decades of experience working for
federations and “friends of” organizations adds: “Good staff’
members at foundations will tell you honestly what will or
won't fly. Others will say, ‘Submit a proposal for what you
think is important.” They don't reflect a desire to help you get
funded. Eventua”y, you discover that che project never elicited
any interest or support. This has to do with the cgo of staff
members. They want to be in charge, but that would mean
they’ll have to be the bad guy, so they encourage you to go
forward. In some cases, they don’t bother to interpret projects

FOT bOle'dS or mill(C tl’1€ case on your behalf‘.”

What especially rankles is the perception of more established
professionals that young staff at foundations have lictle or
no understanding of what life is like at a not-for-profit,
where money needs to be raised to keep the work going. As

one such professional put it: “Younger staffers have never
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Tun anything.... Thcy are asked to do things they are woe-
ﬁﬂly under-trained to do. Grantees have to appease younger
staffers who have no experience running a not-for-profit.
"ﬂwy should shadow a professiona] ata nOt‘FOF—pTOﬁt to

sec how the work gets done. Immerse them in the kinds of
organizations thcy support. Thcy don’t understand the basics
of balance sheets, 1cadcrship dcvclopmcnt and the work of

the not-for-profits.”

Added o this, professionals resent what they perceive as

the unearned power young staff wield. The exccutive of

a national organization described how the system works
cul‘rent]y: “Longtime JCWiSh communal professiona]s in

their fifties and older are beholden to a thirty-year-old, even
though they might have a long-standing relationship with
the principa] funder.” The empowerment of staff at mid-level
positions leaves this executive dcpcndcnt on their whims.
Too often, he claims, foundation staff are not responsive to
emails. “How does a grantee function with that?” He also
cited an issue of younger staft who know far less about the
field, but nonetheless question his professional decisions and

play “gotcha” with his organization.

Pc‘rhaps the pithicst commentary on this issue came from a
long-serving professional with decades of experience raising
funds for domestic and Isracli institutions. “Sometimes,” she
said, “I can’t believe someone is speaking to me this way.”
Referring specifically to young staff members at foundations,
she went on to say: “'lhcy spcak with sclf—importancc and
entitlement. They seem not to understand the difference
between being the steward of funder money as opposed to
acting like they are the funder. What comes across is arro-
gance. There is a haughtiness vibe suggesting that ‘you don’t
know what you are talking about.” She concludes by express-

ing her feeling of being “dismissed.”

Foundation executives do not attempt to justify the arrogant behavior of some staff members. One freely
conceded shortcomings among foundation staff: “There are two dynamics at work deserving of legitimate
criticism. Number one, too many foundation professionals have no experience with what I'll call making a payroll,
working in a nonprofit and having to deal with the realities of what it is to run a not-for-profit, such as the
challenges of turning on the lights and making payroll. And so, there is no understanding and respect that goes
along with it. The second dynamic, which is in my view much more dangerous, is the professional forgets that

being adjacent to money and power doesn’t necessarily give you legitimacy. Too often, those with money and
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power start believing their own press releases. They believe that they know better, and along comes a 26-year-old
young professional who, for whatever reason, lines up as the foundation person and has no relevant experience,
but mimics the behavior of her or his principal. We know from psychology that identification with the aggressor

is a very natural phenomenon. What needs to happen, both at the professional level and lay leadership level, is a
lot more serious continued professional educations which call out these behaviors. It’s not just so you can read a

balance sheet; it’s really looking at the culture of the foundation and how it relates to grantees.”

Bad behavior cuts both ways, note foundation executives. One particularly irksome ploy occurs when grantees, as
one such executive notes, “Try and get around the ‘no’ by calling other people at my foundation. If I'm saying ‘no,’
it's because I've cleared it with our CEO who has agreed to say ‘no.” Don’t try and go around me. Some grantees
call others at the foundation, directors or other professionals. We talk to each other! | can’t think of any instance
where that happened where in fact, they were successful, but what it does do is leave a bad taste in our mouth. If

you think about fundraising as playing the long game, we remember this.”

Another foundation executive cites a different form of grantee bad behavior. He speaks of “an organization we’'ve
been supporting for let’s say 10 years, generously supporting for 10 years. We’ve made a real, fundamental
difference. That organization started going in a different direction. It’s still doing good work. There’s been no
crisis. But foundations generally move on. And now when | see the executive director at some event in the Jewish
community, | get the ‘stare.” Where’s the recognition? Why am | the bad guy because we stopped funding at some

point? How about some appreciation, not for me, but for the 10 years of support from our foundation?”

Finding 6: Foundations have the advantage of being able to
select from a wide range of bright job applications. Staff are
drawn from a range of backgrounds but do not necessarily
have a clear understanding of the complexities of working
with a Jewish population or with the daily struggles of
not-for-profits to meet their payrolls. They also do not
necessarily know how to navigate between the demands of
their foundation superiors—the principal funder and board
members—and the needs of grantees. These deficiencies
can be remedied through professional training programs. As
noted below, models of such programs exist in the wider
foundation sector and can be adapted by foundations

with a Jewish mission. These include learning about best
grantmaking practices, exposure to balance sheets and other
budgeting instruments, serving as honest brokers between
their foundation leaders and grantees; and they also include
learning about the needs of the Jewish community and
previous efforts to remedy challenges.

Critiques of Foundations’ Purposes

In addition to the grievances about foundation prac-
tices, interviewees also raised questions about the overall
approach of foundations, assumptions they make, and

their impact on Jewish communal life. Some professionals
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widened the scope of their remarks to reflect not only on
their own experiences, but also their perceptions of how
foundations are shaping communal priorities. A few spoke
about what thcy perceive as tendencies toward rigidity
within foundations that militate against rocking the boat.
To attend to the wishes of the principal funder and board of
the foundation, staff don’t seem to push back at approaches

th:lt seem ofdubious ValUC.

The Priorities of Staffed Foundations

Almost all staffed foundations identify a set number of
funding arcas, and within those they tend to favor agents of
change and new initiatives. This approach is not without its
critics. Some expressed concern about whether the funding
arcas favored by foundations necessarily are correctly chosen.
On what basis, for anmpic, has it been decided that Birch-
right Israel is worthy of an annual investment of $100 million,
while other Israel programs of longer duration struggle to
survive? As foundations pour vast sums into programs to
engage unaffiliated millennials, some ask whether those on
the margins should be prioritized over those who are more
involved. Is there demonstrated evidence that scrvicc—]caming
programs have a greater impact on Jewish connection than

do educational programs focused on more substantial ]ewish
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content and skills? And with all the focus on younger people,
is the Jewish community living up to its ideals of honoring the
clderly, or are they and poor Jews falling through the cracks?

These are just some of the questions poscd.

Here is how a professional at a national organization for-
mulated these issues: There are “gaping holes in the Jewish
community because there is no central planning in commu-
nities.... Where does that conversation about overall Jewish
needs take piacc? We may be romanticizing the federations’
past, but they scem to have paid attention to the broad range
of needs in their communities. Recent news stories about the
lack of funding for Holocaust survivors or the impoverished
would have been inconceivable a few decades ago. Federations
would not have let that happen in the past. Who is looking

out for all of these needs?”

The foundations’ “romance” with innovation has also come
under criticism. Interviewees have questioned the widespread
assumption that the long—cstablishcd organizations of the
]cwish community—synagogues, day schools, national agen-
cies, summer camps—are all failing as is evidenced by their
declining number of participants. While many staffed foun-
dations have concluded that on]y innovative start-ups will
attract today’s Jews, some have asked: Where’s the evidence
of their impact and durability? Here is how one professional

summed up this issue:

The reigning notion amongst funders is that existing orga-

”

nizations “are not doing it well,” so funders feel the need
to reboot to try somc‘thing new. This is the innovation
argument, even though there is no evidence of the effec-
tiveness of these innovative programs. Everyonc’s telling
you to think outside the box; but what if your box is rcally
the right box? The innovative mindset is also attractive

because it empowers funders. They have the power and

knowledge to earmark where their money goes.

Some funders take the “good-to-great” approach and
sce the glass as half full. They want to build up what we
already have. Others want to sweep everything away. In
their view, nothing is working. These approaches have
enormous implications for what gets funded. The per-

sonal worldview of the funder gets embodied in a funding

approach. ThC pCl‘SOﬂﬂi ﬂgenda is pTCSCl’lth as SEl‘S.ECgiC.
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Implicit is this analysis is a critically important assumption on
the part of this interviewee and others: Funders have a respon-
sibility to the Jewish collective. In response, some funders
might say, “It’s my money, and [ have a pcrfcct right to spcnd
it as I sce fit.” From a legal point-of-view, they are correct.
Their critics are not oblivious to this reality. But they question
whether any of this is particularly good for the Jews. They
examine funding priorities through the lens of their sense of
overall needs. They also challenge the claim of grantmakers
that their approach is strategic and based solely on a rational
calculation. These critics ask: Where’s the evidence for that?

How scientiﬁcaiiy based are Funding priorities?

Of related concern to some interviewees is that staff are funda-
mentally accountable to their superiors—foundation principals
and board members—rather than the wider Jewish community.
Undoubtedly, these personnel would agree: indeed, they are
accountable to their employer, and that’s the reality of their
employment. They probably would add that they see no disso-
nance between serving their Cmpioycr and the collective needs
of the Jewish community. Interviewees who value comprehen-
sive community planning arguc that foundation principals live
a rarefied life, rarely encounter the so-called “Jewish street,”
and are far less connected to the reality of American Jewish life
than even wealthy donors who engage with a wider range of

Jews they meet around federation tables.

The lack of foundation account:ibi]ity surfaced in a second
way during some interviews. Foundations are not bashful
about requiring their grantees to deliver on their proposals,
measure their success, and report on their failings. Why is
there no mechanism to hold foundations accountable for their
decisions? On the most basic level of reporting, grantees must
demonstrate that they are not using grant money in a wasteful
fashion. “Is the overhead of foundations similarly monitored?”

some interviewees asked.

Admittedly, these concerns can be dismissed easily because
the only oversight of foundations is done cither by the Inter-
nal Revenue Service, which requires an annual expenditure of
at least five percent of the value of assets held by foundations
(including overhead), or by board members internally. The
question of foundation accountability is left hanging in the

air, but preoccupies some communal professionais who take a

broader view of North American Jewish life.
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The Relationship between Foundations and

Grantee Organizations

“What is the rcsponsibility of a foundation to its grantees?” is
another question that agitates professionals at not-for-prof-
its operating on the local and national levels. Interviewees
spoke about their feelings of being used and then dropped by
foundations after a grant period has come to an end. There are
two dimensions to this critique. One of the most frequently
voiced concerns was that some foundations seem to care

only about the project a not-for-profit will run, but not the
longer—tcrm sustainabi]ity of the not—For—proﬁt—zmd that very
much includes start-ups nurtured ac birth by foundations and
then left to their own devices. Professionals at not—for—proﬁts
complain that their agencies are not treated as assets, but as

purveyors OFS. service.

