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Foreword

Susan V. Berresford

In 1977 a small group of women funders joined together to found Women
and Foundations/Corporate Philanthropy (WAF/CP). They and their fe-
male and male colleagues were troubled by funders’ inattention to dis-
crimination against girls and women of all ages and by the lack of funding
for projects responding to this problem. I was among the funders who set
out to create this new organization, expecting that it would directly and in-
directly challenge disappointing behavior patterns and also assist women
who wanted to advance in jobs in organized philanthropy.

Much has changed since that time, including the name WAF/CP, which
is now Women & Philanthropy. While then women were rare in higher
ranks of foundations, today they are numerous. In the earlier time period,
grant programs specifically targeted to women’s opportunities were virtu-
ally nonexistent. They are now fairly common, although not sufficient.
And, thanks to so many efforts, women have advanced in many profes-
sional areas and types of employment, education, and religious and cultural
life that influence both philanthropy and the larger society. Women & Phil-
anthropy and the donors the organization mobilized were one small but
effective part of the many mobilizations that brought about this change.

Nonetheless, all alert and thoughtful people know that while progress
has occurred, we are far short of the ideal of gender equity. Much of the
change in women’s opportunities to date rests on the flexibility and adapt-
ability of individual women, men, and their families. Individuals and their
kin have made enormous personal and familial sacrifices to enable women
to move into fields from which they had been barred. But, to their frustra-
tion and disappointment, the social institutions around them have made
few significant or compensating institutional adjustments. For example,
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the United States has no national day care system, after-school, or elder-
care system; many of our employers expect extensive time commitments
from their full-time staff, while others refuse to adopt part-time work pat-
terns to jobs with significant responsibilities; and in many places women
still have to struggle for basic equal opportunity. Minority, gay, and low-
income women have even greater challenges.

Mary Ellen Capek and Molly Mead’s book gives us a way to understand
where we are today and what can be ahead if we want to make far greater
progress for women and men who believe greater gender sensitivity and
equity are desirable. They envision the effort and outcome in broad terms
that encompass the many diversities that exist in modern organizations.
They focus on institutions and offer an analytic framework, practical steps
we can take, and examples from pioneering people and organizations.
This is an exceptionally helpful contribution for which we salute Women
& Philanthropy. It draws on the W. K. Kellogg Foundation’s funding of a
cluster of grantees and the Kellogg Foundation’s leadership in this area,
which is rare and commendable.

Reflection on my own experience at the Ford Foundation helps me see
how valuable the Capek/Mead approach can be. Our foundation worked
through a number of stages in its feminist grant making, moving toward
the ideal the authors call “deep diversity,” although we were not conscious
of that evolutionary process as it occurred. In the first stage, staff devel-
oped a range of grants to support female and male feminist pioneers try-
ing to gain footholds in jobs, education, and religious and political roles
from which they had been excluded. At the same time, female and male pi-
oneers in and outside the foundation brought forward these grants and
also argued there were important parallels between this work and Ford’s
earlier and continuing support for minority civil-rights movements. From
supporting single pioneers, the foundation moved to funding groups of
people in projects and “centers” or “institutes” that began to establish an
institutional presence around single innovators. Later, as centers and their
counterparts matured, we funded “mainstreaming” efforts, while main-
taining a special focus on women-specific work and gender more generally.

In the process, we began also to see proposals that grew less from a
desire to integrate women into formerly male domains or vice versa, but
rather proposals that brought a gender lens to an entire institution’s activ-
ities or a broad intellectual field. This meant that we and our grantees ex-
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plored what was added to our understanding of the problem we were try-
ing to solve when we looked at gender patterns in a field, in learning efforts,
in daily activity, in successful results, etc. These proposals and the work car-
ried out by those who brought them to Ford reminded us of the lessons we
had learned working on minority civil-rights challenges. In particular, that
when you bring in excluded groups, fundamental changes occur. That is be-
cause those who have been “outside” bring different perceptions, different
frameworks, different questions to the table. And if people in the institu-
tion engage with those ideas, they will see problems from new perspectives,
get new information, read into more networks, have greater legitimacy in
the broad range of people in society, and be stronger and more effective.

As Ford has continued its work with minorities and women, social-
justice and gender issues, our staff composition changed accordingly. We
also began to diversify our staff internationally. Once again, the new inter-
national staff brought new assumptions, questions, frameworks, and ideas
that strengthen our work significantly.

Ford is a stronger, more sophisticated grant-making organization thanks
to the “deeper” diversity of our staff and trustees, gained over several
decades. We are by no means satisfied with where we are, since we con-
tinue to rethink one aspect or another of our activities as time goes along
and as new questions emerge. What we have learned is that having facets
of the world’s diversity inside the foundation helps us to see problems, so-
lutions, and ideas from multiple perspectives and helps us to frame grant-
making strategies that combine insights in broad combinations that reflect
the variety of human experience and our collective sense of the best way
forward.

Capek and Mead see these values too, and their book helps us turn the
ideas into practical measures.

Susan V. Berresford
President, The Ford Foundation






Foreword

William C. Richardson

Somehow, it strikes me as odd when I hear the term “minority” used to re-
fer to women or people of color. After all, there are 5.5 million more women
than men living in the United States, and in six of the country’s eight largest
metropolitan areas, “minorities” are the majority. But, perhaps it is this
shared status as “minorities” that has created the crucible from which au-
thors Mary Ellen Capek and Molly Mead take their deep dive into diver-
sity. Perhaps it is this relentless clinging to yesterday’s thinking that makes
their work so important today.

In Effective Philanthropy, Capek and Mead tell us that by acknowledg-
ing and addressing the biggest slice of diversity there is—the difference be-
tween males and females—we can raise the bar on the effectiveness of all
philanthropy. Starting more than a decade ago, the authors began looking
at issues of gender in philanthropy. As researchers, consultants, leaders,
and provocateurs, they’ve observed and listened intently as individuals and
organizations have tried to address the continuing needs and opportunities
of a diverse America. Through Effective Philanthropy, they show us vivid
examples of how to use a “gender lens” to help our sector be effective.

Capek and Mead tell us that it just doesn’t work to focus on race and
class without focusing on gender. Conversely, to truly attend to the needs
of women and girls, we must consider the totality of the diversities they
represent: race, economic class, sexual orientation, disabilities, and age.
Capek and Mead’s striking analogy is that using bifocals is good, but us-
ing trifocals—a gender lens, a race/ethnicity lens, and a class lens—is even
better, albeit much more difficult. The old “melting pot” concept has given
way to the reality that we only can address these dimensions by facing
them, dealing with them, and celebrating them.
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The facts about women in need are undeniable. Seventy percent of the
world’s population living in absolute poverty are women. Two-thirds of
the world’s 876 million illiterate people are female. Women earn 76 cents
for every dollar earned by men. African American women earn 68 cents
on the dollar, and Latino women 56.

Even before the feminists of the 1960s and 1970s raised the gender flag,
there were significant moments in history when notable people reminded
us that addressing the needs of women and girls was the most effective
path to improving the lot of society. There is a powerful shared history be-
tween women and others who struggled against oppression. Women ac-
tivists of the 1950s found themselves inspired by the African-American civil
rights movement. In the 1960s, feminist organizations were among the first
to stand arm-in-arm with organizations who demanded equal rights for
people of color. But well before that time, women were the lifeblood of the
abolitionist movement. The feisty and articulate Sojourner Truth, who
lived in Battle Creek, Michigan—also home to the W. K. Kellogg Founda-
tion—advocated for the right to vote but made it clear that only by ex-
tending the vote to blacks and women would America achieve its true
potential. She said in 1851:

If the first woman God ever made was strong enough to turn the world upside
down all alone, these women together ought to be able to turn it back, and get it
right side up again!

Few remember that the first woman to run for president, Victoria Wood-
hull, tapped Frederick Douglass, a black man, as her vice-presidential can-
didate, further underscoring the shared social agenda of women and people
of color.

History reveals that the chaordic partnership between women and
people of color grew from many motivations—a shared sense of oppres-
sion, an elevated consciousness about the need to care for others, a politi-
cal strategy, a personal act of kindness—but, all led to the same path—a
quest for equality.

Yet as we begin a new century, it seems again that we overtly address is-
sues of “diversity,” all the while keeping the largest “minority”—women
and girls—a shadowed population. In our zeal to be “politically correct,”
many have embraced issues of diversity, while avoiding direct support of
“women’s issues.” Capek and Mead tell us only about 7 percent of all foun-
dation funding goes to programs that focus on women and girls. Develop-
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ment organizations throughout the world—USAID, the World Bank, and
the United Nations—subscribe to the principle that an investment in edu-
cating women is the best investment in the future. Study after study has
shown that educated women provide better nutrition, health, and educa-
tion to their families; experience significantly lower child mortality; and
generate more income than women with little or no schooling. “Investing
to educate them thus creates a virtuous cycle for their community,” noted
one World Bank study.

Capek and Mead’s work may well convince you that if you want to
change the world, fund women. At the Kellogg Foundation, we recognize
the complexity of social issues and work to address issues from multiple
pathways. We encourage our staff to tap their own differences and use
their rich cultural experiences in their work. We direct grants specifically
to discrete disadvantaged populations, and we provide grants that are in-
tended to address communities as a whole. But even as we interact with
communities as a whole, we bring along our toolkit for raising otherwise
unheard voices at the table.

In recent years, the Foundation’s Philanthropy and Volunteerism team
has noticed an impressive innovation taking place in six population groups:
new wealth creators, youth, communities of color, corporate social inno-
vators, social entrepreneurs, and of particular interest here, women. In a
major initiative, Unleashing New Resources, the Foundation is supporting
innovation led by women and working to unleash new resources of time,
money, and know-how for social good. In our international grant mak-
ing—focused on southern Africa, and Latin America and the Caribbean—
women, girls, and their organizations often are tapped for learning,
mobilizing, and constructing new ways of dealing with poverty in their
communities. We understand the old adage that “the hand that rocks the
cradle is the hand that rules the world.”

You may wonder why a fairly senior, white, male university-president-
turned-foundation-head would be interested in this cause. I was born and
raised in Passaic, New Jersey, the son of an English immigrant who came
here in the 1920s. My father emigrated because he could no longer toler-
ate a caste-oriented society that denied many of its citizens opportunity,
with little regard for personal skill or merit. My mother was a woman who,
in the 1910s and 1920s, held personal and professional beliefs that were
in many quarters considered radical. In Passaic, her forays into suspicious
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behavior included founding an integrated child-care center for working
women and later collaborating with the NAACP on various causes. My fa-
ther, a conservative, pursued his dreams unfettered. My parents’ under-
standing and belief in democracy and diversity—although they wouldn’t
have labeled it as such—is a gift to me, yet one that I’ve often found tested
during my career.

So naturally I’ve looked for opportunities to apply their principles and
extend their gift. It was at the Kellogg Foundation—with the support of a
board of trustees who themselves reflect this face of diversity—that we’ve
been able to do substantial work. In 1996, the Kellogg Foundation brought
together the Global Fund for Women, Michigan Women’s Foundation,
Resourceful Women, Women & Philanthropy, and the Women’s Funding
Network to share what they had learned and the barriers they encountered
and to craft strategies that would propel them forward. The momentum
grew, and from the dynamic and persistent work of these organizations
emerged the questions that Capek and Mead explore in this book. The
Kellogg Foundation was pleased to be able to support the authors as they
began to capture the lessons—and began planting the seeds of this book—
in 1999. Recognizing the potential for elevating women in philanthropy,
the Kellogg Foundation provided a $4.8 million grant to the Women’s
Funding Network to strengthen the resources they provide to women’s fund-
ing organizations across the country. More recently, the Kellogg Founda-
tion provided additional funding to Women & Philanthropy, a national
association of grant makers, to elevate further the role of philanthropy by
and for women, to strengthen the networks of support, and to advance
techniques that engage women and girls more fully in social change.

In recent decades, charitable giving by Americans, including founda-
tions, individuals, and corporations, has equaled about 2 percent of our
national income, for a total of nearly $150 billion per year. Yet for all we
accomplish, there’s still a need to devote more resources to core issues that
threaten society. But can the nonprofit sector truly have an impact in the
fight against inequality, disadvantage, and racism? I obviously believe we
can, and if that weren’t the case, I wouldn’t be advocating for this work.

When we hear news reports of burned churches, day-care-center shoot-
ings in Los Angeles, or hate-speech sites on the Internet, we see the symp-
toms of challenges that have plagued us throughout our history. To grasp
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this problem, and ultimately to solve it, we must look deeper and wider
than we’ve done in the past.

Yet as philanthropists, as leaders of nonprofit organizations, we’re only
fooling ourselves if we believe that it is good enough simply to treat the
symptoms. We need to look at the underpinnings of sexism and racism and
all the barriers to equality and opportunity that prevent millions of Amer-
icans from reaching their full potential. For when they are so denied, our
whole society and world suffers from the loss of what could be.

Encouraging diversity of thoughts and the people thinking them is es-
sential for sparking creativity and innovation. Collaboration and civic par-
ticipation are crucial to improving institutions and assuring sustainable
social change.

Capek and Mead’s work goes a long way toward shining light on or-
ganizations that are doing the right thing, all the while keeping the im-
portant questions and challenges on the table. The authors’ overarching
message is to continue learning. Effective Philanthropy shows how organ-
izations can maximize their potential for effectiveness by institutionalizing
new research and thinking about gender and “deep diversity.” Offering de-
mographics, case studies, strategic funding initiatives, theoretical analyses,
and original research, Effective Philanthropy describes models for effec-
tiveness that need to take root and grow in all kinds of organizations.

William C. Richardson
President and CEO, W. K. Kellogg Foundation






Preface

Why Effective Philanthropy?

The impetus for this book grew from the W. K. Kellogg Foundation’s
Women’s Philanthropy Cluster, a multiyear, core-funding initiative that the
foundation launched in 1996. The Philanthropy Cluster brought together
the Global Fund for Women, Michigan Women’s Foundation, Resource-
ful Women, Women & Philanthropy, and the Women’s Funding Network
to share strategies that would strengthen each of the Cluster organizations
and develop collaborative long-range planning strategies to improve phi-
lanthropy for women and girls.! Both authors of this book have written
in-depth background monographs for the Cluster, and in 1999 the foun-
dation asked us to expand our work into a book highlighting best prac-
tices in the field and collecting in one volume resources needed to make the
case for the importance of foundations funding programs and organiza-
tions that specifically serve the needs of women and girls.?

Kellogg’s Philanthropy Cluster is one of the most recent among coali-
tions that have worked for over thirty years to increase both the amount
and the percentage of foundation dollars reaching women and girls as well
as to improve strategies for funding women’s and girls’ organizations and
programs.® Although these efforts have had some success, the consensus of
the Philanthropy Cluster—along with many other philanthropy profes-
sionals, nonprofit leaders, and researchers—has been that women and girls
still do not receive foundation funding proportionate to their numbers in
the population. Nor do most typical grantmaking approaches adequately
build on the strengths of women and girls or meet their documented needs
and the needs of their families and communities. So we began this project
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with a primary focus on how philanthropy does and does not work for
women and girls.

For the first phase of our research, October 2001 through February
2002, we interviewed sixty philanthropic and nonprofit leaders—polling
them, among other topics, about effective funding strategies and road-
blocks to increasing and improving funding for women and girls.* As we
spoke with these leaders about their observations and concerns, it became
clear that we had to broaden the focus of our book: among the most fre-
quently mentioned issues that surfaced in these interviews was the need to
understand and talk about gender in the broadest possible contexts of
race, class, sexual orientation, religion, national identity, culture, disabil-
ity, and other realities of people’s lives.’ The bottom line according to the
people we interviewed is that in order to be effective, foundations must
both understand diversity and institutionalize that knowledge.

Other frequently cited issues and concerns raised by these leaders are
listed below, ranked in order of frequency. We have used these findings to
shape the structure of our book.

+ The need for talking in more subtle ways about organizational culture
and the importance of institutionalizing diversity and gendered cultural
competence®

+ The need for better and more accessible demographic data as a key tool
of institutionalized diversity and cultural competence

+ The need for grantees to focus on effectiveness and target foundations’
issue areas when they make the case for funding women and girls

+ The importance of relationships and partnerships (between funders and
grantees, among funders, and among grantees themselves)

« The importance of applying international understandings of gender to
domestic grants programs

+ The need to take a closer look at women in foundation leadership posi-
tions (constraints, strengths, and the need for leadership on women’s issues)
+ The need for new language and strategies for talking about effective
grant making for women and girls

+ The importance of leadership to address and institutionalize such
effectiveness

+ The need to educate and/or change both foundation and nonprofit
boards to be more accountable for effective philanthropy
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The most important insight we gained from all the research, conversations,
and thinking that inform this book, however, is the link between doing
effective philanthropy and funding women and girls. When foundations
are effective, they fund women and girls explicitly. They understand, for ex-
ample, that funding a “youth”-in-science-and-technology initiative in inner-
city Los Angeles does not work well for either boys or for girls unless:

+ Funders exercise “due diligence” regarding a potential grantee’s ability
to understand specific cultural differences, including gender, that affect
how children think of themselves and their career opportunities

+ Both the funder and the nonprofit doing the work account for docu-
mented differences in how boys and girls from different cultures relate to
and learn science and technology’

When foundations understand how much they gain by considering mul-
tiple perspectives—all the complex historical and cultural dimensions, in-
cluding gender, that affect individuals, families, and communities—then
gender becomes just one piece of the big picture, and foundations start
funding women and girls explicitly. And, not surprisingly, their other fund-
ing initiatives also become more effective.

About the Authors

The research and thinking that shape this book come from a variety of
sources. Authors Mary Ellen Capek and Molly Mead have years of hands-
on experience in philanthropy, nonprofit leadership, and higher education.
They are also researchers and leading authors on the subject of women,
girls, and philanthropy.

Mary Ellen Capek is a founding officer and former executive director of
the National Council for Research on Women. She is a founding board
member of the Aspen Institute’s Nonprofit Sector Research Fund, a former
member of Independent Sector’s Research Committee and The Conference
Board’s Work/Life Leadership Council (formerly Work/Family Council), a
founding member of Women & Philanthropy’s Action/Research Commit-
tee, and board chair of the Equality New Mexico Foundation. She currently
works as a consultant to both foundations and nonprofit organizations, de-
livers speeches and workshops on deep diversity and effective philanthropy,
and is a research scholar affiliated with the Anderson Schools of Manage-
ment at the University of New Mexico.
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Molly Mead is Lincoln Filene Professor at Tufts University’s University
College of Citizenship and Public Service. She teaches courses in leader-
ship, gender and public policy, and innovative nonprofits in the depart-
ment of Urban and Environmental Policy and the department of American
Studies. She is a research advisor to the Girls’ Coalition of Greater Boston,
a member of Women & Philanthropy’s Action/Research Committee, and
also works as a consultant to foundations and nonprofits on the topic of
women, girls, and philanthropy. She has worked closely with the United
Way of Massachusetts Bay to help them develop their Today’s Girls . . . To-
morrow’s Leaders campaign, a program that raises funds for and develops
the capacities of programs that serve girls. She regularly speaks at events
around the country where funders and grantees discuss how to serve
women and girls more effectively.

Research Informing This Book

The authors’ original research informing this book includes interviews and
focus groups with more than 250 women and men over the last decade.

+ Mead’s in-person interviews in 1993 and 1994 with philanthropic lead-
ers in Boston and a six-year research study (1995-2000) on the outcomes
for girls who participate in coed youth programs in Boston

« Capek’s research in 1997 and 1998 for the W. K. Kellogg Foundation
that included in-person and telephone interviews with current and former
trustees, CEOs, senior executives, and program officers in private foun-
dations, corporate foundations, family foundations, community founda-
tions, and women’s funds; leadership of the identity-based Affinity Groups
of the Council on Foundations; heads of women’s organizations and other
nonprofit organizations; women donors across the age spectrum; consul-
tants, professional fundraisers, and development directors

+ Research done in 2000 and 2001 by both Capek and Mead for Chicago
Women in Philanthropy: focus groups, in-person and telephone interviews
with foundation CEOs and trustees, foundation senior staff and consul-
tants, nonprofit leaders, and researchers in the Chicago philanthropic
community

« Sixty “key informant” telephone interviews conducted specifically for
this book, some of them re-interviews of subjects in the earlier Kellogg
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Foundation research, that included interviews with leaders with signifi-
cant experience and responsibility in private foundations, corporate foun-
dations, family foundations, women’s funds, women’s organizations, and
other nonprofit organizations

« Thirty-seven interviews conducted for the six “model” case studies (in-
cluded in chapter 3 of this book) with foundation trustees, staff, and
grantees
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Introduction

Philanthropy is a Greek word whose origins literally mean “love for man-
kind.” Contemporary use of the term refers to voluntary giving by indi-
viduals and organizations to promote the common good. Philanthropy is
a fundamental human impulse. People of all economic means and cultures
develop lifetime habits of donation and service to a wide range of causes—
aiding family members and those less fortunate, sustaining communities
and cultures, and working for systemic social change. Although public
and private philanthropy in many countries at various stages of economic
development are increasingly common, the United States has evolved the
most institutionalized history of philanthropy—driven at least in part by
federal-income-tax exemptions for contributions to organizations certi-
fied “charitable” or “nonprofit” by state governments.

This book is about “organized” philanthropy in the United States, phi-
lanthropy by foundations: tax-exempt nonprofit, charitable organizations
created by individuals, families, and corporations with gifts of money,
stock, or other resources invested to generate income used to make grants.
In 2004, more than 66,000 foundations with over $476.7 billion in assets
gave an estimated $32.4 billion in grants to nonprofit organizations to sup-
port a variety of activities, including research, health, education, arts, and
culture as well as both systemic and charitable efforts to alleviate poverty
and improve people’s lives.'

Why Philanthropy Matters

Foundations are stewards of resources that would otherwise be added to
federal and state treasuries. So given that these assets are managed pri-
vately instead of paid into the U.S. Treasury, foundation dollars are, by this
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definition at least, public money, money otherwise taxed and used for
public benefit. For this reason alone, the public should know more about
how foundations are managed.

But it is not the size of endowments they manage that make foundations
an interesting sector to study. Collectively, foundation endowments add up
to large sums, but they represent only a small fraction of the total federal
budget, so the dollar value of the sector, while significant and growing, is
in fact relative. Most foundation clients—nonprofit organizations—sel-
dom rely on foundations for more than fifteen percent of their annual bud-
gets. Yet foundations have significant influence beyond the dollar values of
their endowments or their grants because foundations are a bellwether for
both the nonprofit sector and for society at large. A foundation grant is
an imprimatur, a “Good Housekeeping seal of approval” that can help a
nonprofit organization—new or established—attract a wider donor base.
Effective foundation support—or the lack of it—can make or break non-
profits and the well-being of many constituents they serve.

Increasingly, foundations have important roles to play in public policy
by funding research and policy analyses as well as working in collabora-
tion with other sectors to implement effective policy. By some assessments,
the success of conservative public policy at federal, state, and local levels
in the last several decades is largely attributable to the strategic philan-
thropy of a small group of conservative foundations. In a series of reports,
the National Committee for Responsive Philanthropy documents the ef-
fective philanthropic strategies that conservative foundations have used to
support activities of public policy-oriented right-wing think tanks at the
federal, state, and local levels.?

Service on nonprofit boards, especially “culture” boards like museums
and the performing arts or boards for the “right” diseases that have gar-
nered high-status profiles, provides essential expertise, generous donations
of both time and money, and considerable community benefit. But another
dimension of this generous charitable service is status: board service on the
“right” boards is de rigueur for both women and men who are upwardly
mobile (or have arrived) in high-status social and business communities
and networks, and many elite trustees also serve on private, family, and
community foundation boards. While these wider cultural and public-
policy dimensions of the philanthropic sector are beyond the scope of this
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book, it is important to name them because they demonstrate the multi-
faceted—and often unacknowledged—weight and influence both charitable
giving and foundations hold in our social, political, and economic sectors.

By virtue of their “power of the purse” and more subtle forms of influ-
ence, foundations are key players in U.S. social, economic, and public-
policy sectors. This is the main reason we have written this book. When
foundations function effectively, there is potential for tremendous public
benefit. When these institutions, which influence the public good both di-
rectly and indirectly, do their work effectively, the impact on the public
good is enormous. A quick scan of funding priorities makes this point. In
2003, the largest 1,010 U.S. foundations allocated an estimated 87 percent
of their funding, an estimated $12.4 billion, to education (25 percent),
health (20 percent), human services (16 percent), arts and culture (13 per-
cent), and public affairs/society benefit (13 percent).’ Imagine the public
benefit if foundations were able to make still more effective grants in all of
these areas.

But many foundations are elite institutions, classic examples of organi-
zations with little actual public accountability beyond the narrow con-
straints of federal and state tax laws. In many instances, foundations have
self-perpetuating boards, and they “market” to clients who, for all intents
and purposes, are captive customers. While many foundations, especially
larger, professionally staffed foundations, work responsibly, collegially,
and for “the common good,” many more—an estimated five out of six U.S.
foundations*—are unstaffed and, for want of a better word, idiosyncratic
because they are influenced by family members on their boards or finan-
cial advisors who may or may not have the interests of “the common good”
as part of their portfolio.

All of which is why foundations make such an interesting subject for a
book about organizational success. Much of what we write about in this
book can be equally applied to the corporate sector, to government, and to
higher education. The case studies and other examples of effective philan-
thropy cited throughout this book are models for the kinds of effectiveness
that need to take root and grow in all kinds of organizations—large and
small, private and public, national and regional, bureaucratic and entre-
preneurial. Given their inherently elite status with so few outside pressures
to change, foundations are the least likely sector to model cutting-edge
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organizational effectiveness initiatives. As one of our seasoned CEO re-
spondents observed, “Trying to move the philanthropic sector is like try-
ing to herd cats”

So if foundations can learn to be effective in the ways we describe
throughout this book, so too can colleges and universities. So too can
multinational corporations and government agencies. So too can both
large and small nonprofits. And while we focus throughout the book on
philanthropy itself and provide examples specific to foundations’ primary
work—giving away money—many of our analyses, case studies, and
benchmarks can work for any organizations that aspire to be effective.

What Is Effective Philanthropy?

So just what is effective philanthropy? Effective philanthropy is philan-
thropy that has impact. It is philanthropy that succeeds at amassing, man-
aging, then allocating financial and human resources in ways that have the
greatest positive impact in the sectors that foundations choose to fund. To
allocate resources effectively, foundations must have vision and strategies
for their grant making that allow them to analyze issues and concerns they
want to influence, identifying both challenges and potential resources.
They must be able to find the nonprofit organizations most likely to pro-
duce the results they intend. They must be able to structure their grants in
ways that will be most useful to their grantees. And they must evaluate
what they do to ensure they are having the intended impacts.

So how do foundations have impact, and what makes them effective?
The most important findings from our research—and the central theme of
this book—are the links between foundation effectiveness and institu-
tionalizing nuanced understandings of diversity, including gender. Why di-
versity? As we describe in more detail in chapters 1 and 2, the foundation
and nonprofit leaders interviewed for this first phase of our research most
often define effective philanthropy in terms that can be summed up as “de-
mocratized” philanthropy and “democratized” organizational dynamics.
Benchmarks for effective philanthropy (figure I.1) that emerged from the
first phase of research for this book replicated findings from our earlier re-
search and helped us frame the concept of “deep diversity.”

“Democratized” philanthropy encourages responsive “bottom-up”
grant making as well as effective “top-down” funding initiatives that in-
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Figure I.1
Benchmarks for effective philanthropy.

¢ Encourage responsive “bottom-up” grantmaking as well as effective
initiative-driven grant making

¢ Develop mutually respectful relationships between funders and grantees

e Include those working “closest to the ground,” grantees as well as foun-
dation staff and trustees, in decision making and priority setting

® Make sure decision makers have firsthand experience and/or breadth of
theoretical knowledge in the areas foundations fund

® Encourage risk taking on the part of both foundations and grantees

* Do multiyear, core support grants

e Stick with grantees over time

e Leverage support from other funders on behalf of grantees

e Build collaboratives with other funders that can leverage and publicize for
public benefit both grantees” and foundations’ own expertise

¢ Aim for “transparency” with clear guidelines and accessibility

e Establish goal setting and accountability that includes both internal and
external evaluations of the effectiveness and impact of foundations’ own
grant making

e Work with grantees (and covers their costs) to evaluate the quality and
impact of grantees” work

¢ Foster a “learning organization” culture of willingness to learn, accom-
modate “midcourse corrections,” and change

clude stakeholder input and stress the importance of responsible, mutually
respectful relationships between funders and grantees. And “democra-
tized” philanthropy makes an effort to include in foundation decision mak-
ing and priority setting those working “closest to the ground,” grantees as
well as foundation staff and trustees—all of whom have either (preferably
both) firsthand experience or breadth of knowledge in the areas founda-
tions seek to fund.’

Benchmarks for effective philanthropy also include risk taking on the
part of both funders and grantees; the importance of making multiyear,
core support grants and sticking with grantees over time; leveraging sup-
port from other funders on behalf of grantees; building collaboratives with
other funders that can publicize for public benefit both grantees’ and foun-
dations’ expertise; and finally “transparency”—clear guidelines and acces-
sibility coupled with internal and external evaluations of the effectiveness
and impact of foundations’ own grant making as well as evaluations of the
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quality and impact of grantees’ work—all of which enable funders to im-
prove both their accountability and their expertise.

Defining Deep Diversity

While these benchmarks have little to do with gender, as we note in the
preface, gender equity in philanthropy is the primary reason we started
writing this book. Other than obvious examples like the one cited in the
preface about science initiatives for “youth” versus science initiatives for
boys and girls, why claim a link between gender and these benchmarks for
effective philanthropy? Our interviews with philanthropic and nonprofit
leaders about their priorities and perceptions of effective philanthropy
made it increasingly clear that effective organizations and “democratized”
philanthropy are intimately linked to a more nuanced understanding of
gender in all its complexity. This is a three-step analysis.

First, much of what we understand about the social construction of gen-
der in fact applies to a wide range of institutional diversity issues. Second,
the converse is also true: any working definition of institutional diversity
must also incorporate knowledge of gender and how gender plays out in
institutions, often to the disadvantage of women and girls. Third, and most
important, as we analyzed patterns emerging from our interviews with
philanthropic and nonprofit leaders, another dimension of these issues
came into focus that makes this book both timely and essential: nuanced
understanding of diversity that includes gender and gendered cultural
competence is a key variable for doing effective philanthropy.

The term “diversity” is commonly understood to refer to race and eth-
nicity more than it is to gender or class. But focusing on race or class apart
from gender creates false dichotomies. In fact, women and girls are part of
every racial and ethnic group from the most privileged to the least: women
and girls are included in all economic classes, sexual orientations, disabil-
ities, age groups, and other diversities. And understanding the social con-
struction of gender also means understanding how men and boys of all
races and classes are adversely affected by “gender conformity”—the head
counselor in an inner city after-school career program, for example, who
discourages a Hispanic boy who wants to be a nursery school teacher; a
welfare-to-work initiative that offers parenting classes for mothers but not
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for fathers; or a large nonprofit legal resource agency that offers “family
leave” for both men and women but whose woman CEO through teasing
and decisions about promotion implicitly discourages men from making
use of the policy.

Diversity also works to democratize boards and staffs of foundations.
More diverse boards and staffs have a better shot at doing effective phi-
lanthropy. Understanding gender in the context of other diversities like
race, class, and culture—which also means understanding the insidious,
often subtle and unacknowledged preference for “normal,” which we
define and discuss in the next section—is essential for building healthier in-
stitutions and doing more effective grantmaking. Philanthropic and non-
profit leaders interviewed for this book emphasized the need for new
language to capture this understanding. To respond to that need, we ex-
perimented with terms from other languages (e.g. verscheiden, mannig-
faltig, diversité, diversidad) to help keep readers conscious and alert to the
totality of how we are defining diversity, but we chose an English phrase,
“deep diversity,” that appears, among other contexts, in the philosophy of
education, Canadian political science, and Santa Fe seed catalogs market-
ing biodiversity.®

We intend our use of the term “deep diversity” to parallel and draw con-
notations from the term “deep democracy,” a concept growing out of in-
ternational grassroots organizing efforts. “Deep democracy” emphasizes
strategic transnational networks, collaborations, coalitions, and federa-
tions of the poor and disenfranchised at the same time that it highlights a
set of traditional democratic principles like inclusion, participation, trans-
parency, and accountability.” Throughout our book, we use the term “deep
diversity” to describe an institutionalized understanding of diversity that
goes wide as well as deep.

+ Wide to include the breadth and web of differences that weave through
most modern organizations: gender, sexual orientation, gender identity,®
race, ethnicity, nationality, religion, class, disability, geography, age, learn-
ing styles, and other physiological, social, cultural, and economically de-
fined differences that categorize groups of individuals

+ Deep into an organization’s DNA, or to use another metaphor, deep into
the taproot of an organization and intertwined in the wide network of
roots that anchors and feeds the whole of an organization’s culture.
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Defining “Gendered Cultural Competence”

Like connotations of “deep democracy,” we intend the phrase “deep di-
versity” to echo the importance of collaboration, networks, and coalitions
of those most affected by foundations’ work, as well as fundamental dem-
ocratic principles like inclusion, participation, collaboration, transparency,
and accountability. “Cultural competence” is a term in common use in the
medical and nursing professions, social-service agencies, counseling, law
enforcement, education, and other helping professions that describes the
ability of individuals and organizations to offer and deliver services tai-
lored to the complex needs of the culturally diverse populations they serve.
The term “gendered cultural competence” emphasizes the importance of
making sure gender is consciously included in the concept. As we are defin-
ing it here, “gendered cultural competence” describes some of the required
skills for doing “deep diversity,” skills that enable people to communicate
and function effectively across a wide variety of differences.

Defining “Norm”

As the case studies in chapter 3 document, foundations that institutional-
ize deep diversity fund women and girls. And foundations that institution-
alize deep diversity have learned to challenge norms. We define Norm, as a
capitalized noun, to be the insidious, often subtle, and unacknowledged
tyranny of “normal.” Webster’s Third defines norm as “an ideal standard
binding upon the members of a group and serving to guide, control, or reg-
ulate proper and acceptable behavior”—an innocuous enough definition
describing a fundamental building block of civil society.’

