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Ktisis Capital serves as a strategic advisor to a mix of progressive
individual donors, families, foundations and philanthropic collaboratives.
Since 2015, we have worked to mobilize resources to advance racial,
social, economic and environmental justice. We work with a wide range
of individual donors and families to help them create and refine their
grantmaking strategies; manage their charitable, advocacy and political
giving, and their impact investing; navigate challenging organizational
questions on governance, generational transition, and mission change.
We also work extensively with funder collaboratives and donor
networks, both newly emerging and long-established, on recruitment,
engagement and programmatic strategy.

Based in Michigan, we work with clients across the United States and
internationally from South and Central America, to Europe and Australia,
strategizing with each client to develop a confidential and customized
plan of action. Our client engagements range from deep ongoing
partnerships that span years to quick, targeted work to tackle a specific
challenge or question — we adapt to the needs that each client brings
our way.
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Overview

To our knowledge, this report presents the first comparative analysis of philanthropic activities of
social justice donors (SJ donors) versus mainstream wealthy donors.

Based on data from the 2023 Bank of America Study of Philanthropy and a first ever annual study of
SJ donors conducted by Ktisis Capital, the study aims to offer new insights into some of the unique
characteristics and motivations of social justice donors given how little data is available on this
critical subset donors within the broader ecosystem. We hope it will be the first of many new
sources of data that help the field of progressive philanthropy grow and deepen.

The research illuminates significant differences in approach, strategy, and focus between social
justice donors and mainstream wealthy donors. By examining various aspects such as giving
patterns, motivations, causes supported, giving strategies, and impact evaluation methods, the study
provides valuable insights into the landscape of progressive philanthropy.



https://hdl.handle.net/1805/35951

These findings have important implications for multiple stakeholders in the philanthropic ecosystem:

For donors, the report highlights how their peers are embracing the importance of long-term, flexible
funding and collaborative giving in creating systemic change. It provides insights that can help SJ
donors benchmark their giving against their peers as they aim to maximize their impact.

For nonprofits, the study offers crucial information on how to better engage with and appeal to SJ
donors. It suggests focusing on systemic change approaches and providing comprehensive impact data
to attract and retain these donors, in ways that are in fact different than with mainstream donors.

For the philanthropic sector as a whole, the report highlights a need for more sophisticated tools and
resources. This includes better methods to support impact measurement in social justice work, as well
as platforms to facilitate collaborative giving. The findings also highlight the importance SJ donors
place on supporting grassroots organizations and movements in creating systemic change.

This study serves as a valuable resource for anyone involved in or interested in social justice philanthropy,
providing a deeper understanding of the motivations and practices of donors committed to creating
systemic change. It sets the stage for further research and discussions on how to effectively channel
resources towards progressive causes, helping us as as field to understand the questions SJ donors are
grappling with and the patterns and practices to be celebrated and those to be challenged.



Methodology & Sample

Mainstream Donors: This study is built on a comparison between two data sets. First is data from the
2023 Bank of America Study of Philanthropy, one of the longest standing and most widely reference
surveys of HNW donors in the US (n=1,623), which we use as a proxy for “maintstream HNW
donors.”

SJ Donors: This data is contrasted with data gathered through the first annual survey of HNW social
justice donors developed by Ktisis Capital (survey questions can be found here). The social justice
donor survey collected detailed information on giving patterns, motivations, causes supported, giving
strategies, and impact evaluation methods. It included both quantitative and qualitative questions to
provide a comprehensive understanding of SJ donor behaviors and attitudes. Seventy eight people
responded the survey with 68 meeting the eligibility criteria and completing the full survey.

Eligibility Criteria: Both surveys targeted affluent households with all respondents reporting either
assets of S1+ million or an annual income over $200,000 to qualify as high net worth individuals.



https://static1.squarespace.com/static/6050b9866caedf7f6fa4c40d/t/66a2694a00e3b7153b8b449c/1721919819330/Ktisis+Capital+Social+Justice+Donor+Survey.pdf

Survey Participation & Implications: For this initial SJ donor survey, respondents were primarily
reached through their participation or membership in one or more progressive donor networks, donor
education programs, or giving collaboratives or through outreach to a range of advisors working with
progressive donors. By contrast, the Bank of America study was sent out to a sample of bank clients
meaning that the SJ survey likely resulted in a sample of more highly engaged donors as they not only
are giving but engaged in some formal learning, giving, or advising activities.