Some of the i]l—FCC]ings stems from the time-limited grants
extended by many foundacions. Why, they ask, are founda-
tions inclined to award three- or five-year grants and then
move on to other projects? The executive of a national educa-

tional organization refers to foundations as notorious sufferers

In the view of foundation executives, there is a widespread misunderstanding about the mission of staffed
foundations. If foundations are to serve as the “passing gear” of philanthropy, as the chief investor in risky
initiatives, they cannot tie up all their grant money in a fixed number of organizations. Without the freedom to move
on from a grantee, the foundation won’t be able to enact its role as a change agent, one that continually supports
and experiments with new programs. The task of foundations is precisely to provide the risk capital for new
initiatives, not for sustaining even the most successful of programs. Criticism portraying foundations as flighty, in
short, is seen by foundation personnel as the product of an unrealistic expectation placed upon them.

A foundation executive observes a related misunderstanding about how foundations operate:

“A not-for-profit has a board of directors, and that board has signed up to be responsible for the financial
wellbeing of that not-for-profit. We [as a foundation] didn’t sign up for that mission. That’s not our responsibility.
Go ahead, do whatever you were doing yesterday, that’s fine. As far as our board is concerned, we’re in the
business of sponsoring change. To the extent that we think your not-for-profit is capable of creating change that’s
aligned with our mission, we’ll fund the delta needed to create that change.”

of Attention Deficit/Hyper-Activity Disorder (ADHD)

syndrome, flitting from one grantee to the nex.

The second dimension concerns that lack of continuing sup-
port for programs foundations valued sufficiently to support
when they were start-ups, but then “abandoned” after a few
years. If the programs were deemed sufficiently compelling
when a foundation funded it, grantee professionals ask, why
do some foundations drop that program when they are not
dissatisfied with its work and outputs? Why, interviewees
ask, are start-ups not sustained if they were deemed valuable
at their outset? The rabbi of a large synagogue who has raised
considerable funds for capital and other purposes expresses
frustration over the tendency of foundations to fund pilot
programs, which is inadequate in his view because institutions
can’t change in three or fewer years. “They need to be a long-
term partner in order to make changcs.” Foundations tend

to think programmatically, he goes on to say. But programs
are not an end; programs are part of the process. For him, the
goal was to create a culture, which he feels foundations don’t

undcrstand.
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This is a gross generalization, of course. Some foundations most assuredly do offer sustained support to the same
grantees over a long period of years. They help grantees develop capacity and plan for the future. Some introduce
them to potential new funders. And in the foundations’ view, they are helping grantees by not letting them become
dependent solely on a single funder, knowing that an agency heavily dependent on a single funder is vulnerable if
that funder cannot or will not support it in the future. As a foundation executive noted, “We’re actually thinking
about your own sustainability. We're thinking about rightsizing: if your largest donor gives $25,000, if we come in
with a gift of fifty, what happens [to the grantee] if we don’t renew? What is your sustainability? So, when we right-
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size gifts... when we [make a smaller grant] than organizations might hope for... it has very much to do with our
concern for their sustainability beyond our involvement. It’s a responsibility of funders to ask themselves whether
a grantee will be so dependent on them that if something were to happen to the funder,” the grantee organization

would not be able to sustain itself.

Also cited was the diminution of the human dimension when
foundations are so focused on the instrumental. An executive
ata high]y successful start-up put it this way: “There’s not a lot
of empathy or curiosity about what happens [at not-for-prof-
its] before or after meetings with funders. There’s no gratitudc

or sense ofpartncrshipf’

Ironically, the gradual emergence of collaborations between
big funders in support of a project or not—For—proﬁt also has
come in for criticism both because of‘skcpticism that such
partnerships actually bring in more dollars and because they
create much more work for grantee organizations. Here is
how an executive at a national organization has cxpcricnccd
such funder collaboration: He describes the extra burden on
grantees to herd diverse foundations to work together, some-
thing that is complicated because foundations differ in style.
Often it becomes the responsibility of a grantee to find other
funders so that the primary funder will not feel that it alone is
supporting a project. He speaks of foundation collaborations
in which principals of foundations support cach other’s causes,
even though cach of those principals has the wherewithal to

fund the project alone. He underscores the comp]ications such
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collaborations create for grantees who must prepare multiple
Teports, cach one targctcd to the prcdﬂcctions of a different
funder. He also wonders whether these collaborations actually
attract more money to the field. “Does it bring in new donors?

Are foundations leveraging their dollars?”

The reluctance to think about the long-term needs of not-
for-profits also was mentioned by numerous professionals,
espccially when thcy were qucstioncd by foundation staff as to
what will happen after the grant period ends, a question that
is unanswerable in most cases. When the tables are turned and
grantees ask why foundations are walking away from success-
ful programs, “the foundation’s response is that your organi-
zation will find other funders,” states a long—timc communal
professional in summing up what he has heard innumerable
times. “We are not here to run your organization. All we are
doing is providing you with supplemental funds for a new
project. Foundations don’t want to engage around this issue,
or ifthcy do, they say we fund direct expenses in order for you
to deliver your program.... The project, but not the organiza-

tion, is valued. Foundations don’t treat grantees as partners.”

From the perspective of foundation executives, key differences in how foundations and not-for-profits think about
funding stem from their very different fiscal circumstances. A foundation executive with experience on the other
side of the table offered his take on the challenges facing not-for-profits. “It's very hard for directors of grant-
seeking not-for-profits to think long-term. When our foundation decided to sunset, we went to each of the NGOs
that we supported and said to them, ‘Between now and when we go out of business, we're going to give you a total
of a million dollars. You decide how you want to spread that over the next five years.'.... | thought people would

say, ‘Oh, we'll spend a few hundred thousand a year,’ or, ‘Give me $400,000 the first year, then $300,000. Start to
taper off the grant,” or, ‘Actually, have the grant go up so | can show other funders how my revenue is increasing.’
To a person, they said, ‘Give it to me over the next year or two.” They were unable to take a long-term view of
their organization. The anxiety level that CEOs of grant-seeking nonprofits experience is profound. Many of them
function without earned revenues and have to rely on grants for all of their money.”

By contrast, this is how a foundation executive described the financial model of a foundation. “Typically, it works
with a fixed budget. Let’s say it's spending five percent of its capital every year and that goes up a little bit every
year, but so does the cost of living. With inflation, let’s say the foundation’s actual buying power is pretty flat
year-to-year. And this foundation is a good foundation, making multi-year grants for three to five years, which

is what everyone wants it to do. But if the foundation aims to do something new, the only way is for it to stop
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Finding 7: Large foundations and not-for-profits tend to

have sharply different agendas and expectations. The

former measure their impact through the change they bring
about. The latter are focused on their own sustainability as
organizations, even as many also engage in change initiatives.
Indeed, large foundations tend to interact with and support
not-for-profits when the latter are operating new initiatives
offering the promise of change. Still, these fundamental
differences in purpose create a large chasm—and at times lead
to disappointment on both sides. The question is how to work
with the dissonant expectations, rather than imagine either
side will abandon its ultimate concerns. Candid conversations
highlighting those differences in purpose and responsibility
should serve as a starting point, though talk alone will not
resolve the tensions.

Finding 8: By dint of their wealth, large foundations are
setting the agenda—at least on some issues. This reality
has caused concern, if not resentment, particularly among
professionals running organizations with a national scope.
The fact that some of the largest foundations are working
cooperatively on some projects only adds to concerns
that the community is being bulldozed to embrace specific
projects while ignoring other worthy ones. Even worse,
according to some observers, funders are sponsoring
research “to demonstrate that their pet programs work,”
as one professional reflecting a more widespread view
has noted. “They’re pushing their agenda, but who knows
whether in fact those programs are having the impact
claimed? This is especially the case when funders sponsor
research about their own programs.... Who determines

the needs of the community? Major funders decide on
what to invest in and then push the agenda onto the

entire community.” A healthy community would create
opportunities for a full airing of these issues.

Finding 9: All this naturally leads to a discussion about the
gaps in funding, because no functional body is concerned with
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renewing older grants. The field can’t have it both ways. You can’t say, ‘Hey, we have ideas for new initiatives or
we want larger grants from you. You were giving us a quarter million dollars last year, we’ve really grown. We want
you to consider half a million dollars a year.” Ninety percent of foundations probably can’t do that unless they stop
renewing existing grants. Now, a different discussion is whether they should only be giving away five percent.
Even then, there’s only a finite amount of money, just a higher spend rate. These are interesting discussions. But
generally speaking, these issues are not in the purview of foundation staff.”

And finally, a word of advice from foundation staff to not-for-profits: “If we're going to be colleagues with
professionals at [grantee organizations], which is, | think, how we all view ourselves both from a collegial
perspective and also just from a practical perspective (if you want to know how to get more money out of
foundations), it’s probably a good idea to understand how they really work and how the decision-making really
works. And if you want to be treated with respect and empathy, so do the people on the other side of the [table].”

addressing the overarching needs of the Jewish community.
Instead, the agenda is often set by individual foundations with
deep pockets, but that agenda is limited in almost all cases

to one or two key areas of concern—the Jewish identity of
millennials, the education of Jewish children, strengthening
ties between American Jews and Israel, including Jews

with disabilities or other marginalized sub-populations of
Jews, etc. But what about Jewish poverty, the needs of the
elderly, or the enhancement of Jewish cultural life, to take

but three examples? A prominent professional at a national
organization did not mince words about this issue, contending
that “there’s a lack of commitment to understanding the
Jewish community. Fewer people are thinking globally about
the connectivity between Jewish people. They don’t see

the need to invest in institutions.... Most funders are not
concerned about taking money away from core needs of
what makes for community.”

The federation system once aspired to serve as the “central
address,” and some federations still strive to address all

local Jewish needs. But the broader national, let alone North
American ones, are neither the subject of comprehensive
review, nor concerted action, perhaps because the federation
system lacks the financial resources and legitimacy. A group
of federation and foundation executives calling themselves
the Tarrytown Group has had the potential to play such a

role at its meetings over the past decade. But to date it

has produced only one important initiative, Leading Edge, a
program to “onboard new CEOs, strengthen partnerships
between lay leaders and professionals, and help to create
leading places to work” in the Jewish community.13 Currently,
there is a vacuum in thought leadership and no central
address where the wider communal needs are discussed, let
alone where new planning occurs in a comprehensive fashion.