Like HDL and LDL cholesterol, however, there are good norms and bad
norms. High-density lipoprotein (HDL), the “good” cholesterol, protects
against heart attacks. But too much low-density lipoprotein (LDL) circu-
lating in our blood forms plaque, a thick, hard deposit that clogs arteries.
Bad norms get in the way of our health and the health of our relationships
and organizations. So the key questions about Norm are: Who gets to de-
cide “proper and acceptable behavior”? Who decides who looks “normal”?
Why do these controls and guides so often become blind spots that get in
the way of effective philanthropy?
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At its most extreme, Norm becomes racism, sexism, heterosexism, ho-
mophobia, transgender phobia, classism, fundamentalism, egotism, able-
ism, ageism, and xenophobia, and abuse of social, economic, and political
power. Most of us working in the philanthropy and nonprofit sector have
learned to avoid at least the appearance of these egregious manifestations
of Norm. But it is the hidden assumptions, the unspoken expectations, and
unyielding attitudes that make Norm so dangerous for deep diversity.
Norm assumes the face of neutrality, the appearance of “universal”—
generic, genderless, objective, colorblind, classless—in determining poli-
cies, procedures, and informal cultural interactions and assumed values
that in fact are neither neutral nor universal.

We are writing this book to help foundations, nonprofits, and a wide
range of other organizations recognize Norm, the arbiter of “proper and
acceptable behavior” that too often becomes an unnamed, undiscussable
elephant on the table, the invisible dead center of organizations that pushes
to the periphery all the group identities included in our definition of deep
diversity: gender, race, class, sexual orientation, gender identity, age, dis-
ability, geography, nationality, religion, and other diversities—anyone
“not Norm.” The last decade has seen a wealth of important research that
documents how unexamined organizational norms get in the way of effec-
tive management. Researchers like Joan Acker, Lotte Bailyn, Marta Calas,
Robin Ely, Joyce Fletcher, Evangelina Holvino, Deborah Kolb, Joanne
Martin, Deborah Merrill-Sands, Debra Meyerson, Aruna Rao, Rhona
Rapoport, Linda Smircich, and others have developed a cluster of helpful
analyses and strategies for better understanding these dynamics and how
they work to the disadvantage of most people in organizations, women
and men of all races and ethnicities.°

So this is also a book about dismantling Norm—about how organiza-
tions learn to spot and avoid the pressures of convention, those “normal”
organizational imperatives that reproduce “the way it’s always been done”
conventions, the ruts in the brain, the mud in the road solidified by the sun,
over-and-over-and-over-again preferences, styles, and comfort zones in-
stead of reaching for innovative and effective governance, staffing, and col-
laborative partnerships. As we document throughout this book, “Norm
knowledge” is essential for effective philanthropy. Of all “normal” group
identities, gender is perhaps the most familiar. For better or for worse, in



10 Introduction

virtually all modern societies, people are identified as males or females,
men or women, boys or girls. So understanding gender and gender iden-
tity becomes a key strategy in this book for understanding differences,
deep diversity, and Norm knowledge. Understanding how unexamined as-
sumptions about gender in fact structure relationships and expectations of
what’s normal and what’s rewarded in organizations is key to achieving ef-
fective philanthropy. Throughout this book, we use examples of the social
construction of gender and gender identity to document how Norm un-
dermines innovation and effectiveness, both in foundations and in their
grantees. And how understanding gender enhances and strengthens inno-
vation, especially an understanding of gender framed within deep diversity,
the complex textures of people’s lives and cultures and an understanding
of the cultures of their organizations.

Funding Norm doesn’t effectively fund Norma—or anyone else, for that
matter. But the philanthropic practices that most benefit women and girls
are the same practices that strengthen philanthropy generally. This book
aims to provide helpful analyses of the social construction of gender and
gender dynamics that often get overlooked in discussions of deep diversity
and organizational health and well-being. With this book, we offer in one
volume theoretical analyses, case studies, model funding initiatives, de-
mographics, and a broad array of resources that help shift the conversation
about funding women and girls from the margin to the center of the non-
profit sector’s discourse, a shift that serves as a model of how philanthropy
can become more effective.

What We Learned from Our Research: The Good News

There is plenty of good news to report. Many established women’s and
girls’ nonprofit organizations are successful. Over the last several decades,
many more women’s and girls organizations have made serious commit-
ments to practices like deep diversity. Well-managed organizations like
Family Violence Prevention Fund, Girls Inc., Girl Scouts of the USA, Insti-
tute for Women’s Policy Research, the National Council for Research on
Women, National Partnership for Women and Families, National Women’s
Law Center, Legal Momentum (formerly the NOW Legal Defense and
Education Fund), and the Wellesley Centers for Women—to name just a
few—have produced impressive programs, policy initiatives, and research.
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They have learned to make the case for funding their issues and in the pro-
cess built a wide range of foundation support, individual donor bases,
government contracts, and in-kind support. As we describe in chapter 4,
some foundations, including women’s funds like the Ms. Foundation for
Women, are launching initiatives that expand beyond “women only”/
“girls only” to “both/and” frameworks—mainstreaming sophisticated
gender knowledge within coed youth programs, for example, as well as
funding innovative girls-only organizations and programs. And some non-
profit youth organizations, like those described in chapter 5 that serve
both girls and boys, are doing a better job of meeting the specific needs of
girls within their programs.

More good news: as described in chapters 4-7, many more funders have
developed increasingly sophisticated understandings of gender and deep
diversity within their own program areas than they did only a few years
ago. Funders are also thinking in bigger, more imaginative frames of ref-
erence that go beyond short-term problem solving. “Twenty years ago, all
the money we got was to solve a social problem,” one nonprofit executive
points out. “Now foundations are more aware of the need to invest in the
healthy development of young people rather than just fix problems they
have. This is a very different orientation” And more funders are imple-
menting strategic funding initiatives that include unrestricted core support
and multiyear grants—sticking with grantees for the long haul. More fund-
ers also realize that effective social change takes a long time to bring about
and sometimes entails taking large risks with no assurance of immediate
or even longer-term success. As the case studies in chapter 3 document,
funders are “in there” partnering with their grantees for as long as it takes
to keep working on mutually defined ambitions.

Still more good news: both the number and size of foundations organ-
ized to target support to the specific needs of women and girls have grown
exponentially since the early 1970s. By 2005, a handful of U.S.-based funds
had grown to more than 100 women’s funds worldwide. In the United
States and Canada, a sample of 50 funds that belong to the Women’s Fund-
ing Network reported over $630 million in net assets for fiscal year 1999
and for the same time period, $180.3 million in dollars raised and $21.3
million given away in grants. By 2005, the number of funds participating
in the network had grown to 105. Women’s funds and foundations, like
many women’s organizations, also have made important commitments to



12 Introduction

deep diversity—in the case of the women’s funds, they have democratized
donors and achieved greater racial/ethnic diversity on their boards and
staffs. Over the years, the funds’ experiments with less hierarchical struc-
tures and grantee-driven grant awards have brought necessary innovations
to organized philanthropy. And they are building larger endowments: the
Ms. Foundation for Women, for example, one of the largest women’s funds
in the United States, in 2005 had an endowment of over $22 million. In
2004, the foundation gave away $3.8 million in grants.

We also are seeing that commitment to deep diversity pays off in effec-
tive philanthropy and more effective institutional cultures. As we noted
earlier, results of original research conducted for this book document that
much of what we understand about the dynamics of gender also applies to
a wide range of diversity issues—in organizations across sectors as well as
in foundations and nonprofits—and in fact leads us to deeper under-
standing about effective philanthropy in general: a foundation’s commit-
ment to deep diversity helps democratize its board and staff, and more
effective philanthropy ensues. New foundation models are emerging, six
of them highlighted in chapter 3, that document the process of democra-
tizing philanthropic boards and staffs, signaling what researcher Mark
Dowie describes as a “new covenant between society and philanthropy.”!!
An understanding of deep diversity is key to these new models.

What We Learned from Our Research: The Bad News

The bad news is that small-budget and grassroots nonprofit organizations
still have a hard time functioning. While many lack the capacity necessary
to do more sophisticated fundraising, many more have managed to cobble
together effective proposals that they still cannot get funded. In spite of
increases in support available from community-based women’s funds and
women’s initiatives within community foundations in recent years, many
grassroots organizations do not receive funding adequate to do their
work—in many cases critical service-delivery and activist projects. Even
larger, multifocused, and established women’s and girls’ organizations still
have to devote too much time convincing funders that their programs in-
corporating gender are essential to strengthening society and “deepening”
democracy.

While philanthropic dollars reaching women’s and girls’ programs in the
last decade have increased, in part because of the surging 1990s economy,
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the percentage of grant dollars specifically earmarked for women and girls
from major U.S. foundations did not. According to figures compiled by
The Foundation Center, the percentage of foundation dollars granted to
programs specifically targeting women and girls from 1975 to 2003 in-
creased from 0.5 percent to 7.3 percent—an increase but still minor, al-
most insignificant part of most foundation portfolios. In order to be
classified as a grant to women and girls, a grant must meet one of the Foun-
dation Center’s four requirements: 1) women and girls make up a sub-
stantial majority of the grant recipient’s members or clients; 2) the grant is
intended to increase participation by, or extend services to, women or
girls; 3) the grant recipient addresses an issue or discipline as it affects
women or girls; and 4) the grant recipient addresses an issue or discipline
whose impact primarily affects women and girls.!? While the Foundation
Center figures obviously do not reflect the total amount of funding that
reaches women and girls, they do reflect grants purposely targeted to
women and girls, which are grants more likely to be effective because i tar-
geting specific population groups, funders are more likely to know who
benefits from their funding.

Knowing who benefits is essential to philanthropic effectiveness. Some
of those who dispute the Foundation Center numbers argue those num-
bers are an “understatement” because by definition women get over 50
percent of the benefits of their grant making. But funders need to ask two
key questions that are part of any effective grant maker’s “due diligence”
toolbox.

« Exactly who is being served?

« How does the grant seeker’s program or initiative respond to the needs,
strengths, and resources of those being served?

Grant makers who argue that grants to coeducational colleges and uni-
versities benefit women equally with men, for example, may be overlook-
ing questions of effectiveness.

On the other side of the controversy about the percentage of grant dol-
lars reaching women and girls, advocates miss significant opportunities if
they argue that to be effective all grants must be “targeted” to women’s or
girls’ organizations or programs. In 1970, when women were virtually
ignored by philanthropy and most public policies, it made sense to argue
for targeted philanthropy. There was a pressing need to build an infra-
structure of organizations specifically designed to advance the status of
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women. But that singular focus is now too limited. As we document
throughout this book, to be effective, foundations do need to fund organ-
izations specifically designed to serve women and girls. But “universal”
programs and organizations also must be challenged to serve women and
girls more effectively. Women’s funding advocates lose credibility when
they limit their arguments to “targeting” or those seven-percent numbers.

As we discuss in chapters 1 and 2, however, much of the “understate-
ment” in numbers arises from exactly the issue that concerns advocates:
because it remains controversial to fund women, program officers may
frame their grant making for women and girls in more universal terms to
ensure it will not be rejected at higher levels of review. This is a resource-
ful strategy any good program officer knows how to use, but it begs the
question. To be effective, philanthropy has to understand the implications
and benefits of how and where its dollars are spent.

Other bad news: while many foundations struggle in creative ways to de-
velop programs aimed at systemic causes of social and economic dispari-
ties, many funders avoid issues of poverty, violence, and other deep-rooted
social ills altogether. Or they respond to victims’ needs in the short term
and ignore the messier systemic roots of social and economic injustice that
eat away at the underpinnings of a successful democracy. And often foun-
dations miss opportunities to incorporate innovative thinking about fund-
ing women into their larger portfolio of grant-making programs. Many
still assume that women are a special interest group deserving some (but
not substantial) resources. As noted, segregated grant-making programs
for women and girls are typically only a small part of foundations’ overall
funding strategies. Not only that, but some philanthropic leaders and ad-
vocates for women and girls are mired in decades-old “victim” demands
or base their requests only on arguments that seek equity, a “fair share” of
the grant-making pie for “women’s issues.”

In our view, the most appropriate goal is not a “fair share” of anything.
The metaphor is misleading. As some of us have been arguing for years,
“Think yeast, not pie, if you want more dough.” The goal is deep democ-
racy—a stronger, more vibrant society in which everyone’s diverse contri-
butions are recognized, appreciated, utilized, and funded. We hope in this
book to present an analysis that documents persuasively that virtually all
issues are women’s issues and that understanding gender is a key factor in
successful deep democracy and effective philanthropy (figure 1.2).
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Figure 1.2
Bad-news problems and good-news solutions.

PROBLEM: Small-budget and grassroots nonprofit organizations still have a hard time
surviving. Grassroots organizations do not receive funding adequate to do their work.
SOLUTION: See chapter 7, especially model funding initiatives Hispanics in Philanthropy
(HIP), Funders for Lesbians and Gay Issues (FLAG), and Los Angeles Urban Funders
(LAUF)

PROBLEM: Even larger, multi-focused, and established women’s and girls’ organiza-
tions have to devote too much time to convince funders about the importance of gender.
SOLUTION: See chapter 7, especially model funding initiatives United Way of Massa-
chusetts Bay, National Women’s Law Center and NYC Board of Education, and Ms.
Foundation Funding Collaboratives.

PROBLEM: Percentage of grant dollars specifically earmarked for women and girls
from major U.S. foundations has not increased.

SOLUTION: See chapters 1-4: funders develop increased awareness of “deep diversity”
and “both/and” funding strategies.

PROBLEM: Too many funders still funding “universal” or generic programs, which
usually are not effective grants.

SOLUTION: See chapters 1, 3, and 5: funders need more nuanced knowledge of deep di-
versity and gender in all its complexity; so-called “universal” programs and organiza-
tions must learn to serve women and girls more effectively. Philanthropy has to do “due
diligence” and recognize the implications and benefits of how and where its dollars are
spent.

PROBLEM: Too many funders avoid issues of poverty, violence, and other deep-rooted
social ills altogether.
SOLUTION: See chapters 3 and 7, especially HIP, FLAG, and LAUE

PROBLEM: Too many funders still respond to victims’ needs in the short term.
SOLUTION: See chapter 3: core support and long-term grant making.

PROBLEM: Foundations miss opportunities to incorporate innovative thinking about
gender into their larger portfolio of grant-making programs. Many still assume that
women are a “special interest group,” deserving some (but not substantial) resources.
SOLUTION: See chapter 6: model international funding strategies.

PROBLEM: Some advocates for women and girls are stuck in decades-old “victim” de-
mands that seek equity, a “fair share” of the grantmaking pie for “women’s issues.”
SOLUTION: See chapters 1 and 4: funders need to help sustain deep-diversity organiza-
tions, recognizing that all issues are women’s issues. Understanding gender is a key fac-
tor in successful deep democracy and effective philanthropy.
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Best Practices and Roadblocks

Another important theme that emerged in the research for this book, in
retrospect, is not surprising. As philanthropy has become increasingly pro-
fessionalized over the last several decades, an increasing need has arisen
for foundations to become more effective: strategic and innovative, work-
ing within current realities while at the same time aiming to improve both
their own and their grantees’ accountability and practice. In 1997, Grant-
makers for Effective Organizations (GEQO) formed as an affinity group of
the Council on Foundations to address many of these concerns in founda-
tions themselves, among grantees, and within the larger profession of phi-
lanthropy. Michael Porter and Mark Kramer, who founded the Center for
Effective Philanthropy in 1999, describe strategic ways foundations can
think more systematically about their philanthropic work and how to
measure the effectiveness of their funding initiatives.'

There is also a growing literature about “learning organizations” that a
number of philanthropic and nonprofit leaders interviewed for this book
have found helpful in assessing their institutions’ organizational cultures.
As we describe in chapters 1 and 2, the fundamentals of “learning organ-
izations” are common sense and have been around for a long time. But the
concept took off in 1990 with Peter Senge’s book, The Fifth Discipline:
The Art and Practice of the Learning Organization, which launched wide-
ranging literature on the subject as well as the Society for Organizational
Learning, a separate nonprofit that started out as the Center for Organi-
zational Learning at MIT’s Sloan School of Management. As Senge defines
it, a learning organization is one in which “people continually expand
their capacity to create the results they truly desire, where new and ex-
pansive patterns of thinking are nurtured, where collective aspiration is set
free, and where people are continually learning how to learn together.”*
The organizational learning literature concentrates largely on systems
thinking, values, dialogue, and feedback, and also stresses openness and
shared vision.

As helpful as these resources are, however, neither Senge’s “learning or-
ganizations” nor Porter and Kramer’s “effective philanthropy” strategies
have yet to link the dynamic thinking that informs their analyses of effec-
tive organizations with the creative insights and thinking involved in deep
diversity, gendered cultural competence, and Norm knowledge. Too often,
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sophisticated quantitative metrics used to track best practices offer little
more than strategies for measuring common practices. To get to best prac-
tices, foundations need to look at a broad range of indicators that include
assessing how “deep” their diversity goes and how effectively their organ-
izations dismantle Norm and what Senge calls “mental models,” as well as
more quantifiable measures like positioning and impact. As Porter and
Kramer say about one of the foundations they are assessing, they have
“done much good, but . . . could do even better.”'s

To cite just two examples, Porter and Kramer talk about the importance
of foundations’ central role in leading social progress and thinking strate-
gically about creating social value, especially in times of diminishing
resources. If foundations miss deep diversity and Norm knowledge, how-
ever—if they do not have in their boardrooms or on senior staff people like
those they are funding and lack the benefit of diverse perspectives engrained
into their organizations—these “shallow diversity” foundations do long-
term thinking and goal setting that are seldom strategic or effective. They
lack the capacity to define the broadest range of problems they are at-
tempting to solve. This “shallow diversity thinking” is the equivalent of do-
ing cancer research without looking at patients’ genetic history. Even the
most basic way Porter and Kramer describe foundations’ creating value—
selecting the best grantees—does not happen if foundations overlook deep
diversity. As described in detail in chapter 7, the philanthropists that even-
tually formed Los Angeles Urban Funders talked about their initial failure
to address root causes of problems they were trying to solve because foun-
dation collaboration had failed to include the experiences of people and
organizations from the most affected neighborhoods.!

Fortunately, new models are developing that document the beneficial
learning that takes place when organizations practice deep diversity, when
employees are encouraged to tap their differences for creative ideas and to
make explicit use of their cultural experiences at work. Researching ef-
forts at the Ford Foundation to increase diversity understanding among
the foundation’s program officers, for instance, David Thomas and Robin
Ely in the mid-nineties developed paradigms for talking about, increasing,
and institutionalizing a more complex understanding of diversity in organ-
izations."” In analyzing effective philanthropic practice, we use Thomas and
Ely’s “learning and effectiveness paradigm” in chapters 1 and 2 to high-
light essential links between and among deep diversity, gendered cultural
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competence, institutional quality, and effectiveness. We show that organi-
zations succeed when they incorporate the best ideas and energies of
all stakeholders into their institutions. Chapter 3, “Capitalizing on Deep
Diversity,” highlights how deep diversity strengthens effective philanthropic
practice for six foundations.

Gendered Cultural Competence

Another aim of this book is to provide sufficiently broad frames of refer-
ence so that both funders and fundraisers—as well as organizational re-
source people in other sectors—can think creatively about issues of
effectiveness that incorporate and transcend gender. As we noted earlier,
“cultural competence” is a term used to describe the ability of individuals
and organizations to work effectively with culturally diverse populations.
“Gendered cultural competence” emphasizes the importance of making
sure gender is consciously included in the concept. Using a “gender lens”
is no guarantee of gendered cultural competence or effective philanthropy.
Nor does it guide an institution towards more effective management.'®* On
the other hand, not using at least trifocals—a gender lens, a race/ethnicity
lens, a class lens—makes effective philanthropy that much harder, if not
altogether unlikely. A gender lens, a race/ethnicity lens, a class lens, and
other appropriate tools like a disability screen—all these are tools of deep
diversity that help us better understand the impact funding initiatives have
on the population groups we seek to help.

Many foundations’ mission statements and funding guidelines describe
commendable ambitions to change society, to have direct benefit and vis-
ible impact, and to ameliorate economic and social injustices. But com-
pelling evidence suggests that for these ambitions to succeed, funders must
see the big picture and grapple with larger issues that have impact—often
hidden but nonetheless profound—on those populations both funders
and nonprofits seek to help. Put simply, both foundations and nonprofits
have a choice of being stuck or being flexible. Especially because so many
foundation program initiatives are aimed at economically disadvantaged
groups, deep diversity and gendered cultural competence—or, as one foun-
dation executive puts it, being “bi- or even tri-paradigmed”—are key to ef-
fective philanthropy.

While all these considerations are crucial, gender still is too often over-
looked, dismissed as unimportant, or labeled “special interest funding.” It
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defies logic to regard a majority of the population as a special interest
group, and the documented needs of women and girls are seldom met if
women and girls are considered mere add-ons to traditional philanthropic
programs. Well-designed grants supporting the needs and strengths of
women and girls both in this country and internationally are essential to
effective philanthropy. The women’s movement succeeded beyond the ex-
pectations, even the imaginations of many people. In our lifetime, women
of all racial and ethnic backgrounds have had opportunities their grand-
mothers never dreamed possible. Indeed, white women now constitute
close to a majority of philanthropic leadership. But in spite of middle- and
upper-class women’s many professional successes, gender-based discrimi-
nation is far from vanquished.

Deep diversity in our philanthropic organizations is essential if we are
to help build stronger communities and a stronger, “deeper” democracy.
As we describe in chapter 6, the awareness that women’s rights are human
rights, a standard assumption in at least some international venues, is key
to building thriving, healthy economies and to improving philanthropic
effectiveness. Understanding how gender, race, ethnicity, disability, and
culture are defining factors in poverty, labor force participation, wage dis-
parities, access to capital, child care, aging, health, and politics—as well
as in the development of healthy organizations that practice deep diver-
sity—all of this knowledge is essential for effective philanthropy.

Straddling the “Giving Desk”

In the course of conducting our research for this book, we were struck by
the extent to which philanthropic and nonprofit perspectives mirror each
other. Among the foundation and nonprofit executives and trustees inter-
viewed for this book, there is little disagreement about what constitutes ef-
fective philanthropy, what works to produce high-quality programs and
strategic funding initiatives, and what is needed to make the independent
sector work better. But many nonprofit leaders and some foundation ex-
ecutives we spoke with talk about a roadblock to effective philanthropy
that at least some foundation executives have a hard time naming. Those
who do talk about it understand what the process looks like from both
sides of the giving desk, which is too often a clunky piece of furniture that
divides the sector and gets in the way of effective philanthropy and the
health of nonprofit organizations, both the organizations that are funded
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and those that are not. Understanding deep diversity and democratization
of philanthropy helps a foundation call the movers to get rid of that clunky
piece of furniture.

Shortly after taking a program officer’s position in a large foundation, a
former nonprofit executive told her husband, “Wow, I’ve gotten so much
smarter. Contentious old pals who are now potential grantees nod enthu-
siastically at everything I say” One roadblock that surfaced in our research
is this elephant on the table, the too often unmentionable power imbalance
between funders and grantees. Another aim of this book is to find ways to
write thoughtfully about that divide from both sides of the giving desk. In
spite of innovative strategic programming on the part of various organiza-
tional meeting grounds between funders and grantees, like Independent
Sector, and regional associations of grant makers and nonprofits, this so-
called power differential emerged in our research as one of several major
roadblocks to more effective philanthropy. And responsibility lies on both
sides of the desk. Many nonprofits are not able or willing to risk honest
feedback to their funders or seek their considerable expertise and partner-
ships in shaping mutually advantageous programs. Many funders, stuck
too long in staff or board jobs, are not able to share power, acknowledge
grantees as peers, or join with them as partners to build stronger programs
and funding initiatives.

The reality is that both the philanthropic and nonprofit communities are
filled with vibrant, creative people working long hours to do important
and often unheralded work. A major goal of this book is to highlight some
of that good work and provide thoughtful analyses and resources that will
enable us all to do our work better. We intend the ideas presented in this
book to be part of an ongoing conversation. Our interpretations—even
though informed by a wide range of research and individual perspectives
and experiences—are far from the last word on any of these subjects.
These analyses and resources are offered as food for thought—and some
new thinking and new language, we hope—for what has been a divisive,
often contentious subject. Our expectation is that others will join this con-
versation and help point the way to still more exciting opportunities for
effective philanthropy.
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What Is Effective Philanthropy?

Effective Philanthropy: A Growing, Sector-Wide Focus

In 1997, The David and Lucile Packard Foundation organized a breakfast
roundtable discussion at that year’s Council on Foundations meeting in
Hawaii to talk about how to help strengthen grantees. The sponsors
quickly found themselves scrambling to add double the number of tables
set for breakfast. Many of the funders who showed up had reached simi-
lar conclusions about the importance of helping their grantees function
more effectively. They were struggling—on their own or in collaboration
with other funders and sometimes with grantees—to articulate broader
roles for themselves. They were looking for ways to strengthen grantee or-
ganizations by helping with long-range planning and more effective staff-
ing, management, and governance practices. At least some of the funders
attending that first breakfast also wanted to get a grip on outcomes and
were especially interested in measuring the impact of funded projects, es-
sentially by assessing how well grantees spent foundation dollars. In short,
grant makers were—and are—becoming increasingly aware that, in addi-
tion to writing checks, they have significant roles to play in supporting the
effectiveness of nonprofit organizations.!

Representatives from The James Irvine Foundation, The Ewing Marion
Kauffman Foundation, and The David and Lucile Packard Foundation,
among other funders attending that first roundtable, gave themselves a
name and constituted themselves as Grantmakers for Effective Organiza-
tions (GEO), an affinity group of the Council on Foundations that by 2002
had merged with the Grantmakers Evaluation Network. By 2004, the ex-
panded organization included over 500 institutional members. Although
early emphasis in the organization was on helping grantees, GEO members
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soon began expanding the definitions of their work to include more as-
sessment of foundations’ own institutional effectiveness. In GEO’s 2003
theory of change, the board decided officially to broaden its focus to in-
clude foundation effectiveness along with nonprofit effectiveness as part
of its mission and commitment to influence the sector at large.>

Foundation effectiveness has a current and central role to play in how
the philanthropic sector is thinking about itself. GEO’ 2003 Baseline
Membership Survey describes its organizational goals as “understanding,
promoting, and supporting the optimal functioning of community-based
and philanthropic organizations so that in partnership they may effec-
tively achieve important social missions.”® The survey reports that most
grant making members of GEO are engaged in supporting grantees’ or-
ganizational effectiveness and capacity-building activities, and there is a
clear assumption that “increased capacity leads to increased levels of
effectiveness.”*

Nine out of ten GEO members support capacity building among their
grantees with a range of initiatives, including operational support grants,
direct in-kind assistance to grantees through foundation staff, services
of management-assistance organizations, capital financing, and venture
grants as well as direct grants to researchers and educators. Specific types
of capacity building supported by GEO members include (in order of fre-
quency): strategic planning, evaluation, collaboration efforts, staff devel-
opment and training, board development, technology and information
systems, leadership development, fund development, marketing and com-
munications, financial systems, program replication, program design and
development, human resources management and training, and social en-
trepreneurship ventures. GEO member organizations’ efforts to improve
their own internal effectiveness include:

+ Redesigning grant making to include organizational effectiveness or
adding capacity-building funding

+ Adjusting program goals

+ Adjusting staff/board roles and strengthening leadership and other skills
+ Enhancing internal operations by improving processes, structures or
systems

« Developing methods for increasing grantee effectiveness and feedback to
funders®
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As useful as these strategies are, however, the GEO survey reports that
“these results also reveal that there is an opportunity to increase members’
own internal effectiveness efforts, as well as a need to develop a common
definition, or set of standards, for effectiveness.”® GEQO is attempting to
model a “causal chain,” with links between specific philanthropic activi-
ties and “outputs, outcomes, and impacts.””

As philanthropy has become increasingly professionalized over the last
several decades, GEO is one of the better-organized manifestations of an
increasing need funders have articulated to become more effective: strate-
gic and innovative, working within current realities while at the same time
aiming to improve their own as well as their grantees’ practices and ac-
countability. This is the conversation we hope to join with this book. We
are writing this book to articulate an understanding of organizational
change and capacity building that fits into the “effective organization”
discussions and research already taking place in the sector, with two sig-
nificant additions: enhancing foundations’ understanding of “deep diver-
sity” and enhancing foundations’ understanding of how organizational
norms and cultures profoundly affect how they do their work.

As defined in the introduction, throughout our book we use the term
“deep diversity” to describe an institutionalized understanding of diver-
sity that goes both wide and deep.

+ Wide to include the breadth and web of differences that weave through
most modern organizations: gender, sexual orientation, gender identity,?
race, ethnicity, nationality, religion, class, disability, geography, age, and
other socially, culturally, and economically defined differences that cate-
gorize groups of individuals

+ Deep into an organization’s DNA, or to use another metaphor, deep into
the taproot of an organization and intertwined in the wide network of
roots that anchors and feeds the whole of an organization’s culture

Robert Long, vice president of programs for the W. K. Kellogg Founda-
tion, is quoted in Agile Philanthropy, a 2003 review of ongoing research
on effective philanthropy: “We think that foundations would be a lot more
effective if they were more open and committed to the integration of the
differences and richness among us [youth, women, people of color, social
entrepreneurs, and corporate social innovators] into how they organize,
operate, and so on.”” Our research confirms Long’s impressions: when
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foundations institutionalize deep diversity, they become more effective in-
stitutions and, arguably, they do more effective philanthropy. This con-
nection between deep diversity and effectiveness, however, is not a widely
held assumption. In fact, aside from Long’s thoughtful quote, there were
no other mentions of gender or diversity in any form relative to effective
philanthropy that surfaced in the thirty-six interviews conducted for this
otherwise useful and important report. As one of the coauthors of the
study noted, “That could be data in itself.’*°

This book adds to the sector’s ongoing conversation on effective philan-
thropy by pushing us to stretch the common understandings of effective
philanthropy and provides evidence that the “causal chain” that GEO
seeks to identify includes institutionalized deep diversity as part of effective
philanthropy. As figure I.1 in the introduction outlines, our research found
many components similar to those identified by GEO organizations and
others in Agile Philanthropy (most notably foundations’ commitment to
capacity building and long-term relationships with grantees). But respon-
dents in our research also stressed the importance of stretching the defini-
tion of effective philanthropy to include informed innovation, risk taking,
and collaboration with other funders and grantees; philanthropy that fos-
ters “learning organization” institutional cultures as well as transparency,
accountability, and evaluation in both foundations’ own organizations and
their grantee organizations; and last but far from least, philanthropy that
understands and practices deep diversity and Norm knowledge.

As this book documents, without a fundamental understanding of deep
diversity, foundations seldom achieve effectiveness. Deep diversity requires
more than simply hiring a diverse staff or holding a few sensitivity sessions
or making one or two grants to nonprofits that work with diverse con-
stituents. When foundations have not struggled to understand and insti-
tutionalize deep diversity in their own organizational cultures, they are
“shallow diversity funders.” And “shallow diversity funders” are seldom
effective, no matter what fancy metrics and output measurements they use.

Understanding and institutionalizing deep diversity, however, is not in
and of itself sufficient. Theories of effective philanthropy also must ac-
count for how organizations function qua organizations—how organiza-
tional cultures evolve, how organizations tend to perpetuate themselves,
how organizations change, and who gets to change them.!" Without this
kind of Norm knowledge, foundations or any organizations—nonprofits,
business, government bureaucracies—are seldom effective. To use popu-
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lar organizational-development language, effective foundations are those
that strive to be “learning organizations,” especially learning organiza-
tions that use diverse people and perspectives as assets. Results of our re-
search also point to this larger picture of institutional innovation as one of
the most useful insights for understanding how effective foundations do
their best work.

The fundamentals of learning organizations have been around for a long
time and add up, for the most part, to common sense. But the concept took
off in 1990 with Peter Senge’s book, The Fifth Discipline: The Art and
Practice of the Learning Organization, which launched a wide-ranging lit-
erature on the subject as well as an institute, the Center for Organizational
Learning, thatin 1997 became the free-standing nonprofit, The Society for
Organizational Learning.'> As Senge defines it, a learning organization is
one in which “people continually expand their capacity to create the re-
sults they truly desire, where new and expansive patterns of thinking are
nurtured, where collective aspiration is set free, and where people are con-
tinually learning how to learn together”'® If organizations are flexible, in-
creased productivity can result. If foundations listen openly to grantees,
learn from them, listen and ask hard questions of other stakeholders, in-
novation is possible. If foundations learn to avoid cultural and racial stereo-
types—especially those hidden, embedded, and harder to root out—their
own institutional cultures becomes more vital, and staff has the freedom
to be increasingly more effective. The literature offers case studies and of-
ten helpful insights about how learning organizations evolve.'*

The people we interviewed in our research, however—many of whom
have run or have been part of healthy institutions—find it hard to say with
assurance just how learning organizations evolve. Is it board leadership,
staff leadership, a carefully tended institutional culture, all of the above?
One administrator noted that, in his experience, we understand less, far less,
about institutional DNA than we now know about the human genome:
“Way more complex, way more elusive to pin down. We’re still in the dark
ages of understanding what makes organizations healthy and keeps them
healthy” But that doesn’t mean pessimism. The reality is that creating
learning organizations is as much an art as it is a systematic science, and
the process boils down to some fundamental choices. Another thoughtful
observer of the philanthropic scene notes: “It’s fundamentally simple: ei-
ther you’re stuck or you’re flexible.”
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As we document in chapter 2, perspectives of organizational culture,
management, and change have a lot to offer foundations trying to improve
their overall effectiveness. Our interview respondents echo common de-
nominators of the organizational research literature when they talk about
common features of healthy organizations: free flow of ideas; knowledge
of and respect for differences, comfort with ambiguity and “not knowing,”
and Norm knowledge’s continual reassessment of unspoken assumptions
and “normative thinking” Normative thinking is thinking that, often un-
consciously, rests on conventional and frequently stereotyped notions
about both people and values. It is Norm knowledge that we hope to in-
terject into the ongoing discussions about effective philanthropy.