Data Limitations: It is important to note that the sample size of SJ donor survey was relatively small,
precluding analysis of responses by demographic differences. Additionally, while respondents came
from across the country, there was a concentration from California (29%) and New York (20%),
reflecting the prevalence of progressive wealth in these states but perhaps also reflecting geographic
biases in other responses. Hopefully future surveys will yield a larger and more diverse sample which
will enable deeper comparative analysis.



A note on terms used

For the purposes of this study, we have used several terms that may be interpreted differently
by different audiences. As such, we provided here definitions of those key terms used

throughout this report.

High net worth: An individual or household with assets of S1+ million or an annual income of
$S200,000+.

Social justice: As defined by the United Nations, social justice is based on the values of fairness,
equality, respect for diversity, access to social protection, and the application of human rights in
all spheres of life, including in the workplace.

Social justice & progressive causes: Causes, initiatives, projects, etc that seek to address the root
causes and symptoms of issues and hardships that fundamentally affect fairness, equality,
respect for diversity, social protection, and human rights.




What Donors Gave To




The level of giving by social justice and
mainstream donors was almost perfectly aligned
in distribution (with additional detail available on
SJ donor levels as shown at right):

e Under $S199,999 - 41% vs 41%
e S200,000-5999,999 - 35% vs 34%
e S1 million or more - 24% vs 25%

Both SJ donors surveyed by Ktisis and
mainstream wealthy donors surveyed by BofA
reflect donors giving at far higher levels than
general mass affluent donors who give an
average of S35k/year or the general population
who give an average of $2.6k/year.

Social Justice Donors Mainstream Donors

100% -

90% $50,000 - $99,999 Under $199,999

$100,000 - $199,999

80%

70% $500,000 - $749,999

60% $200,000-$999,999
$750,000 - $999,999

50%
40% -
30% -

$1 million or more

20% $2 million - $4.9 million

(o)
1O $5 million or more

0%

No social justice donors reported giving between $25,000-549,999



- | . Social Justice Donors Mainstream Donors
Social justice donors gave to many more groups than

mainstream donors, 97% of SJ donors reported giving to 5+

organizations vs less than half that rate for mainstream
donors (44%).

100%

. 5+ groups
Indeed, almost two thirds of SJ donors reported giving to e
over 20 groups (more detailed breakouts were not available
for mainstream donors).2

50%— 4 groups
While future research will be needed to determine the

reasons, one likely possibility is the difference between 3 groups
“wealthy people who happen to give” (BofA study surveyed e

wealthy people about their giving) vs “people who are 25%

active donors (SJD survey likely reached more highly 2 groups
engaged donors). 5-10 groups

1 groups

1-4 groups

0%




Overall, SJ donors gave to democracy &
political activities (87%), environment &
climate justice (78%), and racial justice &
healing (66%) more than any other issues.

Compared to mainstream donors (where data
was collected on a more narrow range of
issues), SJ donors gave significantly more
often to racial justice (5.5x), environment
(4x) and arts & culture (2.3x). Conversely,
mainstream donors gave significantly more
often to “other” issues (3x), religion (2.4x), and
human services & basic needs (1.8x). Donors
gave at similar rates for health, K12 education,
disaster relief, higher education, and
international relations/aid.

Democracy/political activities
Environment and climate justice
Racial justice and healing

Human & civil rights
Community/economic development
Arts and culture

Gender equity/women & girls
Indigenous communities, culture & rights
Food & agriculture

Immigration and refugee rights
Youth development & engagement
Housing/homelessness

LGBTQ+ rights

Human services & basic needs
Disaster relief (including COVID-19)
Education (Higher & Post-Secondary)
Health and healthcare

Public safety & criminal justice
Education (Pre K- 12)

Religion

Science &research

Disability rights

International relations

Animals

Other

Combination

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%100%



Other Giving Implications

Political Giving — SJ and mainstream donors are almost diametrically opposite when it comes to
political giving. Almost 80% of SJ donors have given to a political candidate, campaign or committee
in the last cycle while almost 80% of mainstream donors did not.