3 heepsy//leadingedge.org/
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Working with Individual Donors and
Their Families

The Good

Even as staffed foundations play a considerably larger role

in Jewish philanthropy today than they did at the close of
the 20th century by making annual grants in the vicinity

of a billion dollars a year, individual big givers14 continue

to be the dominant sustainers of Jewish institutional life.
Collectively, the latter donate several billion dollars through
Donor Advised Funds and other funding vehicles to Jewish
causes.'”” More than in the past, almost all Jewish institutions
depend upon the financial largesse of a relatively small base
of significant givers to support their operations. Unrestricted
giving pays for overhead and program support at most Not-
for-profits. This reality alone would account for the heavy
investment of time by professionals at not-for-profits in
cultivating big givers. But there also is a second reason: not-
for-profit professionals much prefer to develop a relationship
with funders, something harder to do with more impersonal,

business-like foundations.

Interviewing 140 such professiona]s, it’s hard to miss their
conviction that the key to raising funds is building human
relationships with donors. “People give to people,” remains
the operative assumption of the Jewish not-for-profit modus
operandi. This attitude was noted earlier in this report in

the context of a discussion about grantee 1‘Clationships with
foundations, and it is even more pronounced among grantees
secking funding from individual donors. Just how import-
ant it is to build personal relationships was driven home by
the head of a Jewish educational institution who related his
experience with a particular donor family: When his institu-
tion required asum exceeding a million dollars to refurbish a
space, he turned to a couple with whom he had a long history,

le’ld EhCy ;1grecd to write a ChCCk to cover thC entire cost.

" Tn this section, T collapse differences between individual givers, family
donations and even small fhmily foundations because all tend to make

their decisions without involving professional staff, although some may,

on occasion, turn to philanthropic advisors. Many, perhaps all, foundation
principa]s also make separate donations apart from their foundation grants to
support their local federation, synagogues and other valued institutions.

'5 For more on these dollar figures, sce Giving Jewish, op. cit., pp. 16-18.

Grantees and Their Funders | JACKWERTHEIMER

But when the time came to open the new facility, the family
showed no interest in attending the innugurnl event. The
funders gave a gift to the president because of their persona]
feelings for him. They apparently had scant interest in his
institution. 'Ihough an extreme case, it illustrates the value
individual donors place on personal relationships, especially

with the top executive of a not-for-profit.

A federation development head put this in terms of donor-re-
lations 101 dicta: “Fundraising at its core is all about rela-
tionships.” “Seven touch—points per year is the idea,” meaning
development personnel minimally should create that many
opportunities annually to interact with major funders. This
may include writing many personal handwritten notes or, for
those donors who prefer clectronic communication, regular
emails. It may include periodic updates on projects in writing
or through phone conversations. If possible, development
personnel prefer some face-to-face conversations. Even lapsed
donors are contacted to keep connections alive. Whenever
donors are receptive, they welcome site visits, which offer the
best opportunity for funders to see their money at work and

dT:lW ﬁlﬂdCTS ClOSCT Ilﬂd dCCpCﬂ TClthiOﬂSl’lipS.

It will come as no surprise that professionals delight in meet-
ing new donors, enjoy developing personal relationships with
them and their families, and regard the long-term cultivation
of“prospects” as the key to their success. Professionals are not
shy about their persuasive prowess. If they manage to gain
entrée for a face-to-face meeting, they claim the ability to
convince funders to increase their giving substantially. Several
interviewees offered examples of how they were able to move
funders from giving what likely would have been a five-figure
gift into a seven-figure one, just by using their powers of per-
suasion. Speaking for many of her counterparts, a professional
at a local not-for-profit asserted about her higher-end donors,
“The more I work with them, the more I can engage them

on certain things.” Development pr()fessionnls ascribe their
success to solid preparation, including gathering information

on donors combined with “the human touch.”

They build human connection with funders by taking an
interest in their personal lives. This means cultivating a
relationship with several generations of a donor family and
attending to donors at times of family celebrations and

in painful times. Based on the reporting of interviewees,
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dcve]opmcnt professionnls become confidants of their
funders at times. This also means that giving by many indi-
vidual funders is tied to a strong connection with spcciﬁc
professionals, a circumstance that can, in some instances, lead
to less-than-professional interactions and blurred boundaries,

as discussed in more depth below.

To be sure, there are also many funders who take an incerest
in particu]ar institutions because thcy resonate in a dccply
pcrsonn] way with its mission. Several federation executives in
locales around North America spoke of funders who covered
shortfalls during the Great Recession so that services would
not have to be cut at federation-supported agencies. Profes-
sionals at local institutions marveled at their good fortune
when an individual who had no prior relationship with them
fell in love with the mission of their not-for-profit and made
multi-million-dollar gifts. Many spoke of the modesty of some
largc givers, who refused to have their name putona build-
ing, even though the family gave the lead gift. Others related
examples of donors who wanted no public acknowledgement
of their gift. One particularly gracious gesture reported by a
development professional concerned a funder who has given
over 30 million dollars to a major cultural institution and then
thanked the institution for giving him the opportunity to do a
good deed. He didn’t want to be thanked. Other individuals go
beyond giving their own gift and actually solicit people in their
own social circle or introduce development professionals to
their social peers. The generosity of spirit and selflessness they

have encountered moved many interviewees.

And then there were the funders who bothered to ask the
professional some variation of the question: “What does your
institution need and how can I be helpful?” The actractiveness
of such a donor hardly needs explanation. But it attests to the
commitment some funders have to specific institutions—their
synagogue(s), a day school or summer camp, facilities for
seniors or national institutions and agencies. Rather than sit-
uate prof:cssionals in the role of solicitor, some funders act as
partners. [t was surprising how many interviewees described
experiences with this type of funder. Some donors go cven
further by paying off their multi—ycar plcdgcs well in advance,

a further act of generosity of great help to not-for-profits.

What also comes across is the diffidence some funders bring

to the relationship. Some will acknowledge their own lack of

JEWISH FUNDERS NETWORK

expertise and defer to communal professionals. A professional
told the story of a high-level funder who offered a sugges-
tion. When the professional enthusiastically called it a “great
idea,” the funder asked whether the professional responded

so positively because her idea truly was worthwhile or only
because she is rich: “You have your expertise and | only have
my wealth,” the funder observed ruefully. That admission
probably goes too far and doesn’t acknowledge the wisdom
accumulated over a lifetime by funders, but a degree of mod-
esty on the part of funders and recognition of how much more
expertise professionals have acquired over their careers can

make for a rcspectful and fruicful 1‘Clati0nship.

The Not-So-Good

There is another side to this story, though. Interactions can be
fraught with tension for grantees. Several professionals have
noted their high anxiety levels when thcy walk into a room
for a meeting about philanthropy and have no idea what
interests a funder (an experience they also dread when meet-
ing with foundation personnel). But even when an under-
standing has been reached, funders can be fickle. Some refuse
to put their pledges in writing. Others withhold payment
until the last possible moment, leaving agencies uncertain
whether money they have budgeted will appear as promised.
Others suddenly cease to communicate after a long period of

active engagement with a professional.

And then there is the uncertainty about what will or will
not strike a funder’s fancy at any particular moment. One

of the more amusing vignettes provided by an interviewee
revolved around his anxiety over the unpredictability of a
major donor. Meeting in his office with a prospective donor
who played a major role in her family foundation, he worried
about her reaction to the dilapidated condition of the space.
The funder, in fact, noticed the peeling paint and stained
walls, but took him by surprise when she pronounccd, “It’s
reassuring that the walls look crappy.” She was happy that
the not-for-profit was not spending her money on “superflu-
ous” things. The profcssional had prcparcd a whole pitch and
practiccd it for a 10ng time, but in the end it came down to
something he hadn’t even anticipated. Even more remarkable
to him, something he thought would alienate a funder was

actually viewed in a positive light.
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The unpredictability of funder reactions is a reality that
agency professionals have come to accept. More off-putting
to grantees are the conditions attached by some funders to
their gifts. Perhaps most common are the donors who expect
a certain level of‘public recognition, such as the placemcnt of
naming plaques in prominent places around or on a build-
ing. Interviewees did not regard the desire of funders to be
recognized as solely a matter of ego. In some cases, funders
want their names on bui]dings as a means oFcommunicating
to their children and grandchildren lessons about their own
values and Jewish civic responsibility, so that the next genera-
tions will aspire to do the same. But donors who demand that
such plaques must be of a certain size or situated in multiplc
places puts organizations into an impossible bind when they

deal with other donors.

Donors also may seek to be honored in very public ways

at gatherings. And they attach conditions as to how their
money must be spent. Philanthropy has worked this way for
a long time, and not-for-profits are used to accommodating
these kinds ofexpectzu:ions.'6 But some funders go further,
using their leverage to wield excessive power, to push insti-
tutions in directions not consonant with their missions. In
the largc majority of cases, interviewees report that funder
demands can be modified through reason and diplomatical-
ly-framed pushback. In a minority of cases, the transaction
can take an ugly turn. It is the lot of professionals at not-
For—proﬁts to cope with the range of behaviors, creating a
situation for some that was described by a professional as

occasionally akin to “riding a bull.”7

Boundary Issues

A frequently voiced lament, especially by the top executive of
agencies, is that some donors don’t respect prof}:ssionals’ time

constraints. One way this manifests is through delaying tactics
designed to defer decision-making about a potential grant.

A federation executive described a funder who routincly

16 There are times when certain types of demands for recognition cannot

be honored because an untenable precedent would be set. For example, an
institutional executive described how an individual insisted on numerous signs
in a building to recognize his gift. He sent a lawyer’s letter threatening to
withhold funds and, in the end, took back a quarter of his million-dollar giftA

1 r .
7 The analogy was drawn by a scasoned professional as a general statement
about what it’s like to raise money from mercurial or capricious funders.
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dfmglcs the prospect oﬂargc giﬁs in order to get attention.
The executive also noted just how much time he must devote
to courting a particu]:u‘ billionaire in his community. In

this executive’s view, the funder chrives on the “courtship.”
Similarly, the head of a local start-up spoke of the emotional
neediness of individual donors: “Some donors just want to
talk because they’re lonely. Conversations meander off topic
and staff people are afraid to rein in the funders. They want
company to talk about their families and private matters, and
they use their donations to purchase the time of professionals
at not-for-profits.” To be sure, development personnel wish

to make personal connections with funders, and, as we have
noted, view such relationships as the path to winning larger
grants. But difficulties arise when the demands on their time
are excessive and all boundaries between profcssional and pri-
vate life are effaced. For this reason, professionals speak about
how they are careful about sharing personal information, even

as some funders burden them with “too much information.”