Learning Organizations Think “Outside the Boxes”

Normative thinking is all too often “not thinking.” Management literature
frequently uses metaphors like “thinking outside the box.” The image
needs to be “thinking outside the boxes.” Humans, all of us, think in
boxes, paradigms, frameworks, and mental models—categories of anal-
ysis and assumptions that we use to organize the worlds we live in. That’s
one of the cognitive skills that makes us human. But these boxes all too of-
ten are “nested,” boxes inside boxes inside boxes. Or, to use another im-
age, Russian dolls, those beautifully carved and painted wooden dolls,
each one smaller than the other, nesting sometimes five or six dolls each
inside the other."* Children often experience both delight and disappoint-
ment when they get to the smallest doll—disappointment that there are no
more dolls to play with, delight that they can be stacked back together, that
they fit so neatly inside each other. When we are trying to get to the bottom
of our assumptions, it’s disheartening to come up with still another doll,
carved and painted just like the first one we twisted open. We can stack
them back together again, but they’re still the same, just bigger.

As we describe in more detail in chapter 2, it’s hard for organizations,
perhaps especially hard for foundations, to talk about assumed norms and
other seemingly immutable definitions. They are so unthinkingly normal,
taken for granted. And pressure on us to challenge them feels destructive,
phony, or invasive. (“These ideas are mine, part of who I am in the world.”)
And when someone challenges us about cultural assumptions, one of our
first reactions is to be defensive: “But I’m not a bad person. I don’t dis-
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criminate.” To talk about foundations and nonprofits as effective learning
organizations is not to talk about freeing organizations from outright dis-
crimination. Most foundations and nonprofits in recent years have strug-
gled to confront racism and sexism within their own institutional cultures
and have evolved beyond any practice that could be labeled blatant dis-
crimination. So this analysis is not about discrimination. It is about not
thinking clearly, or at least as clearly as we need to be thinking in order to
do effective philanthropy. It’s about challenging long-held assumptions:
what constitutes responsible philanthropic decision making, who gets to
sit at the table or “giving desk” where funding decisions are made. Who
gets heard? Who listens?

Learning organizations have long discovered that thinking outside the
boxes is exciting, not destructive; exhilarating, not punitive. The alterna-
tive to challenging the familiar does not have to be a feared unknown. Es-
pecially when confronting the kinds of difficult social and economic
challenges that so many foundations and nonprofits work to ameliorate,
new insights, new perspectives, and new thinking can be a source of help.
Many foundations now have diverse workforces, but most have not tapped
their diverse staff’s full potential to assist in new thinking. Organizations
that have learned these realities, however—organizations that have figured
out how to incorporate continually new thinking on old problems—are
often the most effective. As chapter 4 in this book describes, a both/and
approach to funding women and girls is optimal—Dboth “universal” fund-
ing and initiatives designed specifically for women and girls. But for either
universal or targeted funding strategies to work, our research documents
the importance of thinking creatively within and about our institutions,
about the people who work in them, and about the people and communi-
ties we serve.

Diversity: An Essential Resource for Learning Organizations

David Thomas and Robin Ely, two members of the Harvard Business
School faculty, have developed new ways of thinking creatively about in-
stitutions that are as relevant for foundations as they are for corporations.
In a 1996 article entitled “Making Differences Matter: A New Paradigm
for Managing Diversity,” Thomas and Ely show how the best thinking on
diversity produces the most effective organizations.!* Thomas and Ely



28 Chapter 1

describe three alternative paradigms that can inform organizational think-
ing about diversity, but as they describe it, only the third paradigm fully
embraces diversity in ways that make it an asset for the institution. The
first paradigm—discrimination and fairness—focuses on the fact that dis-
crimination is wrong: diversity is a response to that injustice. Historically,
most foundations and nonprofits have embraced the idea that they should
not discriminate in their hiring practices or program activities. Founda-
tions that have diversified both their staffs and their grant making may be
proud of the fact that they don’t discriminate, but when the only rationale
for diversity is justice or fairness, little changes in the organizational cul-
ture. Staff members in these foundations, typically expected to follow
norms of behavior, are most likely to make universal grants that downplay
cultural and other differences. The organization’s diversity focus is on re-
cruitment and retention, helping newcomers fit in to the existing organiza-
tional culture. Too often gender-blind and color-blind conformism become
the implicit goal. An example of the first paradigm is the U.S. Army.

Ely and Thomas’ second paradigm—access and legitimacy—exists in
organizations that celebrate differences but then marginalize people who
are different by failing to integrate people’s strengths fully into the institu-
tion’s culture. White women and women and men of color are hired in
“second paradigm” foundations and nonprofits because of their special
knowledge about diverse populations, but they then are pigeonholed into
grant-making programs for those populations. This paradigm is a step for-
ward from the first because it acknowledges that diversity is an asset. But
because it marginalizes the very diversity it has attracted, it is too limited.
In “second paradigm” foundations and nonprofits, there is little recogni-
tion that all the activities of the organization could benefit from the ideas
and actions of a diverse staff that fits into the larger organizational culture.

Thomas and Ely’s third paradigm—Iearning and effectiveness—links
diversity to organizational learning and shows the benefits of an organi-
zation tapping into diverse points of view for creative ideas. It no longer
makes historical sense to justify diversity “just” because of blatant dis-
crimination. Organizations who think reflectively about themselves nip
most blatant discrimination immediately when they spot it. But even that
kind of thoughtful vigilance misses the mark. A diverse workforce is more
than a reality that has to be “managed”: it can be a positive force for in-
creasing organizational effectiveness. Benefits can include new learning,
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creativity, flexibility, organizational and individual growth, and increased
ability for the organizations to adjust to changing environments. A diverse
workforce embodies different ideas about how to design processes, reach
goals, frame tasks, create effective teams, communicate ideas, and lead.
And members of diverse groups can challenge those unspoken assump-
tions—normative thinking—about an organization’s functions, strategies,
operations, practices, and procedures. This is not always comfortable, but
the benefits of learning to stretch, challenge, and deepen institutional cul-
tures far outweigh the temporary discomforts. Only when organizations
start thinking about diversity as renewable assets—assets that provide
fresh and meaningful approaches to work—do they reap the full rewards
of diversity.

Gender and Organizational Effectiveness

Gender is at the center of the institutional shifts in thinking that Thomas
and Ely describe as most effective. And gender must be understood in all
its diversity, within cultures of different communities, for men as well as
for women. Gender is a term that theorists in the last several decades have
refined to talk about socially constructed traits that often masquerade as
immutable biological differences. Gender is about men, just as race is about
being “white.” Along with skin color, gender is one of the most funda-
mental ways cultures around the world differentiate people.'”
Throughout this book, we use examples of the social construction of
gender to document how Norm undermines innovation and effectiveness.
Gender is the scalpel we use to cut away the complexities of organizational
norms. Or to frame the issue with another metaphor, without a better un-
derstanding of organizational norms and deep diversity that includes gen-
der, trying to understand and measure how organizations are or are not
effective is like researching skin cancer without looking at the immune sys-
tem or investigating family medical histories. Our ambition in this book is
to provide readers with an understanding of gender—especially an under-
standing of gender in the context of deep diversity—that is sufficient to
unlock organizational norms that impede effectiveness: those formal, in-
formal, and unconscious ways difference is locked in or (better said) locked
OUT of organizational structures and cultures. Framed more positively,
we aim to offer insight into how understanding gender enhances and
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strengthens innovation and effectiveness, especially gender framed within
deep diversity, the complex textures of people’s lives and cultures and the
cultures of their organizations.

Effective Organizations Cultivate Wide-Ranging Gender Knowledge

What’s the first thing most people ask about when a baby is born? Gender
is one of the most familiar ways families, communities, and societies dis-
tinguish people from one another. For better or for worse, most of hu-
manity names, divides up, classifies, or characterizes people as males or
females, men or women, boys or girls. Perhaps because being male or fe-
male is so basic, so “normal,” so native to our personal landscapes, gender
is often “just there.” Especially when people live out the gender identities
assigned to them at birth—when they act like “normal” men or “normal”
women—gender often manifests itself as a buzz in the background, people
wearing red dresses or gray suits, head scarves or yarmulkes: casually no-
ticed but assumed and taken for granted so long as men don’t wear red
dresses or women pray in the front row of an Orthodox synagogue. Gen-
der is as “normal” as mom and apple pie.

But as we describe throughout this book, gender and the impact of be-
ing male or female—especially “not quite” male or “not quite” female—
is also a reality of people’s lives, a complex reality that has significant
impact on men’s and women’s social and economic lives as well as on their
civil and human rights. The point here is that “normal” gender behavior
easily can be overlooked and not accounted for—much less subtly ana-
lyzed or institutionalized as deep diversity. Not accounting for gender and
how gender impacts so many dimensions of our lives creates significant
loss of vision. Throughout this book, we use examples of gender to docu-
ment how this not-seen “normal”—“Norm” as described in the introduc-
tion—undermines effective philanthropy. And how understanding gender
enhances and strengthens organizational innovation, especially gender
framed within deep diversity. Effective philanthropy requires new thinking
about diversity. Funding “Norm” doesn’t effectively fund “Norma”—or
anyone else, for that matter. But the philanthropic practices that most ben-
efit women and girls are the same practices that strengthen philanthropy
generally and make for effective philanthropy.
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This brief story illustrates the problem. The events are all true, but
names and other details have been changed both to provide anonymity and
to strengthen the narrative.

An “Ah Ha"” Moment

Several years ago the white male CEO of Andrews Foundation, Dr. Martin 0’Malley, was
at a gathering of foundation executives and board members in a large midwestern city.
He struck up a conversation with Samantha Rivers, board chair of the Maxwell Fund, a
well-respected regional foundation known for thinking in sophisticated ways about how
to do effective community-based grant making. Rivers was excited about a new ap-
proach her foundation was taking in community development: identifying and invest-
ing in emerging local leadership in a multiracial neighborhood that was home to many
newcomers to America, among others Vietnamese, Brazilians, Haitians, and Dominicans.
The Maxwell Fund’s approach, Rivers proudly described, was most likely to succeed be-
cause the foundation had designed its initiative to mobilize the community’s resources
to address its own problems.

0'Malley had recently returned from his own foundation’s biannual board retreat
where two outside facilitators had walked the foundation through diversity training,
and he was curious about how some of what he'd learned played out in other founda-
tions, especially a foundation like the Maxwell Fund that had such a well-known local
reputation for “doing diversity” effectively. So when he heard Rivers describing the new
Maxwell community-development leadership initiative, he asked her what had worked
in identifying women leaders from the various ethnic groups in the community the foun-
dation was targeting.

There was a long pause in what had previously been a highly animated and rapid-fire
conversation. Rivers was embarrassed when she replied, “We have no strategy. In fact,
I'm not sure we identified any women. Even worse, until you just asked me the ques-
tion, I hadn't even noticed that all of the emerging leaders we funded are men.” There
was another long pause while 0'Malley looked at her in some curiosity. “Wow,” she went
on, “I just cant believe our oversight.”

Oversight? Or something else? This story easily could be dismissed as an
anomaly, but unfortunately it isn’t. More likely, it’s Norm at work, a blind
spot—a failure, even on the part of a woman board chair, to see that women
made up a significant portion of available community workers and had the
potential to make important, unique contributions to the initiative’s lead-
ership. Once Rivers stopped to think, however, she immediately recognized
the absurdity of trying to put into place an effective leadership develop-
ment strategy without women. As O’Malley and Rivers talked further,
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Rivers also realized that her foundation might need to go back to the draw-
ing board to develop different strategies for identifying women who were
the backbone of their community. Why hadn’t that need been factored into
the project’s planning? There were senior women on both the board and
staff of the Maxwell Fund, even the board chair was a woman, but no one
had put the issue on the table; no one was thinking about the needs and
contributions of women.

Besides fairness, why should it matter? Without identifying who actu-
ally was doing the work in the community, the project would have been
dead in the water. While the leaders of all but one of the local community
organizations were men, most of the people who kept the neighborhood
groups working together were middle-aged and older Vietnamese, Brazil-
ian, Haitian, and Dominican women, a core of whom had gotten to know
each other through several small business collaboratives launched three
years earlier by a local women’s foundation. After seeing around her blind
spot—what she later described as a “smack me upside the head, why
didn’t T think of that” moment—board chair Rivers and the rest of the
Maxwell Fund were able to tailor several new successful funding initiatives
that reached deep into the community and helped the local community-
based organizations strengthen themselves with a broader mix of activists,
both male and female, able to work more effectively across racial and eth-
nic neighborhood boundaries. Men had been seen as leaders and had ex-
hibited what the foundation had defined as “leadership characteristics™;
women for the most part had been invisible. Their relational skills in weav-
ing the community together had not been credited as “leadership skills,”
so the foundation’s definitions of leadership also had to change.

Understanding Gender: A Research Summary

Why is gender so invisible yet so pervasive? And just what is gender? “It’s
a boy” or “it’s a girl” is one of the first things we say about any newborn
baby. But once that basic biological fact is pronounced, virtually every-
thing else is socially constructed. One superficial but telling example of
how gender (and color) traits are #ot immutable comes from an exhibit at
the Smithsonian’s Museum of American History, “Who Wears the Pants?”
A 1918 Infants Department description asserted, “There has been a great
diversity of opinion on the subject, but the generally accepted rule is pink
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for the boy and blue for the girl. The reason [is] that pink being a more
decided and stronger color is more suitable for the boy; while blue, which
is more delicate and dainty is prettier for the girl.”'® This seemingly trivial
example helps illustrate the fact that what we take for granted with respect
to gender is more likely a product of a given moment in history and a given
society.

Understanding gender means understanding how every culture’s as-
sumptions about male and female characteristics are slippery and perva-
sive, and how those assumptions skew our thinking. The bottom line for
effective philanthropy, as chapter 2 describes in greater detail, is that ig-
noring these social and not innate constructions of gender means not un-
derstanding the different impacts a given problem or solution can have on
people of different genders. Understanding gender in the broadest possible
context is key for understanding how problems evolve within communi-
ties and how organizations can address them more effectively. Women and
men, girls and boys all lead diminished lives because of societies’ construc-
tions of gender and failure to see the far-reaching implications of distorted
gender knowledge that hampers both individuals and organizations. As
described in chapter 3’s case studies and chapter 5’s analysis of youth or-
ganizations, effective funders and nonprofits that have done considerable
amounts of clear thinking about gender—in effect, learning to take apart
and think outside those not-immutable boxes and nested Russian dolls—
produce the most effective results.

This section summarizes basic assumptions growing from a wide-
ranging body of research on gender and sexuality. Two key findings to
emerge from this research are, on the one hand, a lack of inberent differ-
ences between women and men beyond the obvious and, on the other hand,
the pervasiveness and subtlety of mostly unchallenged, culturally created
differences widely and wrongly assumed to be innate. The third and most
important finding of all is that these culturally created differences serve to
create, reinforce, and institutionalize hierarchies in which men, as a group,
have more power than women as a group. Gender, in short, is about power
relations.

Obviously these are oversimplifications, but chapter 2 talks more about
how these power relations play out in the often-invisible structures of or-
ganizations themselves. And these power relations are also relative to
people’s positions within organizations: in traditional hierarchies, those
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who hold leadership positions, women and men, more often than not hold
the reins of power. And as the case of the Maxwell Fund shows, those who
hold the reins of power sometimes miss considerable talent because their
blind spots hide potential leaders. The rest of this chapter, however, ex-
plains how current research seeks to “deconstruct” gender, to take it apart
on the operating table so we get a better glimpse into how it works, most
of the time in spite of ourselves.

Reviewing this literature suggests why many foundation staff members
and nonprofit executives are confused about how they should think about
gender when they design programs. When foundation and nonprofit staff
hear about research that shows few inherent differences between women
and men, they readily conclude a “one-size-fits-all” approach to program
design will work effectively. Only when they grapple with research docu-
menting gender socialization do they have the information they need to
design effective programs. The reality is that women and men are #ot signif-
icantly different from each other in ability. In virtually every study on gen-
der differences, “within-gender variation is greater than differences between
men and women taken as groups.”'” Put simply, the differences among
women, or the differences among men, are greater than the differences
between women and men.

So if there are virtually no differences in ability, then gender doesn’t mat-
ter, right? Wrong. Despite the lack of documented differences in innate
ability, profound differences in power often exist. In every country in the
world, men make more money, hold more and usually higher political of-
fices, and have greater control over public and private resources. So while
gender is a social construct, it has a major impact on people’s social and
economic lives. The so-called gender gap is narrowing in many countries,
but nowhere has it been eliminated. One way this power imbalance is held
in place is through the assignment of social roles and expectations: who
are “seen as” potential leaders and who are not, as we saw in the Maxwell
case. These are more or less rigid “rules” about how women and men are
expected to behave and what opportunities those expectations allow—or
do not allow. The research does show differences in skills that develop out
of inequities in opportunity and experience for women and girls compared
to men and boys. Boy soccer-players, for example, are encouraged to play
soccer games (on average) two years longer than girls. Why? The greater
science proficiency in boys compared to girls is generally attributed to the
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fact that more boys than girls enroll in physics, chemistry, and advanced
math courses and have more experience with science through informal
contexts—not differences in innate abilities. Why is it more socially “ac-
ceptable” for boys to play soccer into their teens and learn more math and
science? Why not girls?

Assumptions and expectations about gender differences have powerful
effects on how women and men behave. Gender expectations, especially
within race and other culturally defined group characteristics like disability,
are lumped together in a set of normative ideas about appropriate behav-
ior and appropriate “roles” and competencies. These assumptions—both
sociocultural and psychological—shape, pattern, and evaluate “appropri-
ate” behavior. They create a prism through which behavior not only is
evaluated but also is controlled. Most traditional assumptions of gender
behavior expect men to occupy the public sector of society, the world of
work and politics, and women to inhabit the private sector, holding to-
gether families and communities. Even though this delegation of roles is
evolving, the primary way men are accorded power over women is to be
viewed as the “dominant” gender in the public sector. And one way
women are seen as less powerful is to be relegated to family or “caring”
work. In most societies, in spite of lip service to equality and political
agendas promoting “family values,” this caretaking is in fact valued less
both literally and figuratively, with disparities in pay and disparities in
prestige. Even as women have entered the workplace in unprecedented
numbers, they still earn less than men. And even as men are paying more
attention to family responsibilities, as a group they take much less re-
sponsibility for family and community affairs.

And at least on some levels of unconscious assumptions, maleness still
equates with “superior.” For example, some research has documented that
little boys, by the time they are no more than three years old, know that
playing with girls’ toys or doing “girl things” equates to lower status, not
as important or as much fun as boys’ activities and toys. Virginia Valian,
in a 1997 book called Why So Slow? The Advancement of Women, syn-
thesized over twenty years of social psychology research on what she calls
a “drip, drip” theory of discrimination: small slights and biases accumu-
late over time to the great disadvantage of girls and women. The book ex-
plains in painful detail how subtle, how pervasive, and how early in the
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lives of children these perceptual biases and subsequent discriminations
take root in our lives and in our institutions.?

These biases are prescriptive and inhibiting—and they are not a reflec-
tion of inherent biological differences. They exist apart from any inherent
capability within an individual male or female or even within groups of
males and females. Assumptions about gender also can override objective
reality about actual differences in ability based on gender. As researcher
Valerie Walkerdine succinctly puts it, “Femininity and masculinity are
powerful fictions imbued with fantasy lived as fact.”?' Societal expecta-
tions—assumptions transmitted by family, friends, playmates, employers,
the media, religious beliefs, and larger society—can predict and even dic-
tate behavior. Literally, what we think girls and women can and “should”
do and what we think men and boys can and “should” do more often than
not determines how men and women, boys and girls actually behave or
perform. And while these pervasive and often unexamined expectations
affect and diminish opportunities for both men and for women, they more
often disadvantage women. Too many women and girls still are socialized
for and restricted to subordinate options, roles, and rewards. Gender ex-
pectations also limit and restrict men to narrow definitions of masculinity.
Although men face negative sanctions when they defy gender prescrip-
tions, women, especially women of color, face a double bind that most
men do not. When women behave according to societal norms and agree
to occupy a subordinate role, they receive the most rewards from society,
especially if they marry; if they defy those norms, they are criticized
and ridiculed for not being “feminine.” While men also bear personal and
psychological costs associated with their gender limits, when they con-
form to male norms of competence, they are typically rewarded more than
women—socially, economically, and politically as well as personally.

These differences sometimes are subtle, and they sometimes are hard to
distinguish from other job-related issues in context, but they have signifi-
cant implications. Consider, for example, the real experiences that trans-
gender and transsexual men and women shared with colleagues working
at a Fortune 50 company. The following are their email exchanges. Edited
to assure anonymity, they document the extent to which gender roles are
arbitrary, not inevitable. But they also show the consequences of being
male or female, one consequence being that each gender is judged by a dif-
ferent yardstick.
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From:  Allison Ready

Sent: Friday, January 24,2003 11:19 AM

To: MacKenzie LGBT Listserv

Subject: Gender Benders

I have some interesting observations this year from my performance review. . . . A
few years ago, | was an aggressive, confrontational, stressed-out guy engineer. My
areas for development were always mostly focused on technical stuff. Then I began
my transition from male to female and became way more relaxed. My supervisors
that first year said I was much more pleasant to work with, less confrontational,
and more willing to accept others’ opinions and ideas. Now this is my first full year
as a female employee, and my performance review has mostly focused on person-
ality stuff: the need to make small talk, be more thick-skinned, not take things so
personally, not be so intimidating. It blows my mind because I am light years more
personable than I was in a guy’s role. So I am wondering if this is common for fe-
males. Do people focus more on how you behave, how much you smile? It may just
be a reflection of my shift into a management role, so I certainly am not bent out
of shape, just curious. But the irony is that I do have a pretty thick skin: after what
I went through [making my transition from male to female], I think I am all thick
skin and nothing else.

From:  Martha Lewis

Sent: Friday, January 24,2003 12:28 PM

To: MacKenzie LGBT Listserv

Subject: Gender Benders

That is such an interesting situation, Allison, you having been both sexes and now
seeing such a difference in feedback! I believe that people’s perceptions really play
a role in how they view us. And I feel being female or male DEFINITELY impacts
on-the-job feedback! I am sure if you confronted your supervisors with these con-
cerns, they wouldn’t know what the heck you were talking about because it is so
subconscious. My own performance feedback in the past has been about the kinds
of personal stuff that wouldn’t have even come up if I had been a man, so I can
vouch for your dilemma. It really is strange isn’t it?

From:  Elizabeth Martin

Sent: Friday, January 24,2003 12:37 PM

To: MacKenzie LGBT Listserv

Subject: Gender Benders

I agree. I think this is a really interesting observation, although I also think that as
we transition from individual technical staff to managers, the feedback changes
along with the change in expectations/job description to be more how one inter-
acts as opposed to how we are judged just for our technically driven output. But I
used to manage a group of people that were all men. I received feedback that I was
being “overly aggressive,” and I always thought that feedback was very gender-
biased: in my opinion, the men in my group were more aggressive and outspoken
than I was, and I often found it very difficult to get a word in edgewise (very un-
common, if you know me at all). Anyway, I have to say that from my experiences,
I do think there is a big difference in how men and women interact with each other
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and how we perceive other genders. The biggest compliment I ever got was when
a co-worker was really frustrated with me and said, “You don’t act like my
mother!” In context, he meant that I wasn’t acting like the other “women” he had
known and worked with/spent a lot of time with. We joke about it sometimes now,
but at the time, it did lead to some open discussion on gender perception. I agree
with Allison. Being stuck in my paradigm, I would love to hear more from some-
one who has lived both sides of the gender fence.

From:  Amelia Smith

Sent: Friday, January 24,2003 12:52 PM

To: MacKenzie LGBT Listserv

Subject: Gender Benders

This is a VERY interesting discussion. Thanks for bringing it up, Allison. As a fe-
male who has played both technical and manager roles, I’ve also found that I re-
ceived way more personality-based feedback as a manager than an individual
technician. What I’ve found eye-opening as a manager is that when I managed a
group of men outside of MacKenzie, I was very well-received. Inside MacKenzie I
managed a group made up of all women, and it turned out to be REALLY difficult.
I received TONS of feedback about relating to the team, criticizing me for micro-
managing and the need to be less confrontational and so forth. It really surprised
me, since I didn’t get that kind of feedback when I was managing more senior men.
I’m back in an individual technical position now, so I get more technical develop-
ment feedback. I’ve also found that feedback obviously varies a lot from manager
to manager and department to department.

From:  Michael Polansky

Sent: Friday, January 24, 2003 2:53 PM

To: MacKenzie LGBT Listserv

Subject: Gender Benders

Hi everyone, first, heartfelt thanks to everyone for their thoughtful, articulate, and
VERY enlightening inputs on this issue. If we have any female-to-male people on
this list who have completed their gender transition (or are in transition and are
now identifying as men), it would be very interesting to hear their perspectives on
this. These issues should be part of the training for all managers starting next year.

From: Max Cerrilos

Sent: Saturday, January 25, 2003 3:35 PM

To: MacKenzie LGBT Listserv

Subject: Gender Benders

I can relate to all that has been said. As a female-to-male, before I transitioned, the
descriptors I heard were “too aggressive” and “difficult to work with.” Now that
I have been living and working as male for the last couple of years, the descriptors
have changed from “aggressive” to “assertive” (in a positive way) and from “dif-
ficult to work with” to “taking charge” and “having a proactive manner.” A lot of
perceptions do seem to be tied to a person’s gender. Occasionally one male who’s
trying to “dominate” another male in the work place will label a male he can’t
dominate as “difficult to work with,” or “inflexible,” but for the most part those
types of power plays I haven’t seen very often.
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From: Sarah Warner

Sent:  Wednesday, January 29, 2003 4:09 PM

To: MacKenzie LGBT Listserv

Subject: Gender Benders

I’ve been following this discussion with interest also. Michael asked if there are
ways we could incorporate some of the feedback here into job review training. We
have already worked to include in review training some messages that touch on
avoiding unconscious bias and how it can play out in focusing on behaviors rather
than results. Unfortunately, unconscious is just that, unconscious. So maybe man-
agers don’t see themselves as guilty of these differences re: how they evaluate based
on gender. We train, but they still can’t see how they are doing this. I would also
hate to assume that the people who posted are indicative of any kind of norm in
MacKenzie job reviews. We have done some studies in specific business groups to
see if there were any major differences in the qualitative feedback given men vs.
women, and in those groups we did not see any conclusive data to say this was so.
However, the anecdotal data continues to come up in many forums, with both men
and women commenting on how their “style” is viewed in the context of job re-
views feedback. I'm more than willing to entertain and forward on your sugges-
tions about how these practices could be improved. The problem is, there are no
sure ways to eliminate subjective evaluations completely. Nor to know whether
feedback is a result of unconscious bias or a valid estimation of the employee’s be-
havior. It may come down to the simple question of what definitions a person is us-
ing for a term like “assertive” or “team player.” But as I said, if you can think of
something more we can do, let me know. In the meantime, I will figure out some
way to summarize these comments and feedback and share them with our diver-
sity team.

Just these brief reflections on people’s perceptions and judgments make
more transparent how differently women and men are often judged, even
when the behavior they exhibit is exactly the same. The experiences of the
transgender employees are particularly telling because they have lived both
genders and can name the “subconscious” assumptions that are made
about each. The good news is the level of acceptance that transgender and
transsexual men and women, lesbians and gays all experienced from their
colleagues at MacKenzie. The bad news is that gender stereotypes are
still flourishing like weeds in this otherwise “progressive” organizational
culture.?

Let’s take a deeper look at some of these issues in historical context. So-
cially approved gender behavior is not static. In the last twenty years, we
have seen movement by both males and females toward increasingly
“male” behavior. An analysis of studies on responses to the Bem Sex Role
Inventory, for example, showed a rise in scores on traits socially defined as
“masculine” for both men and women; but 70 comparable rise in scores
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on traits defined as “feminine.”?® This result “reflects a general trend in
gender stereotypes which allows women to adopt masculine roles while
prohibiting men from taking on more feminine ones.”>* While this shift has
some initial benefit for girls and women in that they can choose to behave
in masculine ways, in the long term, it reinforces and sustains the male-
centered idea that masculine traits and roles are more valuable than femi-
nine ones. And underplays the impact of gender stereotypes on men and
boys. Differing expectations typically translate into differing treatment. If
it is assumed that women and men “must” behave in certain ways, they
will be treated accordingly, and gender assumptions take on a life of their
own. Sociologists call this a self-fulfilling prophecy. Since women and men
receive significant social pressure to be appropriately feminine or mascu-
line—or risk social censure—most people adapt their behavior to fit social
expectations. Obviously, these are the same unspoken norms and expec-
tations that result in more extreme censures like homophobia, hate crimes,
and distorted stereotypes about lesbians, gay men, bisexuals, and trans-
gender, transsexual, and intersexed people.?’

One of the main barriers to clear thinking about gender differences is
the insistence on male/female dualities when the reality is much more com-
plex. It is tempting to think of gender differences in stark terms—to as-
sume either that men and women are quite different from one another or
they are just the same. These either/or, different/same dualities are a trap
for girls and women because whenever similarity or difference prevails, the
model invariably compares women to men. And if girls or women are found
to be different, as Virginia Valian documented, they are the ones who are
seen as inferior. And if women are seen to be the same as men, those so-
cially constructed differences that really do exist are ignored, perpetuating
the disadvantages of women and girls. In either case, consciously or not,
maleness and masculinity are assumed to be the gold standard.

Gender is not a duality; gender differences do not conform to a simple
either/or dichotomy. Research has documented few inherent differences
that predetermine behavior, and tremendous variations exist within each
gender—much broader than the average differences between genders. Thus
any particular woman or man might fit or totally defy gender expecta-
tions. Some gender differences are based on life experiences, often deriv-
ing from life experiences shaped by gender norms. For example, we expect
a girl to cook, so we teach her how to cook, and then she knows how to



What Is Effective Philanthropy? 41

cook. We expect a boy to use a hammer, so we teach him how to hammer,
and then he knows how to hammer. We expect a man to be assertive, and
we reward him when he asserts himself; we expect a woman to be caring
toward others, and we reward her when she cares. And more often than
not, we punish her if we perceive her to be too assertive or uncaring.

Recognizing Intersections of Gender, Race, and Class

Given the pervasive reality of gender expectations—especially the abundant
misinformation that informs attitudes and stereotypes about gender—
organizations must pay special attention to both hidden and explicit gender
biases if they want to be as effective for women and girls as for men and
boys. Equally important, however, gender expectations must be understood
within different cultures and other socially defined group expectations.

No universal gender definition exists, no Woman that subsumes all
women or Man that subsumes all men. Gender must be considered along
with race, class, and sexuality—at a minimum. The weaving together of
these social constructions affects our lives. Of course, a whole host of so-
cial constructions of identity exist, each of which has the power to shape
our lives. Disabilities—Dboth physical and mental, for example—often are
the most invisible of all the difference categories. Society has gone through
a number of stages in the evolution of its thinking about gender. In the
1970s, as a result of the women’s movement of that era, scholars, mostly
white women, argued much of our knowledge about human beings was
based on an entirely male model. Most social science research was con-
ducted on men, they argued, and the results were then mistakenly univer-
salized to all people. Unfortunately, too many of these scholars repeated a
similar conceptual error: they universalized the concept of woman, as
though there were one common experience of being a woman. African
American scholars like Paula Giddings, Maxine Baca Zinn, and Bonnie
Thornton Dill along with other women of color developed the important
critique called multiracial feminism.2 Multiracial feminism moves beyond
recognizing diversity and difference among women to examine structures
of domination. This branch of feminist thought asserts that race and class
differences are crucial, but not as individual characteristics of individual
people. Instead, they are primary organizing principles of a society that
positions groups within particular opportunity structures. Multiracial
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feminism addresses how both women and men, especially women and
men of color, live within multiple systems of domination.

Kimberlé Crenshaw developed the term “intersectionalities” as a way of
thinking about the idea that women have a number of identities that come
together to shape and constrain their lives.?” Gender, she argues, intersects
with race, class, ethnicity, sexual identity, physical abilities and disabilities,
and other socially constructed characteristics. More recently, the idea of
“multiplicities” has been put forward as a way to understand this same
idea, adding a layer of interaction: it is not simply that one identity is lay-
ered on top of another or that identities “meet” at some intersection.
Rather, we all live complex realities that constantly and dynamically in-
teract to shape our lives, even our physical lives.?* Within gender, the other
categories of difference cannot be overlooked because they constrain which
women have more power than others. Understanding gender in all its com-
plexities can be daunting. Grappling with these extended analyses can
tempt us to dismiss gender as too multifaceted or, finally, too individual-
ized. But the reality is just the opposite. And, as we show throughout this
book, effective philanthropy depends on people’s abilities to understand
and analyze gender in all its complexity.

International studies of gender have shown that profound inequalities
persist to the disadvantage of women in both developed and developing
countries. While there have been modest improvements in some societies
in women’s living conditions and structural positions, many countries of
the world also have seen a collective worsening of women’s lives. Issues
include unequal wages, gender-segregated jobs, the feminization of pov-
erty, inequalities in health care, differences in access to old-age pensions,
gender-related violence—and overarching all of these, the lack of a gender
perspective in human rights’ analyses. “Women’s rights are human rights”
emerged from a decade of research and international grassroots activism,
but too often this understanding eludes decision makers at all levels of gov-
ernment and international agencies. These issues may impinge on women
but centrally are concerned with men’s practices. Questioning dominant
forms of masculinity and gender oppression is a necessary step in address-
ing these inequalities.”’