COVID & Racial Justice Mobilization Implications — When asked how they expected to change their
giving because of COVID or the racial justice uprisings that began in 2020, 79% of mainstream donors
said they expected no change. Conversely, while a similar 76% of SJ donors expected no change
because of COVID, a majority (52%) did expect to change their giving because of racial justice
uprisings.

Geographic priorities — Both SJ and mainstream donors reported giving to local organizations most
often (71% & 78%) but SJ donors reported giving at higher rates to national (63% vs 38%), state-level
(40% vs 15%), and international levels (27% vs 14%).°
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How Donors Gave
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As can be seen on the next page, motivations for giving amongst SJ and mainstream donors were
generally similar although there are a few notable differences:

e Mainstream donors were significantly more likely to give spontaneously in response to need/crisis

ike COVID, violence or natural disaster (84% sometimes to always vs 68%)
Mainstream donors were more than twice as likely to sometimes to always be motivated by a tax

penefit (56% vs 27%)°

e SJ donors were more likely to report that they gave to have a positive impact/make a difference

9

(100% always to sometimes vs 93%) and to give back to their communities (97% vs 89%)

Conversely, SJ and mainstream donors reported motivation for personal fulfillment at similarly high
levels and being asked by others.

12
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Our survey of SJ donors asked detailed
questions about how they selected places to
donate (as shown at right) and found that for
SJ donors, values alignment and reputation
& track record were the most critical
selection characteristics, noted as often or
always essential in most cases. Personal
relationships and advice from experts were
also highlighted at less frequent rates.

Conversely, the survey of mainstream donors
asked about the relative importance of each
characteristic. Their survey similarly found
that values alignment and reputation were
two of three most critical characteristics (/0%
and 52% respectively) along with donor
interest in the issue (61%)."

Values alignment

Organization reputation & track
record

Personal relationships with
organization staff/volunteers

Advice from experts

Friend/family reccomendations

Evidence-based approach

0% 50% 100%

mNever mRarely mSometimes wmOften = Always
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Strategy & Decision-making

SJ donors are far more likely to have a strategy that guides their giving as compared to mainstream
donors (65% vs 41%). Of those SJ donors without an existing giving strategy, 19% indicate that they
have one under development and 7% indicate that their strategy requires updating."

In terms of decision-making, among mainstream donors, joint decision-making with a partner/spouse
was most common (44%), followed by sole decision-making (23%). Conversely, among SJ donors,
sole decision-making was the most frequent response (44%), with a mix of joint and separate
decisions being the second most common (26%).

SJ donors showed a higher proportion of independent decision-making or a combination of joint
and separate decision-making compared to mainstream donors. Notably, no SJ donors reported their
partner/spouse as the sole decision-maker, while 6% of mainstream respondents did.

15



Giving Mechanics

Direct Giving by Donors — When a donor gives directly to a nonprofit, unsurprisingly direct cash giving
Including cash, check, credit cards, and wire transfers is the most common approach followed closely
by in-kind donations (clothing, food, household items, etc.) among both SJ and mainstream donors.
Donation of publicly traded securities is far more prevalent among SJ donors than with mainstream
donors (51% vs 4%), while real property donations are also more common if less frequent among
SJ donors than mainstream donors (15% vs 0.4%). Cryptocurrency and closely held securities rarely

12

donated by either SJ and mainstream donors.

Giving Vehicles - SJ donors are significantly more likely to utilize Donor Advised Funds (DAFs),
with 73% currently having one compared to just 5% of mainstream donors. Giving circles are also
more popular among SJ donors, with 42% participating in one compared to 3.2% of mainstream
donors. Although data is incomplete for some vehicles, the available information suggests that SJ
donors are generally more inclined to use a variety of giving vehicles to facilitate their charitable
contributions. This trend may reflect a more strategic and long-term approach to philanthropy among
SJ donors, as well as a desire to maximize the impact of their giving.13
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Evaluating impact

While only 20% of mainstream donors monitor or evaluate
the impact of their giving, a significantly higher proportion
of SJ donors (68%) engage in some form of impact
assessment. While we don’t have data on degree of
monitoring and evaluation for mainstream donors, we do
know that it varies among SJ donors, with 3% having a
robust process, 23% having some M&E process, and 42%
doing only sporadic or limited M&E. Additionally, 6% of SJ
donors express an intention to start monitoring and
evaluating their giving impact, even though they haven't
done so yet. "

SJ donors place a higher emphasis on understanding the
impact of their charitable contributions compared to
mainstream donors, which may stem from a desire to ensure
their giving aligns with their social justice goals and values.

