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WEALTH & GIVING BY THE NUMBERS

HOW DO INDIVIDUALS OF MEANS make decisions
about how to allocate their wealth? What are
their priorities in philanthropy? What obstacles
do they face, and where could they use help?
These are among the questions that the Wealth
& Giving Forum has sought to answer n a
series of interactive surveys conducted at our
gatherings. The findings below are based on a
survey of participants at the Forum’s inaugur:

H

gathering in October 2004.

pu will pertadically hear about studies that purport to present
.,. dings on the attitudes and behavior of wealth holders, With
i exceprions, however, these surveys detine “the wealthy™

g houscholds wath incomes at or above $200,000 or with

b1 million to $3 million m hquid assers, This survey provides

§ rare look at the opimions of people with assets in the tens of
millions of dollars. and sometmes maore.

. The patterns, aspirations, and apprehensions surrounding
wealth and philanthropy uncovered in this survey are in line
with other studies about high-net-worth individuals {and other
urveys conducted ar our gatherings). Among the principal
onclusions of this survey 15 that many wealth holders feel the

eed to gam more clariy about how to use therr resources for
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Q:
What influences

1ave most shaped
the focus of your charitable giving?
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B people give? The desire to

Lk an ampact on society

idrives most philanthropists. About two-thirds (64"%) of the

EAs00s

pes clanmed itas one of t

WO 1mosh unportant

titude

tor for many wealth holders (2 Crenerous

often say thar they want to “wive back™ to

&

ety boecat

2] they have been blessed or have been otherwise Jucky
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FRIURITIES FOR GIVING

Whe u {
Cre are you personally :#.:f.:m your

w::u:nr_GsF giving today
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haritable giving by the

past decade, the share of towl ¢
percent of the population has escalated from 4¢
nt. (The top 0.4 percent of wealth holders, those with a net

)

aof $10 million or more, have contributed one our of five

fitable dollars.) Where do these people choose w give® The
wer varies from philanthropist to philanthropist, bur two area
cutioned by owo out of five

eas) and

ly stand out. Educaton was
pondents (42% marked it as one of their top wo
Care an almost equivalent

man services and vouth programs
t 39%, the difference s within the margin of error).

tments in these domains are popular because they are seen as

catalyst for improving the economic prospects and community
“underprivileged groups. Signaling an emerging
irked interest in international projects

fnvironment of
end, the survey found
14%), ranking them just behind health intatives and on par with

combined on __r._.r._.._q._.r..._ charities.
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IT'S ALL IN THE TIMING

Q

On a scale of 1 to 10, with 1 being the goal of

doing all your charitable giving during your
litetime and 1o being the goal of doing all your
charitable giving through your estate, what 15
vour goal in terms of the tming of vour

charitable giving?
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B vast 1majoriey of surveved wealth holders plan to do all or

Bt of their charitable giving during their _:f.n.:__r;..:::.p.ﬁ_?.

_.._._.

3 break with tradition. In the past, the wealthy have e

ath their assers to haritable trusts or delay their philin

j beque
fropic activities unul lage i lite. With money being made faster,

nthropists are becoming ey ged m

ad people living longer, p
tharitable endeavors at an carlier point i their careers. CLoTTes-
ondingly, they arc more mterested in having a say m how thair
sets are deployed, In effect, they are treating philanthropy as a
eer. In our poll, donors who wish to give then

econd or third ¢
away during their hifetimes significantly outmumber those

) to do their giving through estates—by a factor of

who pl
ifive to one. In
working simultaneously on the ace amulation as well as the
ballocation of their wealth, They are not putting off philanthropy

Gintl retirement. This bodes well for the future. When more time

Idicion, we found that many wealth holde

and effort is devoted to charity, more charity will resule.




NOTHING IS SET IN STONE

Q:
How do v e, i 1 5 : b -
W .ﬁ_: you env 15a4¢ chai itable -gIving cttores lanthropy 15 never stanc. Wealth holders are constanty
».._,,:T_.._:HL OVeT himer gnking abour the amount, nnung, and tocus of their giv
en asked about their outlook on how they will practice
ilanthropy i the future, only 13 percent answered that there

no shift pending in the amount or tocus of their gi

A 47 Increasing ehe amount of
2. Almost
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If of the respondents envision increasing the amount of

1 m.}_}:: one out of fve wealth holders in the survey
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¢ O IMOre new areas

Xpects (o see d shift in charitable focus. These findings sug

willing to exercise flexability i the timing

at philanthropists are

d focus of their enan
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i, as long as they can arrve at more

rity about the causes they wish to support.
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WHAT WEALTH HOLDERS WANT

What are vour greatest needs

-
o

as a wealth hold
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curnent hifestyle