And gender is not just a “girl thing.” Like “femininity,” “masculinity” is
also socially constructed, and it’s essential that we understand “maleness”
as well as we understand “femaleness.” Otherwise we run smack into the
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dilemma of difference again, the irony that focusing on gender simply
shines a light on the ways women are “different,” and implicitly but very
powerfully makes it look like men are the norm, the gold standard. Only
when we examine masculinities alongside femininities can we escape that
trap. To focus on the female gender in isolation is to ignore the real prob-
lem, which is women’s subordinate status to men. In an article entitled
“Studying Men’s Practices and Gender Relations,” Patrick White argues
that if gender is about power relations between men and women, then
men’s experiences also must be taken into account.’® The invisibility of
masculinity—the social construction of masculinity, not “innate” mascu-
line traits—reproduces gender inequality, both materially and ideologi-
cally. As long as the issue of gender is seen to refer only to women, men will
continue to be thought of as the “normal” gender, and women will con-
tinue to be defined, if not as “abnormal,” at the very least as “other.” In ad-
dition to stigmatizing women, this also fails to force men to examine their
culpability in maintaining power inequalities. The gender gap in voting,
for example, only can be understood by looking at both male and female
voting patterns. Otherwise, it appears that men are normal and constant,
and females are changing. In addition to power inequalities between gen-
ders, hierarchies exist within masculinities. The gender order expresses
men’s power over women and the power of some men over other men (by
virtue of race, sexuality, class, ethnicity, age, able-bodiedness, and other so-
cially defined characteristics). Once gender is understood to refer to women
and men, the differential dilemmas of men can receive their fair share of
attention.

In higher education, for example, women significantly outnumber
men—a difference that may translate into important differences in lifetime
earnings. To date, this latter difference has not arisen because men have
access to a very different labor market than women. But it is legitimate to
ask why so many fewer men than women are enrolling in and graduating
from colleges and universities. In 2000, according to the U.S. Census Bu-
reau, 15.4 million women held bachelor’s degrees compared with 14.8
million men.> The gender gap in education is most pronounced in blacks
and Latinos. But while in other racial groups the gap is significant, virtually
no gender gap exists between white women and men. The United Negro
College Fund documents that during the 1990s, twice as many African-
American women as African-American men earned college degrees.®
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Although this gap has narrowed (by 2000, African-American women were
39 percent more likely to have earned bachelor’s degrees), these data argue
for a very specific approach to understanding why so many fewer African-
American and Latino men are going to college—an analysis that requires
viewing men as gendered.®

Gender is not static. Just the opposite: it is always changing. And both
men and women actively participate in defining and reconstituting gender.
Gender is not “just” something that is done fo us. To the extent that we
adopt or resist the gender identities that society and our families gave us
at birth, we are helping give life to gender as a meaningful category that
shapes our lives, whether we intend to or not. Gender or sexual identity or
race or poverty or disability—none of these socially defining characteris-
tics by themselves yield an adequate picture of the complexities of people’s
lives. As noted in the introduction, this complexity was one of the major
findings of the first round of research for this book. One nonprofit execu-
tive we spoke with in the course of doing this first phase of research put it
this way: “Race, ethnicity, poverty, class, how those issues are confounded
by gender can’t be addressed too much: it’s where so much work needs to
be done as a practical matter. Who are the kids most in need? Low-income
girls of color” To understand poverty, we need sharpened awareness of
what it means that the majority of people living in poverty are nonwhite
females with children.

Another foundation executive notes, “There is greater awareness now of
the range of diversity in race conversations; Asian and Latina are in people’s
concepts of race now; so is white. Race is not just African American. Con-
versations are more nuanced now, but class needs to be brought in too.
There’s more trouble brewing around class. Class is the elephant on the
table” But not everyone agrees that we’ve come very far on this more nu-
anced understanding of race. Another foundation executive says, “We still
define race as a black-and-white paradigm, which is disempowering for so
many. Asian Americans are still invisible.” Yet another executive notes, “I
don’t like the word ‘intersectionality’: it’s a good concept but a bad word.
What I would like to see is an expectation that we would always have this
conversation: that there will always be talk about a range of initiatives that
foundations undertake to impact women and girls, men and boys in all of
their diversity. We need to not be afraid of the complexity of intersec-
tions, to expect explicit discussions, to not be afraid to say we mean white
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women or Black women or Latino men or Asian women.” The head of an
affinity group points out, “We’ve made enormous progress; ’'ve been part
of a generation provided enormous opportunities because of the various
movements. But when [ work with women and girls, particularly in immi-
grant communities, there are still so many society and community barri-
ers. And then low income is added to the mix. I can’t find the words to
describe the condition; it’s so deep.” But it is so important to see all its
complexities. And effective philanthropic and nonprofit initiatives must
take into account all these complexities.

In addition to gender, it is also important to understand that other so-
cially defined categories are not static: they constantly undergo change as
part of new economic, political, and ideological processes, trends, and
events. Those who are allowed to shape meaning within a culture, those
with more power than others, often define categories of people as dualities,
as polar opposites—white/black, rich/poor, men/women, heterosexual/
homosexual, abled/disabled. In other words, people are parceled out into
opposites that are not neutral—not infrequently for political gain—and
these dualities are invariably labeled “good” and “bad.” Many of the value
judgments contained in these concepts often are linked to biology, with im-
plications that the distinctions are fixed, permanent, and embedded in na-
ture. Or, ironically, even where there is evidence of some biological and
genetic factors at work—for example, in sexual orientation—the differ-
ences are demonized: homosexuality as contrasted to heterosexuality is
labeled an abnormal lifestyle choice. But the culturally powerful ignore
research and positive values like fairness and tolerance, and—consciously or
unconsciously—use these good/bad categories for power and political gain.

In reality, these categories are neither polar opposites nor biologically
determined: these distinctions are more often human-constructed hierar-
chies of domination and discomfort. And gender cannot be separated from
descriptors of other socially defined traits. All dimensions of people’s lives
shape their experiences and their opportunities, and effective organiza-
tions must understand these complexities, this deep diversity, and monitor
organizational culture as well as design programs and products with this
kind of understanding at their core. What is key is that organizations can-
not look through any single lens, such as gender or race or class, to ensure
effectiveness. A gender lens by itself is no assurance of effective philan-
thropy. Instead, effective foundations must ask nuanced, pointed questions
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about both their own grant making and the programs and organizations
they fund. How does gender impact the experiences and opportunities of
the constituents of their grant recipients? How does race impact experi-
ences and opportunities? And what about class? Sexuality? Physical abil-
ity? Due diligence requires funders continually to shift lenses and ask many
specific questions of grant recipients: Who are most affected by the issue(s)
we care about? How do gender, class, race, ethnicity, culture, sexuality,
and ability shape them? What are their specific needs and interests? What
are their concerns and issues? How do their identities affect (and how are
they affected by) what this grantee recipient is trying to accomplish? How
can foundations’ stakeholders be actively involved in shaping initiatives to
which we are all committed? Nonprofits must ask similar questions of
their constituencies.

Effective organizations continually look for the bigger picture. As chap-
ter 5 describes, a foundation with smaller funding capacity, and therefore
not in a position to handle employment or housing, can collaborate with
others who have that expertise. As the head of one of the Council on Foun-
dation affinity groups puts it:

Somehow we have to dig deep inside ourselves and learn that our survival rests
with everyone else. Get the long-term view. We will succeed to the extent we can
work collaboratively, strategize with other foundations and nonprofits, and figure
out how these issues can be approached on a bigger scale. The metaphor I’'ve been
using is the handwritten manuscript vs. the printing press: in my lifetime, I’'m aim-
ing for the printing press. Better still, a computer with access to the Internet and a
color printer with many different fonts.

Understanding gender is crucial to seeing that bigger picture. As another
foundation executive points out, “We need to work to strengthen our own
analyses, need to convince people that investing in women and girls—
women and girls of diverse backgrounds—is good for the community.” An-
other notes that “you get results in investments in young girls, women. . . .
You get liftoff with it. There’s a strong case to be made, a lot of data that
proves it’s a good investment.”

Having women at the center of the analysis can help foundations better
understand and disrupt the cycle of poverty. Women who lived in public
housing in Chicago, for example, were the real leaders who brought about
lasting change in one foundation’s work in a major urban area. Another
foundation executive that funds welfare-to-work talked about programs
with moms and young kids as their focus. “If we ground gender in family,
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we’ve got lots of consensus. We focus on women’s leadership roles in their
families. Nowhere are we promising we’ll have nuclear families, but we ac-
knowledge women as family leaders. . . . And that’s crucial for better un-
derstanding needs like safe child care and job development tailored to
women’s needs” As the World Bank’s Engendering Development report
documents, society as a whole makes progress only when women’s status
improves. Funding with a focus on women is not about women as a spe-
cial interest group. On the contrary, funding with a focus on women in the
context of all their other socially defining characteristics is essential to the
success of development initiatives in countries around the world.

Understanding Gendered Cultural Competence as Assets and Innovation

As chapter 6 documents, understanding the way international funders
have used a strategic gender lens successfully for decades is invaluable for
helping foundations and nonprofits that seek to develop new thinking
about funding U.S.-based initiatives. But essential to both international
and more effective national funding is a strategy as simple as asking new
questions.

A foundation executive interviewed in the first phase of our research, for
example, talked about how an agriculture program in his foundation never
took women into account. It was focused on technical questions: Are we
doing the research that’s producing better strains of rice? Then someone
in the foundation asked, “How do you know that rice is actually feeding
people?” This new, simple question led to a more probing analysis of who
was or was not benefiting from the foundation’s work. As the person re-
counting the story pointed out, “We’re not into food distribution, but we
had to think about distribution. Our archetypical image for the program
soon became ‘the woman on the hill’: a woman in rural Kenya, baby on her
back, other children at her side, eking out a living in hardscrabble dirt.”
This recognition led to related questions: Who are these people we were
trying to reach: rural widows whose husbands died of AIDS? Or were they
living in the city? Who grew the rice? Who used it to feed the children?

Understanding gendered cultural competence goes beyond the concept
of women as victims and leads to insights into the complex reality that gen-
der stereotypes so often mask. Funders had to realize that in rural Kenya,
where women do the farming, giving men tractors as part of the food



48 Chapter 1

program did not increase production of rice. But providing seeds and
technical assistance to the women who do the farming did increase food pro-
duction. Unless funders learn to look at who’s actually doing the work—
which means better understanding gender roles and class roles and social
roles and how they play out in specific cultural circumstances—funding
will fall on barren ground. These were not conscious gender or class analy-
ses, per se, but rather efforts by people, trying to do their work better, who
kept asking the question, “How do we know we reach the people most in
need?” The Kenyan farmers were not female victims but agents of their
own productivity. With their work supported, they became agents of
change within their families and communities.

Such understanding of the role of gender as it plays out in different di-
mensions and contexts of people’s lives is critical to achieving funding
goals. Where investing in women can get us closer, investing in women
with explicit analyses of all their needs and differences can get us closer
still. As one affinity group head noted, “We sometimes don’t realize we’re
overlooking women.” But another funder who seeks to strengthen both
philanthropy and the nonprofit sector describes his role in helping his foun-
dation better grasp these insights.

Part of our work is to locate more assets by and for women and girls. We also care
where the money for women goes. It should go to those who are most marginal-
ized and least advantaged. We are focused on where the need is the highest. But we
don’t start with need. Starting with need makes you look like you are whining. . . .
We start on what women in all their diversity bring to the table, what women can
contribute to society, and then we focus on where resources should go.

In short, a fuller understanding of gender leads funders to new resources,
new assets, and new strategies for innovation.

This process is neither simple nor necessarily comfortable. It takes
strategic planning by program officers who are clear about where they are
headed. To counter resistance from sometimes skeptical staff, effective pro-
gram officers have learned to “back into” funding specific population
characteristics like gender.

We recognized there was a huge reluctance both at our own foundation and within
the rest of philanthropy to invest in [certain] populations. Our strategy to counter
this had several parts. First we [identified and] linked the other population areas
that we fund. No one questions funding youth or new wealth creators, for ex-

ample. This allowed us to get funding for women without any problem. I don’t
know that we could have gotten as much funding for women if we had not linked
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it to other, less controversial, populations. We also put an emphasis on the inno-
vations that come from all of these population groups. We have succeeded in this
approach, and our work has gone from marginal to mainstream because of this fo-
cus on gender.

Because so many women and men in foundations still consider funding
women to be controversial or resist funding any specific population groups,
it is all the more important to reiterate how shifts in thinking and values
are essential for effective philanthropy. Once foundations “get it,” they are
in unique positions to help shift or at least profoundly refocus the embed-
ded biases and distorted values in the larger society that continue to have
negative impacts on both men and women. To understand what happens
in the family, for example, and to fund significant changes in attitudes
toward family, foundations must understand gender in all its complexity:
gender linked to race and class and sexuality and physical ability. In fami-
lies gender roles play out in their most obvious forms. And within families,
dysfunction that emerges from unbalanced, gender-based, and culture-
based power roles often plays out in violence, depression, and missed op-
portunities for children, mothers, and fathers. But family and community
dysfunctions have by far the greatest impact on children and women, es-
pecially poor women of color. And all of that mutates into larger cultural
patterns of subtle and not-so-subtle bias that work against foundations’
best efforts to fund change and workable solutions to complex problems.

According to one nonprofit executive:

All the research shows that if you grow up in a home with violence or substance
abuse you’re going to burden the justice systems and the mental-health systems.
You’re going to grow up to be vulnerable to a whole host of societal issues. We have
to make this case over and over again. To the extent that we’ve been successful and
persuasive, we make the case that the home as a social unit has to be healthy if

we’re going to deal with any social program. If you have a foundation interested in
social problems, what happens in the family has to be central.

Another executive says:

I would argue that sex discrimination and gender bias (I use those terms inter-
changeably) happen because we’re women. Then there are all the intersections:
women with children, women encumbered by family responsibilities, women who
are poor and African American, women and disability, etc. There’s clearly a glass
half-empty, half-full. We’ve come very far and have very far to go.

Gender biases are still rampant in the society at large, even though they’ve
taken some new twists and turns as children of the seventies and eighties
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grow up. One nonprofit executive reports some social-science research on
young men whose preference is to marry women who want to stay at
home. “We’ve yet to revolutionize a culture of work, and that’s a huge
roadblock to women’s equality. . . . I don’t think we’ve changed much the
belief that young men can work differently. I think until we begin to tackle
what it means to be a family-centered society, we’re stuck.”

As negative as these hidden and not-so-hidden effects of gender dis-
crimination can be, effective foundations have figured how to use gender
knowledge as assets by learning to think outside the boxes. Putting fami-
lies—and work values that support families—at the center of philan-
thropic and nonprofit interventions turns these seemingly immutable
problems on their heads and gives effective organizations crucial ammu-
nition for creative solutions. Understanding gender and gendered cultural
competence as assets leading to innovation is certainly no panacea. But a
more nuanced understanding of gender is essential for organizational ef-
fectiveness and effective philanthropy.
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Institutionalizing Deep Diversity as an Asset

Norm Knowledge and Stereotypes

Chapter 1 describes the importance of gaining more nuanced understand-
ings of gender and other intersecting, socially constructed “identities” for
funders who aspire to effective philanthropy. Better understanding of how
we all live socially constructed lives offers the potential for increasing phil-
anthropic innovations and as well as help for nonprofit grantees. The ex-
amples of the social construction of gender in chapter 1 set up our
discussion in this chapter of how organizations succeed or fail to institu-
tionalize that knowledge and understanding.

Institutionalizing new knowledge is not easy, especially new knowledge
about differences that often trigger discomfort. Even the most thoughtful
people and the most agile of learning organizations fall prey to Norm. Be-
ing both researchers and practitioners has left us with few illusions about
the difficulties of sustaining organizational cultures with Norm knowledge
when that knowledge continually calls into question how we govern and
manage ourselves. There are limits to patience and downsides to change.
Like model but occasionally exasperated parents, even the most thought-
ful leaders of learning organizations sometimes just want to do it the way
they’ve always done it without need for lengthy justification.

We have few illusions about how hard this work can be and how frustrat-
ing it can feel. But for any foundation that aspires to effective philanthropy
and any nonprofit that aspires to effective programming, institutionalizing
deep diversity is an essential process to undertake. And like many elite or-
ganizations, the philanthropic sector has a long history of ignoring diffi-
cult conversations. Respondents in earlier research commissioned by the
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Kellogg Foundation, for example, expressed frustrations about founda-
tion culture that are probably little different from critiques leveled against
other institutions.! And although many of the examples cited in this chap-
ter focus on foundations, they are equally applicable to other organiza-
tions, especially larger and more established nonprofits.

As the case studies in chapter 3 document, foundations that have
learned to institutionalize deep diversity, however imperfectly, and under-
stand this work to be a lifetime process, have learned to challenge Norm.
We’re using “Norm” as shorthand for all the formal, informal, and un-
conscious ways difference is locked in or—better said—Ilocked out of
organizational structures and cultures, the insidious, often subtle and un-
acknowledged effects of “normal.” Webster’s Third defines norm as “an
ideal standard binding upon the members of a group and serving to guide,
control, or regulate proper and acceptable behavior”—an innocuous
enough definition describing a fundamental building block of civil soci-
ety.2 But at its most extreme, Norm becomes racism, sexism, heterosexism,
homophobia, transgender phobia, classism, fundamentalism, egotism,
ableism, ageism, xenophobia, and abuse of social, economic, and political
power. The hidden valuing, the unspoken expectations, and unconscious,
socially constructed stereotypes and assumptions make Norm dangerous
for deep diversity.

For those “native” to an organization’s culture—those most in sync
with their organization’s values, styles, and structures—many of these as-
sumptions and conventions seem so opaque as to be inconsequential. And
those not native to the organization’s culture, who stumble over these con-
ventions, often are marked as ineffectual and easily marginalized. Many of
these conventions boil down to what to say or not to say to whom about
what. Or they appear in subtler details, like the office equivalent of which
fork to use with the salad: who gets mentored and has access to the infor-
mal advice and knowledge, the invisible “grease” that makes the organi-
zation run. The following example shows how nonnatives sometimes get
excluded from this often invisible but essential learning.

New England Telephone

At the time of the AT&T Consent Decree, New England Telephone had to get women into
supervisory positions. New England Telephone had always taken their supervisors from
the ranks and had a very elaborate—and very expensive—supervisor training program.
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The men who went through this training worked extremely well as supervisors. But when
New England Telephone trained the women in this way, they were not successful. At that
time, they had a very forward-looking manager who did not blame the women but called
in a sociologist to look at the problem. The sociologist discovered that the reason the
men were doing so well had nothing to do with the wonderful training they were get-
ting but had to do with informal on-the-job help they received once they were supervi-
sors. The women weren't getting this help. With that insight, the company saved a lot
of money by not having to do this very expensive training any more. They could put into
place what was really effective—helping people on the job. Once men and women had
the same on-the-job assistance, they both performed well.?

Most protocols within specific organizations can be learned, especially
with the help of experienced mentors. At New England Telephone, these
protocols were the informal knowledge and advice, the invisible “grease”
that makes the organization run: on-the-job shortcuts and how-tos that
made the difference between success and failure for these new supervisors.
These components of informal culture are often different in different or-
ganizations. They are the dialects that nonnative speakers can master to en-
able them to fit in with different organizations’ language, rituals, and styles
of communication that Rosabeth Moss Kanter defined in her still relevant
1977 study, Men and Women of the Corporation. More subtle, however,
are the implicit cultural norms that for many people are much harder to
spot: what to say or not to say to whom about what. Or what to wear to
board meetings? Who asks whom to lunch? Who gets included on which
committee? Which vice president to copy on which type of memo? What
types of jokes are permissible in whose company? These are the norms
we use to judge those who misstep, and we often silently misjudge them
because most of the time we are unaware we are holding such expecta-
tions. As we saw in chapter 1, these assumptions often are internalized,
even among those not born to Norm. And they are usually gendered. As we
also saw in chapter 1, both men and women are handicapped by gender
norm expectations. And because of the differential power and status as-
signed to traditional gender roles, especially when these are combined with
the differential power and status assigned to race and ethnicity, it is women,
particularly women of color, who often find themselves in double binds be-
cause of unchallenged assumptions about acceptable gendered behavior
thatalso is tied to different racial or ethnic stereotypes—for example, black
women branded aggressive if they push too hard, weak if they don’t.*
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Women obviously have made significant strides in philanthropic leader-
ship, but too often, especially in elite foundations with large assets, women
rarely are seen as potential leaders. One experienced foundation executive
interviewed for the 1997 Kellogg Foundation study, for example, observed
that women can “do the work, carry the load, even get praised for the
work, but we don’t get to be at the helm.” Another funder interviewed in
the course of our research refers to a Women & Philanthropy report on the
difference it makes to have women on boards: “If a male grant maker who
went to Princeton recommends funding for Princeton, it’s seen as fine. But
if a woman who went to Princeton recommends the funding, it will be
viewed as taking advantage of her being an alum.”

And what does it mean that black male program officers are more likely
than black female program officers to be involved in setting policy?® For
that matter, what does it mean that an articulate black male foundation
executive must continually check his creativity and energy at the meeting
room door: “Do you have any idea how much I just hold myself in?” he
asks. “Just speaking too strongly will do you in. You’re then an ‘angry
black male’ and threatening, totally unacceptable.” With some exaspera-
tion, he noted, “This gets to be a real obstacle, making it hard to do your
best work.” When others in the foundation ask tough questions, they are
praised for their solid professionalism. But this man had learned that show-
ing his intellect makes people uncomfortable: a black male asking tough
questions is labeled “attacking”—another gender/racial stereotype that
seldom is discussed but difficult to shake.

Extensive analyses of these complex dimensions of institutional life and
organizational culture are beyond the scope of this book and best not un-
dertaken without more in-depth applied research, especially as it pertains
to both foundations and nonprofits. But the last decade has seen a wealth
of important research that documents how unexamined organizational
norms get in the way of effective corporate management strategies. Re-
searchers like Joan Acker, Lotte Bailyn, Marta Calds, Robin Ely, Joyce
Fletcher, Evangelina Holvino, Deborah Kolb, Joanne Martin, Deborah
Merrill-Sands, Debra Meyerson, Aruna Rao, Rhona Rapoport, Linda
Smircich, and others have developed a cluster of helpful analyses and
strategies for better understanding these dynamics and how they work to
the disadvantage of most people in organizations, women and men of all
races and ethnicities.®
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Translating to philanthropy some of the insights these researchers dis-
covered in their work with corporations helps us better understand why so
many women and men in foundations have such a hard time making the
link between deep diversity and effective philanthropy. Although we leave
more extensive analyses of foundations’ organizational cultures for future
work, it is crucial here at least to name Norm, crucial to talk about how
that arbiter of proper and acceptable behavior becomes the unnamed,
undiscussable elephant on the table, an invisible dead center that pushes to
the periphery all the group identities included in our definition of deep di-
versity: gender, race, class, sexual orientation, gender identity, age, dis-
ability, geography, nationality, religion, and other diversities—anyone not
Norm.

Chapter 1 described the importance of understanding the complex in-
tersections of deep diversity for making effective funding and nonprofit
program decisions. But these intersections also play out within a founda-
tion’s own culture. The phenomenon is complex because it can be both
hidden and well-meaning. As one senior foundation male executive noted
erroneously in Capek’s earlier Kellogg Foundation research, “We don’t
discriminate against women; that’s why we make ‘generic’ grants. ...
Women are equally considered in every way. We don’t need a special pro-
gram to make sure women get their fair share.” But other respondents in
that research disagreed. While quick to acknowledge significant changes
in philanthropy, especially the advances women have made in the profes-
sion, many respondents interviewed—male and female senior program
staff, foundation executives and trustees, and heads of the organizations
they fund—were candidly critical. And theirs were not just criticisms of
men in philanthropy: “Sometimes Norm wears a skirt,” one woman of
color executive quipped, “and often she’s white.”” White women collude,
for example, by not raising issues faced by women of color in the founda-
tion and in the grantee community.®

Women in Foundation Leadership

In 2004, according to the Council on Foundation data, a projected 53 per-
cent of full-time, paid chief executive officers/chief giving officers were fe-
male (table 2.1) and 73.6 percent of all program officers were female.
Corporate philanthropy has the highest percentage of women executives
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Table 2.1
Women and men as percentages of full-time paid CEOs of foundations with
different asset sizes, 2004

% % # of # of

women  men Total women men  Total
$100 million and over  39.2 60.8 100.0 93 144 237
$50 to $99.9 million 47.5 52.5 100.0 57 63 120
$10 to $49.9 million 59.1 40.9 100.0 159 110 269
Under $10 million 71.9 28.1 100.0 87 34 121
All 53.0 47.0 100.0 396 351 747

Source: Council on Foundations. 2004 Grantmakers Salary and Benefits Report.

(78.2 percent); the lowest percentage (43.2 percent) is in independent
private foundations (table 2.2).” Breakdowns of gender within racial/ethnic
categories show that 22 women of color head up foundations reporting
data to the Council on Foundations (table 2.3), and overall 5.1 percent of
CEOs were minorities (table 2.3), with 19.9 percent of program officers
women of color. Tables 2.4-2.5 show those breakdowns according to the
foundations’ asset sizes. While women and men of color have not made the
same inroads into philanthropy leadership that white women have, it is
safe to argue that the face of philanthropy has changed significantly from
what it was even a decade ago.

Yet the increase in the numbers of women program officers, CEOs, and
trustees of foundations has had no marked effect on funding for programs
for women and girls, to no small extent because of the pervasive reach of
Norm. Organizational culture, taken for granted and unexamined, steers
the course. Women and men who move up the ranks in most organizations
are promoted because they fit in to existing organizational norms and tra-
ditions, because they are unlikely to rock the boat. In interviews for this
book, women staff indicated that several factors affect how or whether they
advocate for programs for women and girls. Some women reported their re-
luctance to argue strongly for funding for women’s programs because they
feared they would be labeled “single-issue funders” and marginalized
within their foundations where gender did not function as a category of
analysis. This is Norm at work, Norm overwhelming Norma. Within the
group of women program officers we interviewed, some abandoned their
interest in funding programs benefiting women and girls to advance their
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Table 2.2
Women and men as percentages of full-time paid CEOs of different types of
foundations, 2004

% % # of # of

women men Total women men Total
Corporate 78.2 21.8 100.0 43 12 55
Community 56.8 43.2 100.0 163 124 287
Public 52.1 47.9 100.0 38 35 73
Family 49.0 51.0 100.0 72 75 147
Independent 43.2 56.8 100.0 80 105 185
All 53.0 47.0 100.0 396 351 747

Source: Council on Foundations. 2004 Grantmakers Salary and Benefits Report.

Table 2.3
Women and men within racial/ethnic groups as percentages of full-time paid
CEOs, 2004

% % # of # of

women  men Total women men Total
Asian/Pacific Islander 57.1 42.9 100.0 4 3 7
Black 62.5 37.5 100.0 10 6 16
Hispanic 50.0 50.0 100.0 7 7 14
American Indian 100.0 0 100.0 1 0 1
Other 0 0 100.0 0 0 0
White 52.8 47.2 100.0 374 335 709
All 53.0 47.0 100.0 396 351 747

Source: Council on Foundations. 2004 Grantmakers Salary and Benefits Report.

own careers; others chose to argue quietly wherever possible to fund
women and girls. Still others reported that they had no particular focus on
funding for women and girls and resented that anyone might automatically
assume they would have an interest in the issue. Finally, others argued they
had little control over funding decisions, an argument borne out in research
conducted in the Greater Boston area, which showed that boards of
trustees set funding criteria in 70 percent of the Boston-area foundations.'

Too many foundation trustees, executives, and staff—both men and
women—still lack knowledge of deep diversity. Nor do they acknowledge
the role Norm plays in dictating the way it’s always been done. Nor do they



Table 2.4
Women and men within racial/ethnic groups as full-time paid CEOs of foundations with different asset sizes, 2004 (assets in millions)

$100 or More $50 to $99.9 $10 to $49.9 Less than $10 All
Women Men All Women Men All Women Men All Women Men All Women Men All

Asian/Pacific

Islander 2 2 4 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 1 4 3 7
Black 7 6 13 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 10 6 16
Hispanic 3 2 5 0 0 0 2 4 6 2 1 3 7 7 14
American

Indian 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

White 81 134 215 57 63 120 153 106 259 83 32 115 374 335 709
All 93 144 237 57 63 120 159 110 269 87 34 121 396 351 747

Source: Council on Foundations. 2004 Grantmakers Salary and Benefits Report.



Table 2.5

Women and men within racial/ethnic groups as full-time paid CEOs of different types of foundations, 2004

Family Public Community Independent

Corporate

All

Women Men All Women Men All Women Men All Women Men All

Women Men All Women Men All

Asian/Pacific

Islander 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 2 3 2
Black 0 3 0 3 4 4 3
Hispanic 2 0 2 0 2 2 3 3 6 1
American

Indian 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
White 70 74 144 35 33 68 159 115 274 73
All 72 75 147 38 35 73 163 124 287 80
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Note: Corporate grantmakers include direct giving programs as well as foundations.

Source: Council on Foundations. 2004 Grantmakers Salary and Benefits Report.
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acknowledge that women’s and girls’ needs can be different from men’s
and boys’ needs. As a consequence, too many funders still are unwilling to
account for gender disparities in their grants—in spite of significant evi-
dence, for example, that accounting for gender-based differences in
“youth” programs provides expanded, more innovative resources for both
boys and girls.

Diversifying Boards and Staff

The board composition of many philanthropic organizations (tables 2.6—
2.10)—still predominantly white, middle-class, and male—contributes to
the reign of Norm and poses a considerable obstacle to effective philan-
thropy. But as we saw in the Maxwell Fund case in chapter 1, many white
upper-middle-class females also don’t get it. If in fact, as the research in
Boston-area foundations suggests, trustee boards set the funding criteria
for most foundations, it is of significant consequence that boards are also
where women and minorities have made the fewest inroads. In 1982,
women on boards numbered 834 out of 3,710 at the 417 foundations re-
porting to the Council on Foundations—just 22.5 percent of all board
members. Minorities that year numbered 159, only 4.3 percent of all board
members. From 1982 to 2002—a twenty-year period when the total num-
ber of board members jumped from 3,710 to 8,481 (and the number of re-
porting foundations from 417 to 704)—the number of women on boards

Table 2.6
Women and men as percentages of trustees on boards of different asset
sizes, 2002

% % # of # of

women  men Total women men Total
$100 million and over ~ 32.5 67.5 100.0 676 1,402 2,078
$50 to $99.9 million 34.2 65.8 100.0 464 893 1,357
$10 to $49.9 million 35.6 64.4 100.0 1,050 1,902 2,952
Under $10 million 38.8 61.2 100.0 813 1,281 2,094
All 35.4 64.6 100.0 3,003 5,478 8,481

Source: Council on Foundations. Foundation Management Series, 11th edition,
volume I-11: Governing Boards and Administrative Expenses in Private Founda-
tions, 2004.
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Table 2.7
Women and men as percentages of trustees on boards of different types of
foundations, 2002

% Y% # of # of

women men Total women men Total
Family 43.8 56.2 100.0 610 782 1,392
Public 35.2 64.8 100.0 340 626 966
Community 34.9 65.1 100.0 1,543 2,872 4,415
Independent and
private operating 29.9 70.1 100.0 510 1,198 1,708
All 35.4 64.6 100.0 3,003 5,478 8,481

Source: Council on Foundations. Foundation Management Series, 11th edition,
volume I-11: Governing Boards and Administrative Expenses in Private Founda-
tions, 2004.

Table 2.8
Women and men within racial/ethnic groups as percentages of trustees, 2002

% % # of # of

women  men Total women  men Total
Asian/Pacific Islander  47.6 52.4 100.0 50 55 105
Black 47.2 52.8 100.0 257 288 545
Hispanic 40.6 59.4 100.0 91 133 224
American Indian 54.3 45.7 100.0 19 16 35
Other 33.3 66.7 100.0 7 14 21
White 34.2 65.8 100.0 2,579 4,972 7,551
All 35.4 64.6 100.0 3,003 5,478 8,481

Source: Council on Foundations. Foundation Management Series, 11th edition,
volume I-11: Governing Boards and Administrative Expenses in Private Founda-
tions, 2004.

increased to 3,003 (35.4 percent of all trustees whose foundations report
to the Council on Foundations), and the number of minorities increased to
930 (11 percent of all reported trustees). While obviously an improvement
over 1982 levels, these 2002 data still fall short of numbers needed to en-
sure leadership opportunities for people of color and white women at the
tables where philanthropic decisions are made. As we describe throughout
the rest of this chapter and the next, these numbers document boards at
risk, ones lacking the diversity needed to ensure board effectiveness.



Table 2.9

Women and men within racial/ethnic groups on boards of foundations with different asset sizes, 2002 (assets in millions)

$100 or More

$50 to $99.9 $10 to $49.9 Less than $10

All

Women Men All

Women Men All

Women Men All Women Men All

Women Men All

Asian/Pacific
Islander 24
Black 88
Hispanic 42
American

Indian 6
Other 1
White 515
All 676

23 47
113 201
34 76
7 13

S 6

1,220 1,735
1,402 2,078

7 6 13 14 12 26 5 14 19
56 73 129 83 75 158 30 27 57
20 36 6 20 SO0 70 9 13 22
2 0 2 3 5 8 8 4 12
0 2 2 5 4 9 1 3 4
379 776 1,155 925 1,756 2,681 760 1,220 1,980

464 8§93 1,357 1,050 1,902 2,952 813 1,281 2,094

50 55105
257 288 545
91 133 224

19 16 35

7 14 21
2,579 4,972 7,551
3,003 5,478 8,481

Council on Foundations. Foundation Management Series, 11th Edition, Volume I-11: Governing Boards and Administrative Expenses in Private

Foundations, 2004.



Table 2.10

Women and men within racial/ethnic groups on boards of different types of foundations, 2002

Family Public Community Independent All

Women Men All Women Men All Women Men All Women Men All Women Men All
Asian/Pacific
Islander S 9 14 11 8 19 17 25 42 17 13 30 50 55 105
Black 10 9 19 41 38 79 147 172 319 59 69 128 257 288 545
Hispanic 4 3 7 9 28 37 52 79 131 26 23 49 91 133 224
American
Indian 0 1 1 4 13 6 8 14 3 7 19 16 35
Other 1 0 1 1 3 4 4 8 12 1 3 4 7 14 21
White 590 760 1,350 269 545 814 1,317 2,580 3,897 403 1,087 1,490 2,579 4,972 7,551
All 610 782 1,392 340 626 966 1,543 2,872 4,415 510 1,198 1,708 3,003 5,478 8,481

Council on Foundations. Foundation Management Series, 11th Edition, Volume I-11: Governing Boards and Administrative Expenses in Private

Foundations, 2004.