100%

90%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Mainstream

No, plan to

Yes, limited/
sporadic

Yes, some

Yes, robust

SJD
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Learning & Developing
as a Donor
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Expertise & Interests

Among mainstream donors, they are almost perfectly split between knowledgeable and novices (49%
vs 47%) with only 4% viewing themselves as experts. Conversely, among majority of SJ donors rate
themselves as highly knowledgeable/experts (63%) vs knowledgeable (34%) or novice (3%).15

When asked what they would like to know more about, mainstream donors prioritize identifying
volunteer opportunities (28%) and understanding non-profits and how they serve constituents (21%),
signaling a preference for personal engagement with causes. In contrast, SJ donors focus on impact
investing (37%) and integrating philanthropy into wealth management (32%), indicating a
methodical approach to giving. SJ donors also show substantial interest in participatory practices
(24%) and strategic planning (21%).16

Both expertise and interest information represent a key differentiator between donor groups which
may impact other answer areas such as types of gifts made, vehicles used, and impact assessment.
The data indicates a more complex involvement of SJ donors in their approach to philanthropy, in
contrast to mainstream donors who seek more tangible connections with their philanthropy.
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Which of the follwing are challenges you have or currently face when it comes to charitable giving?

- Not applicable - Have faced - Predict | will face - Currently face

Assessing giving
against intended
impact

Understanding how
much you can afford
to donate

Managing my giving
with someone
(spouse, sibling,

parent, children, etc)

Structuring gifts
in a tax
efficient manner

Finding an advisor
who understands my
values and goals

|dentifying causes you
care about

SJ donors, as shown to the left, concentrate on
assessing the impact of their gifts (40% are
or will face this challenge), determining how
much they can give (38%), and managing
giving with their family (34%).

In contrast, mainstream donors highest
reported challenges were choosing causes
(36%) and gauging donation amounts (31%).17
This distinction emphasizes the bigger focus
for social justice donors around the outcomes
and collaborative processes of their
philanthropy, compared with mainstream
donors' concerns over financial considerations
and their personal connections to causes.
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Demographics
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Financial Characteristics

Overall, our SJ donor respondents reported collective
assets over S1.7 billion and included a higher
proportion of ultra high net worth donors than the
BofA survey

As the chart at right shows with SJ donors on inside
circle vs mainstream on outside, this includes:

SJ Mainstream
Assets under $10M 52% 93%
S10-$S100M 47 % 7%
S100M or more 2% 0.3%

= under $1M
= $20-49.99M

m $1-4.99M

$50-99.99M

$5-9.99M
$100M-999.99M

= $10-19.99M
= $1B+
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Personal Characteristics

Gender & sexuality — Almost all participants reported being
cisgendered (57% male vs 42% female) with 1% reporting
as trans or other gender identity. One third identified as part
of the LGBTQ community, not surprising among self
identified progressive donors.

Race & Ethnicity — In alignment with the concentration of
wealth among white communities in the US, 94% of
respondents identified as white with the other 6%
identifying as Hispanic/Latino or of multiracial heritage.

Generation — Almost two thirds or respondents identified as
Baby Boomers (62% born 1946-1964) while 32% were
younger (17% Gen X/1965-1981, 15% Gen Y/1982-1996),
and 8% were part of the Silent Generation (1928-1945)

Northeast

Residence — We had a reasonable national
distribution of respondents as the map above
shows, but almost half of respondents hailed
from California (29%) and New York (20%).
While unsurprising given the concentration
of progressive wealth in the US, this does
raise questions about generalizability.
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Endnotes

All comparative data was drawn from “Charitable Giving by Affluent Households: The 2023 Bank of America Study of Philanthropy.”
For ease of reference, we offer specific page number references for the specific citations used in this report below.

. pg 16.
pg 17/.
pg 37 & pg 43.
pg 91.
pg 67 & pg 95.
pg 40.
pg 20.
pg 20.
. pg 20.
. pg 63.
. pg 58.
. pg 68.
. pg /3.

. pg 81.

. pg 51.
. pg 57/.

. pg 55.
. pg 98.
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