Encapsulating the feedback he wished he could convey to
funders, but does not dare express, an exccutive fantasizes

his wish list: “I want them to answer faster. Don’t string us
out; don’t say ‘maybc’ six times when you have no intention
of giving to us. Don’t ask for more proposals. We have limited
resources. If you care about our cause, don’t make somebody

WOTkil’lg on your cause waste resources.”

To this we might add the lament OFprofcssionnls about
funders who waste their time in other ways, such as drcnming
up their own initiatives and then expecting the not-for-profit
to sell it to other funders. An organizational executive noted
her frustration when funders come to her with big ideas but
no serious interest in committing their own money toward

9

what they envision. She called it “death by ‘you should.

Executives of local institutions encounter a spccial set of
boundary challenges, as their donors are also consumers. At
JCCs, day schools or synagogues—among other examples—
lines get blurred when funders demand special treatment, a
not-infrequent occurrence. The director of a medical facility
recounted how a major donor insisted that his wife be taken
for a non-urgent medical procedure immediately, despite the
waiting list for this service. The request was transmitted as an
uncompromising demand: “Do it now or I will renege on my

large pledge.” JCC directors recount how they have received
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last-minute requests for premium seats at a pcrformfmcc that
had sold out long ago: “I want six tickets in row D, center aisle

or you can kiss my giFt goodbyc.”

Some funders also generalize from the experience of a

family member and demand swift action to correct what
they perceive to be ill-treatment. Day schools encounter
parents who have given large gifts and demand a teacher’s
ﬁring because of their child’s particulnr experience with that
educator. Or when something did not work out perfectly at

a JCC program, big givers demand immediate change. One
JCC director instructs her board members to “take oft your
donor hat and put on your executive committee hat. You
have to think like a board member, even though you also may
be a parent or member.” It’s not easy to separate roles when

a major funder is also a participant in or recipient of an orga-

nization’s programs and services.

Different boundary issues arise from some funders’ belief
that they know better than professionals solely by virtue of
being rich and successful in their careers. An executive of a
major international organization spoke of the overconfidence
of some funders and their unwillingness to listen and learn.
“They want to believe that they have the expertise to know
better. Tm an expert too, and you should do it my way. This
rigidity may come from a sense that ‘I built a big business; I

kRl

know how the world works.

One manifestation of such overconfidence comes in the form
of demands for ever-more data, which, in the view of profes-
sionals, do not really measure what works and what doesn't. A
wide range of interviewees commented on how past big givers
who had relied on informal communication now require a
formal applicntion and reporting process before thc‘y will
renew their giving. In the view of some interviewees, this
trend has picked up momentum across age groups in recent
years. Donors are much more concerned about making an
impact with every dollar they spend, and therefore demand
more and more reports containing metrics and measures. In
most cases, grantees do not object to requests for measure-
ment of outputs. What they object to is the insistence on
increasingly more burdensome forms of measurement, much
of it irrelevant from the grantees’ perspective. A professional
at a local social service agency expresscd frustration with what

S]’lC pCI‘CCiVCS as E]’lC mind]cssncss OFSOITIC OF E]’lCS€ deﬂl’ldS

JEWISH FUNDERS NETWORK

by humorously dcscribing some funders as operating in a
fashion akin to playing Marco Polo, a children’s game in which
a designated player swims around a pool with eyes closed to
tag another player, and the only information available is the
sound of “Polo” uttered by other players in response to the
shout “Marco” from the person who is “it.” The image sug-
gests that some donors thrash about somewhat blindly, but

in the process constantly demand more information, often in
response to new questions generated by family members or
friends who may not be familiar with the particular program

SUppOI’ECd by Ehélt ﬁlﬂdCT.

Grantees don’t view these demands as constructive. Gather-
ing vast quantitics of data consumes a great deal of staff time
that could be spent more productively. It also undermines
morale when the expertise of long-time professionals is not
valued. One dcvclopmcnt profcssional at a major national
organization drew a comparison between how funders
making gi&s to universities tend to have great respect for
the expertise ofprofcssionals, but when it comes to giving
to Jewish organizations, there are funders who feel that they
have more standing and more of an emotional stake in that
kind of giving. She notes: “Funders feel they know and have
expertise to tinker with ideas and programs at Jewish orga-
nizations. They are Jews who, after all, care about Israel, for
example—so they think they know what to do. The funder
of a research project at a university doesn’t see himself or
herself as an expert on the subjects of research. But when it
comes to discussions of the Jewish future, Jewish projects,
or the needs of the Jewish people, some funders believe that

they know better” simply by virtue of being Jewish.

Professionals at not-for-profits have not only steeped them-
selves in the work of their organization, they also draw upon
first-hand encounters with their program participants. Some
individual funders seem oblivious of their own distance from
realities on the ground: “Pcoplc with money are often removed
from the lives and experiences of people we serve. They are far
removed from the actual problems,” notes the head of a local

social services agency.
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The experience of an executive at a Jewish not-for-profit illustrates how dealing with individual funders can be
aroller-coaster ride. The most nerve-wracking experience he mentions concerned a billionaire in his community.

The donor pledged a multi-million dollar gift, though he refused to put anything in writing. Understandably, the
professional was elated over the pledge, but then received a call out-of-the-blue from the donor’s accountant
saying, “l have to make this kind of call often. My client is withdrawing his gift commitment.” Needless to say, a
donor reneging on a gift of this size was a hard pill to swallow for the executive and his particular institution. Yet
three months later, without any further communication about the matter, a lawyer representing the funder called to
transfer assets valued at millions of dollars. Eventually, the same donor gave an additional eight-figure gift on top of
the previous one. A few years later, this donor made an even larger commitment. After many meetings, the “donor for
no apparent reason pulled the plug” on this extravagant commitment. When asked how he interpreted the billionaire’s
erratic behavior, the executive answered that the man “probably just wants attention because he’s lonely, so he
dangles large sums before grantees. He cares little about the impact his behavior will have on his reputation. He just
wants attention.” His game of making grand commitments followed by withholding is a way to garner attention.

By contrast, the same executive cites another donor family that lent its name to a major fundraising drive. To honor
this family, a large gala netted an eight-figure sum. The family itself made a major commitment with a payout over
a number of years. Eventually, the family prepaid the entire sum years before the final installment was due. Most
Jewish not-for-profits would eagerly work with both kinds of donors, given the vast sums involved. But that hardly
makes the effort to raise those sums less stressful.

Conditional Gifts

Many funders, understandably, are loath to write blank checks
in the sense of letting others decide how their money will

be used. An carlier generation of funders was more inclined
than current ones to let professionals decide how to make

the best use of a donation. They were far more trusting than
current funders, in the view oflong—timc profcssionals who
have worked in development. In our time, baby boomer and
younger donors direct grantees on how their money may be
used and place restrictions on where it should not be spent.

From the funders’ perspective, that’s just part of due diligcncc.

But some funders go further and treat their funding as a
transaction: “I'll give you these dollars ifyou do somcthing for
me.” A JCC director relates that there’s nothing subtle about
the communication of these expectations. Funders are not shy
about saying, “Because I'm giving you money, I expect you to

treat me a certain way and give my family prioricy.”
) )

Many interviewees provided accounts of how their boards
stood their ground in the face of unreasonable demands. The
chief fundraiser for a d:ly school Capital campaign relates the
story of a funder who intended to give a half-million dollars
toward a construction project on the condition that he would
have final approvzll for scholarships given to children in the

school. He wanted to sce the private scholarship app]ic:\tions7
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including information on family finances submitted by par-
ents—something that had no bearing on the capital project.
His gift was rejected. A number of JCC directors related
instances when they turned away potential funders because
their conditions would create a conflict between the interests
of the individual donor and those of the community. In one
case, a multi-million-dollar gift was rejected because it would
have diverted the JCC from what it hoped to achieve. Despite
the sizeable offer, the board’s executive committee was in

agreement that the offer “smelled wrong.”

But there were also many examples of not-for-profits that
could ill-afford to turn down a major gift. This resulted in
boards capitu]nting to a major donor’s wishes for total control
over a capital project, or demands that an employee (including
a CEO) be fired, or that the direction of a school be reversed.
It's disheartening to listen to stories about employees fired
without cause, solely to mollify a donor—or about funders
given their way, despitc the fact that those demands were not
in the organization’s best interests. And it’s impossible not to
sense the demoralization OFprofcssionals who felt thcy had
lictle choice but to kowtow. Though boards and professionals
have tried to resist the concerted power p]nys of‘major donors,
some have concluded that for the sake of their institution they
must rclinquish their own :1uth0rity—oftcn with disastrous

consequences, as shown in the following account.
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donors would require a concerted effort.

cease supporting the institution.

Abusive Behavior and Sexual Harassment

When asked about their least positive experience with
funders, a large proportion of interviewees related examples
of abusive treatment they or their coworkers personally
experienced. Misogynistic treatment of female profession-
als at Jewish not-for-profits was cited often by the women
interviewed for this report, and by male colleagues who had
heard about such incidents. In fact, the majority of interview-
ces cited sexual harassment as a hazard facing development
pcrsonncl and other profcssionals whose job includes gifts
solicitation. Male interviewees commented on the vulnera-
bility of their female colleagues to harassment (and, while
far more numerous examples of males harassing females were
cited, there were a few references to female funders who had

harassed male staff).

One development professional estimated that ewenty per-
cent of women in her field experience some kind of sexual
innuendo or “objectification.” She related that once a year, on
average, a funder suggests she meet him privately after a fund-
raising event. In one instance, a donor offered the prospect of

a cash gift if she met with him privately.
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The top executive at a local institution reflects on the risks of allowing a big funder to commandeer a project
without strict oversight: An individual persuaded the board of a Jewish institution that he would personally
contribute a multi-million-dollar lead gift to a capital project. When a feasibility study determined the size of a
capital campaign the community could reasonably support, the funder expressed his conviction that more than
triple that sum would be raised. The Board of the institution and its CEO gave the funder free rein to oversee the
construction project. In due course, construction costs escalated, other donors walked away from their pledges,
and the institution could not raise money to pay the salaries of its employees. Eventually, an outside foundation
stepped in, restoring the confidence of donors. But all this came at a high cost: not one, but two CEOs were fired;
several board chairs opted to walk away; an entire board was required to resign en masse; and the institution
teetered on the brink of bankruptcy. Restoring the reputation of the institution and regaining the confidence of

Though this case is extreme, it is not unusual for not-for-profits to encounter donors who pledge grants with
strings attached. One executive described her own learning curve in discovering when and how to push back at
inappropriate conditions set by donors. She has learned from hard experience that when donors come in convinced
they are in charge and boards feel they cannot set limits on funders, an institution is in danger of alienating its core
supporters and staff members. “The CEO and the board must understand their roles,” she observed, “and take
responsibility for creating boundaries.” This may sound self-evident, but when institutions are struggling, it’s not

easy to say ‘no’ to a major donor, especially if there is a credible threat that the donor will renege on a pledge or

The most common examples related by interviewees involved
inappropriate languagc directed at women, such as using terms
of endearment or spcaking to women as if‘thcy are children. A
]ongtimc federation executive described how some older, male
funders relate to her as a granddaughter, calling her “honey”
and “sweetie.” A few women l'CpOTth bcing asked to siton a
funder’s lap or having a funder make unwanted physical con-

tact, such as touching their hair or stroking their arm.