64 Chapter 2

Another often overlooked aspect of diversity is age. A number of the
people interviewed for this book stressed the importance of involving
younger people both on staff and on boards. A respected consultant who
was asked her advice for more effective organizations replied, “Make sure
you have staff under thirty-five. They’ve had more integrated experience
across gender, more assertive perspectives. . . . I don’t always agree with
them, but there’s a truth there.” Another nonprofit executive talked about
her experience with a young woman she met at an international racism
conference who is now on her staff: “I have learned a tremendous amount
from her. We need to open spaces for young people and share leadership;
we can’t stay stuck. They don’t need to reinvent the wheel, but they help us
get unstuck.”

In fact, without using the term, many people interviewed for this book
stressed the importance of deep diversity—those nuanced, complex under-
standings of differences that are also institutionalized. One former corpo-
rate executive observed, “You’d have to be half dead not to see it’s in a
foundation’s interest to have diverse populations in their organization and
in their funding priorities—that their organizations and agendas need to
mirror our world. But it’s more than ‘add a few and stir’: these people need
to be woven into the fabric of the organization.” Another former program
officer notes, “The more people there, the more debate, the deeper you can
go. . . . Without more diverse staff, you’re really limited. Those founda-
tions that broaden have richer conversations. That doesn’t mean the con-
versations go any smoother—they can in fact be more difficult—but that’s
what you need.” And these differences make the difference between super-
ficial add-ons to the “same old same old,” the dead weight of tradition, and
an organizational culture that is flexible and able to ask critical, new ques-
tions of itself and its stakeholders.

And diversity, even deep diversity, must go beyond skin deep. Here’s
where Norm comes into play again. People who look different still can act
the same. As we saw in the previous section, having a majority of women
in leadership positions has not had a significant impact on either founda-
tion culture or increased amounts or quality of funding for women and
girls. People of any gender or race can buy into the nested Russian dolls of
a foundation’s culture. As the head of an affinity group interviewed for the
1998 Kellogg Foundation research quipped, “Foundations can be multi-
racial but monocultural.”
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Although difference does not guarantee deep diversity, you can’t achieve

deep diversity without difference. One foundation CEO notes that bring-
ing different voices onto the board, especially more diverse women in larger
numbers, contributed significantly to his board’s renewed energies.
We had a rocky beginning like many new organizations: the initial board was all
white males chosen by the founder. Many things transpired; at first we added just
one woman (on a six-member board), but five years ago the board was rebuilt. This
was a rare opportunity. We consciously set out to diversify on every level of the or-
ganization. We now have a significant group of women of color on the board, and
they play an important leadership role. . . . On our board, women have made a dif-
ference. They don’t want to be the squeaky wheel all the time, but they have been
effective leaders. They have done such a good job at leadership that they have got-
ten men to step up to the plate and speak out on gender issues. . . .

Willingness to speak out on gender issues is also important. As one non-
profit executive pointed out, nonprofits and foundations need to vet
prospective board members, both men and women, about their awareness
of gender issues.

I remember taking over “the woman’s seat” on our judicial nominating commit-
tee, a very prestigious appointment. My predecessor warned me that she was in the
middle of a big fight. Our nominating form for potential judicial candidates asked
about military service, but she wanted a question on the form to ask if candidates
were parents because being a parent, after all, affects your worldview. I inherited
the fight. These guys could not incorporate into their worldview that it was at least
as important to acknowledge parenting as it was military service. I won, but it took
me a very long time. They just got bored; I wore them down.

While this executive did not advocate the “wear down” strategy as a model
for how to diversify boards, the point is important to make: having diverse
people on boards can provide more diverse perspectives that directly affect
work outcomes.

More diverse boards also can empower themselves to be “bi- or even tri-
paradigmed,” as another foundation executive put it. Understanding pos-
itive differences in other cultures and the negative impacts of gender or
racial dynamics in ways that go beyond superficial markers is a complex
process that requires us to suspend stereotypes, or at least entertain con-
cepts that are not in our standard frames of reference. This executive talked
about the importance of cultural competence, recognizing something as
simple as the fact that not everyone frames their worlds alike. The com-
munitarian nature of many American Indian cultures, for example, con-
trasts starkly with the individualism of many non-Indian cultures. So the
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challenge is to create spaces in organizations that allow, indeed foster, un-
derstanding of these differences and integrate people who think differ-
ently. And not to expect people not born to Norm to fit in and adapt to the
dominant institutional culture. The organization needs to be flexible
enough to accommodate different styles, and be intentional—and selec-
tive—about what people must do to “fit” the dominant culture.

As we saw in chapter 1, these are the same strategies that David Thomas
and Robin Ely describe as their learning and effectiveness paradigm for
making differences work for an organization instead of against it. As
Thomas and Ely describe the process, we have focused on diversity mainly
because discrimination is wrong. But a diverse workforce embodies dif-
ferent ideas about how to do work, and they can challenge basic assump-
tions about an organization’s functions, strategies, operations, practices,
and procedures. The benefits of learning to stretch one’s own institutional
culture far outweigh the temporary discomfort of doing things differently.

To recap, effective learning organizations are not stuck in Thomas and
Ely’s first paradigm of “discrimination and fairness,” where all staff mem-
bers are expected to fit neatly into the institutional culture’s norms of be-
havior. Nor are they stuck in Thomas and Ely’s second paradigm of
“access and legitimacy,” where foundations celebrate differences but mar-
ginalize different people’s strengths without integrating them into the in-
stitution’s culture and where people of color, for example, may be hired
because of their special knowledge about diverse populations then pigeon-
holed into grant making programs for only those populations. In this in-
stance, people of color should be recognized as resources for bringing new
perspectives and expertise—resources foundations miss out on if they don’t
create the time and space for struggling with differences and empower all
stakeholders in the organization to change as they learn new knowledge
and different ways of working. Our model of deep diversity and Thomas
and Ely’s “learning and effectiveness” strategies are all potential power
tools for Norm busting, not just academic notions or cultural niceties.
They have direct impact on how both philanthropy and nonprofits do busi-
ness. One executive cited population planning in China to make his point:
Take the one-child policy, for example. That hasn’t worked because [the Chinese
leadership planning the policies] haven’t dealt with cultural values that only value

boys and men; girls are thrown away. This is a huge gap in understanding. What
role can philanthropy play in that? We have to institutionalize cultural compe-
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tency: we have to have cultural competency in our capacities within our founda-
tions. If we don’t have that understanding, we can’t do our jobs.
That foundation actually had to have gendered cultural competence,
because without understanding how Chinese culture undervalues girl chil-
dren and why, there is little philanthropy can do to positively change
people’s lives.

In another example, one foundation conducted an evaluation of a proj-
ect funded in Africa.
We found a lot of backlash, a lot of teachers angry because resources were per-
ceived going just to girls, not to boys. Families didn’t want to send their girls to
school. So the program did some research to find out what was behind the hostility.
It turns out families didn’t want to send girls to school because of sexual harass-
ment. Also backlash. So we’ve retooled the program: now it’s focused on strength-
ening primary education, with a special emphasis within the program on girls, but
it’s not billed “just for girls.” We’re trying to improve access to education, remove

barriers for girls. We’re not moving away from a focus on girls, we’re just trying to
be more strategic.

Institutionalizing Deep Diversity

A major goal of this book is to expand discussions about the importance
of “naming Norm” and, in the process, institutionalizing knowledge of
deep diversity and thinking outside the boxes. We chose to embed this no-
tion explicitly in our definition of deep diversity.

+ Wide to include the breadth and web of differences that weave through
most modern organizations: gender, sexual orientation, gender identity,"
race, ethnicity, nationality, religion, class, disability, geography, age, and
other socially, culturally, and economically defined differences that cate-
gorize groups of individuals

« Deep into an organization’s DNA, or to use another metaphor, deep into
the taproot of an organization and intertwined in the wide network of roots
that anchors and feeds the whole of an organization’s culture

Because the intersecting dimensions of race, ethnicity, gender, class, and
culture go so deep, it becomes all the more important for foundations to
embed gendered cultural competence throughout formal institutional pro-
cesses and structures as well as throughout informal organizational inter-
actions, e.g., formal value statements and reward mechanisms as well as
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informal valuing transmitted by how leadership listens and interacts with
staff. And it is important to embed both formal and informal strategies at
the board level, in staff leadership and management levels, and in program
and support staff as well as in program initiatives themselves. Having a
program within a foundation’s urban poverty initiative devoted to the
needs of Native American women and children is important, for example,
but it is even more important that cultural and gender understanding spe-
cific to Native-American communities be infused throughout the entire
foundation.

As some of the people interviewed for this book pointed out, however,
often it may be easier to make the case for race/ethnic awareness than for
gender. Funders assume they reach women and girls because females are
more than half of the population. One funder describes this experience
as trickle-down confidence and says, “It’s harder to make the case when
people feel there’s so much progress. But if understanding of gender dy-
namics is not built in and institutionalized, it’ll be dropped when a sym-
pathetic program officer leaves.”

Institutionalizing diversity, especially institutionalizing gender awareness,
takes persistence. One program officer describes her foundation’s progress:
We started funding women as a category, but we also needed to move that gender
awareness into all program areas, and we did that. We integrated gender with race
as well. This often started with staffing in the foundation (getting more women and
minorities in important positions) and then moved into priorities set within pro-
gram areas. In general, there is a larger pool of gender-informed people now. If one
person leaves, the agenda doesn’t drop. People who understand gender dynamics
are now on boards—both men and women—and they have integrated important
perspectives. . . . In some areas, small groups of gender-informed people are build-
ing collaborative portfolios with people in other program areas. This is a good
move. When I was doing funding on domestic violence, for example, I encouraged
communication with program officers working with low-income fathers. We
worked together. Our grantees began to understand each other better. The do-
mestic violence groups didn’t always understand issues for low-income dads. This
effort has changed both projects.

The most important step is the “interactive” embedding just described.
A lot of foundations talk about cultural competency at a learning level —
taking in new information about diverse cultures—but as important as it
is to master cultural competency at a learning level, the process stalls un-
less it gets taken higher and transforms the organization’s own norms and
culture. An affinity group head reports:
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I hear stories from so many in the field: the systems are just not established. Holi-
days are still based on the Christian calendar. As people from diverse backgrounds
come into philanthropy, they are expected to shape themselves around the field, but
the institutions don’t accommodate them, much less really integrate their cultural
diversities. There’s been no cultural integration: that’s the next step.

Bringing Boards Along

Any discussions of institutionalizing deep diversity and gendered cultural
competence within foundations, however, must circle back to board mem-
bership. This book is not a manual for foundation or nonprofit board and
staff management. Many other thoughtful books on the subject are on the
shelves. But some of these issues need to be addressed here because so
much of what we’ve described about foundations as organizations insti-
tutionalizing learning and effectiveness paradigms—which we are arguing
is key for doing effective philanthropy—seems to depend on fundamental
governance and management issues: suffice it to say here that lessons from
generations of classic board advice apply. These tried-and-true board
strategies help to create the proper learning climate for an organization to
evolve and thrive, for an organization’s culture to be more pliable and re-
flective of new ideas and experiences.

+ Ask hard questions of themselves
« Probe their own assumptions

+ Diversify and renew their board membership with well-searched new
appointments

« Work with staff to develop targeted mission statements and flexible
guidelines

+ Hire independent CEOs

+ Understand the difference between boards’ fiduciary responsibilities and
policy-setting roles, management roles, and decision making

Yet to achieve effective philanthropy, foundation boards often present
special roadblocks. With little accountability and not much pressure for
self-evaluation, many boards have problems built into their governance re-
sponsibilities. For instance, few private foundation boards have term limits.
Most are self-perpetuating, without pressure to diversify beyond “people
like us” Even when boards do make attempts to diversify membership,
there is an inevitable centrifugal force, as several respondents pointed out,
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pulling them back to “the way we’ve always done it.” Some of these diffi-
culties seem built into organizational DNA. A monocultural, hierarchical
leadership model is still the norm in many foundations and larger non-
profit organizations. “Organizations are like silly putty,” one experienced
administrator notes. “You can pull and tug them into shape for a while,
but once you let go, whammo, back to the original blob.”

Change is hard. So long as the basic legal requirements of asset distri-
bution and reporting are met, private foundation boards, family founda-
tion boards, and corporate boards are under no pressure to do their work
differently, and often there is little incentive to rethink business as usual.
With less professionalized foundations, those without professional staff
for example, there is also tendency toward a self-image of generosity that
can undercut any pressure to change. After all, if they are giving away
money they could have spent on other, more selfish pursuits, they see crit-
ics as merely ungrateful. Those people who question the often complex
motives behind the establishment of foundations (e.g., tax incentives, so-
cial standing in the community, support of cultural institutions that per-
petuate class and differential power) are deemed troublemakers or
downright rude. One researcher who published a controversial study of
philanthropy in the early 1990s actually was booed out of the room at a
major national philanthropic conference. It was considered neither nice
nor a sign of appropriate respect or gratitude to suggest that foundation
boards need to evaluate how they work and even worse to suggest that
they change.

These concerns about accountability and change obviously go beyond
the gender of the person who is in charge of the foundation. As one long-
time male foundation executive noted, “Some years ago, we couldn’t en-
vision that by now women would be heading up more than 50 percent of
foundations. And if we had, we would have expected that this would have
made huge changes.” He went on to explain why he thinks so few changes
have occurred in philanthropy in spite of large numbers of women moving
into leadership: boards of directors: “Boards determine the CEOs who de-
termine the staffs. I think everyone is educable, but in fact we still need to
educate people who have a lot of money. They don’t have social change as
their priority. Why change since they benefited from the system as it is?”
Expanding the number of women on boards will help, according to many
observers, but as we saw with the statistics describing women in founda-
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tion leadership positions, even with higher numbers, change does not nec-
essarily happen. As a former foundation program officer and trustee notes,
the issue is more than numbers: “The question is to what extent we can
really engage a foundation board in meaningful ways in its own grant mak-
ing work.” He points out:

The more distant the board is, the more we as board members can draw our own
conclusions because no one’s going to confront or debate us on it. If we’re out there
in the community, we have to make tougher decisions. It’s tough to say no when
you’re there. It’s a challenging bit of work, but it’s the style needed for foundations
to be more effective and meaningful. It’s important to have people familiar
with/from those populations we’re trying to serve on our boards.

Even when boards are more diverse, bringing them along is the job of the
CEOQ, at least in part. An effective CEO understands that his or her job in-
cludes working to develop the board, educating them about the best new
thinking about effective philanthropy. Even the most active board works
less and thinks less about the organization than the CEO and other senior
staff who are on the job five or more days a week. And effective boards en-
courage CEO and senior staff guidance. So while this strategy of the CEO
“bringing the board along” is not necessarily politic to discuss or openly
acknowledge, many of the respondents interviewed for our book share a
common understanding that primary responsibility for refining and main-
taining a healthy, dynamic organizational culture rests in the hands of the
CEO and senior staff. For both boards and their organizations to succeed,
boards must keep moving and growing, and effective CEOs and senior staff
understand that process. As one long-time foundation executive described:
What was revolutionary [for our board] five years ago, they [the board] now brag
about as our decade of successes. Bring them along, get them to take risks, see re-
sults and take credit for it. . .. It’s an ongoing thing, not a formula. . . . We’ve tried
to . . . engage board members on something they know about or think they know
about . . . and bring them along from there.

As to the nuts and bolts of institutionalizing differences, smart staff
members learn to see where board members “are” and work from there.
One senior staffer described insights he gained trying to implement ethnic-
specific funding in higher education. His board kept resisting, arguing
strenuously that ethnic-specific funding was divisive. After months of frus-
tration, it finally occurred to him that many board members were of the
generation that felt strongly that assimilation was key to a stronger Amer-
ica. Immigrants wanted to become Americans as fast as they could, and
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these now-established immigrants and children of immigrants saw target-
ing specific populations as fragmenting, leading to ethnic divisiveness.
Once he recognized where his board members’ thinking was coming from,
he could make the argument that it wasn’t either/or and then convince his
board of the importance of funding people within their communities to
strengthen their skills and #hen begin integrating: “They can’t integrate if
they’re not up to speed. We start strengthening, then we connect. We don’t
want women to go off and forsake their families. We want to strengthen
them, then connect them better to their families, their communities, and
the larger society.”

Boards can and should be brought along, and everyone is the better for
it. A corporate program officer described the importance of talking about
things that are sometimes hard, one of the first steps in naming Norm. His
board was having a hard time with domestic violence as a proposed new
priority for the foundation. He describes the importance of addressing the
issue of discomfort directly:

I witnessed it taking place. It was one of our board members, a woman on our
board, who actually named the problem. “You know what,” she said to the board
at large, “there’s an issue of discomfort here.” It was easier for the board to talk
about glass ceilings than domestic violence. I think there was this feeling of “all

you men are batterers.” Once she raised the issue, though, people started talking
about their discomfort quite personally.

Leadership Is Key

In addition to helping shape effective boards, leadership is also key to cre-
ating healthy organizational cultures that institutionalize deep diversity.
Of the leaders we interviewed for this book, the most effective are curious
and positive and inspire both board and staff in their visions for the organ-
ization. They see the big picture. A major private foundation board mem-
ber notes, “If you have enlightened leadership, you know you can’t ignore
women. It took the World Bank a long time to understand this; they failed
in development projects because they ignored women. But the Bank’s lead-
ership was finally able to provide a crucial gender analysis that made all
the difference'?

Leadership empowers staff and trustees alike. When a CEO “gets” deep
diversity and communicates that in explicit and implicit ways to everyone
in the organization, change happens. A program officer at a family foun-
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dation notes, “It isn’t just staff moving it forward, it’s top leadership. It’s
crucial that they believe diverse women’s funding is important, women’s po-
sitions are important.” In another instance, a male CEO is seen as giving
permission to his staff to raise a range of issues involving gender and race
questions: “What a difference that makes that he’s an advocate in his insti-
tution. My sense is that it raises awareness among a huge sweep of staff, but
he also implicitly provides permission for a large staff of young women to
look at things, do some work that they might otherwise find difficult.”

At least some aspect of effective leadership has to do with timing. An ex-

ecutive observes that, so often, important decisions come down to having
key people in place at the right time:
Our founder would turn in his grave to see what the foundation does now. We need
to institutionalize and mainstream what we do—when you have the right leader-
ship, they need to work on the institutionalization part: seed the field, support
younger people, and bring them on board, especially people who are challenging
us. We need to trust in the ability of people to organize on their own behalf with
the right resources. Then get the leadership to move on and give new people op-
portunities to lead.

This kind of leadership, which also knows when to push and when to
back off, how to get the right people in place on both board and staff to
make these organizational cultural shifts happen—these are all crucial
components of the hard but essential work involved in institutionalizing
deep diversity. Without it, effective philanthropy doesn’t happen.






3

Capitalizing on Deep Diversity: Case Studies

of Successful Foundations

As we saw in chapters 1 and 2, naming Norm and understanding and in-
stitutionalizing deep diversity are key strategies for doing effective philan-
thropy. This chapter explores how these skills play out in the settings of
actual foundations: how foundation staffs and boards learned about the
“Norm” elephants on their desks; how they deepened their understanding
of a broad range of diversities, including gender; and how they institution-
alized that knowledge and in the process transformed their organizational
cultures.

For this phase of our book’s research, we conducted thirty-seven inter-
views with CEOs, staff, trustees, and grantees of six private, family, and
community foundations—Otto Bremer Foundation, The California Well-
ness Foundation, Hyams Foundation, Jessie Smith Noyes Foundation, The
Philadelphia Foundation, and Public Welfare Foundation—foundations
selected because they have reputations among their peers for effective
funding of women’s and girls’ organizations as well as for institutionaliz-
ing deep diversity that includes gendered cultural competence within their
own organizations.

In selecting these six, we opted for foundations based in different re-
gions of the country, for a range of foundations that are themselves diverse:
diverse in the size of their endowments and annual grant making awards,
diverse in the size of their staffs and boards, diverse in their missions and
the constituencies they serve. We also wanted to include different types of
foundations (e.g. private, community, family) as well as foundations that
were at different stages in their own institutional development. We inter-
viewed corporate philanthropy CEOs and staff for the first phase of our
research for this book but chose not to include corporate funders in this
chapter for two reasons: we wanted to highlight foundations within the
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range of the majority of foundations in this country so our examples could
be more easily replicated, and governance structures of corporate founda-
tions usually are dependent on parent corporations so issues like diversi-
fying boards have to be addressed differently.! Corporate foundations like
Wells Fargo, Sara Lee, and the Prudential Foundation have institutional-
ized valuable lessons about deep diversity and share many of the qualities
of effective philanthropy described in this chapter, but describing how cor-
porate foundations apply deep diversity and gendered cultural competence
to their organizations is out of the scope of consideration for this book.

Because this chapter aims to provide case studies describing funding and
management strategies that can be replicated easily by the majority of
foundations in this country, we limited our selection to private, commu-
nity, or family foundations with less than $1 billion in endowments in 2001
(when we started this research), with fewer than fifty full-time staff, profiles
that mirror a considerable majority of U.S. foundations.? Those selected
have founding dates that range from 1918 to 1992. The smallest had an
endowment of $60 million, the largest an endowment of just over $1 bil-
lion in 2003 dollars. The number of grants they each awarded in 2003
ranged from 120 to 935, and the annual total dollar amounts of each foun-
dation’s grants in 2003 ranged from $2.76 million to over $40 million.
Collectively in 2003, they held $2.338 billion in assets and gave away more
than 2,856 grants worth just under $113 million.

Although a common denominator of these six foundations is their
commitment to various facets of social-justice funding—which may make
them more attuned to diversity issues—their organizational cultures are in
fact quite different from one another, and they offer a range of strategies
that all organizations, regardless of their funding priorities or mission
statements, can learn from in assessing their own institutional cultures.
The point here is that institutionalizing deep diversity helps strengthen or-
ganizations, whether those foundations fund the opera, an upscale hospi-
tal, or a homeless shelter.

Deep Diversity Works
We began the research for this chapter looking for how-tos that could nail

down the more theoretical analyses laid out in chapters 1 and 2: how did
these funders get national reputations for funding gender unabashedly and
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for institutionalizing deep diversity so effectively? As you will see through-
out this chapter, there are a variety of answers. As we moved through in-
terviews for these case studies, however, other distinct patterns began to
emerge that proved a happy bonus for one of the basic themes of this book
and answer the question of what difference “difference” makes. Deep di-
versity works. Deep-diversity organizations do effective philanthropy.

These foundations—all of them committed to institutionalizing a nu-
anced understanding of deep diversity in their organizational DNA—hit
most of the benchmarks for effective philanthropy that surfaced in our
first round of interviews and early research: core support, multiyear grants,
sticking with grantees over time, grantee-driven and community-based (re-
sponsive) grant making, balanced “power” relationships with grantees,
and so on. Typical of other foundations with similar goals, these funders
manifest understandings of deep diversity that reflect multifaceted aware-
ness of gender and diversity issues that clearly strengthens their grant mak-
ing and their institutions. In these foundations, gender is understood to be
a piece of the puzzle, not avoided, not a source of discomfort to boards and
staffs, whether in their interactions with each other or their priority-
setting and grant-making decisions. None of the funders, trustees, and
grantees we interviewed describe their work as universal or generic grant
making. Instead, most of them describe using a gender lens and exhibit
functional understandings of gender that reflect much of the analysis de-
scribed in the first two chapters of this book.

Interestingly, however, a gender lens is only one of the diversity lenses
these foundations use, and most of those interviewed speak of diversity in
much more nuanced terms: diversity is diverse, not “just” gender, race,
and ethnicity. And issues related to gender, race, and ethnicity get more
traction to the extent that they are part of a larger, more complex under-
standing of the importance of diversity that includes a working knowledge
of how age, disability, geography, class, culture, learning styles, and other
diversities impact grantees as well as their foundations. As one staff mem-
ber defines it:

Real diversity is just the opposite of Norm and the expectations so many founda-
tions have that those of us “not Norm” fit in like clones. Even if we look different,
even if we’re multicultural or have diverse gender identities, there’s still this pres-
sure to be “monocultural” That’s not only boring, it really gets in the way of

innovation. More than just “tolerance” for different perspectives, real diversity
shows enthusiasm for difference, a push to think outside the box—the flip side of
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Norm. Diversity’s exhilarating. There’s a kind of spontaneous, creative, collective
energy that bubbles up when the filters are off, and all kinds of differences are re-
spected, when people are valued and listened to.

And this kind of diversity makes for more effective, innovative philan-
thropy that meets the needs of diverse communities. Gary Yates, CEO of
The California Wellness Foundation (TCWF), talks about being at the
foundation before their push to institutionalize diversity and the differ-
ence a diverse staff has made for the effectiveness of their grants:

The foundation’s diverse program staff brings intimate knowledge of underserved
communities . . . and these values inform their grant making. For example, a pro-
gram director who is an immigrant herself and a former executive of a women’s
foundation brought to the board’s attention the specific health concerns of indige-
nous Oaxacans [Mexicans], many of whom are migrants and seasonal farmwork-
ers. There is a high incidence of upper respiratory illness, infectious diseases,
tuberculosis, domestic violence, and alcohol addiction. Oaxaquefios are often
isolated because of language barriers that separate them from both English- and
Spanish-speaking people. In Oaxaca alone, there are over sixteen indigenous lan-
guages including Mixteco, Zapoteco, Triqui, and Chatino. While the grant was
risky because of the sponsoring organization’s fragile infrastructure, the program
director was able to make a strong case for support because of her familiarity with
immigrant-focused organizations and their specific health issues. The organization

successfully leveraged the TCWF grant attracting additional funding from national
foundations.?

More Than Multiculturalism

This deeper understanding of diversity that permeates the entire organiza-
tional culture and changes the kinds of grants a foundation makes emerged
as one of the key findings in our research. More than multiculturalism, in
most cases, this multifaceted understanding of diversity grew as a conse-
quence of foundations’ “intentionality” and constant vigilance (not just
“add a few and stir,” as one trustee emphasized). These foundations took
intentional steps, both historically and ongoing, to pay attention, to get
comfortable with “fluidity,” to let their institutional culture as well as in-
dividual trustees and staff members change and be changed by each other
and by new people and new ideas.

All of the staff, trustees, and grantees interviewed for this chapter stress
that diversity does not happen overnight. Diversity is an ongoing process
that requires looking for new ways of bringing on board more diverse em-
ployees, for example, like hiring people from professions outside philan-
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thropy and using both alternative media and ethnic networks to advertise
for employees. All of these foundations also stress the importance of com-
munication across differences, and they have devised a variety of ways to
make more effective communication happen. Perhaps hardest to achieve,
they also work to embed these values into their organizational cultures,
cultures very different one from another among the foundations inter-
viewed. Even accounting for differences among these six case studies, the
foundations shared common denominators that include valuing differ-
ences among all components of the foundation, differences on the board,
differences across staff—including leadership, program and support
staff—as well as differences among grantees themselves.

And as important, ongoing processes used to diversify and institution-
alize deep diversity reflect intentionality. Diversifying boards, for example,
means looking for trustees who bring a range of expertise and cultural ex-
perience to their boards. In family foundations, the processes emerged as
especially thoughtful: adding outside trustees, working together to learn
to take risks, learning to be comfortable with change and difference, and
setting those attitudes as visible values for staff to emulate. Both board and
staff leadership play a key role in making these changes happen, and most
of the trustees stressed the importance of their foundations’ not just pay-
ing lip service to diversity but going after the messier dimensions of diver-
sity like undoing racism and bigotry and homophobia. For trustees and
staff members alike, accessibility is seen as a key strategy: staying available
and being responsive to the communities they serve.

Gender a Key Piece of Deep Diversity

Gender is a key piece of this bigger picture of deep diversity. Funders in-
terviewed do not see gender pitted against race or ethnicity, vying for tight
dollars. Nor do they cite universal or generic funding: no one claims they
fund girls, for example, when they fund youth programs. Instead, they de-
scribe gender, including sexual orientation and gender identity, as essential
lenses that give them integral, detailed knowledge—including demograph-
ics and patterns of more subtle discrimination—that play out in the or-
ganizations they fund. Like other differences, gender is understood as a
variable often overlooked but essential for teasing out the most detailed,
thoroughly documented knowledge of priority areas and institutions
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funded. In the California Wellness example cited earlier, for example, be-
cause the program officer was using a gender lens, she could see domestic
violence as one of the indigenous Oaxacans’ health risks.

Not that any of this comes easily. One program officer talks about the
importance of keeping the pressure on to find ways to make a gender lens
automatic:

I think, for the most part, all of us embrace our work using a gender lens, but I
think more can be done. For some, it’s a part of who we are, for others not neces-
sarily; they don’t use that lens around aging, for example. So the question for me
is how we can better institutionalize that knowledge, that perspective, so that it’s
more tangible. How do we do it? What’s the benefit? I’m rather careful, always be-
ing one of the first people to bring that up. But it needs to be more institutional-
ized. We need to find ways to make it come alive so it’s automatic, part of the angles
we use to see our work.

When asked how use of a gender lens showed up in her foundation, an-
other program officer talked about a deliberate decision her board made
in the early 1990s when, having decided to find a new trustee with good
finance skills, the board made a real effort to find a female to fill that slot:
“That could only have happened with a gender lens ingrained. We had a
female chair of the board then, and the finance slot for a female was the
last hurdle for the board. To me, sitting on staff watching the board, they
had a struggle to decide a female could make those decisions.”

So even in our model case studies, inevitable gender discomforts had to
be to overcome. A family trustee described how her board had some diffi-
culty understanding sexual orientation as part of their diversity agenda:
“There was fear that all of a sudden we’d have lesbian issues pushed, but
that didn’t happen. Instead, our new appointment brought a different per-
spective, someone speaking from experience about prejudice and discrim-
ination.” And some of the “model” boards still have to struggle to get past
an “old boys’ club” history. One female trustee observes that in spite of a
history of good appointments of women staff and grants to women’s or-
ganizations, her board “still has some difficulty recruiting women trustees.
Although I never get the sense that women aren’t welcome on the board,
conversation at board meetings can sometimes be ‘boyish.” And there are
more subtle hurdles to overcome: “The men on the board want to invite
more women trustees, but they seem to be stumped by some sense of who
they don’t want. ... A lot of potential trustees, for instance, who are
‘strong women’ and may be the kind of women they’re worried about invit-
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ing on board”—a classic case of unexamined assumptions about “gender
nonconformity” tripping up otherwise thoughtful and well-intentioned
trustees.

Commitment to Deep Diversity Pays Off

Most of the funders interviewed have learned to get past these kinds of
unexamined assumptions and speak about the importance of a deeper un-
derstanding of gender and diversity as key for more effective grant making.
Intentionality and sustained attention can create new sources of funds for
foundations that raise money to give it away—expanding donor-advised
funds, for example, and educating donors. Intentionality also can lead to
strategies for more effective grant making: responsiveness to grantees,
community-based solutions to intractable community problems, funder-
grantee partnerships and respected peer relationships with grantees, risk-
taking, and so forth.

When a foundation diversifies its board, diversifies its staff, and institu-
tionalizes diversity—especially when it defines diversity broadly—the
power balance between funders and grantees shifts and not coincidentally,
more effective grant making results. But the process takes commitment
and patience. One executive interviewed describes an instance of internal
tension continuing to play out in the organization as a consequence of the
organization’s shift from “initiative-driven, targeted, prescriptive, compli-
cated laid-out funding initiatives” to grantee-driven, community-based re-
sponsive grant making: “Moving away from prescriptive grant making has
required an unlearning and relearning for program officers, and that’s been
a source of some internal tension. Program officers had been doing initia-
tives, had power bases established, and now the main focus is around due
diligence, doing all the upfront work, less around monitoring. It’s a power
shift” And some have a hard time adjusting to such shifts.

But it is precisely this kind of struggle that makes for more innovation
within the foundation’s own institutional culture as well as externally. Our
case study foundations extended their understanding and awareness of di-
versity in their own institutions to their grantees, promoting a conscious-
ness of diversity among grantees and an accountability that rewards both
results and the process of achieving them, even when results are not imme-
diately apparent. These foundations also are committed to working across
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the larger field of philanthropy itself, modeling accountability by making
outside evaluations public and taking on responsibility for translating
their institutions’ experiences to other funders. Unlike philanthropy that
mirrors a “gentleman’s agreement” not to comment on other foundations’
work, these funders are active in philanthropy field activities and do not
hesitate to speak out about issues such as the importance of maintaining
levels of funding in hard times, even when it means upping the level of
foundation payouts (the percentages of foundation endowments used for
grants).

How Consciousness Starts

How does consciousness of diversity start in a foundation that hasn’t paid
much attention to such concerns in the past? Most of those interviewed
point to a combination of leadership and openness to change. One pro-
gram officer recalled a former CEO:

I don’t know how this evolved. Our ED certainly didn’t get diversity in his bones,
but he was intellectually committed to the process, and he trusted the people he
hired. He himself was hired because the board liked him, and he looked like a lot
of people on the board. But he had the wisdom to hire program officers who were
more diverse. As a CEOQ, he insisted that all staff members interview any new can-
didates for staff positions. And once you hire one person who understands diver-
sity lenses, you’re more likely to get others.

Another CEO argues how important it is that the perceived leader, board
or staff, give a stamp of approval or remain neutral in the face of change:

Some family members on our board were slower in accepting that we needed more
diversity. Others were stronger in pushing it. Sometimes responses were subtle, for
example, questions like “are we moving too fast?” But because some family board
members felt it was important to have a really diverse board as fast as possible, that
message allowed staff and nonfamily board members to push the issue, helped
make them comfortable in challenging others on the board to push. I think if the
family had opposed in unison, it would have been more difficult. At least half of
the board members sent strong signals and empowered our staff to push.