Mlak sng sumi yim

en it comes o charitable antent, about one-third of the

roE
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rveyed wealth holders (36%) are concerned wath provic

thers the Kinds of opportuminies they have enjoved in life, An

inonal 7 percent say they desire to return the kindnesses they

ve received. But people of considerable means clearly mtend
balance gencrosity with other worldly objectives. One out of

three _ur.r._..__ “achwwving vour 1_,,_.;::.__ defimition of success” as

one of two kev personal “needs” Almost as many (27%) mdicated

that maintaiming their current hifeseyle 1 a relevant consideranon,
along with makimg sure they will recerve adequate medical aren-
tion (y. 5%} Providing for heirs is a prioniry for abour a quarter
of the respondents. Another 6 percent indicated concern abour
rensuring the longevity of ther businesses, The picture emerging
.—w—.D“_u_.._ n"uf-f_._.,.. "._._.__..__T_.r.._..w 15 1310k e _“.._._... _”,._“.v.__._.—.._._...n__..__“..__._ ._.__n.n.,_....._.,.ﬁ.___ _.___...___ n-
thropic interests and personal needs. Rather, these two dimensions
of life are for most wealth holders closely mrertwined
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ROADBLOCKS TO GIVING

What are the greatest obstacles in

your personal philanthropic giving?
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aving the right convicnions doesn’t mean that people of means

il achieve their plulanthropic goals. Among the obstacles

nors are most likely to complain about are the inefficiency,

effectiveness, and mismanagement of beneficiary organizations

18 connecred to the face char mim

34%). This cancer phi
thropists are making entreprencurial, hands-on activity a key
feature of their ¢

personal financial concerns are not a major problem for this

aritable engagements. Moreover, although

group (only 13% indicated that they were an obstacle), compet-

nds on time and Money - both within _4_:_._::_:._._..__.

ing de
(42%) and outade of it (27%)—can be sigmificant roadblocks.
It is worth notng that about one m seven (14%) wealth holders
15 held back from bemmg more generous because of difficulty in
identifying an area of charitable interest. This suggests that there

vailable to address socieral needs. Reassurances

18 more capacity
about grantee efficiency and accountability, coupled with
enhanced communication among wealth holders and more

ﬂ-—u._u_..“.:__.__“_.m:r,z Cor corne Lo terms ___....:_.“_ One s _a_“__...z__._..u_._._z and INter-

ests, could sigmiticantly expand the scope of philanthropy in

ture years.
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_ hat are you greatest concern
420Ut your wealth as it relages
to your children or stepchildren?
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practical obstacles don’t get in the way, Fumily pressure some

pes does. Our research indicates that when it comes o fam

salth holders have o hierarchy of financial concerns. The most

sic level 18 that of the tinancial security of the parents; this 1s
1 for philanthropy

followed by provisioning for heirs, and t

However, when it comes to lirge estates, the share dedicated to

Averchiegs | R . .
charity tends to increase. Parents are generous with their children,

but those ar the lughest rong of wealth usually imit the amount

they wive to heirs and allocate (or plan to allocate) more to
charity. Therein lies the potential for family conflict. Our survey
T wealth holders e their children’
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confirms that upper-tic
h larger group 1s worried about leaving their

inheritance. A muc
heirs too much (39%) than leaving enough (9%). Deciding how
much to earmark for each child 1s an 1ssue for about a quarter

of __I... _r.r_._.:__.._r."“_._..__ =3
WOrTry ._.—._.—._..:_” _._.____.___..,_. teTIsIons in __:. course ol “____._.T“_:m.m decisions
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Two out of fve (41%) wealth holders
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HOW TO GET THERE

Q:

f =1 o ... ST e . X
What services or information would help vou

Tﬁ:ﬂ,.;. clarify the amount and timing of your
charitable gifts?
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families of means have various resources at their disposal to help
em manage their chariable undertakings. But in order to be
g

ective, philanthropy requires an almost constant
ritable, and there 15 no

cess, There is 1o s way o be ol

merit one s support. No wonder, then,

nd to the causes that o
that wealth holders seek assistance to clarify the scope and direc
tion of ther gving. They say they would benefit from learning
more abourt the orgamzations that may be chgible for their
support {14%), or from meeting leaders m the world of philan
thropy (13%). But when asked about what would help them
figure out what and when to give, by far the largest group
(36.5%) expressed an interest n “collaborating with others m
areas of interest.” Discussing philanthropy with peers is helpful
{0%). But actual opportunities to work together with peers on
common issues are, tor most wealth holders, the best way to
clarify the scope of their giving. This is yer another encouraging
sign, for it points the way to a future in which philanthropy need
not be sphintered o a myriad of uncoordinated efforts. Given
the means and opportunities for communicaton and collabora
tion, wealth holders appear to be open to poohng their resources

to advance the common good.
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