Reflecting her own experiences and that of counterparts at
other institutions, a dcvclopmcnt profcssional at a highly
successful start-up noted the absurd irony that some of her
funders continue to “treat women like stupid gir]s,” even
though her nationally known institution is headed by a promi-
nent woman. The head of development at a day school spoke
about a funder who regularly tries to bully her, because, as

she sees it, he cannot tolerate a woman in a position of power.
Behind her back, he describes her to his peers as “just a shlep-
per, the worker bee”—though she has single-handedly raised

many millions of dollars for the school.

This demeaning behavior, of course, communicates a lack of

respect for female professiona]s. At times it takes a public
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form. The female head of a Jewish day school recounted
instances of her board chairman hnving to repeat what she
said because the funder they were soliciting ignored her. “If
the words do not come from a male, they won't be heard,” she
said. A male donor serving on a committee of her institution,
she added, took the trouble “to check [into her personal life]
and also felt the need to repeat what she said at meetings,”

prcsumnbly because “her say-so wasn't sufficient.”

The insulting verbal behavior is bad enough; at times it trans-
lates into official guidc]ines. The head of a federation reports
that some of her board members don’t want staff members to
take maternity leave, a policy she characterizes as “insulting
and misogynistic’—and, we might add, antithetical to Jewish

pro-natal teachings.

Particularly in the ficld of resource development, organiza-
tions have scrambled to protect their employees by forbidding
a female staff member from going on her own to meet with a
funder, insisting that women staff always are accompanied by
a male when meeting with a donor, or, in some cascs, simply
not letting female development personnel meet with certain
donors whose inappropriate behavior is well-known. Though
intended to protect, these restrictions interfere with women’s
professional functioning while doing little to change the rele-

vant dynamics and behaviors.

Interviewees of both genders were blunt about additional
forms of abusive behavior they endure. The CEO of a JCC
stated, “An awful lot of:bully*ing is going on.” The power
imbalance leads some funders to feel they can behave as out-
rageously as they see fit with no consequences—and, regretta-

bly, they are often right about that. One federation executive
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described a six—ﬁgurc giver to his institution who screamed at
a staﬁ:person, “You are useless; [ will have your boss fire you,”
and indeed the employee was fired because the institution was
reluctant to lose the funding. Outbursts of venomous anger
and belittling comments are hardly unusual, especially among
those “upper echelon donors” whose sense of entitlement,

another exccutive relates, is overweening.

Though hardly the norm, this kind of behavior is not the odd
aberration. The experience of a long—scrving dcvc]opmcnt pro-
fessional who has worked for a number of local and national
agencies illustrates what a number of his peers have to endure.
One funder instructed him in no uncertain terms, “You will
use the service entrance to my condo building.” Another said,
“You're nothing but a f.....g phone solicitor.” Fortunately, this
development professional did not hesitate to walk away from
abusive funders, something not all professionals feel they can
afford to do. His concluding obscrvation is worth noting to
understand the sense of entitlement manifested in those crude
outbursts: “Some people are so wealthy that they think they
are Jewish bluebloods. They came from poor backgrounds and
now see themselves as royalty.” That may describe the psycho-
10gicnl rcality, but does not capture the destructiveness of chis
behavior: when some funders behave abusivc‘]y and in other
Ways Cross boundaries, their actions sap morale. And that
hard]y makes for the smooth ﬁmctioning of work with indi-
vidual donors. Alas, as observed by an experienced develop-
ment officer, it “is almost an unwritten rule in Jewish organi-

zational life chat unacceptable behavior has to be tolerated.”

JEWISH FUNDERS NETWORK



What Is to be Done about Misbehaving Funders?

The issue of sexual harassment and other forms of abusive treatment was framed by a foundation executive
as requiring responses by individual leaders, organizational efforts and culture change. On the organization
level, she contends, it’s about leadership commitment, as well as training staff and board members about these
issues. “Do you have a clear and articulated policy to prevent harassment and discrimination and to ensure
people know what to do if something happens? We have found that the commitment becomes an anchor for a
conversation that you can have with your board, with staff members, and even with vendors about expectations
of the culture that you want to establish at your organization or foundation. Are we ever going to eliminate the
individual harasser? No, but the goal that we see for the work is that we mitigate the risk of that kind of behavior
when staff and boards know what to do and what to say and [when] people are trained and have the proper
practices in place. [Eventually] that kind of behavior just becomes marginalized; it becomes unacceptable. A
board commits to the proposition that ‘this is not going to happen at our foundation or at our organization.’

“l think it is harder to address the individual funders, but if that kind of behavior becomes less acceptable in
Jewish organizational culture, and if it's made clear we don’t want folks on our board who are known harassers,
people will feel more confident calling out somebody who's an individual funder for that kind of behavior when
they know the organization is behind it.

“The risk factors for harassment and abuse stem from the disparity of power and so, | think, having more
organizations that are women-led and where women have pay equity—if they have the same roles as men, they
should get paid the same amount of money—will make a big difference. Where there’s leadership distribution
between men and women that is more equal, such an environment can mitigate the risk of this kind of thing
going on. There’s evidence in the broader field that places where there aren’t power disparities have less
harassment and abuse.

“We want to have a compelling field that attracts top talent, where people see this as a great place to work. But
if, instead, our environments countenance abusive behavior, especially directed at women, what kind of talented
people want to work under those conditions?”

A funder who runs his own business addresses donor misbehavior: “Funders are aware of the power dynamic:

‘l have the money, you want money; you have nothing | want, other than perhaps recognition. There are plenty of
places where | could give my money and you as the charity probably have fewer sources [of funding], especially if
the number is big.’

“Funders are wealthy people, and wealthy people got wealthy by having a certain amount of aggression. Not all of
them, but some of them. A lot of them respect a certain amount of pushback. They come from power, they look
for power, they have respect for power. And if they see weakness, they continue to push. And if they don’t see
weakness, if they see strength, then they stop pushing—often, not always.

“Showing no strength is a big mistake. There’s an appropriate amount of pushback. | come from the business world,
not from the charitable world, and | find that if you go into a deal afraid to lose the deal, you will lose the deal.

And so if a funder acts inappropriately, walk away. One of my beliefs is that no good business comes from bad
people. And | think that no good donations come from truly bad people. We're seeing much more of that now. If
you needed any proof, just look at what’s going on today where people who perhaps you had a bad feeling about,
[information about them] ultimately comes out, and then it reflects poorly on your institution.

“If your organization has a unique mission and you've convinced the donor that the mission itself is important, then
you have a certain amount of leverage. The way people come [to support an organization] is by your selling them

on the mission; and if they believe in the mission, then all of a sudden you have a certain amount of leverage.”
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A foundation executive with prior experience as a fundraiser for a federation addressed the issues of sexual
harassment and bullying. She notes: “I've seen it; I've experienced it [during my years as a fundraiser], even if |
wasn't personally the target.

“It’s incumbent on the entire field, funders and grantees together, to look at this because it will only work if we all
together say we’re no longer going to condone this type of behavior. Bullying behavior becomes institutionalized. Is
that the way we actually want to govern our organizations? If there were a paradigm shift that [such behavior] is no
longer acceptable, it would take us a while to get there, but if we looked at that [collectively], we might be able to
effect change at the systemic level.”

More generally, “what has to happen is people are going to have to learn to say ‘no’ [to abusive donors]. And that’s
really hard. Instead of treating every case individually and leaving not-for-profits with a deep hole in their finances
because they turned down a large gift from a donor who misbehaves, the Jewish philanthropic community should
say, ‘You don’t want to be associated with [this donor] and we're going to make you whole because you shouldn’t

Finding 10: Numerous interviews for this project, along with
considerable testimony in other sources, make it clear that
the power imbalance between funders and professionals

at not-for-profits leads at times to the ill-treatment of the
latter by the former. This report itemizes examples of sexual
harassment and other forms of abusive speech and behavior.
A concerted effort is needed on the part of other funders
who must communicate to their peers that such behavior

is unacceptable. Jewish organizations will need to set in
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have to be short on your fundraising for standing up for what is the right.

”

As for funders asking for extravagant donor recognition, she tells of a federation board leader who insisted on
remaining active with the federation’s charitable gift acceptance committee for years on end. He felt it vitally
necessary for the same message to be delivered to every single donor. That way, if donors insisted on having their
name placed on a building for a two million-dollar gift rather than the three million dollars that was in the donor
recognition policy, he could make it clear that not only would the committee not make an exception, he personally
had declined other such gifts. The same rule is applied to every donor.

The point is not only that not-for-profits must maintain a consistent policy, but prominent lay people have a
responsibility to address fellow donors about matters of equity and proper behavior. “What has to come into

play are allies who say, ‘Look dude, I'm not the professional; I'm a funder too, and this is not acceptable behavior.’
Wealthy funders need to be partners in this endeavor. They might even say, ‘I will feel better about supporting you
if you say ‘no’ [to funders who are out-of-line] because what they’re asking you to do is morally questionable.”

place policies for reporting abuses and creating appropriate
response mechanisms. It may require putting in place an
ombudsperson responsible for addressing complaints. And it
will require the wider funding community to help institutions
become whole if they cut their ties with important funders
who have acted inappropriately. Permitting the situation to
continue is unethical, deeply demoralizing to employees at
Jewish not-for-profits, inconsistent with community values,

and a sure way to lose talented professionals.
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The Special Case of Federations

The inclusion of voices from federations may puzzle some
readers. Are federations not-for-profits or are they funders?
They're not exactly similar to other grantees because most of’
the funding they attract is disbursed to agencies, start-ups
and specinl initiatives opcratcd by others. ﬁcy are not anctly
funders because, although they make grants, the money they
disburse comes from the largesse of donors. Federations are
primarily included in this report because collectively they
field the largest staff of development professionals by far.
These professionals have a great deal of experience working

with funders of all types.

But what about federations as funders in their own right?
Most local not-for-profits rely upon federation funding. Many
start-ups depend on their local federation to keep them sol-

vent. So how are federations evaluaced by their grantees?