Another CEO described some discomfort expressed by a foundation
staffer but emphasized the need to acknowledge the concerns but put them
in context:

This process has a lot to do with the culture of the foundation and its leadership.
We had an agreement of neutrality from informal [board] leaders. Most of our staff
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was with us. Maybe there was one early on who felt “It’s ok but . . . there are only
so many slices of the pie.” But we’d argue that picking one out of three in any job
search means you’re always losing good people, by definition. So was it possible
our being so “race conscious,” so focused on race and ethnicity, meant we were go-
ing to lose opportunities to put strong, skilled people on the board? Sure, but we
just needed to keep working to find people who had all the qualities we were look-
ing for, including diversity.

And the process sometimes got tense. A board leader stressed, “Look, I
don’t want to sugarcoat this process. We’ve had board members say, ‘T just
don’t understand this race stuff.” The bottom line for this foundation was
that they persisted, responding clearly to board concerns and discomforts,
but kept looking and looking until they found the diversity they sought. To
reiterate a point made earlier, they looked for trustees in places that they
had not looked before: grantee communities, minority law and accounting
professional associations, networks of other funders who had successfully
diversified boards, and so forth. The point here is that the process was in-
tentional—and involved thinking in new ways about how to find trustees
for their board. And the intentionality pays off. As one relatively new
trustee notes, “Diversity is a plus. Before coming on this board, I had not
fully understood issues of diversity and inclusion as being a benefit. But it
makes the work that much richer, more likely to be successful.”

Bumps in the Road and Roadblocks

But no one claims it’s an easy process. People interviewed for this chapter
spoke candidly about a range of issues that got in their way as they evolved
more diverse organizations. The difficulties are many and range from people
who “just don’t understand this race stuff” to the problems of starting
with unreflective organizational cultures that viewed diversity as worth
little more than lip service. These unreflective organizational cultures felt
stagnant to the people who worked in them, both staff and trustees. With-
out meaning to, the foundations had evolved cultures and styles of inter-
acting that didn’t tolerate a lot of difference, spoken or unspoken, and they
were fraught with style and class issues that easily triggered discomfort
without effective institutional mechanisms in place for improving com-
munication. Difficulties also included covert or subconscious homophobia
and racism and the dangers of tokenizing people who are “different.”
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Larger Culture

Organizations do not exist in isolation. Even the most progressive foun-
dations mirror the culture of their larger communities and the nation at
large—neither of which have solved entrenched problems of racism and
difference. In fact, in recent years, differences have been exacerbated for
political gain and religious ideology, e.g., marriage equality used as a
wedge issue in the 2004 presidential campaign, appeals to narrow segments
of voters based on their ethnic or racial identification—all of which make
it even more difficult for organizations struggling to diversify their own
boards and staffs. The new board member quoted earlier explains:

I think people are most comfortable with folks who are like themselves. The real-
ity is that most people in their everyday lives tend not to be exposed to a broad kind
of swath of America. People are not interacting regularly with people who are of a
different race, ethnicity, or sexual orientation, certainly not living with people who
are different, not living or praying with them, so they don’t have the opportunity
to become comfortable. So even with people of good will, I think there’s resistance.
There aren’t enough opportunities for people to interact regularly in an unpres-

sured environment. Debates about diversity can be pressured. But even in less
pressured settings, people are inclined to resist.

Institutional Cultures

Institutional cultures themselves can be roadblocks. One CEO describes
what happened when people of color who themselves had risen through
the ranks resisted change. When he pressed for better understanding of or-
ganizational cultural issues in collegial coalitions, he got some negative
feedback: “As a white guy, I was dismissed as ‘you don’t know what you’re
talking about, and I got some pretty racist reactions. Leadership in this
group has been people who’ve made it by ‘going along, getting along.
I come from ornery stock, and I recognize I’ve got privilege. Maybe it’s
easier for me to see it, say it.” Blindness to such manifestations of Norm
usually is unintended, not explicit or even conscious most of the time. As
a gay trustee points out, “straight white culture is never seen as having an

<

agenda.” Unquestioned cultural norms and the “ways it’s always been”
dominate organizational cultures that don’t push to change, and that blind-

ness, however unintended, can be a significant roadblock.
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Style and Class Issues, Especially Class

Style and class issues also can be roadblocks. A new trustee recalls:

I came here thinking the South is so innately polite, and others often don’t under-
stand that politeness. I used to think “politeness” was the source of communica-
tion glitches. Women from the South, after all, do things very indirectly. I used to
think that was a peculiarly Southern style, but since coming to this foundation, I
now see it’s a class thing. I watched the women on this board do exactly the same
thing as my relatives, and they’re certainly not Southern. Some of them have a po-
liteness that makes it hard to have the tough conversations necessary to make things
work. . . . When new people came onto the board, there were tensions about people
being too plainspoken, and we had to guess what other people were thinking.
These are class issues dressed up as “style” or regional differences, and
without efforts to confront them directly, they pose significant roadblocks
to diversifying boards and staffs as well as dead weight for flexible organi-
zational cultures. “Class” is not a conversation easily shared in our larger
culture, much less in more intimate settings like boards. A trustee from an-
other foundation recollects, “The brick wall we hit when looking for new
trustees? Social-economic status. We had some trustees who weren’t com-
fortable that we could add board members who weren’t ‘like the rest of us.
The one thing we don’t have on our board is a lot of class diversity.”

Another program officer notes, “I think the class lens is . . . the bear. It’s
easy to work with an Ivy League educated person of whatever color or
gender” It’s especially easy when a common educational level always has
informed the organization. It’s also relatively easy when everyone shares
comparable professional credentials. As another trustee points out, “Al-
though our trustees’ backgrounds are quite different, we’re all operating
at a professional level in our workaday lives.” But this trustee’s founda-
tion ran into trouble when they started looking for trustees who didn’t fit
their educational/professional/class mold: “We ran into opposition from
several board members. . . . One of the concerns voiced at the time was our
fiduciary responsibility. There were assumptions that someone without
our class advantages could not understand budgets. Which is kind of
ironic since the market has decimated the endowment on our watch. And
we’re all still professionals.”

What does work to make people from different walks of life work to-
gether? At least in one foundation, it wasn’t training: “We did a diversity
training, but some of the board and staff hated it. I don’t think it was suc-
cessful. We didn’t have the right combination. It was embarrassing to say
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you didn’t want to do it, but some people just weren’t ready for it and felt
attacked.” What did work was building close relationships and continuing
to strengthen commitments to make it all work. Several foundations, for
example, spoke of trying different strategies for improving explicit, inten-
tional communication across differences—even to the point of asking all
staff members in meetings to repeat in other words what they thought they
had heard and understood. They were amazed by how often the words
they used carried different meanings for different listeners.

As boards and staff diversify, these are predictable discomforts, as-

sumptions, and confusions. And they are tricky because the discomforts
are not always what they seem. Another dimension of “class” discomfort
surfaced as the “are we going to have quality people” question—and more
often than not the discomfort was class intimately linked with race and
ethnicity. As noted in the example of Ivy-League trained folks of whatever
race or ethnicity, such caveats, in fact, are more often about class than
about race. A CEO described board discussions:
Are we just going to put people on because of their color or backgrounds or will
they “fit”? The natural, first reaction . . . is “are we giving up other things we care
about?” That was a challenge. Boards tend to perpetuate themselves; you work in
the circles you are working in. That makes it difficult to nominate different kinds
of people on the board. We work really hard to broaden the pool for both board
and staff members. We cast a wide net out there, bring in a large number of people
to interview. We consciously make sure the pool is diverse.

While more complex diversity, including class diversity, is important it
is equally important that boards struggle to avoid “multiethnic but mono-
cultural” As one CEO said, “I think the problem is people who get uni-
formity in spite of diversity. What they really get are clones who just look
different. . . ” Such unintentional assimilation is understandable because
in any institution, there is a sense of leveling. “A new person doesn’t want
to be a pain in the ass, a one-note person. So it’s uncomfortable for some
folks, some make an effort to find a common middle ground.” But as the
same CEO says, “Bring on people who speak comfortably from their ex-
periences and find ways to make the process safe so everyone can listen.
The last thing we want to do is to homogenize.”

A CEQO’s enthusiasm for difference may be a necessary push for innova-
tion, but how does staff deal with such discomforts, especially discomforts
among people from different socioeconomic backgrounds? One program
officer says it takes patience and vigilance:



Capitalizing on Deep Diversity: Case Studies of Successful Foundations 87

In our foundation, it’s still touchy—I’d confront someone, but . . . Especially when
you work with liberals or progressives, people don’t want to hear they’re not “get-
ting it.” They can easily shut down. What works? Keep reminding yourself that
these changes take a long time. It takes time for people to unlearn. Stereotypes are
hard to dismantle.

It’s also important to keep checking one’s own assumptions, as this same
staffer points out: “Just when you think on a personal level, wow, I feel so
much better about not judging, then I come up short. You have to give
yourself a checkup. It’s hard to do. We get comfortable, find a comfort
zone, stay there.”

Trustee “comfort zones” are another example of class and sometimes
age issues that seldom are named but always grab onto the status quo. A
family trustee recalls:

I think there were people in the older generation really concerned whether they’d
have anything to say to people different from themselves. They were comfortable
giving grants, but that was a circumscribed relationship. They were concerned that
grantees on our board or people not from our same background would be able to
fitin. Certainly there are generational differences re: comfort level with conflict and
different ways of expressing disagreements that have been uncomfortable for some
people.

A trustee of color recalls hearing, “Oh, we tried but we just haven’t found
anyone that’s qualified,” which is virtually a synonym for maintaining the
status quo. But he says, “Well, P’m pretty persistent. And it’s not just me;
others on the board also understand and cut through those arguments. But
some trustees just don’t get it. The light bulbs just don’t turn on. . . . Some-
times it’s quite sad for me.”

Racism and Other “Not Norm” Prejudice
Besides class discomforts, racism, homophobia, and other prejudices are
still significant roadblocks, if subtle ones. A number of those interviewed
talked about the difficulties of acknowledging a range of hidden and not-so-
hidden biases when people are well meaning and struggling with these con-
cerns. Sometimes raising the issues, naming the elephants on the table, is
best done by someone who looks like most of the board or staff. As one
trustee responded, “What will it take for the board to institutionalize diver-
sity? People pushing it who look like the power elite on this board: straight,
white people pushing it. Who does the asking does make a difference.”
Well and good, but foundation cultures that make it hard to acknowl-
edge subtle and not-so-subtle racial and ethnic stereotypes means trustees
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and staff of color pay a painful price. A program officer of color said this
sometimes hits her in the solar plexus:

When you’re a person of color and you do your work well, e.g., write well, you get
a “wow” reaction and this big compliment. This happened to me, and I'm going
“Why are you surprised? That’s what I’'m supposed to be doing.” The racism in all
of this is very subtle. You can’t ask, “Why are you surprised?” If you do, they’ll say,
“Well, I was trying to give you a compliment.” It’s the experience question: if you’re
looking for experience, I’ve got it. Don’t be surprised.

Another foundation executive of color adds that liberal organizations can
be uncomfortable with minorities and display that discomfort in subtle
ways: “Sometimes liberals or so-called progressives are harder to deal with
than conservative groups. As a person of color, I see that there’s less ac-
countability for people of color. It doesn’t allow for a level playing field. ’'m
sure these organizations would say it isn’t the case, but I can tell you it really
is” Good intentions perhaps, but cultural incompetence nonetheless.

Real cultural competence means getting beyond the superficial starting
points and reaching “got it” competence. Another program officer of
color explained:

I have to say that personally 'm so sick of talking about diversity, particularly race
and gender, but especially race. It’s hard to sit in meetings where I will be judged,
but I have to edit my reactions or my grantees will be the ones who suffer. It’s so
disheartening that we still have to keep talking about race in such simplistic terms.
Diversity’s an asset, for goodness’ sake. But I keep seeing the differential criteria in
other foundations’ programs, and it’s even worse. So many have such a low level of
cultural competency. They still don’t get it.

But even when people do get it, there’s the danger of tokenizing others who
are “different,” forcing them to do all the hard work of diversity. Another
program officer of color says:

I don’t want to be the conscience for people. Others have to do this. Mainstream
folks don’t do enough. If you go to a workshop on how to bring in more people of
color, for example, the audience will mostly be people of color. White folks don’t
go. Personally ’'m very conflicted: I’ve done this for so many years. It’s been a given
that these issues get raised, but not everybody takes responsibility for raising them.
Another trustee of color says, “Everywhere I go I have the feeling that P’m
expected to speak for the Asian community.” These examples of subtle and
not-so-subtle racism explain how everyone gets tired of the “diversity prob-
lem.” Exhaustion kills the sheer joy of learning from differences and repre-
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sents a significant roadblock that foundations aspiring to do effective phi-
lanthropy ignore at their peril.

Case Studies

Following are six case studies that place issues discussed throughout this
book inside foundations’ own histories and development. Trustees, CEOs,
program staff, and grantees all spoke candidly about their work and ef-
forts to understand and institutionalize deep diversity. In different voices,
these six foundations all spoke concretely about how they came to more
nuanced understandings of deep diversity, including gender, and how they
institutionalized that understanding on their boards and on their staffs us-
ing intentionality, recognition of process, and leadership. They also talked
about the impact their deep diversity work has had on their grants and on
their relationships with grantees as well as on their commitments to the
larger field of philanthropy. And not least of all, they shared an array of
different strategies and benchmarks they evolved for defining and evaluat-
ing effectiveness. Table 3.1 presents in summary form a list of the issues
they addressed. The numbers refer to how many of the six case study foun-
dations mentioned the summary descriptors, all of them strategies and
benchmarks these foundations used for achieving both deep diversity and
effectiveness.
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Table 3.1
Summary Descriptors of Case Study Foundations

Descriptor

Number

Leadership is committed to achieving deep diversity
Leadership works to add diverse trustees on board
Leadership and staff work to add diverse staff members
Gender is understood to be a key piece of deep diversity

Board and staff understand how differences like race, class, and
gender “intersect”

Board and staff use a “gender lens” in grant making

Leadership allows organization to change to fit new board and staff
members

Board and staff committed to learning new skills to communicate
across differences

Board and staff committed to “institutionalizing” gendered cultural
competence

Board comfortable taking risks

Staff comfortable taking risks

Staff partner with grantees where possible

Leadership seeks external input to grant-making guidelines
Leadership seeks external input to grant-making decisions

Leadership committed to do more “responsive” grant making, fewer
requests for proposals (RFPs)

Staff encouraged to provide core support

Foundation can fund some grantees longer than three years
Foundation can fund some grantees longer than five years
Foundation can fund some grantees longer than ten years
Foundation works to leverage other funders’ support for grantees
Staff monitors grantee diversity

Foundation does internal evaluation of grant making

Foundation does external evaluation of grant making

AN N

W »n AN NSO N

W NN Ly NN b




Capitalizing on Deep Diversity: Case Studies of Successful Foundations 91

OTTO BREMER FOUNDATION

Established as a charitable trust in 1944, the Otto Bremer Foundation de-
fines its mission as promoting human rights and creating opportunities for
economic and social justice. The foundation’s assets, which in 2003 to-
taled over $455.4 million, are invested primarily in the Bremer Financial
Corporation, a privately held $5 billion regional financial-services com-
pany owned by the foundation and the corporation’s more than 1,700
employees. As the corporation describes their relationship with the foun-
dation, “this unique ownership structure, the only one of its kind in the
nation, fosters an environment of caring and commitment to the commu-
nities we serve like no other” The foundation reinforces the corporation’s
commitment to the region (Minnesota, North Dakota, Wisconsin, and
Montana). In fiscal year 2003, the foundation gave away 728 grants total-
ing over $19.3 million and 7 program-related investments of more than
$3.6 million. Affiliates of the Bremer Financial Corporation also donate
hundreds of thousands of dollars annually to community causes, and cor-
poration employees give thousands of hours of their time and skills.

Foundation History

The Bremer legacy began in November 1886, when Otto Bremer arrived
in America as a nineteen-year-old German immigrant whose travels even-
tually brought him to St. Paul, Minnesota. A banker’s son who had served
an apprenticeship in a German bank before he immigrated, Bremer even-
tually followed in his father’s footsteps, pursuing a career in banking that
started only six months after he arrived in America. Beginning as a book-
keeper, he rose over the next thirteen years to chief clerk and major stock-
holder in a St. Paul bank. Bremer’s success as a trusted local businessman
helped get him elected Treasurer for the City of St. Paul, where he served
five terms.*

Even before entering politics, Otto Bremer began to invest in commu-
nity banks, including the American National Bank, and in 1913 he was
elected to its board of directors. By 1921, he was asked to preside as chair-
man of the bank. His association with what he called his “countryside”
banks, however, was the work nearest to his heart. One of his banking
creeds was “banks should be home banks, independently operated by
people of their communities.”
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When the Great Depression hit, Bremer stuck with his community
banks. Dipping heavily into his own personal assets, he invested in many
of these small local banks and kept them afloat until the waves of panic
subsided. His community-oriented commitment shaped the future of both
his corporation and his foundation. When Otto Bremer carefully outlined
the issues and concerns he wanted his foundation to address, one of his
primary concerns was to “relieve poverty in the city of St. Paul.” Today, the
foundation continues to invest in human rights and economic and social
justice issues throughout a four-state region. Establishing his foundation
enabled Bremer to channel a significant share of his earnings back to the
communities served by his banks while at the same time securing the fu-
ture of his banks in their communities.

With Bremer’s own life and vision as a legacy, his foundation has devel-
oped a national reputation for innovative grant making and a special
awareness of the needs of women and others who have limited access to re-
sources. What is especially interesting in this case study is that the founda-
tion built this national reputation with the smallest board in our sample,
three trustees, all white, one woman. The head of the foundation is John
Kostishack, who has been with the foundation for 22 years. Kostishack
points to an early start with grant making to promote access: “When the
foundation trustees began grant making in 1969, they wanted to start by
serving rural communities. From the beginning, that experience meant
dealing with barriers in accessing other resources. It brought out a whole
sense of equity and justice in funding. Although that wasn’t expressed at
the time, that experience led to the foundation giving to organizations that
have less access.”’

Peer Relationships with Grantees

Program Officer Karen Starr recalls these early experiences as essential to
the foundation’s own organizational culture, especially the fact that many
of their grantees “were not trained to have a cultural connection with phi-
lanthropy” She talks about how the grantees’ assumptions—or lack of as-
sumptions—about philanthropy taught her how to do a different, more
responsive kind of philanthropy.

They expected much more of a peer relationship. Respectful, more honest, these

relationships challenged me to do this work as a peer. We got to work with grantees
that didn’t buy into the existing culture of philanthropy, so we started acting the
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way we would probably have wanted to anyway. We were accountable, we kept go-
ing back to the same town, and if we made mistakes, we heard about them.

This sense of responsibility as peers also helped staff to grow, a key at-
titude mentioned by a number of those interviewed for the case studies.
Without being open to learning from grantees and each other, staff mem-
bers seldom improve their grant making. Starr says:

One of the things that helps is working as a team, working with colleagues and al-
lies who are constantly pushing and prodding you not to go back to old ways of
thinking. Going on site visits is an example: I might approach a site visit with cer-

tain assumptions about how nonprofits work, but I get pulled back. And I’'m al-
ways reminded that many of us are operating out of white privilege.

Importance of “Intentionality”

The foundation is small: three trustees with no term limits, four program
people, and four support staff, plus additional consultants that the foun-
dation brings in as needed. They attribute their success over time both to
their history of “operating in a family-like way” and the importance of in-
tentionality. The foundation’s history is alive to all still involved in the foun-
dation: both board and staff describe going back and frequently revisiting
their history, especially when a new staff person is hired. Board member
Charlotte Johnson also traces their success to being more conscious about
their work, especially as they moved into the foundation’s fifth decade:
What’s happened in the last decade is more intentionality, more thinking about
“why we do it,” giving it more shape. And that’s always changing, that sense of eq-
uity, of access. How can we be more intentional for women and others? Rather
than focusing on specific groups, we focus on equity, on broader issues like human
rights.

This intentionality early on resulted in a residency program for local
women of color in philanthropy. As program Officer Karen Starr describes
its inception, they modeled their residency program in Minnesota on
Women & Philanthropy’s national initiative:

We led our program with a lot of help from women of color organizations, and we
housed women of color in the foundation who helped us see things differently.
Working with a lot of other local foundations, we also joined with community
women, many of them nonprofit executive directors. They were paid residencies;
this was a paid leadership program. And the women residents were surrounded by
other women of color. We had three women residents working here in our offices,

all of them seen as leaders within their respective communities. We were trying to
demystify gaps between foundations and nonprofits.
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A Complex Understanding of Difference and Walking the Talk

Like other foundations profiled in this chapter, the Otto Bremer Founda-
tion has benefited from their evolving understanding of diversity and dif-
ference. This understanding is reflected in their funding priorities as well
as in their own staff. CEO John Kostishack describes their history:

In our grant making, we’re looking at issues where others haven’t gone. With our
staff, we’re looking for values and differences that are strengths. Valerie Lies, who
was one of the first woman executive directors of a Minnesota foundation, a
founder of Women & Philanthropy, and currently the President of the Donors
Forum of Chicago, hired me to replace Joyce Yu, a program officer who went on
to the Ms. Foundation. When Valerie moved on, we hired Karen Starr. Trustees
have also provided ways of exploring, insisting that we should really “walk our
talk.” They pushed us: when we’re concerned about serving communities with little
access, we need to have them represented on our staff.

So how did this sense of difference evolve? Especially with such a small
staff and so little changeover in trustees (one trustee has served for forty
years, the son of one of the original trustees, another eleven years, the
“newest” seven years). John Kostishack says, “There’s this assumption that
we don’t have the answers. Because of that, we have to be open to other
points of view.”

Program Officer Karen Starr talks about experiencing the organization’s
positive attitudes toward difference and openness to new ideas—and how
the small staff interacts with each other and with the board:

There’s a tone here. I credit Valerie and John with establishing it. This is not a hier-
archical place. There are functional distinctions among us based on what we do,
but we’re a group of human beings working together. . . . There’s a sense of respect
and trust, that what you say is important. Everyone comes to the planning meet-
ings, including support staff. We all talk. Dispelling assumptions about hierarchy
and class has established a way of working.

Board member Charlotte Johnson describes this culture as promoting in-
dividual growth, a culture that from her perspective as a board member is
both intentional and nonhierarchical:

When people are hired, there’s an assumption they won’t stay in that position but
will have opportunities to shift and grow in the job. There’s a sense of fluidity. We
used to be smaller, and it was easier to have everyone in on the conversation. With
trustees and staff, we now number eleven. We worry about this. We bring everyone
to our retreats, including families.

For the last five years, the Otto Bremer Foundation has invited Margarita
Rubalcava, Program Director of the Funders’ Collaborative for Strong
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Latino Communities, who previously worked with the foundation as a
communications officer, to prepare and facilitate its annual retreat for
trustees and staff. She provides the foundation with ways of looking at its
work that have helped build its commitment to human rights and its ongo-
ing challenge to complacency.

An Active, Hard-Working, Hands-On Board

Although the board accepts most of the staff’s recommendations for grant
awards, the board itself is involved actively in all funding decisions. The
staff and trustees work via a consent agenda, putting together a full book
that includes background details with recommendations, and the board
meets every month, alternating between grants-decision meetings and
meetings with a wider-ranging programmatic focus. (The board used to do
a grants-decision meeting every month, but as John Kostishack describes,
that can “get in the way of being intentional.”) Still, as Karen Starr points
out, “We gave 732 grants last year. That’s a lot for a small foundation. Up
until last year, the trustees had seen every one of those proposals.”

If the amount of work involved made the board change its mechanics for
approving grants, it did not lessen their commitment to diversity. Charlotte
Johnson describes the board’s work and their efforts to keep learning
about the issues they fund:

We do a lot of reading. One of the changes we made is that we have more selected
information coming to us, not full-fledged proposals, but we haven’t lost the di-
versity. In the months alternating with grants decisions, we bring in someone to
discuss broader programmatic issues: affordable housing or Native American land
tenure, for example, and we look at how all of these issues work together, how they
interact with other sectors.

Combined with the proposal documentation the board reads, these meet-
ings teach the board about the universe in which they operate. “Those
proposals represent a lot of diversity. The legacy to the trustees is seeing
that there are many, many ways to solve problems.”

Bremer consultant Margarita Rubalcava adds that she thinks the foun-
dation’s success is a result of their visiting the communities the foundation
serves: “Everybody, including the board, gets out on the road. This has
been really important. Encouraged to be active in the community, their
ears are closer to the ground.”
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A Learning Organization that Focuses on Institutionalizing Change

In the early 1980s, the foundation started the annual planning process de-
scribed earlier that also has helped them to “reflect and think about what
we’re doing and intentionally institutionalize it” John Kostishack says,
“We’re trying to build a culture here where change is something that
people embrace. This is a major challenge. We change things. We change
ourselves.” The foundation’s staff has gotten so comfortable with change
as a vital part of the organization’s culture that they can tease about it: one
staff member, who is in charge of computer support, showed up at a foun-
dation retreat wearing a tee shirt that read “I FEAR CHANGE.”

Site visits are an important part of institutionalizing change. Karen Starr
says she is constantly learning something from grantees and feels her role
is to get beyond the superficial niceties in the grantee/grantor relationship
in ways that give her deeper knowledge of the grantees and then commu-
nicate that to the rest of staff and board: “I get to walk through a door and
a world opens up. My job is to understand what’s written on paper but
also beyond that, to get a feel for the organization. And my job is to com-
municate. An ongoing challenge is to capture new thinking and insight
and pass that on. This is what keeps this job new after twenty years.”

The foundation also actively seeks out advice from grantees, even setting
up special situations to encourage candid responses from grantees. Karen
Starr explains:

Last year, each of us (in teams of two) had the job of interviewing grantees prior
to our annual planning meeting. We try to do things to counter the sucking up. . . .
These are different ways of getting different pieces of the picture. . . . I met with an
African American organization head who had loved what we’d written about hu-
man rights. He said, “Great, this is different; now here are some other ways you
can walk your talk.”

All this planning and reflection has carried over to the foundation’s grant
making. The commitment to working with grantees as partners, for ex-
ample, has led to more investment in nonprofit capacity building. Accord-
ing to Starr, “This work does take more time (we hired more staff), but all
the staff is committed to it. The feedback from grantees has been positive.
More nonprofits are recognizing that it’s ok to invest in themselves.”

Not without Criticism for an All-White Board, But . . .
The Otto Bremer Foundation is especially interesting because over the
years their small, white board has garnered a national reputation for un-
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derstanding and institutionalizing diversity. One grantee notes, “When
you go into the community, Otto Bremer is the name you hear most, the
one nonprofits look up to, especially on diversity” But this same grantee
goes on to point out that the foundation’s board is only three people large,
two white men, one white woman:

One thing I’d challenge them on is not finding other ways of having a diverse board.
They say Bremer can never be other than a white organization at the same time that
they are pointing out ways our organization can improve our diversity. That’s a
problem for me. Not because we don’t need ways we can improve . . . we obviously
want all the help we can get. But it rankles because Bremer could change their poli-
cies on trustees too. Even if they can’t legally expand their board, why not have a
review panel, or an advisory board? There are ways other foundations have found
to diversify.

This same grantee, however, tempers the criticism with more praise for
the foundation’s commitment to the wider field of philanthropy as well as
for their efforts to expand grantees’ commitment to diversity:

I just love the Bremer Foundation. I think they’re fabulous. Another exemplary
thing about them is their funding of diversity within philanthropy. They’ve always
been huge supporters of women working in philanthropy. They house a Midwest
branch for Hispanics in Philanthropy in their office and provide them other in-kind

support. They’ve done a lot to raise consciousness of diversity, to keep the pressure
on the rest of the field of philanthropy.

More Than Multiculturalism
So how did an all-white board with a white male CEO get so good at un-
derstanding diversity, especially their more complex understanding of gen-
der? A foundation consultant, Margarita Rubalcava, says, “It’s the people
that are there. Starting with the foundation leadership, the trustees and ex-
ecutives, first Valerie Lies and now John. . . . It starts at the top.” Another
funder notes, “From a very early start, there were women at the foundation.
And the men at the foundation understood gender.” This peer funder also
praises the foundation’s intentionality, their consciousness about diversity
in hiring new staff: “There’s a strong effort to do recruiting to encourage
applicants from low-income communities, communities of color, people
who’ve walked in the shoes of people they’re supposed to be helping.”
Another funding colleague notes how their active cultural immersion in
the communities they serve helps Bremer’s staff and board members re-
main open to new ideas and awareness of diverse cultures. They don’t rely
on superficial knowledge:
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Bremer is out in all the small communities. They know where the best Mexican
food is, where the ethnic grocery stores are. That helps them get information, ex-
poses them to people who might not otherwise be on foundations’ radar screens.
In every ethnic community, there are the usual suspects, the known leaders, but un-
less you’re actually out and about in those communities and have culturally aware
people on your staff, you don’t get to see the ones doing the work.

Bremer consultant Rubalcava points out that the foundation’s commit-
ment to diversity and cultural immersion is an outgrowth of its history:
Otto Bremer wrote in his trust in 1944 that no one was to be discriminated against
on the basis of race or religion. Minnesota prides itself on being progressive.
There’s a strong sense of populist democracy. Foundations here are involved deeply
in the community. I think a lot of it was Otto Bremer’s vision himself. Otto Bre-
mer’s commitment is reminiscent of the movie It’s a Wonderful Life that starred
Jimmy Stewart. Mr. Bremer was concerned about small communities and small
banks being wiped out during the Great Depression. He kept many of these small
town banks from going bankrupt. That commitment to small, rural communities
is still present at the foundation.

Rubalcava points to more recent history and the foundation’s attempts to
deal directly with institutional racism as underpinning its current emphasis
on inclusiveness among its staff. As she sees it, the foundation formed with
an initiative aimed at undoing institutional racism, which is far more diffi-
cult to accomplish than just embracing diversity or multiculturalism.

But when the foundation started this, they didn’t have a diverse staff. My sense is
that the foundation has learned a lot simply by focusing on undoing racism, then
switching to human rights and social and economic justice. Having done this work
programmatically may have influenced their thinking. It’s a more diverse staff now,
ethnically speaking, but programmatically, they’ve always understood diversity,
even with a predominantly white staff and board. For a long time, talking about
undoing racism was not popular. People want to talk about the positive, but the

Bremer Foundation’s work is about undoing institutional racism and bigotry, a
much bigger deal.

Undoing Racism and Bigotry: Accessibility Is Key

So if one of the secrets to Bremer’s success has been their willingness to
tackle the more negative dimensions of diversity work, opening doors to
difference is the measure of their achievement. The negative dimensions
they have tackled include the use of language, as Rubalcava points out. She
also emphasizes the importance of this kind of commitment and how hard
it can seem: “It’s a negative thing to talk about racism and bigotry. The
words themselves describe the roadblocks. A lot of foundations don’t want
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to do what seems to be negative work.” Rubalcava also identified another
one of the real challenges foundations face, another example of Norm that
is seldom discussed, what she labels “white male privilege.” According to
Rubalcava, the Otto Bremer Foundation has named that particular ele-
phant on their desk and sought out ways to unload it:
Psychologically it’s difficult for white men to start with the premise they’re part of
the problem. We operate in a field [philanthropy] where even though more women
are making it to the top, my sense is there’s a retrenching, avoiding the issues. It’s
a huge challenge. Diversity is one challenge, but seeking to undo racism and the
legacy of racism, it’s much harder. It’s not pleasant. It’s much more doable to di-
versify staff, but diversifying staff in and of itself doesn’t change thinking. . . . As
a field, philanthropy doesn’t look enough at the class dynamics, class issues. And
a lot of people of color in philanthropy don’t represent low-income communities.
I think the Bremer Foundation is conscious of that.
Dealing with such elephants and also being active in diverse and low-
income communities may have contributed to another real key to their
continued success: accessibility. Accessibility is a concrete strategy foun-
dations can use to begin the work of unraveling privilege. It’s sometimes
seen as inefficient, but accessibility from the top down in a foundation
sends clear signals of respect and accountability to both grantees and the
communities they serve. Consultant Rubalcava says,
I’m amazed that if you call John, you call him directly. There’s no assistant to
schedule his appointments. I’'m not sure it’s the best use of his time, but I certainly
know that it makes a big difference that he’s that accessible. Some of undoing
racism comes from being able to access the institution. It’s something the founda-
tion prides itself on. Every year they ask “are we spending enough time?” This
foundation has [even] institutionalized listening. . . . They go to all the small places
and they listen. They’re walking the talk, really have their ears to the ground.
And many of those interviewed emphasized other aspects of the founda-
tion’s accessibility, including how they continue to fund smaller grants, in-
creasingly rare in a philanthropic climate that puts more emphasis on
accountability without including a commitment to diversity and innova-
tive organizational cultures. Bremer bends over backward to accommo-
date less sophisticated grassroots organizations. As one grantee put it,
“Organizations can submit a proposal on a paper bag.” Bremer’s staff has
a reputation of being willing to work with just about any group. This
grantee goes on to say that other foundations have processes in place to
smooth the way, but they sometimes get in the way, keeping them from
reaching key people: “Grants under $10,000 are not cost effective at all,
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but sometimes it’s those small grants that can have enormous impact. Bre-
mer still makes those grants. In the large scheme of things, it may not make
sense, but to those people it makes a huge difference. . . . Common sense
is not so common.”

But the common sense applied daily by the Otto Bremer Foundation
pays off, building on and honoring its unique legacy, working peer-to-peer
with grantees, being intentional about diversity, and cultivating a more
complex understanding of diversity. Bremer’s understanding of diversity
models the “deep diversity” we talk about in chapters 1 and 2: a diversity
beyond mere multicultural add-ons that tackles the more difficult work of
undoing racism and bigotry. They have made deeply held commitments to
being accessible and to institutionalizing a culture of change. All these fac-
tors combined make for an effective, well-regarded foundation that has
over the years garnered a well-deserved reputation among peers and com-
munities served by the foundation.
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THE CALIFORNIA WELLNESS FOUNDATION

The mission of The California Wellness Foundation (TCWF) is to improve
the health of the people of California by making grants for health promo-
tion, wellness education, and disease prevention. Formed in 1992 with
assets from the conversion of California Health Net from nonprofit to for-
profit status, the foundation is currently one of the largest in the state, an
independent, private foundation with an endowment of just under $986
million.® In its first decade, TCWF awarded 2,900 grants totaling more
than $378 million, with an average outlay of $40 million in grants annu-
ally. Grants in 2003 numbered 486 for a total of $40.1 million awarded.
The size of endowment as of the end of 2003 was $1.044 billion.