The short answer is that the reviews are mixed. Some grantees
compare federations favorably to other funders, especially
foundations. These grantees value the greater transparency

of federations about their decision—making process. Whereas
foundations are perceived as closed systems, federations are
regarded as more open because laypeople from a range of
backgrounds make communal decisions collectively and by
consensus. Grantees also appreciate the in-service training
federation staff have received about their responsibilities.

Under the best of circumstances, federation grants are subject

nothing without the federation.”

from the relationship.

LN ]
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to pub]ished requirements, timetables, and transparent infor-

mation about how grant :1pp1ic:1tions are evaluated.

That said, some grantees Working with federations express
dismay about how decisions just seem to “happcn,” with no
one really responsible for them because they are the product
of a committee working by consensus. Accountability is left
vague, at best. Moreover, grantees worry whether back-chan-
nel approachcs to lay leaders in actuality lead to the granting
of federation funding. Do you have to know a prominent lay
donor to get in the door? If you haven’t been a recipient of
federation funding, how much of a chance do you have to
receive a grant? This is cspccially the case with organizations
that stand ideologically outside the communal consensus.

Their leaders are dubious about getting a serious hcaring.

What grantees also have found irksome about federations are
some of the same grievances they raise about working with
foundations. Recipients of federation grants feel the effort
thcy must invest in preparing a proposal is not proportionate
to the grant size. They also complain that reporting about
grants to federations is needlessly cumbersome and lengthy.
Grantees remark on the lack ofﬂcxibility on the part of
federations as funders. “Foundations that give small grants
understand their place in the pecking order. Federations see
themselves as the big man on campus, even though many of
their grants are actually quite small,” contends a professional
at a local agency. Illustrative of the mixed reviews are three

sets of observations by local grantees:

The executive of a local organization describes her relationship with the local federation as “good.” She’s
appreciative of the federation’s support of five percent of her organization’s annual budget. She feels that “we
have benefitted from partnering [with] and [receiving] training from [the federation]. But that help comes with
conditions. [Federations] have a lot of guidelines and rules to follow. The have blackout periods when we can’t
fundraise, since it’s their campaign period, lasting three months each year.”

Her board has voiced frustration on numerous occasions about how much they “hate that [our] organization is
limited to nine months of fundraising and the benefit from the federation is so small. They feel the federation has
too much power and gives so little.” The federation also demands the right to approve all of her organization’s
“invitations and appeals.” It sets sharp limits on the amount of money her not-for-profit may raise from any
individual donor, even as it demands to see the list of her top donors. Yet she also says her organization would “be

Despite the frustration she feels with the control exerted by the federation, she works on building a good
relationship with professionals at the federation, and ultimately feels her organization receives more than it loses
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The executive of a local social service agency in another city characterizes the federation as his “most challenging
donor.” Federation leaders “want the same amount of work each year, but their allocation is always different. They
feel that they’re giving us their money, so we should be held accountable.” That attitude has not changed even
though the federation’s share of his organization’s budget has sunk from 50 percent to 10 percent, “but they still
think they have ownership.” As a result, “there’s a lot of tension with federation because its leaders feel they have
ownership. They use us in promotional material and act like they own us. They get to play a stewardship role and
help decide agency policy.”

Another executive at a local not-for-profit declares, “l have only admiration for the work the federation does and
the money it raises. It has the burden of being everyone’s punching bag.” In the larger scheme of his community,
his organization receives only a small fraction of its annual budget from federation allocations, but he uses this to
his advantage. He tells donors how little the federation gives and that motivates them because they appreciate the
underdog status of his not-for-profit. He also benefits because of the small size of his organization which allows
him to fly under the radar of the federation. “It has bigger fish to fry.”

Finding 11: Federations are often criticized for focusing
primarily on raising funds. “They only care about us as donors,”
is the popular refrain. That charge is refuted by the reality that
federations are raising funds not to keep themselves afloat

for the sake of institutional survival, but in order to allocate
the moneys they raise to sustain and enrich Jewish life locally
and abroad. What gets lost in this discussion is the role of

m Grantees and Their Funders | JACKWERTHEIMER

federations as grantmakers. In the context of this report,

that means they too would do well to attend to the concerns
raised by grantees about their methods of deciding about
grants, their grant application processes and their reporting
requirements. As grantmakers, federations can benefit from
the range of improvements other funders are instituting to aid
their grantees and ensure a smoother process.
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Concluding Reflections

This report has stressed a number of times that interview-

ces generally spoke positively about their relationships with
funders, expressing gratitude for their largcssc and commit-
ment to causes. Those interviewed noted the pcrsonai involve-
ment of some funders in steering not-for-profits to thrive and
grow. Many funders do not stint on their support or limit
their hclp to funding, but also providc wise guidancc, posing
thoughtful questions and connecting grantees to experts and

Oti’l€r Valuablc resources.

Yet this report also covers matters of concern raised by many
grantees about the policies of some foundations and the
behavior of some individuals. How unusual is this when study-
ing funder-grantee relationships? To answer this question, we
turn our attention bricﬂy from the focus of this report—state-
ments by interviewees who work as professionals for Jewish

not-for-profits—rto the wider arena of philanthropy.

In recent years, deep social divisions and ideological disagree-
ments within society at largc have led to demands for greater
scrutiny of those in positions of\powcr, including big givers
whose roles and influence were once seen as entirely virtuous,
but are now regarded with greater skepticism. “The pushback to
big phiianthropy,” notes David Callahan of Inside Philanthropy,
“is best understood as part of a larger backlash to the growing
dominance of U.S. society by the Wealthy. Populism has gained
steam on both the left and the right.”18 With much attention
focused on societal inequality, tax exemptions that in essence
require all taxpayers to subsidize the tax-exempt philanthropic
vehicles of wealthy donors have not escaped notice. Questions
have been raised about how the public benefits from current
tax policies—e.g., Are the wealthy paying their “fair share?” Do
tax laws enable the Wcalthy to shelter their earnings in ways
average people cannot? Are vehicles such as foundations and
Donor Advised Funds, which are regulated and encouraged by

tax laws, in the best interest of American dcmocracy?

Scrutiny has also increased because phiianthropy itself is under-
stood, in the words of Rob Reich, as “private actions in the

public interest, the direction of private assets to produce public

18 1o . . . .

David Callahan, in an cxchangc with Phil Buchanan in the Comments
section of, “Putting Critiques in Perspective in Pursuit of More Effective
Philanthropy,” Jan. 24, 2019. https://cep.org/putting-critiques-in-perspective-

in-pursuit-of-more-effective-philanchropy/
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benefits.” Preciscly because what seem to be solc]y private deci-
sions by funders as to the disbursement of their largesse, are
now seen, in Robert Reich’s words, “as part of a larger political
cconomy of marketplace and corporate activity,” and as “an
exercise of power that warrants democratic scrutiny.™? How
funders conduct their grantmaking and the impact of their

iving are no longer regarded only as their own business.
giving ger reg y

For some professionals in the Jewish not-for-profit sector,

the allocation ofphilzmthropic dollars to chish institutions
warrants scrutiny: Are those dollars serving the Jewish “good?”
How well do they enhance Jewish collective life and address
the needs of sub-populations within the North American
Jewish community? Who is looking out for the comprehensive
and most pressing needs? Certainly, there are differences of
opinion about these questions and consensus is uniikciy. Burt
shouldn’t there be settings where these questions are asked

and considered in a sustained fashion?

One aspect of funding drawing special attention is the
question of transparency. A report by GrantCraft, an arm of
the Foundation Center dcsigncd to improve the practice of
philanthropy, states: “Foundations are under pressure from
governments to be more transparent about their work. In

the United States, foundations are under the watchful eye of
lawmakers and others who rightly assert that if foundations
are benefitting from tax-exempt status, they are obligated to
make their work and operations open and available to anyone
who asks. In Europe, many countries have amended their legal
frame-work for foundations, affecting accountability and
transparency regulations.”°

Lest one think this is an Cntirciy new issue, we note efforts
already under way in the aftermath of World War II by Con-
gress to press foundations to do their work with transparency.
Testifying before a congressional hearing in the mid-1950s, the
chairman of the Carnegic Corporation, Russell Leffingwell,

a banker by trade, who served as board chair of the Carnegic
Corporation, cxprcsscd his conviction that “the foundation
should have glass pockets.” By this he meant foundations must
be transparent, so that anyone could understand how they do

business and how thcy contribute to society. Summarizing the

19 Rob Reich, Just Giving: Why Philanthropy is Failing Democracy and How It Can
Do Better. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2018, p. 15~1(m

20 Opening Up: Demystifying Funder Transparency (2014), p. 3. heep://
grantcraft.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/2/2018/12/transparency.pdf’
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impact of the hearings and Leffingwell’s statement, a report
argued that “the best way to preserve philanthropic freedom
was not to hide behind it; racher, foundations needed to tell
the story of what they were doing, why they were doing it, and
what difference it made in the world.” Thus we can see chat
arguments for foundation transparency is not a 21st century

innovation, but a movement with a 65-year pedigree.”

Today, organizations oﬂéring advice to grantmakers urge
transparency. This is how one rcspondcnt framed the issue

in a survey of‘gmntmakcrs: “Openness and clarity abourt a
foundation’s interests from the start will save everyone time
and money. You do not waste grantseckcrs’ time as thcy ry to
navigate the often drawn-out and confusing app]ication proce-

dures that ultimately don’c align with their work.”

Navigat-
ing the complexities of grant prospecting, the vagaries of the
proposal process and the time demands placed upon grantees

were all issues raised by interviewees for this project.

Pressure for reform also comes from within the philanchropic
community. Meetings of the Council of Foundations reg-
ular]y feature presentations about the power imbalance in
rclationships with grantees and how to ensure proper ethical
behavior. How the power imbalance can be used to impose

a point of view on a grantee was personally experienced by

a leading student of grantmaking who described his own
“terrible interaction” with a program officer at a foundation:
“I was treated as though I didn’t know what I was doing—not
someone who had been working with some success in the field
for a number of years—by someone who seemed unprepared
for our meeting, or for that matter unprepared for his job. He
told me what he thought I was doing wrong in my job, citing
‘facts’ that weren't even accurate.” Some gentle pushback to
the foundation executive was met with stiff resistance, and so
he opted to “go along, pretending to agree.” Why? Because his
organization couldn’t afford to lose the funding. This situation
is one that numerous professionals at Jewish not-for-prof-

its have cited, not as the norm, but as periodic occurrences

during their professional carcers.”

21 “History of Foundation Transparency,” hetps://glasspockets.org/why-

transparency/historv«)f%bundation~t1‘:msp:11‘ency.