The foundation defines its vision broadly: “Wellness is a state of opti-
mum health and well-being achieved through the active pursuit of good
health and the removal of barriers, both personal and societal, to healthy
living. It is the ability of people and communities to reach their fullest po-
tential in the broadest sense.”” Building on consensus among groups like
the World Health Organization, TCWF defines a healthy community as
one that includes “characteristics such as a clean, safe physical environment
and a sustainable ecosystem; the provision for basic needs; an optimum
level of appropriate, high-quality accessible public health and sick-care ser-
vices; quality educational opportunities; and a diverse, vital and innova-
tive economy.” The foundation began by defining health as “a state of
complete physical, mental and social well-being and not merely the ab-
sence of disease or infirmity.” As a result, from its inception, TCWF’s goal
has been to promote the health of Californians by making grants for pre-
vention, believing that it makes more sense to prevent health problems that
result from violence, teen pregnancy, poverty, and other issues rather than
focusing solely on medical treatment.

Focusing on the health of citizens and communities at both individual
and societal levels, the foundation encourages people to adopt behaviors
that will improve their own health but stresses that the pursuit of wellness
is more than just an individual effort. While recognizing that individuals
must take personal responsibility for their own health—e.g., combating
the dangers of smoking and substance abuse, realizing the importance of
physical and emotional fitness, and benefiting from the effectiveness of
good nutrition—the foundation’s funding efforts seek larger impact. For
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underserved communities, for instance, pursuit of wellness “can mobilize
residents to reduce violence and teen pregnancy, confront environmental
health hazards, and open up new opportunities for youth.” Believing that
the most successful approaches to change are those that develop the ca-
pacity of local leadership and institutions, their grant making looks for
projects that “build on existing community strengths, emphasize the po-
tential of each community, and foster self-determination.”
In general terms, TCWF’s funding priorities are:

+ Addressing particular health needs of traditionally underserved popula-
tions, including low-income individuals, people of color, youth and resi-
dents of rural areas

« Strengthening nonprofit organizations that seek to improve the health of
underserved populations

« Encouraging leaders who are working to increase health and wellness
within their communities

+ Informing the development of public policies that promote wellness and
enhance access to preventive health care

Broad Definitions of Diversity

Perhaps because of its grasp of systemic economic and social roots of
health, the foundation early on stressed the need for a broader under-
standing of diversity within its own institutional culture. According to com-
munications officer Julio Marcial, early in its history, TCWF defined its
diversity broadly.

Here diversity means much more than “just” race or gender. Diversity is all about
difference. Our staff is so diverse: we have many differences, cultural values, life
experiences, thinking styles, personal preferences. This creates a conglomerate of
different people and perspectives, an environment that nurtures everyone. Part of
our mission, our mandate, is to make sure all of that diversity is integrated in every-
thing that we do, from the top down.

Marcial goes on to point out, “What the foundation is trying to do is em-
power underserved communities and empower staff.”

Definitions of diversity also shift with experience. Magdalena Beltrdn-Del
Olmo, vice president for communications, recalls, “When we started it was
more numbers, now it’s more an understanding, getting along with each
other, having common goals.” As it grew, the foundation expanded its defi-
nitions of diversity: diversity is diverse, not “just” gender and race. When
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they are part of this larger picture of diversity, understandings of gender,
race, and ethnicity concerns deepen and gain more traction.

Importance of Institutionalizing Diversity

So why and how did the foundation choose this path? Gary Yates, the sec-
ond president of TCWF since its founding in 1992, says it was a conscious
decision to institutionalize diversity: “When I became president in 1995,
we had to double the staff and rebuild the board, which was down to four
people. Because California is such a diverse state, and we fund statewide
with a focus on providing grants for the underserved, we made a decision
that to the extent possible (this was not a formula), we ought to represent
the diversity of the state.” The director of administration, Annette Drake,
recalls that Yates’ predecessor also gave “marching orders” to hire a cul-
turally diverse staff: “Then Gary Yates made it clear that it was very im-
portant to understand differences. Core values were discussed at staff
meetings over a period of time.”

The board, staff, and grantees we spoke with for this case study all re-
flected the foundation’s understanding of and commitment to diversity. If
the foundation hoped to reach underserved communities around the state,
they felt they had to have the expertise on staff to understand those con-
stituencies, literally to speak their languages. As Gary Yates says, “We
have a ‘strategic imperative’ to understand better in our own organization
what we are trying to do in our work. We owe it to our communities.”

Board and Staff Leadership Is Key

Leadership is key to understanding diversity, both board and staff leader-
ship. Several of the people interviewed note that the foundations’ institu-
tional commitment to diversity starts at the board level, with the selection
of board members themselves who take on the responsibility of learning
to work together across differences. The commitment and success of
TCWE is especially interesting because the foundation started with an all-
white, all-male board chosen by California Health Net. As board members
left, they were replaced by trustees from different backgrounds, a conscious
intention to diversify a board that by early 2003 included six men and
three women, with four white board members (three males and one fe-
male), one African-American (male), two Asian-Americans (one male, one
female), and two Hispanics (one male, one female). From 2001 to 2003,
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the board was chaired by a Latina, Luz Vega-Marquis, the president and
CEO of the Marguerite Casey Foundation in Seattle, who says, “In making
the selection of diverse board members, you create a climate where these is-
sues permeate the organization.” A majority of the board now comes with
diverse nonprofit experience, and as it has evolved over the last decade, the
board clearly has become one of the driving forces behind the foundation’s
commitment to diversity.

Literal diversity obviously played an important role in the evolving
board, but another factor emerged in the TCWF interviews (as well as in
many other interviews conducted for this chapter): race or ethnicity or
gender per se is only one piece of the puzzle. The two people cited as most
responsible for stressing racial and gender diversity on both the board and
staff—and working in a variety of innovative ways to institutionalize that
awareness—are Yates and Tom David, former executive vice president.
Both are white males.

Conscious Intentions and Constant Vigilance

Which comes first, board consciousness or executive staff pushing the is-
sues? Chicken or egg? To answer that in any detail, at least for TCWE
would take more historical and observational data than we are able to pro-
vide for this brief case study, but on the surface, both appear to be equally
important. The process was jump-started by concerned senior staff, but
both board and staff leadership are committed to keeping numbers at a
critical mass. As board chair Luz Vega-Marquis recalls, “In terms of board
replacement, we made a commitment to maintaining a balance in terms of
diversity. This isn’t a quota, but we are very conscious, vigilant.” Their vig-
ilance is not just about numbers, it is about getting a critical mass of people
with a broad range of diversity who understand and struggle with the chal-
lenges of difference. “What we’re trying to get at is the values, not just the
numbers,” according to Vega-Marquis. “I still haven’t found the right
words to describe it. Some boards will put one person on the board and
think ‘we did our bit for people of color’ or for women.”

The CEO, however, has the day-to-day management responsibility and
is the one who has to keep up the pressure, stress the values the founda-
tion holds, find ways with both board and staff to keep the issues on the
table, and especially instill the values of difference so deeply into the cul-
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ture of the foundation that it does not fall to one or two isolated people of
color or white women to raise the issues. According to his staff, Gary Yates
is such a leader. He is also someone who tunes in to needs of diverse em-
ployees. Vice president for communications Magdalena Beltran-Del Olmo
praises Yates for sticking with her: “When I’'ve pushed back at him, it’s
sometimes been hard, painful, and he’s hung in there with me. He’s a tall
white guy, but I can talk to him about some issues I can’t talk with people
of color about. It’s been among the most supportive experiences.”
Intentional inclusion and constant vigilance are values the whole staff
now shares. A white staff member, Annette Drake, says,
Diversity wasn’t spoken of [where I worked before]. That profession didn’t attract
people of color. So I’d never faced the need for diversity before. ’'m not someone
who sees color, never have been. But it’s become very important to me. We all came
to the understanding that diversity was what we needed to have, and it happened.
We now have a very diverse staff, and we all get along, we work toward a common
cause.
If TCWPF’s success with diversity is due in part to the fact that the push to
diversify the foundation has been both conscious and intentional, it is also
because there has been an informal but firm resolve to achieve diversity at
all levels of the foundation. Even when efforts are described as “informal,”
they are also explicit and involve everyone. And TCWF’s emphasis is on
core values, not numbers per se, but with conscious efforts to maintain
a critical mass sufficient to get beyond tokenism. Magdalena Beltran-Del
Olmo says, “I'm living proof of [the importance of] a conscious deci-
sion. . . . I was struck by these two Anglo guys who asked very good ques-
tions about issues relating to media and diversity in California.” Conscious
efforts are also crucial because, as a number of staff people pointed out,
diversity-building takes time. Beltran-Del Olmo recalls, “There was a lot
of tension [to overcome]. It took about three years for folks to learn to
communicate effectively—across culture, ethnic backgrounds, but even
more across sector experience backgrounds.” And the process is complex
and sometimes messy. Beltrdn-Del Olmo recalls, “We were thrust together,
joined those already here, and the DNA was still coming together. That’s
hard, that’s real hard. You can’t fall back on trying to navigate the organi-
zational culture if the DNA isn’t established. It was much more like build-
ing new roads, very messy, bulldozers, dirt, no pavements.”
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Hiring outside Philanthropy and Helping Employees Strengthen

Their Skills

One of the reasons diversity works at TCWF is that the foundation has ex-
panded its hiring practices to look for people outside of traditional phi-
lanthropy circles. Increasingly, staff and board members come in with
previous nonprofit experiences, especially experiences connected to the
constituencies they serve in their new roles within the foundation. The
foundation’s willingness to take risks and search beyond “the usual sus-
pects” turns up new perspectives and expertise that the foundation needs.
Gary Yates hired vice president for communications Magdalena Beltran-
Del Olmo from a corporate position: “He took a chance, pulled someone
into the field. . . . There’s a lesson here for other CEOs. Sometimes it really
means taking a chance, not staying within the field.”

Because they are willing to bring in people from outside the field, TCWF
also provides whatever support employees need to do their work better.
Vice president for finance Peggy Minnich says, “We do have in place sup-
port for whatever skills need to be worked on. The foundation supports
additional training, hiring mentors, helping employees no matter what the
skill is they need.”

Communication, Cohesiveness, and Valued Relationships

Another important factor in TCWF’s efforts to make diversity work is
communication: give and take, the ability to argue, to be direct, to talk
across ethnic and gender cultures, and promote up-front communication.
Annette Drake, director of administration, says, “Communication has
been a big issue for us; we work on it every year: presentations, talking to
your superior, talking to the employees who report to you. Handling diffi-
cult people, time management, everyone gets to take classes, regardless of
position.” CEO Yates says, “Our goal was to have a group that worked
well together, and it was important to learn to ask clarifying questions:
e.g., ‘what do you mean when you say x, y, or z?’ Pushing people to ask
clarifying questions was really key” Emphasis on clarity in communica-
tion seems to have helped the foundation cohesiveness, with staff members
able to find the similarities in differences and celebrate their differences.
With cohesiveness comes inclusion and the ability to deal with conflict and
change. Director of administation Drake says,
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We’ve also always made sure we have gatherings, lately monthly, combining our
San Francisco office and our office down here. We try to involve everybody in de-
cision making by asking for his or her opinions. They don’t get to make decisions,
but they do have input. So I think everyone feels a part. Cohesiveness does won-
ders when it comes to changes.
Clear communication also has been important for the board. Chair Vega-
Marquis recalls that the biggest issue for her was how to develop trust:
“We went through some retreats where we dealt with thorny issues. We al-
ways have a dinner before the board meeting, and that’s worked really well
in getting to know one another as individuals. It’s not just enough to put
the board together and do our business. We have to find ways to build
trust.” And this has worked, Vega-Marquis says, “What I like about our
board is that we’re able to deal with any conflicts up front. We have good
people, skilled in people skills and board experience, good at being direct.”

Cohesiveness becomes a clearly defined value of the foundation, and it’s
a value with “teeth,” not just lip service, according to director of adminis-
tration Drake:
Gary talked about it at staff meetings, getting along, being cohesive. And our
working climate was really important, making this a good place to work (benefits,
hours). Most of our hiring happened by referral. People became happy here and
recommended their friends. But we had to remind staff once in a while. And we
stopped any grumbling right away, nipped it in the bud, didn’t let it go further. . . .
Some folks who were sitting on the fence ended up leaving. They just couldn’t buy
into our philosophy.
The foundation also places high value on relationships among staff: re-
spect, getting along, listening to each other. Drake says, “We value our em-
ployees, maybe that’s the most important thing. We value each and every
one. And I think they know it.” Communications officer Julio Marcial says,
Our own diversity is key to why we’re so . . . effective. We have leadership willing
to listen, take our life experiences into account, every facet of the job. It opens up
a dialogue, a continuous exchange of information. . . . We take the time to know
each other, each other’s history, background. Sometimes we seem so different, but
this has taught us we’re also so alike.

When Gary Yates thinks back on his history with the foundation, he em-
phasizes how he learned to listen differently:
Working through the tensions the first several years on the job helped me learn to

listen more, act less. I tend to act quickly, want to solve problems right away. Some-
times stuff bubbles up from staff with better solutions, not so much to do with my
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gender/ethnicity, but organizational power dynamics. What have I learned? It’s to
listen more. This doesn’t mean to do less, but to do things at a slower pace. I
wouldn’t have said that five or six years ago. I hadn’t thought about it until you
asked me.

Yates’ listening makes employees feel valued. They are consulted often
and, although their perspectives may not always be reflected in final deci-
sions, they say they know they have been heard. This is especially true on
the grant-making side of the foundation, where Yates is explicit about
power-sharing:

It’s important that the authority rests with the program people closest to the
ground, with quality control at executive and board levels. Most decision making
takes place in the program areas by the people who know the most about the com-
munities they are funding. . . . All our program directors have $50,000 in discre-
tionary grants to award and a minimum of $3 million to recommend to the board
each year. We have a lot of trust in who the program staff are. And having a sig-
nificant portion of the board [be] women and minorities helps build that trust. . . .
We haver’t had a grant turned down at board level in a long time.

It also seems to help staff cohesiveness that the foundation downplays
competition. Vice president of finance Peggy Minnich points out, “We ac-
tually did away with a more competitive individual process for salary in-
creases. While there are personal performance awards that Gary can give
out, everyone pretty much gets the same general salary increases” The
foundation structures their goals around people’s basic responsibilities
and how individual goals fit into the foundation as a whole: “People do
get some monetary awards, but it’s personal, not announced to the whole
world. Their supervisor and Gary would commend them, but there’s not
a big deal made out of any one person’s performance.”

Gender As a Key Piece of the Big Picture

Most often mentioned as part of the larger picture of diversity, gender is
just one of several lenses foundation staff use to evaluate grantees and
the foundation’s own work. Vice president of communications Magdalena
Beltran-Del Olmo says, “The gender piece is interwoven with other diver-
sity issues.” When asked about TCWF’s comfort with using a gender lens
compared with other foundations that exhibit discomfort with using such
a lens, Beltran-Del Olmo replies, “This foundation wasn’t uncomfortable
creating a women’s health priority area . . . , and ’'m proud we’re funding
areas not so popular like violence prevention.” Vice president of programs
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Cristina Regalado describes how “people were astonished by questions”
a colleague asked when using a gender lens. “Isn’t it enough that we serve
women?” they wanted to know. Regalado replies “No, it’s the totality of
women’s lives and their communities that matter. That’s what we’re trying
to do here”

And what about the phenomenon that women sometimes don’t feel com-

fortable advocating for funding women. When asked that question, Gary
Yates gave a big laugh and said,
That’s not the case here. Senior women on staff in many ways are advocates. Since
1995 that has been the case. But we’re looking at two generations of a foundation,
with a transition that was tumultuous. . . . Perhaps it’s who we happen to hire.
Some of these folks are senior people that came from women’s foundations or not-
for-profits dealing with women’s issues. I certainly wouldn’t expect them to lay that
aside. . . . The women here are not shy about advocating for women’s issues.

As important, however, women are not the only ones raising the issues
of funding for women and girls. The men interviewed were as likely as the
women to raise gender as a concern within the larger topic of diversity. Yet
they are not resting on their laurels. Vice president for programs Regalado
notes, “Not everyone uses a gender lens where they need to. The challenge
we face is how we can institutionalize the concept so that it’s more tan-
gible. What’s the benefit? It needs to be more institutionalized. We need to
find ways to make the concept come alive. So it becomes more automatic.”
While several staff members noted concerns that the gender issue isn’t as
strong a concern as ethnic/racial issues, they pointed with pride to the
senior women now in place who are comfortable advocating for women’s
issues and praised the foundation’s track record for funding women’s
organizations and programs as well as for launching a gender-specific
women’s health priority area.

Deep Diversity Leads to Responsive Grant Making

Regarding the impact of all this diversity work on the foundation’s grant
making, board chair Vega-Marquis says, “Once the spirit of diversity is
unleashed, it’s hard to put it back in the box, go back to old models of phi-
lanthropy.” Gary Yates specifically credits their hiring practices for in-
creasing the effectiveness of their grant making:

I do think that in the hiring of a more diverse program staff there was an effect on
grant making. We’ve been able to make more grants in more diverse regions of the
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state than we would have without staff with nonprofit experience and ethnic/gen-
der knowledge. And I do believe we can say that we have more sensitivity about
women’s and girls’ issues. I don’t have any quantitative evidence, but I’d say we
made grants in the past, even before women’s health was a priority (which it now
is), that targeted women as a priority, so we made more grants to women’s and
girls’ initiatives. Because we’ve got such a broad diversity in our staff, that gets re-
flected in the grant making.®

Sensitivity to wider constituencies has also led TCWF to a new grant
making style: responsive grant making and more partnering with grantees.
Because the foundation prides itself on working “close to the ground,”
where program staff make most of the grant-making decisions, it was not
a big stretch for the foundation to trust what it was hearing from grantees.
Vice president for programs Regalado says of the change,

It’s a paradigm shift. We’d been known as an initiative-driven foundation, targeted,
prescriptive, complicated laid-out plans. Moving away from that has required an
unlearning or relearning for program officers. I came to the foundation just as the
paradigm shifted. The shift led to some internal tension around roles. Program of-
ficers had been doing initiatives, but the main focus now is around due diligence,
doing all the up-front work, less around monitoring. It’s a real power shift.

Most of the people we spoke with would agree: this shift to responsive
grant making has resulted in the foundation’s being more effective and re-
sponding more quickly to needs in the communities the foundation is try-
ing to serve. Communications officer Julio Marcial describes the months
of preparation at both board and senior staff levels:

We had strategic planning sessions for eighteen months. Grantees too often are
forced into doing the “pretzel dance.” Why not fund them to do their strengths, not
just to fit our foundation’s needs? It was a constant process of communication with
staff. Not a cookie-cutter approach. The process empowered our staff, not dimin-
ished their power: you will be in charge of developing and writing (with input from
everyone else); you will be empowered to develop something from the ground up.
We believe in your experience, your understanding. Ok, well now what? Shock. A
lot of roadblocks, glitches, but our foundation’s culture is “do it whether it’s diffi-
cult or not.” There’s an open door there [to senior staff] and feedback mechanisms
in place.

The results of this process, according to Marcial, were spectacular:

This process brought us together; now we understood that we were all in this to-
gether for the mission. Our work had had more of a silo effect. We had initiative
funding, general support, special projects funding, so many different things going
on at one time. Now how we do our business is completely different; there’s a sense
of empowerment that starts with staff.
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Without more diversity on the board, especially the diversity of trustees
with nonprofit experience, most don’t think that paradigm shift could have
happened.

One result of this shift has been a shift to core support grants: in re-
sponse to the success of earlier trial funding strategies, a majority of their
grants (56 % percent in fiscal year 2001-2002) are now for core support.
Instead of doing “the pretzel dance,” grantees now have more control over
how they spend their money because the foundation now sees that their
grantees know how to spend the money most wisely.

Evaluation and Accountability

Due diligence and a sense of accountability to those they are funding also
has led the foundation to make a conscious effort to solicit evaluation and
feedback from the grantees themselves. Marcial says, “One of our strengths
is the evaluation component of our grant making. . . . Whether it’s posi-
tive or negative, we share what we’ve learned.” If a grant didn’t work, they
want to know why, not just to note that it didn’t work. The foundation is
transparent in sharing information, and not just those experiences that
make them look good. They also share evaluations that reflect negatively
on them because, as Marcial emphasizes, “Evaluation is built into every-
thing we do, and it allows us to be accountable.”

The foundation does not have any formal in-house evaluation, although

Yates says they’ve talked about that. But they do solicit evaluations from
grantees. Yates describes the process:
Every three years, we use an outside consultant and a questionnaire collaboratively
developed by the grants program, executive and communication staff: it’s sent to
all who submit proposals to us, even those turned down, with a broad range of
questions. We’ve also asked folks who are advocates for small nonprofits; we get
their feedback too. We’ve been doing it consistently since I became president. We
have a live person on the reception desk . . . , and I try to meet with applicants and
grantees whenever anyone asks. But honest, face-to-face feedback is very hard to
get because of the inverse power dynamic. (We have the money.) So we started do-
ing this more formal evaluation of our grant making. We make the reports avail-
able on the website unedited except for clarity and typos. Either you put it up or
you don’t. We got some flak last time because the report mentioned some other
foundation names, but it’s a way of sharing with people that we’re trying. If you
start editing, you keep editing. So this is unvarnished.

This kind of “unvarnished” self-assessment is rare in philanthropy.” And
it may be that a diverse staff and board also make for more courageous
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funding. The foundation evaluates its own work as well as the work of its
grantees, and they are not afraid to take risks. The foundation approaches
its evaluation in the spirit of improving, not just proving, the usefulness of
their funding. And they take this work seriously enough to provide fund-
ing that enables grantees to evaluate their own work—again in the spirit
of improving: what went wrong as well as what went right. Most often at
TCWE the funding is right. And effective.
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THE Hyams FOUNDATION

Organized in 1921 as the Godfrey M. Hyams Trust, the assets of this and
two companion trusts also created by Mr. Hyams, the Isabel FE. Hyams
Fund and the Sarah A. Hyams Fund, were combined to create The Hyams
Foundation, Inc. in 1993. A private foundation, Hyams’s mission is to “in-
crease economic and social justice and power within low-income commu-
nities” in Boston and Chelsea, Massachusetts.'’ By the end of 2003, the
foundation’s assets totaled over $116 million. In its 2003 fiscal year,
the foundation made 150 grants totaling $5 million.

The foundation believes that enabling low-income people to increase
their economic security, build wealth, and become active participants in
their communities will have the greatest social return, and the foundation
makes its grants to promote:

« Increased civic engagement, with a special focus on immigrant
communities

* More affordable housing, especially for very low-income families

« Increased family economic self-sufficiency

+ Enhanced opportunities for low-income teens

These four major program and outcome areas are premised on the follow-
ing core foundation beliefs:

+ A community with strong institutions, clear priorities and strategies to
achieve them, active and broad-based leadership, and individuals who par-
ticipate in the electoral process holds the best promise for influencing the
decisions that affect its members

+ Access to decent and affordable housing is essential to the health and
well-being of every family

« All adults have a right to productive employment

* Youth are a vital resource within our communities whose positive devel-

opment not only leads to success in school and in the workforce but also
to a community better equipped to achieve positive change

The foundation promotes organizational diversity throughout all of its
grant-making areas, based on a belief that well-functioning organizations
that also have diverse boards and staffs are more effective in serving and
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empowering local communities. The foundation’s grant-making guidelines
also mention Hyams’s commitment to identifying and drawing increased
attention to issues of racial/ethnic discrimination and disadvantage.

The foundation, one of the oldest in the country, grew from the assets of
a single donor, Godfrey M. Hyams, who was a metallurgist, engineer, and
financier responsible for the growth of the Anaconda Mining Company
and the construction of the Virginia Railway, which made available large
sources of bituminous coal to the eastern part of the United States. As the
foundation describes his life, Hyams “acquired great wealth but always
maintained a simple style of living and chose not to seek the attention of
the public usually attendant upon a man of such affluence.” This sense of
modesty also carried over into his personal life. Although Hyams fre-
quently made large gifts for charitable purposes, he usually withheld his
identity, and he lived in a three-decker house in Dorchester, Massachu-
setts, with his two sisters, Sarah and Isabel, both of whom were active in
social-work activities at the time. To assure that his resources would be
used for charitable purposes after his death, Hyams established a charit-
able trust in 1921, and on his death in 1927 this trust received the major
portion of his estate. It was one of the largest philanthropic gifts ever made
in Massachusetts.

Diversifying the Board

As a case study, the Hyams Foundation offers us insight into how one
foundation grew from family trusts into a small but complex organization
struggling in interesting ways with its own growth and demonstrating a
strong commitment to change both itself and the communities it serves.
The foundation began with a simple mandate: to support charitable or-
ganizations. One of the Hyams sisters had funded settlement houses in
Boston, so it was clearly within easy reach for the foundation to target
some of its early support to minority and immigrant communities. But for
years, the family trusts were administered out of Mr. Hyams’s personal at-
torney’s law firm, with his two sisters, a bank representative, and family
friends serving as trustees. As current board chair Jack Clymer describes
its history,

The foundation was a trust, and the trustees thought they had responsibility for

everything. When Joan Diver came on board [in 1970], she built the position of
Executive Director. It was a long and hard process to bring the trustees along to the
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point where they would give what I regard as appropriate weight to what staff had
to say. We gradually started to hire staff to do grant making, but the roles of board
and staff were mixed; the trustees had their hands in everything.!!

But those early trustees had “the wisdom to say they didn’t know the
community,” according to Beth Smith, executive director since 1990. By
1979, the trustees made a conscious decision to change the composition of
the board, bringing on younger individuals and others active in the com-
munity. Jack Clymer recalls, “I think because of some prodding by Joan, the
trustees decided it would be worthwhile to have some younger people on
the board. The pattern was to get a young lawyer involved; if the trustees
got along with that person, he/she’d become a trustee. That was the situ-
ation with me in 1981.” Another new addition at that time was the foun-
dation’s first African-American trustee, only the second woman to join the
board after the two Hyams sisters’ involvement in the 1920s and 1930s."

Diversifying the Staff

From these early beginnings, the foundation moved to its current reputa-
tion for being a foundation whose peers describe as having institutional-
ized diversity into its organizational DNA. How? Executive director Beth
Smith says,

We wanted to be as effective as possible within communities that were always
changing. I came in 1985 when the foundation wanted to do more in the immi-
gration area. We were one of the earliest funders of minority neighborhood or-
ganizations, also immigrant organizations. This translated into the need for more
internal diversity: there were two staff persons of color out of six when I came (I'm
white), and the board had one person of color and two women out of seven.

If the impetus toward diversity on the board came out of the community
they were serving, according to Smith, the board also did something im-
portant: they examined their trustees.

As she describes herself, Beth Smith is a product of the 1960s, active and
aware of civil rights and the ways in which poverty disproportionately af-
fects communities of color and women. She brought to the foundation
statewide experience on these issues, and when she was hired (at first as a
consultant for special projects), she had what she describes as “a strong in-
terest in thinking about how we could change and evolve and be more
diverse. . . . I brought an interest in these concerns, but so did my board. We
were really in sync on all of that” In 1987, the foundation took what was
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to become its most significant step toward an intentional, in-depth explor-
ation of diversity. In 1987, the Hyams Foundation, the Boston Foundation,
and the United Way of Massachusetts created the Human Services Person-
nel Collaborative (HSPC), a joint initiative aimed at helping local nonprof-
its grapple with staffing crises they all acknowledged facing, including
hiring and retaining staff of color. After the collaborative developed their
Diversity Initiative, staff of participating foundations and corporations
came to realize that they could not promote diversity effectively within the
broader nonprofit community without looking inside their own organiza-
tions, and the Hyams staff involved in the initiative came away with “a
heightened sense that the foundation needed a more conscious and consis-
tent process for becoming a more diverse organization.”'* Over fifty non-
profits currently participate in the Diversity Initiative.!*

This awareness moved the foundation to bring on new staff and new
trustees. By 1990, three of the seven staff members were women of color,
and three of the then seven board members were women or men of color.
And as of 2004, the foundation’s staff of eight included six women
(two African-American, one Asian-American, one Latina, two white) and
two men (both white). Five out of nine trustees were women (two African-
American, one Asian-American, one Latina, one white). The men on the
board included one African-American, one Haitian-American, and one
white. The board also has continued to stress age diversity, and two of the
current trustees are in their 30s.

In spite of success increasing numbers, however, by 1992 the foundation
also moved to tackle more complex diversity work. It organized a diversity
committee that included the executive director, board members and staff,
and the board chair. The committee began to grapple with what it meant
to really promote diversity inside their own organization as well as out. A
board/staff retreat with a diversity consultant gave everyone a chance to
communicate across differences as well as react to a draft statement of di-
versity principles that the foundation still affirms. What emerged from the
retreat was an unambiguous understanding that the foundation’s focus on
diversity was meant to increase its own and the broader community’s ef-
fectiveness in addressing social issues, not “just” because it was the right
and moral thing to do.
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Diversity Is a Process

A key understanding stressed by all those interviewed for this case study is
that diversity is not something ever achieved: it’s a process. As board chair
Jack Clymer describes it, the goal is to build a culture that always will be
looking for different points of view, different perspectives, different inputs
that “help you understand what it is you’re really trying to do, how you’re
doing it better than you could without those points of view. Initially, we
thought of it pretty much in terms of race and gender. Recently, we’re also
focusing on class and age.” Smith says that the foundation tried various
kinds of activities, including having a consultant come in to assess issues
of diversity within the foundation and give the foundation recommenda-
tions for becoming more diverse: “This was very beneficial but also was
hard, hard work. Some of the feedback was difficult to hear, even when
shared confidentially. We still need to spend more time thinking about how
we are really working as a diverse organization.” Smith also realizes that
there is a “catch-22” involved: “Are we working together as well as we
could without being too internally focused all the time?” Process alone is
never enough.

Promoting Consciousness of Diversity among Grantees

As the foundation has learned better to foster diversity in its own ranks,
its grant making has sharpened awareness of the need to promote more
consciousness of diversity among its grantees. The foundation requires di-
versity data about a grantee’s board and staff with all grant applications.
But as Sylvia Johnson, an African-American who is Hyams’s current asso-
ciate director, describes, finding effective ways of measuring the difference
diversity makes in an organization is still a challenge:

We point out to people that they serve 90 percent people of color, but only have
five percent people of color on their staff and none on their board. So we encour-
age people to increase their organization’s own diversity but not by a set number.
I think there’s an assumption that there shouldn’t be such a gap, but there are no
hard and fast rules. But sometimes an organization can have good numbers, and
they still don’t act differently. So where’s that balance? Increase the numbers but
have people on board or staff serving different roles? How do you get at this?
Measure this? How do we get deeper than the numbers?

The foundation struggles with these questions internally as well. The an-
swer so far lies in the various ways people can take formal leadership roles
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in the foundation. CEO Smith says, “Beyond numbers, the other thing
we’ve tried to do is look at roles within the foundation. We have a white
CEO and a white board chair: how do we share leadership? We have three
committees on the board, and each has a chair. That’s been a way to have
other leaders emerge.”

Associate director Sylvia Johnson describes Boston itself as another chal-
lenge: the complexities of a city that has a lot of diversity within racial
groups and also between older and newer communities of color as well as
issues of class within communities of color:

How do you address the dynamics between the haves and the have-nots, the insid-
ers and the outsiders, and encourage multicultural cooperation and understanding
at the same time? How do we move people toward a new and deeper level of com-
munity collaboration? There are no easy answers to these questions. We just keep
striving to be sensitive to these dynamics ourselves, and we keep trying different
ways to encourage dialogue and facilitate relationships among the various groups.

The foundation is committed to providing advice, technical support,
leveraging, and other forms of “more than money” support for the diverse
nonprofits it funds. It also encourages organizations to start wherever they
are. Johnson describes strategies that work:

You don’t have to begin with a diversity initiative. You start small, looking at who
you contract with, who you bring onto your staff or board, how you communicate
with the community, how welcoming you are. People have to be encouraged to
start wherever they are. There are a lot of different models. I’ve found in life that

hitting people over the head is not always the easiest way to get them to cooperate.
Diversity’s here and it’s the wave of the future. Wherever you are, jump in!

Paying Attention to Gender

So where does gender fit into this picture? As we see in other case studies
in this chapter, a more diverse approach to diversity—defining diversity in
the broadest possible terms—gives gender and other differences more
leverage. But like the other foundations, Hyams is not resting on its laurels.
The foundation builds in extra measures to ensure that women’s and girls’
organizations are considered—taking another look, for example, at grants
turned down if the proposals are from women’s or girls’ organizations.
And they pay attention to what their successful grantees are doing in re-
gard to gender. As Smith says,

I’ve tried to struggle with the issue of women and girls. How are programs we fund
really sensitive to issues of gender? Our work with Molly Mead, for example, had
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a huge impact on me and how we looked at youth programs.'> We now challenge
grantees: “You say you’re coed, but you’re only serving 30 percent girls.”

Associate director Johnson points out that whenever they have the op-
portunity to raise gender as an issue, they do. The foundation always has
employed more women than men, so according to Johnson, there is a nat-
ural openness and tendency to support women and girls: “We’re not where
we want to be, but we are definitely sensitive to gender issues. Although we
support a fair number of gender-specific programs, we routinely push our-
selves to look more closely at our level and pattern of support.”