22 GrancCraft Survey Response, 2013, quoted in Opening Up: Demystifying
Funder Transparency, p. 8. http://grantcraft.org/wp-content/uploads/

sites/2/2018/12/transparency.pdf

23 Phil Buchanan, Giving Done Right: Effective Philanthropy and Making Every
Dollar Count. NY: Hachette, 2019, p. 108.
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There also is the matter OFreporting and measuring outputs.
Grantmakers for Effective Organizations (GEO), an agency
created to help funders work more efficiently, states in one

of its reports: “If done incfﬁciem]y, due di]igencc leaves
nonprofits with overwhelming and redundant questions and
forms. Even worse, a poorly dcsigncd due di]igencc process
may not provide grantmakers with the information that can
give a true picture of the grantsecking organization. When

we take the time to design a more efficient and thoughtﬂt]
process, due diligence benefits both grantmakers and grant-
seckers.”** Peter Drucker, the management guru, observed
that “pcrformancc assessment for givers is anything but casy.”
As explained by Phil Buchanan of CEP, this is “because it

is so hard to demonstrate cause and effects in giving, the

lack of objective measures, the multiple factors that go into
the success of many initiatives and the extended timeframe
needed to assess projects.” As we have seen, these caveats are
not necessarily acknowledged by funders in the Jewish sphere,
and have led to critiques by their grantees about burdensome

and off-target reporting demands.

The CEP also works with foundations to further the agenda
announced in its name. It has been outspoken about the need
for funders to show humility and a willingness to learn from
grantees. One of its reports quotes a CEO’s advice to foun-
dation personncl: “Remember that you are the middleman;
you're trying to bring togcthcr on one side, the board, and

on the other side, the grantees. It’s not your money; it’s the
board’s. I¢t’s not your program; it’s the grantees’. And chere is a

certain humility that should come along with that.”

To illustrate the point, the report includes the words of a
funder whose father was the CEO of a business: “By listen-
ing to the people who bought the product,” she reports, her
father “was able to come up with innovations that signifi-
cantly improved the experience for the end user. We use that
approach at our [funding] organization. We talk with our
grantees and listen to what they need. Then, we go back and
make changes, and check in with them about how the changes
are working. We ask, ‘Is your experience better? Do you have
more of what you need? Is your capacity now larger because

of this?” In doing s0, she tries to emulate her father’s humility

24 “WWhat Does Effective Due Diligcnce Look Like?” GEO, May 29, 2014.
hreps://www.geofunders.org/resources/what-does-effective-due-diligence-

look-like-647

25 Buchanan, Giving Done Right, op. cit., p. 136, where Drucker is quoted.
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when he recognized that he didn’t know best and needed to
get input from those who did .2 Personnel at Jewish not-for-
pTOf‘ltS voiced similar concerns about funders—foundations as
well as individual givers—who insisted they know better, and

did not respect the expertise of seasoned proféssionals.

Regarding the issue of sexual harassment and the demean-
ing treatment of professional women in the not-for-profit
sector: The Chronicle of Philanthropy, in conjunction with the
Association of Fundraising Professionals, conducted a survey
on sexual harassment. One in four female respondents and
seven in 10 male respondents working in the U.S. and Canada
reported having personally experienced some form of sexual
harassment. One factor cited is the prevalence of women as
fundraisers (70 percent) while men are often the funders or

serving on boards.?”

A prcliminary report based on interviews with 250 profcssion—
als in countries as diverse as Afghanistan, Australia, Barbados,
Britain, Canada, Germany, and the United States stated: “Three
out of four fundraisers say they have faced undue pressure from
donors, often in the form of sexual harassment but also through
arm-twisting to advance a donor’s personal agenda and career
advancement or those of their friends and relatives.” Half of
the female fundraisers reported having experienced “sexually
inappropriate behavior from donors—most commonly in the
form of unwanted comments or sexually charged innuendo or
banter. Of fundraisers who have experienced this behavior, 40
percent said they did not report it, and 32 percent said they did
but their employer did not confront the donor and ‘carried on
as if nothing or liccle had h;lppened.’”z8 While these findings
are preliminary and not based on a random sample, the issues

highlighted are echoed in other studies.

26 N N . .
> Great Good: Lessons for Those Who Have Started Grantmaking Organizations,

Center for Effective Philanthropy, April 2019, pp. 7, 18. http://cep.org/wp-
contcnt/uploads/zo19/04/(?EP_Grcater~Co0d_2019Apdf‘

27 Timothy Sandoval, “Sexual Harassment is Widespread Problem for
Fundraisers, Study Shows,” Chronicle of Philanthropy, April 5, 2018. hteps://

WwwAphilanthropvcom/ interactives/ ﬂmdraiscppolL The survey also found

that colleagues at not-for-profits were among the harassers. See also, Otis
Fulton and Katerina VanHuss, “#McToo: Coming to a Non-Profit Near You,”
NonProfitPro, n.d. heeps://www.nonprofitpro.com/post/metoo-coming-to-a-

nonprofit-near-you/

28 These preliminary findings were reported by Emily Haynes, “Funders Often
Feel Pushed Around ]:)y Donors, Say Researchers,” Chronicle ofPhi/amhropy,
April 1, 2019. hteps://www.philanthropy.com/article/Fundraisers-Often-Feel-

Pushed/246024
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Many types of criticism voiced by professionals at Jewish
not-for-profits are similar to what is expressed in the wider
sphere ofphilcmthropy. There also are distinctly ]Cwish con-
siderations raised by some interviewees. Sweeping aside how
the wealth of donors belongs to those funders to disburse

(or not to disburse) as they see fit, some are pressing the
question, “Whose money is it?” From a legal point-of-view,
the answer is clear, yet some thoughtful people question
whether funders are using their money wiscly; whether they
are driving the Jewish communal agenda in a responsible and
informed manner; and whether there are negative ramifi-
cations for Jewish life stemming from the power that has
accrued to big givers as a result of the dependence of not-for-

pI‘OflES upon their lill‘gCSSC.

These questions may be interpreted by some funders as hostile
or unfair. But they also may be read as symptromatic of our
times and potentially constructive. As Ben Soskis, a writer
about American philanthropy, put it: “An aggressive—even at
times an antagonistic—engagement between the public and
their benefactors shouldn’t be considered a mark of incivility.

It should be considered a democratic imperative.™?

This broader context can help inform new conversations
about ways to improve the Jewish philanthropic ecosystem.
Rescarch conducted by a range of organizations devoted

to upgrading the functioning of grantmakers and grantees,

for example, emphasizes the corrosive effect on trust when
funders behave badly. As a rescarcher who has studied how
grantees around the globe perceive their funders has written:
“Our whole profession is built on the public trust. When we're
making excuses for behavior, when we're allowing people to be
treated poorly, when we allow resources to be used for things
other than the mission, we're compromising that truse.°
Interviewees cited in this report have pointcd to mu]tip]e
ways thcy teel forced to p]ay games, to engage in a “dance”
with funders, and feel they in turn are treated with a lack of
transparency by their funders. These behaviors erode trust on

both sides of che Funding table.

Equally harmful are the inefhiciencies currently built into the

system. When interviewees report on wasted hours of work,

29 Ben Soskis, “The Importance of Criticizing Philanthropy,” The Atlantic, May

12 2014. hrtps://www.theatlantic,com/business/archive/2m4/05/thc»case»ﬂ)r/

philanchropy-criticism/361951/

39 “Funders Often Feel Pushed Around by Donors, Say Researchers,” op. cit.
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diversion of staff from the tasks and priorities on which they
should be focused in order to satisfy funders’ requests for
ever-more granular metrics, or when grantees report abusive,
mom]c—damnging behaviors, they are dcscribing circumstances
distracting personnel from operating institutions and thereby
weakening programs serving Jewish populations. If for no
other reason, then, efforts to address the grievances out-

lined in this report are warranted in order to reduce wasted

resources of personnel time and money.

Finding 12: With the rapid expansion of the North American
philanthropic sector, a range of organizations has emerged

to help funders improve their grantmaking processes. New
approaches have been tried to streamline application and
reporting forms, address the vexing question of overhead costs,
improve communication between funders and grantees so that
both can learn together, prepare younger foundation staff for
their roles as grantmakers, and create alliances to ostracize

and constrain abusive and harassing funders. The Jewish
philanthropic sector does not have to reinvent its practices from
scratch, but can explore and adapt best practices from the
wider philanthropic community and other sectors.

The responses of funders included in this report suggest that
not every critique of donor behavior is reasonable or on target.
Professionals at foundations and individual funders have raised
considerations that cast some of the criticism by grantees in a
different light. Are funders concerned about the viability of a
grantee organization after Funding will end because thcy want
to bet only on winners, or because they fear an overreliance

of grantees on a single funder is dangerous for the grantee? Do
funders limit their support of a grantee to a set number of
years because thcy suffer from ADHD, or because thcy rcgard
their role as agents ofchangc, and must continua]ly redirect
funding to other worthy grantees developing new initiatives?
Do funders casually demand more extensive reporting of out-
puts mainly to burden grantees with make-work exercises, or
because they believe grantees will benefit from a better under-
standing of their own strengths and weaknesses, and can also
use this knowledge to attract the support of other funders? Do
funders offer no reason for turning down a proposal because
they are haughty, or because they anticipate that any rationale
offered will spur applicams to rewrite grant proposals in a way
that may be more appealing to the funder but does not match
the interests or abilities of the grantees—and will thus likely be
rejected again? And can there be a meeting of minds between
foundation profcssion:lls who are instructed by their boards

and principal funder to dcve]op initiatives promising ch;mge7
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on thC one hand, le’ld gl‘Q.HECCS W}‘lO HCCd Funders to sustain

their day-to-day operations, on the other?

One does not have to to believe naively that communication
alone will resolve the strains in grantmaker-grantee relations.
Power dynamics and unequal financial resources on the funder
side complicatc such conversations. Still, some effort to bridgc
the gap would help, especially where professionals on both
sides of the figurative table misunderstand each other’s goals

and constraints.

In the wider philanthropic sector, organizations oFFcring guid—
ance to grantmakers and organizations working with grantees
promote the virtues of a “feedback loop.” These organizations
are convinced that both sides would benefit from better and
more Frcquent communication, about speciﬁc projects and
about the nature of the work pursued by each. Continuing
education for foundation professionals and lay people working
as grantmakers is also seen as vital to enhance their under-
standing of the challenges. Similar educational programs are
promoted for professionals in the not-for-profit sector. And
some programs bring the two sets of professionals together for
honest conversation. Might similar experiments be tried to
bring those working for Jewish not-for-profits together wich
their counterparts in the ﬁmding community for conversa-

tions about their respective goa]s and priorities?

Finally, moving from the wider world of philanthropy back to
the specifics of Jewish big giving, it’s appropriate to ask how

ous internal and external challenges, are managing their signifi-
cant, yet finite resources of both money and personnel. Funding

is becoming ever more decentralized, as is communal life.

That is a reality unlikely to be reversed anytime soon. But

as funders gather periodically to form collaborations and
exchange information, have they built mechanisms to address
the challenges facing North American Jews comprehensively?
Have they created venues for reviewing and evaluating the
complete range of Jewish needs? Have they asked whether their
expenditures are addressing the most pressing of these needs? Is
the funding they allocate proportionate to the magnitude of the
various needs? In addrcssing these questions, might thcy benefit
from the input of professionals in the Jewish not-for-profit
sphere? A consensus may not emerge, but honest dialogue
between funders and not-for-profit professionals could make

for more effective and comprehensive Jewish philanthropy.
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Recommendations from the Field

Improving Grantmaker/Grantseeker Relationships

As evidenced in this report, there are many positive facets of grantmaker-grantsecker relationships, but there is
also room for improvement. Instead of framing recommendations based solely on the content of this report, The
AVI CHAI Foundation, in partncrship with the Jewish Funders Network, and facilitated by UpStart, convened
15 foundation professionals, philanthropists, and not-for-profit professionals to formulate recommendations
that are responsive to the report findings. As the signatories of this document, we have the goal of sharing some

of the best thinking of our communal lcadcrship and creating a framework for furcher action.

The starting point for our conversation was that, overall, grantmakcr—grantscckcr relationships in the ]Cwish
community are positive and there are many bright spots. There are, however, inconsistencies and a lack of’
norms—as well as differing perceptions of the actual and desired role of grantmakers. What follows are rec-
ommendations to address the shortcomings and bolster the bright spots. Participants in this process readily
acknowlcdged that there is work to be done throughout the sector, including within their own organizations, to

fully embrace the practices recommended herein.

This report covered many types of grantmakers (small family foundations, large staffed foundations, foundations
with living donors, those working to preserve a legacy, and individual donors), along with many types and sizes
of grantseckers. Some respondents (for example federation professionals) play a dual role as fundraisers and
grantmakersi Within the foundation world, some foundations’ trustees take an active part in setting policies

and approving grants, while other foundations’ policies and practices are largely shaped by professional staff.
Participants in the recommendation process consistcntly acknowlcdgcd that it is difficult to generate a singlc set
of recommendations to cover such a wide range of situations. Yet all agrecd that changes need to be made and

relationships need to evolve.

For the purposes of these recommendations, “erantmakers” refers to all the parties involved in the grantmakin
purp & p 8 &
process (e.g., professional staff, board members, individual donors, etc.). The term “grantseckers” is a catchall
phrasc for the not—for—profit professionals involved in sccking or receiving grant support (c.g., dcvclopmcnt pro-
fessionals, CEOs, program staff, grantwriters, volunteers, etc.), referring to current grant recipients in existin
prog g 8 g p 8

relationships with grantmakers as well as applicants seeking to establish fiscal support.

Grantmakers and grantseckers share common interests in advancing Jewish life. Neither group can advance their
important work without the other. Grantmakers and grantseckers both seck to meet needs, solve problems, and
build the ]cwish future. Both care about impact, standards, and effectiveness. Thcy are interested in achicvingr
success and learning from failure. However, they may have different levels of risk-tolerance and different defini-

tions of “success” and “failure.”

With all they share, grantmakers and grantseckers possess separate assets and play different roles in building the

Community. Grantmakcrs l‘laVC resources, a bdeS—C_YC view Ol: EhC landscapc, and il’IHUCﬂCC. Grantscckcrs l‘laVC
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expertise, direct rc]ationships with beneficiaries, and the capacity to rcspond to Changing needs in real time.

Together, grantmakers and grantseckers form a dynamic force for meeting communal needs and creating change.

This does not negate the fact that grantseckers need resources to survive and that grantmakers have limited

resources to disburse. Grantmakers and grantscckcrs also have diH‘Ering perceptions of the appropriate role for

grantmaking, with implications for what gets funded and for how long. Our goal is not to ignore these tensions

but to Cl’lélbl(i COHilbOI'lltiOIl acCross EhCSC diECTCHCCS.

The recommendations below are framed as guidelines for grantmakers and grantseckers alike. We believe that

the kcy to improving the grantmakcr—grantsccker rclationship is recognizing the murtual rcsponsibility for some

of the negative habits and patterns that have taken root.

Grantmakers

Share information about how grant
decisions are made and share what
you do and do not know about timeline
and process.

Grantseekers

Practice candor, not spin. Help
grantmakers see things as they are and
understand them more fully.

Together

Discuss vision, goals, and core beliefs.
Two-way sharing builds rapport and
ensures a better fit and outcome.

Set clear expectations about

the probability of funding and the
anticipated funding trajectory (how
many years and how much funding
might be available).

Share honestly what it really costs to
do business. Back up projections with
research and data.

Create space where feedback that
contributes to learning and growth is
shared and received.

Discuss what “no” means when a
grant is declined. Grantseekers often
hear “no” as meaning “not yet,” and are
not certain when to continue pursuing
support and when to back off.

Seek advice from grantmakers, not
always as a tactic to gain funding, but as
a learning opportunity.

Convey information in clear, specific
language, without jargon.

Introduce successful grantseekers to
other funders to help them grow their
pipeline of support.

Make the effort to host grantmakers
for site visits and to structure those
visits so that they are able to better

understand the work in the context of the

grantmakers’ own goals.

Invest time in relationship-building
beyond the nuts and bolts of grant
management.

Help grant seekers to network,
convene, and amplify their voices.

Inform grantmakers when things do
not go as planned; provide updated
information on plans for steering things
back on course.

Seek input from each other when
contemplating strategy pivots and
growth.

We offér twWo scts Ofl‘CCOI’I’lmCl’lelEiOl’lS. ThC ﬁI'St set consists of‘basic recommcndations th'(ll‘. we fCCl ShOLlld

form the basis for all grantmaker-grantsecker relationships. While they may seem elementary, they require

effort, intention and attention. These recommendations relate primarily to the dynamics within individual

grantmaker-grantsecker relationships.

The second set of recommendations is aspirational. We generated these to put forth options for further explora-

tion. These options may require the creation of new tools and mechanisms for relationship-building. We share

these aspirational recommendations in a “What if...” framework to inspire field-level change.
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Basic Recommendations (For Individual Grantmaker-Grantseeker Dyads)

Build Trust and Understanding
* Increase Transparency
* Improve Communications

Amplify Positive Norms

Establish New Norms

Educate and Train Grantmakers and Grantseekers

Below are specific actions grantmakers and grantseekers can take independently and together to actualize the

basic recommendations.

In addition to these basic recommendations, we envisioned actions that we might take as a field over the long
term. Some of these actions require comunal conversations, a higher level of coordination, and a shift in cul-
ture, as well as the adoption of new tools and practices. In other cases, groundwork has already been laid and
work is ongoing, so we now need to drive that work forward with greater momentum. While some of the ficld-
level changes may play out within the grantmaker-grantsecker dyad, we believe that more work needs to be
done to build relevant tools and make the case for these changes before they will be widely adopted. We believe

these field-level changcs are achievable if there is the communal will and leadcrship to drive the changc.

WHAT IF, As a Field, We

Reframe the “overhead” conversation so grantmakers and grantseekers are aligned in their understanding of

the true cost of achieving change.

Commit to more multi-year grants, allowing for more authentic, transparent and forward-looking

conversations among grantmakers and grantseekers.

Develop a standard set of application, evaluation and reporting tools to streamline the grantmaking process.
This includes tools that enable grantmakers and grant recipients to effectively assess outcomes, thereby
facilitating greater trust, constructive and honest feedback, and ultimately more aligned outcome and

impact measurement.

Cultivate understanding and empathy among grantmakers and grantseekers so that they truly understand
each other’s roles and limitations. Build in more community-wide opportunities for non-transactional

conversations and dedicated time and space for shared thinking, learning and co-creation.

Develop a set of policies and norms, with case studies for illustration, of strong and productive relationships

that can be the basis of a curriculum in training and onboarding programs for new grantmakers.

Join forces to continue advancing the communal conversation on gender discrimination, sexual harassment,

and DEI (Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion).

Ensure that grantmaking decision-makers include those with not-for-profit experience.
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It is our hopc that by bringing attention to, and being intentional about, the recommendations we have set forth

above, we will bring greater consistency and harmony to the already strong and effective grantmaker-grantsecker rela-

tionships in our community.

Everyone has room to grow. It is our intention that this report, and these recommendations, serve as a tool for

reflection and as a cata]yst for conversation and positive action.

Signed:

1. Kate Belza O'Bannon, Repair the World

2. Rachel Cort, Mishkan

3. David Cygielman, Moishe House

4. Barry Finestone, Jim Joseph Foundation

5. Jeremy Fingerman, Foundation for Jewish Camp

6. Jeff Finkelstein, Jewish Federation of Greater Pittsburgh
7. Idana Goldberg, The Russell Berrie Foundation

8. Aaron Katler, UpStart

9. Alisa Kurshan, Consultant

10. Jonathan Lev, Boulder JCC

1. Dena Libman, Azrieli Foundation

12. Adina Poupko, Natan Fund

13. Yossi Prager, formerly of The AVI CHAI Foundation
14.  Gil Preuss, Federation of Greater Washington

Participant titles and affiliations are used for identification purposes only and do not reflect an organizational

endorscmcnt OF t]’lC I'CCOl’nTTlCﬂdfltiOHS pTOVidCd ]’lc‘rcin.
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Grantees and Their Funders | JACKWERTHEIMER m



Stronger RELATIONSHIPS.
Greater IMPACT.

jgrantED.org

“0‘7

ADJE\MSH

FUNDERS
NETWORK

Jewish Funders Network
150 West 30th St., Suite 900
New York, NY 10001
Phone: +1(212) 726-0177
jfunders.org


https://jgranted.org/

	Table of Contents
	Executive Summary
	Report
	The Grantee Perspective
	How Information Was Gathered and  Is Presented
	The Jewish Philanthropic Environment as Perceived by Grantees
	Grantees’ Observations about  Staffed Foundations
	Working with Individual Donors and  Their Families
	What Is to be Done about Misbehaving Funders?
	Concluding Reflections

	Recommendations from the Field
	Improving Grantmaker/Grantseeker Relationships
	Basic Recommendations (For Individual Grantmaker-Grantseeker Dyads)
	WHAT IF, As a Field, We

	Acknowledgments