Johnson’s observation about “routinely pushing” sums up a large part
of Hyams’s success. The staff and trustees keep trying new strategies.
While they respect their foundation’s history and the Hyams family legacy,
they have learned to push beyond it in ways that provide a model for other
foundations seeking to diversify their boards and staffs. Recognizing also
that diversity is a process, they have learned to challenge themselves as a
routine, accepted part of their institutional culture. Change is embraced,
not resisted, and they expect the same of their grantees. Like other foun-
dation case studies in this chapter, Hyams works to understand gender as
one of several key parts of their analysis of diversity, which contributes to
their national reputation for doing effective philanthropy.
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THE JESSIE SMITH NOYES FOUNDATION

Formed in 1947, the Jessie Smith Noyes Foundation is a New York City—
based family foundation that promotes “a sustainable and just social and
natural system by supporting grassroots organizations and movements
committed to this goal.”'® To encourage cross-issue work and funding, in
November 2003 the foundation shifted from more narrowly defined pro-
gram areas to broader funding priorities that include:

« Protecting the health and environment of communities threatened by
toxics

« Advancing environmental justice
« Ensuring quality reproductive health care as a human right

« Fostering an environmentally sustainable New York City

With an endowment of $60 million in 2003, the foundation awarded 120
grants totaling $2.758 million, with an additional $407,000 in discre-
tionary board grants and grants to charities designated in the founder’s
will: altogether a total of $3.165 million in grants awarded in 2003. As in
previous years, the foundation primarily made grants to organizations
working at the grassroots level. Half of their grants went to state organi-
zations and another third to regional networks and coalitions. About one
third of the grants went to organizations with people of color as primary
decision makers and constituents. Thirty-five percent of the foundation’s
grants went to smaller groups with budgets under $250,000 and another
27 percent to those with budgets between $250,000 and $500,000.

Foundation History

The foundation was established in 1947 by Charles E. Noyes as a memorial
to his second wife, Jessie Smith Noyes. Charles Noyes was born in 1878 in
Norwich, Connecticut, where his father, Charles D. Noyes, was copub-
lisher of the Norwich Daily Bulletin, the sixth-oldest newspaper in the na-
tion. As the foundation describes his youthful commitment and ambition,
“Charles at age ten delivered his father’s paper to every house on his route
on the morning after the famous Blizzard of 1888. At twelve, with earn-
ings from his paper route, he bought the newsstand concession on the sum-
mer steamer run from New London to Block Island. He added magazines
and dime novels to his stock of newspapers, hired boys with bicycles to
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speed delivery on the island, and soon had a thriving business which he op-
erated throughout his high school years.”

This early entrepreneurial spirit soon led to a partnership in a small real-
estate brokerage business. His descendents do not know if he ever ob-
tained his high school diploma, but in 19035, several years after leaving the
Norwich Academy, he established his own firm, the Charles FE. Noyes Com-
pany, which invested in skyscrapers and other New York commercial real
estate, prospering until it dominated the lower Manhattan real estate mar-
ket. Charles Noyes came to be known as the Dean of Real Estate in New
York City. His most famous transaction was the sale in 1951 of the Empire
State Building, “previously regarded as a white elephant, for the largest
price at the time in real estate history. In 1959, he turned over all his stock
in Charles F. Noyes & Co. to its employees, but remained active in busi-
ness until 1965, when he became ill at the age of 88.”

The foundation was established with goals that still guide the founda-
tion today: aiding organizations and individuals who share his commit-
ment to fairness, integrity, and hard work. Charles Noyes died in 1969 at
the age of 91, leaving the foundation additional resources that then brought
its total assets to approximately $30 million, an amount that has more
than doubled since his death.

Jessie Smith Noyes was born in 1885 in Brooklyn, New York, where the
foundation remembers her as devoting much of her adult life to commu-
nity needs: “a woman of charm and wit with a deep love of beauty and a
sensitivity to people, she was described by a friend as ‘an aristocrat and a
democrat at one and the same time; she appreciated the fine things of life,
yet never lost touch with the human equation. . .’ As vice president of the
Brooklyn YWCA for many years, Mrs. Noyes worked hard for religious
tolerance and for racial equality long before it became a public and popu-
lar cause.”

From 1947 through 1959, the foundation primarily supported scholar-
ship and loan programs for individual students to attend any accredited
college or professional school in the United States. Half the grants were
designated for minority students, mostly black. To control soaring adminis-
trative costs and to make more money available for scholarships, in 1960 the
foundation shifted its awards to institutions, although still stressing the im-
portance of equal distribution of funds to majority and minority students.
A few years later, because of cutbacks in enrollments at the predominantly
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black colleges that had been the mainstay for black students, the founda-
tion began to channel all future scholarship aid for black students through
black colleges. After the federal government and many states in the early
1970s set up student aid programs that substantially increased public
financial support of education for the disadvantaged, the foundation
changed its focus to programs for students of proven ability working
toward specific careers in areas of critical need. From 1974 through 1984,
the foundation focused its funding on grants to institutions for student aid
in selected areas of the environment, health care (population, family plan-
ning, and adolescent pregnancy), and public school education, recogniz-
ing these as crucial areas of world need, priority concerns that still drive
the foundation’s work.

In 1985, conducting a review aimed at sharpening their focus, the foun-
dation both broadened and narrowed its vision, asking questions like
“what kinds of irreversible damages to the natural environment are occur-
ring, and among those damages, which are the most important to the most
people over the long term?” In response to these issues, the foundation
sharpened their funding program to focus specifically on the priorities
noted at the beginning of this section: communities threatened by toxics,
the broader cause of environmental justice, quality reproductive health care
as a human right, and an environmentally sustainable New York City.

In some ways, it is easy to see how this kind of an organizational history
laid the groundwork for the foundation’s reputation of effectively institu-
tionalizing diversity, but all of those interviewed for this case study stress
the importance of intentional, conscious focus. The question for this case
study is how a family foundation, albeit a liberal family committed to
helping the underserved, evolved toward sharing more control and power
with those people they are set up to aid.

Adding Nonfamily Trustees to a Family Board

Vic De Luca, Noyes CEO since 2000, describes his understanding of the
process: “I started in 1991 as a program officer at the foundation, a few
years after the family had decided to bring more nonfamily members onto
the board. There had been two previous CEOs. The second, Steve Vieder-
man, had been in the position for 14 years. A consciousness of race issues
streamed through all the early years of the foundation’s life, but in the late
1980s, the family moved to broaden the range of experiences of board
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members, so they hired a consultant who helped them plan for the foun-
dation’s future and expand the board. The initial nonfamily trustees were
known to the family or were grantees. In fact, one of them was an African-
American who was brought on the board primarily for his environmental
credentials. The principle of broadening the board allowed us in 1992 to
push the board into thinking more about racial diversity too. Diversity was
a strong interest of a few board members and the entire staff.”!”

Ann Wiener, one of the “grandfathered in” family members who has
been on the board for much of her adult life, describes what was then an
all-family board thinking that it was presumptuous to deal with organiza-
tions “that were different from us economically, culturally, and racially
without having those voices heard in the decision making. Just as there
needed to be more women in power positions, there needed to be more di-
versity”” She goes on to say that “I think we’ve always had a pretty broad
view of diversity—rural, urban, racial—though I think we tried to be sen-
sitive so there’s not that kind of burden on people of color to feel they have
to represent groups. We’ve looked for age diversity; we’ve always looked
for generalists as well as people with specialized knowledge.” One of the
foundation’s program officers also stresses the foundation’s broader un-
derstanding of diversity: “When we talk about diversity, we mean diversity
on every level, not just race. Rural issues are very much a part of that di-
versity, for example.”

When asked how her family came to that awareness as a board, Wiener
describes her grandfather’s innate sense of justice: “He felt for Negroes
who hadn’t had access to education.” This sense of justice ran in the family.
“So he put his three daughters, their husbands, a lawyer, and an account-
ant on the board, a way of getting advice as well as keeping the family to-
gether.” In the beginning, “the husbands did the financial stuff, the wives
did the grant making.” The foundation’s direction was set by women “who
had to act in subterranean ways: there was the financial discussion, then
lunch with martinis, then the women got to make the grants they wanted.”
She goes on to describe, “My aunt Edith Muma, one of the original trustees
still on the board, felt that the foundation needed a more professional pres-
ence when we inherited the rest of my grandfather’s estate after his death.
By the late 1980s, we were moving into water issues, reproductive rights,
and sustainable development—problems that affected the health of the
world—and we began to see the importance of listening to all the people
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involved, seeing often that large entities like business and government
didn’t have space to hear the voices of those directly affected by policy.”

Program officer Wilma Montanez, who came on staff in 1996, notes
that the board started opening up to nonfamily members with this per-
ceived need to bring in staff, which became their first step in diversifying
themselves. This opened up a whole process of setting expertise criteria
they wanted board members to contribute. “That situated the issue of di-
versity in the broadest context,” Montanez points out. “Should the board
include people we were supporting, such as grantees? The process began
‘organically’; now the process is much more deliberate.”

Vic De Luca says, “In one of our conversations about diversity, we used
examples of our sustainable agriculture program, the importance of hav-
ing biodiversity, a natural system that’s diverse, how humans participate in
that. We argued the same thing needed to be applied to the organization
itself. Just like you don’t want rows of corn, rows of corn, rows of corn,
you don’t want rows of white men.” De Luca also points out that for board
diversity to work, staff “needs to burn some capital here. You’re going to
make mistakes. Sure there are some things we’d do differently, but board
members had an openness, a willingness to take risks.” He also describes
the importance of a more complex understanding of diversity. “The last
thing we wanted to do was to become diverse but homogenize the think-
ing and action of the board members. We look for people with different
experiences who by adding their particular viewpoints or regional per-
spective make our work better.”

Steven Carbd, a nonfamily trustee on the board since 2000 and board
chair for 2003 and 2004, describes the process:

The board tries for different approaches and benefits from membership that re-
flects different experiences with the issues. For example, we have folks who work
in academia, folks who come out of faith communities, activists, people who have
worked at the community level and understand community perspectives. Our sup-
port for sustainable agriculture, for example, is enriched by the fact one of our
board members operates a farm.

Diversifying Staff

As well as diversifying the board, diversifying the staff is also crucial. Pro-
gram officer Millie Buchanan says, “Effective funding isn’t going to hap-
pen until diversity happens. The more people hired with more lenses, the
more complexity they bring to the understanding of diversity and its im-
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portance. Because the foundation made a commitment to do that, the
commitment feeds on itself.” Vic De Luca says, “It’s a lot of work, not that
easy. You’re looking in unconventional places for staff or board members.
We didn’t advertise in environmental publications for our last staff person.
We felt that would have just gotten white applicants. Instead we recruited
in ways that would ensure we’d get people of color applying.”

Program officer Wilma Montanez points out the importance of bringing
in staff with a strong familiarity of their grantees and the kind of work they
are doing. With change comes “the risk that the foundation will also
change—change both how some things look and how things will be done.
You have to assume that things will change.”

Roadblocks to Diversity
Both trustees and staff members also have struggled with more subtle
assumptions that can undermine effective funding. Buchanan describes
pitfalls for the field of philanthropy in general: “There’s a cultural pre-
sumption that a certain set of people by virtue of their genes and brain
power have the ability to make decisions better. If you hold that notion in
your bones, even if you’re in denial, it will play out. If you want to protect
the natural systems on which all life depends, and that’s what you believe,
it’s hard to trust that goal to a collaborative of West Virginia grandmoth-
ers. It’s not a tough sell now on our board, but I think there are still some
in other foundations who would be more comfortable funding people with
letters behind their names, who are also more likely to be white men.”
Staff members point out another external roadblock to diversity: the
pressure in the foundation world (also societal) to want immediate results.
As Buchanan describes it, the problem is “a Western white male linear ap-
proach to things that doesn’t respect the time it takes to do things that in-
volve process. A group of funders was discussing at a meeting a few years
ago the importance of long-term grants, and the question was raised: how
do you make your mark as a program officer if you just fund organizations
that others have funded before you? There’s a danger of measuring your
foundation against other foundations, not against the greater good that
can lead you to ask: why are we funding a group for twenty years trying
to stop coal mining in West Virginia? It’s hard for some people to be seri-
ous about diversity if it gets in the way of expediency. Some others in the
foundation world say ‘I get diversity, but we don’t have time to bring all

29

those people along.
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Importance of Long-Term Support and Leveraging

Being consistent over “the long haul” is important to the foundation.
Montanez points out, “Sometimes it’s easy to say to a grantee that when
we started this initiative, we had more time, but now we have many more
issues that need funding. So it requires discipline to ‘walk the talk, to
maintain a long-term focus for our funding priorities. If we’re going to ex-
pect our colleagues and our grantees to work for change, we have to be a
model.” Buchanan stresses the importance of core support and multiyear
funding: “It’s important to keep the faith that given enough time, you’ll see
fruits for your toil. It’s a long-term commitment. Core support and multi-
year grants are incredibly important. The board has heard us beat this
drum: the gold standard of funding is multiyear, general support.”

CEO De Luca says, “We do general support grants for the most part. We
fund organizations for a long time (a few for 15-16 years). Our grants are
usually $25-35,000. We’re solidifying the base of support for the institu-
tions we care about. That strategy has been generally accepted by the
board. There’s also a parallel concern by board members that we bring in
some new groups. So we do both. It’s not always easy. Funder fatigue sets
in: “You sometimes get tired of looking at proposals, start thinking ‘can’t
we do something bigger’? But social change takes a lot of time, and we
don’t know the tipping points, so we just have to keep going.”

Another dimension of long-term commitment to grantees has been
working in coalition with other funders. According to Montanez, “Only
through a movement will you bring on the changes we say we want and
need. We work closely with other foundations and affinity groups. For my-
self, it’s an important way to have colleagues. Working in philanthropy can
be very isolating. You can easily work by yourself most of the time, and it
can be lonely and not necessarily a healthy way to work. We at Noyes are
very committed to working in coalition with other funders. We’ve stressed
the need for these collaborations to our board, so they can better under-
stand the different facets of our role as grant makers, and we keep trying,
with our limited dollars, to help grantees leverage more money.”

“Walking the Talk”
The foundation takes being a model grant maker seriously. Montanez calls
attention to what she describes as “dissonance reduction”:

We started looking at our investment portfolio, and that led us into socially re-
sponsible investing. Then we asked what about dissonance within our programs:
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for example, what do we do if one of our grantees takes a public position against
abortion, even though we are funding them to do environmental work. For a
grantee to be anti-choice on a personal level is obviously not anything we can do
anything about, but if as an organization they take an anti-choice position, we
would discontinue their funding. This is all conscious, talked about by the board
and staff. We also inform each grantee about this foundation policy now.

Monitoring Grantee Diversity

Because they have come to understand the importance of a broad range of
diversity in the foundation itself, Noyes also is clear about the importance
of a broad range of diversity in the organizations they fund. Buchanan de-
scribes the process: “We put together an elaborate chart every year looking
at who’s making the decisions in our organizations. We use two different
lenses: are the groups run by those most affected by their issues? Which are
run by people of color? In my field, we could fund groups that fit our pri-
orities and are all white. Board members look at diversity within a broad
framework.”

Board chair Carbo6 says, “The board has been living their approach to is-
sues, always looking for organizations and initiatives that arise from and
broadly engage communities of color, women, etc. We look at the extent to
which organizations both work in those communities and whose leadership
reflect those communities. We look at all those things explicitly, holistically.”

Vic De Luca points out that the foundation’s grants have changed over
time to include more groups of color, poor white groups, and groups with-
out a lot of access to funding as well as groups doing community organiz-
ing: “Every year we do an analysis of our grantee pool that’s now part of
our evaluative processes.” Carbd says, “The extent to which a group that
we’ve funded has or has not been willing to be more inclusive has played a
role in our deliberations about continued funding. We still need more
work, but the commitment’s there.”

Helping People Grow Is an Organizational Value
Buchanan recalls:

As someone who came to work here after the foundation was already well on its
way, | think our complex and conscious commitment to all kinds of diversity has
helped me as an individual do a better job here, and it’s also made my life more in-
teresting. There are things I notice now. I thought I was a reasonably aware person
about both race and gender, but there was so much I didn’t know and didn’t know
I didn’t know. I’ve learned so much more about how to live in the world. It’s been
a real learning curve to me. Helping people grow is an organizational value.
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Carbd, appointed in 2000, describes his own changes from being on the
board: “I think Ive got a deeper understanding of ‘bottom-up’ approaches
to problem solving and empowerment and the intrinsic importance of
community-led solutions to social problems. I had some sense of that be-
fore I came onto the board, but I think my knowledge and understanding
of that has deepened and been enriched.”

Importance of Women and Using a Gender Lens

So where does gender fit into the foundation’s institutionalized diversity?
Family trustee Ann Wiener points out, “Our grant program has always
been female-run. Women trustees and staff worked with individuals, saw
women as people who made changes.” Buchanan recalls the foundation’s
history too:

Men made the money, but the women gave it away. This foundation was established
in Jessie’s name and with her principles. They didn’t call it social justice then, but
that’s what it was. They saw it as ethically right to have everyone at the table. The
women were the ones making the decisions about how the money was spent. Early
on there was a race lens, not a gender lens as such. In the early years, all the schol-
arships were almost all white or Negro. Then after WWIL, the foundation sup-
ported Japanese-Americans. The Noyes women would have fought to have women
at the table.

De Luca asks, “How does gender fit in? Constantly. We fund a lot of
community organizing. Many have a charismatic leader, but that’s not sus-
tainable. It’s important that there’s secondary leadership. In the groups we
fund, there’s a great many women in leadership positions. It plays out less
in the farm community but still pretty significant. Our board members
look for people of color, gender issues. We’re not afraid of putting that
stuff in when we write up grants.”

According to Millie Buchanan:

A lot of our groups are multiissue groups; they didn’t form to protect their com-
munities against a particular issue. They formed, usually led by women, to make
their communities better. They tend to be run by women. Grandmothers in Ken-
tucky have been the ones getting in front of bulldozers for years. . . . So we pay at-
tention to their needs, day care, for example, so we do more than give lip service
about making it possible to get everyone to the meetings.

Wilma Montanez notes that the foundation keeps adding lenses to their
screening, a gender lens to look at environmental groups, for example:

How many girl farmers? Where are the women leaders in the environmental jus-
tice movement? Is their work recognized, validated, and supported? Do women
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activists bring something different to the work? Certainly, I think so. This is all a
work-in-progress. Also, we look at our investments with a gender lens: are they
pro-choice or anti-choice? The work on gender is reflected in so many different
areas.

Impact on Grants

Paying close attention to these concerns in their grants has led the foun-
dation to work “closer to the ground.” They make special efforts to get to
know their grantees up close. They struggle to break through class issues
inherent in grantor/grantee relationships, and they empower and trust
their grantees. Buchanan points out, “I am one of the strongest proponents
in the field saying those closest to the ground know a lot better what’s go-
ing on.”

De Luca confirms this:

Being a funder you tend to live in a unique and sheltered situation. Unfortunately,
grantees will not challenge funders for fear of angering them. Here the program of-
ficers and I all worked on the nonprofit side, so we know what it’s like; we talk a
lot about our relationships with our grantees. We recognize there’s a power imbal-
ance. | know we say partnership, but I don’t think it’s real. ‘Partnership’ sounds
good, but a partnership requires equality, and that is not the nature of this busi-
ness. On the one end, funders have the resources, and on the other end, groups do-
ing the work are competing and appealing for those funds. The key is to make sure
that you work to break down any real or perceived barriers. We work hard to make
sure we’re accessible. We take cold calls. We try to guide grant seekers, even those
who do not fit our guidelines. We also just try to be real. I went on a site visit to ru-
ral Missouri. . . . I told people that I was going to dress very casually (jeans, etc.),
and that my trip was to better understand where and how you live. Sometimes it’s
like a first date, a little awkward and goofy.

Importance of Evaluation

Finally, all the people interviewed for this case study stressed the impor-
tance of evaluation, evaluating the foundation’s own work as well as that
of their grantees. They ask, “Are we funding the right people?” and that
type of questioning is all part of an ongoing process. Nonfamily board
member Steven Carbo says:

Well, it’s interesting. We’ve initiated a strategic planning process. Wrapped into
that process will be consideration of the foundation’s values regarding issues of di-
versity. I expect that our evaluation of Noyes’s granting will include a look at the
priority we place upon reaching historically marginalized communities. So we’ll

have an immediate opportunity to evaluate. It’s not the first time that we’ve done
this kind of systemic review. And the board’s current consideration of staff grant
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recommendations includes an accounting of the extent to which the docket and in-
dividual grants are reaching communities of color, women, geographically isolated
areas, the extent to which the staff and boards of prospective grantees are diverse,
etc. That’s all spelled out in the analysis the board uses to make decisions about
funding. This is another instance of how these issues are institutionalized into our
work.

According to family trustee Ann Wiener, “We’ve just started doing a
new strategic plan, and there’s a key issue that we keep bringing up, look-
ing at, and turning around: if we get too comfortable, if all our grants are
successful, are we taking enough chances?” That ability to take risks, in-
deed to cite risk taking as an organizational value, is at the heart of Noyes’s
history of innovation and healthy philanthropy. They have learned that di-
versity is a process that takes patience, struggling with comfort zones and
creating safe spaces to bring new trustees and staff, new visions, into the
organization without losing their history. They are candid about their
struggles to keep watch on their values, emphasizing personal responsibil-
ity on the part of both trustees and staff for “walking their talk” if they ex-
pect grantees to do the same. Helping people grow is an organizational
value both inside and outside the foundation, and like other foundations
interviewed for this chapter, they clearly recognize the importance of un-
derstanding gender—both as it plays out in board and staff growth as well
as in using a gender lens to make effective grants.

And their grants are effective. They are recognized by many colleagues
in philanthropy as a leader in innovative grassroots funding. Perhaps as
important as that recognition, however, they do not rest on their laurels.
Evaluation is key. To repeat Ann Wiener, “If we get too comfortable, if all
our grants are successful, are we taking enough chances?” That ability to
question and challenge themselves makes for a vibrant, healthy organiza-
tion with an impressive track record of both effective philanthropy and
thoughtful, collegial impact on the field of philanthropy as a whole.
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THE PHILADELPHIA FOUNDATION

Founded in 1918, the Philadelphia Foundation is a community foundation
that pools over 500 trust funds, most of them aimed at improving the qual-
ity of life in a five-county region in Southeastern Pennsylvania’s Delaware
Valley. As the foundation describes its history, “for more than three gener-
ations, people of modest and magnificent means have been turning to The
Philadelphia Foundation as their philanthropic partner for investing their
charitable dollars.”'® In 2003, the foundation had an asset base of just un-
der $250 million, up from $129 million in 1996. In 2003, the foundation
awarded 935 grants totaling some $24.1 million to nonprofit organizations
in Bucks, Chester, Delaware, Montgomery, and Philadelphia Counties.

Typical of other community foundations around the country, the
Philadelphia Foundation’s trust funds are created by individuals and fam-
ilies as well as corporations. The foundation also manages the endowment
funds for many community-based organizations. The foundation’s funds
themselves are diverse, with over sixty from the African-American com-
munity, another dozen each from Asian and Latino communities, and sev-
eral specifically serving the area’s gay, lesbian, bisexual, and transgender
communities. The foundation aims to help people establish charitable
funds and trusts “without having to cope with the complexities of setting
up a special-purpose nonprofit corporation.” They offer perpetuity, “the
assurance of knowing that the name of the charitable donor, or the person
in whose name the fund is established, will be honored forever.”

The foundation describes its first obligation in grant making as sup-
porting the wishes of the donors who have created the funds. With unre-
stricted assets, however—assets not part of donor-advised funds—the
foundation gives highest priority to “low-budget, constituent-controlled
organizations where local residents define their own agendas for change
and seek their own solutions to community problems.” The foundation
also stresses diversity in all their work and actively promotes cultural plu-
ralism, specifically targeting systemic causes of social and economic in-
equities. The foundation cites three primary goals in its grant making:

« Empowering people and groups within the community
* Building community assets

+ Managing current issues or preparing for future trends
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CEO Andrew Swinney thinks the stability and longevity of the founda-
tion has enhanced its commitment to diversity: “There have only been four
executive directors in 84 years. ’'m the fourth. I think the foundation’s rep-
utation for diversity and inclusiveness came out of my predecessors’ and
previous boards’ truly believing in, having a passion for a community foun-
dation embracing the whole concept of inclusiveness and diversity.” While
most community foundations in this country have reputations for serving
a range of diverse needs in their communities, the Philadelphia Foundation
has a reputation for making diversity itself a priority, both within the foun-
dation’s own institutional culture as well as in the grants it makes.

A History of Emphasizing Diversity

The Philadelphia Foundation was one of the first community foundations
on record to adopt a values statement that includes a commitment to di-
versity—in 1963. As CEO Swinney describes the commitment: “It’s been
a living values statement for the organization ever since. Anybody who
comes onto the board or on staff early on ‘gets it’ because the values state-
ment is part of everyday discussions in all aspects of the work that we do.”
These values extend throughout the foundation: “Even on the financial
side, in our investments, we’re very conscious of being diverse. It’s our his-
tory and a living, operating value of the foundation.”

Diversity as living history is something all of those interviewed, board
and staff, pointed to with pride. And like other foundations described in
this chapter, most of the people we spoke with were knowledgeable about
the specifics of the foundation’s history. Vice president for programs Lyn-
ette Campbell says, “In the early 1930s, the foundation decided they were
going to take on all the underrepresented groups in Philadelphia, women’s
suffrage, antislavery, colored people, immigration issues, and settlement
houses, for example.” The foundation took it upon itself to work with do-
nors to help them understand the needs of all these groups: “We supported
advocacy and the rights of people to stand up for their own beliefs and
convene collective action.” Over time, the foundation strengthened its
commitment to embrace community advocacy and leadership develop-
ment—areas Campbell says more traditional foundations shy away from.
In 1963, in response to riots that devastated minority communities, the
board adopted empowerment criteria that formalized thirty years of
its prior work. Campbell describes the foundation’s continuing efforts af-
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ter the riots to encourage all kinds of neighborhood people to step up to

the table:

In a convening role, we brought together different advocacy groups so they could
learn to work together without killing one another. We formalized this work with
African-American, Asian, and Latino groups, and we also recognized that we
needed to be more reflective of those people on our board and staff: there have been
conscious efforts made by nominating committees to diversify both board and staff.
Essential to the ongoing success of these efforts, there have also been “guardians”
on the board who passed these values down to the newest tier of leadership.

These guardians, experienced board members, take it on themselves to
make sure new board members are oriented to the foundation’s history of

commitment to diversity.

An Expanding Definition of Diversity
The Philadelphia Foundation is an especially interesting case study be-
cause of this history of conscious diversity—and also because they ex-
panded their knowledge and awareness to include what they describe as a
more complex understanding of diversity. Because of its history in a city
with a predominantly black minority population, the foundation had gar-
nered the reputation of effectively serving a wide range of needs of local
black communities. But as the foundation took a look at itself in the late
1990s, many felt that the foundation was not reaching working-class
white communities or other minority populations as effectively as they
were serving the needs of the black communities. So some significant soul-
searching went on, among both trustees and staff members, to take an-
other look at how they were implementing their historic values statement.
CEO Andrew Swinney describes some of their process:
We had a wonderful, rich discussion the first year I was here. What does being in-
clusive and diverse mean? We were in essence excluding other segments of the com-
munity we were supposed to be serving. We needed to be more balanced in
implementing that operating statement. How do we make philanthropy accessible
to the whole community? From a development perspective, what can we offer to
bring people together, donors and nonprofits, as well as our grant making?
Campbell says, “T had a phone call from a white, Irish male, age maybe
38-45, who asked me, ‘Well, what does the foundation stand for? I’'m not
represented. We have difficult problems here in North Philadelphia that
aren’t being addressed.”” Campbell pointed out to him that the foundation’s
guidelines read “underrepresented populations, particularly African-
Americans, Asians, and Latinos.” But the white Irishman had a point and
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Campbell was listening. “I calmed him down. We wanted language in the
guidelines specific to African-Americans, Asians, and Latinos so those
folks who don’t usually see themselves in foundation guidelines could see
themselves, but this guy’s issues are important too and deserve our fund-
ing” Still, according to Heather Gee, vice president of development services
and who has worked for the foundation since 1999, “When we talk about
diversity, we’re specifically talking about people of color, people with hand-
icaps, gender identity issues, but we use the broadest brushes. We say we are
committed to people who’ve been underserved. That’s who we are.”

All the board members interviewed for this case study remain thought-
ful about their understandings of diversity and keep asking questions in
order to sharpen how the foundation defines and implements its commit-
ments. Ellen Foster, vice chair of the board and a trustee since 2001, says,
“We define diversity as representing the entire community we serve, as
many constituencies as we can. By economic bracket as well as race, sex,
and sexual preference.” Ignatius Wang, a former trustee, points out,
“We’re [also] conscious about having diversity on the board. . . . I served
on the board development committee. When we talked about diversity, in
addition to race, we talked about skill sets: lawyers, investment skills, CPAs,
people more connected to grassroots, etc. So we’re not just talking about
skin color” Wang also talked about some of the board’s struggles to take
responsibility themselves for diversity. He described a board development
committee meeting where, when he pointed out the need for more people
connected to the grassroots community on the board, another board mem-
ber said, “Well, we have the staff to do that. The board’s job is to manage
the organization.” Wang was taken aback. “Apparently that person didn’t
know what we meant by having people from diverse groups in policy po-
sitions,” he said. When asked how he countered that, Wang replied, “I kept
raising the issue. I suggested candidates. You don’t have to hit people with
a stick. But I’m pretty persistent. And it’s not just me. People on the board
generally are conscious, and they listen.” He also described the importance
of recognizing different definitions of being connected to grassroots com-
munities and the need for more subtle thinking: “A solution to ‘just get
more minorities on the board’ is a simplistic answer. There are minorities
who are not connected to grassroots communities. And people connected
to grassroots communities don’t have to be minorities or poor either. It’s
the sensitivity that’s sometimes difficult to come by
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In addition to raising consciousness among themselves about the mean-
ing(s) of diversity, however, the foundation board tackled head-on another
complex dimension of their commitment to diversity: how to serve all con-
stituencies in the community—including white Irishmen whose problems
needed to be addressed—and raise considerably larger endowments to
support their work without diminishing their historical commitment to di-
versity. Board chair Craig Lewis, a trustee since 1996, recalls, “When I first
came onto the board, many people in the community were feeling the foun-
dation had tilted overboard in its focus on empowerment and diversity. If
we wanted to assure our future ability to serve the community in its broad-
est sense, we were moving in the wrong direction.” As a result one of the
challenges Lewis described was finding the right balance, making sure the
foundation’s commitment to diversity and empowerment did not create
roadblocks for their second, equally important function of creating a ve-
hicle for philanthropy in the community.

In 1998, the board set out to make major changes in the foundation’s
character and culture. That required taking a hard look at how they could
attract, educate, and serve the needs of a wider field of donors—including
more people of wealth, many of whom were also white—while at the same
time maintaining the foundation’s commitment to serving traditionally
underserved racial and ethnic communities in their geographical area. As
Lewis describes it, “One change was to add a second pontoon to this boat
equal to the commitment we’d become known for in our grantee interac-
tion. Not done easily” The foundation had to change attitudes within the
board and staff, and in the communities they served. Shifting the focus to
include more donor-advised funds also meant moving around some staff
positions to serve the needs of an increased number of donors. Lewis ex-
plained how they expanded to accommodate these new priorities of donor
cultivation:

We set goals for ourselves: we would need to be donor-friendly, maintain commit-
ments to our grantees, and not establish a sense of anxiety for grantees that they’d
be put into a second-class category. Immediately we understood that we needed to
change how we made grants. In order to do that, we suspended one full cycle of
grant making (we’re semiannual). We just wrote checks to everyone we’d funded
before, and that gave our staff a chance to look at everything. We knew we could
never perform that kind of analytical process in the midst of our grant cycle, and

we needed to convince grantees that we wanted to improve our relationships
with them.
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Intentionality Key for Institutionalizing Understanding of Diversity
Careful and continued attention to rethinking and dealing with broader def-
initions of diversity requires considerable intentionality. CEO Swinney says,
At the board level, our board development committee keeps tabs on gender, eth-
nicity, sexual orientation (not religion) as well as skill sets and geography. The
board committee responsible for replacing new members looks at the balance. We
look for all the criteria, including skills needed. This is reviewed and set up in an
ongoing process of board appointments and retention. That’s been in place a long
time. So we not only have the commitments on paper, but a committee is set up to
ensure that the composition of the board represents the community as much as
possible. It’s a live document, a live process.

The same is true for staff diversity, Swinney says. “In any of the founda-
tion’s departments, we look at the current composition of the foundation
overall—we use the same criteria we do for trustees. Gender and ethnicity
are straightforward, and although we don’t ask questions about people’s
sexual orientation, we’re conscious of it.”

And the foundation keeps looking; it does not “settle” for less than
what it wants. Swinney says that if they can’t find people in the first round
of searching, they have a responsibility to develop more diversity within
certain categories: “When we need more diverse board members, we de-
velop and groom new board members through committees. At the staff
level, we work outside the foundation with nonprofits and educational in-
stitutions; we try to be sure they’re more diverse, grow them up in those
worlds” Swinney and others at the foundation recognize the need to en-
courage those among populations underrepresented on their staff to go to
school, to get jobs in nonprofits to get ahead.

Vice president Lynette Campbell says, “In my seven years here, I’ve seen
board members struggle as individuals but over time begin to understand
what and how important diversity values are to the community. The foun-
dation has been tested; it’s had its challenges.” And some of those chal-
lenges have been internal:

You really have to work at it, find folks to maintain the balance. Here’s an example:
after all the work this foundation had done, we fell short in our investment man-
agement pool, only to find out some board members didn’t think people of color
do this work. Some folks challenged the investment committee, said all the people
who worked in this area didn’t have to have Fortune 500 experience. They were
told, “Maybe your lens is unreasonable.” I'll never forget a staff person and a board
person say, “Where are they?” when we knew there were people of color in foun-

dations across the country. It took a while to get them into compliance. That area
took quite a bit of prodding, but it cleaned up.
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This kind of intentionality is just as important in other dimensions of the
foundation’s work, according to Campbell. “The whole issue of diversify-
ing our vendors has also been hard. There are goodwilled people who just
don’t know how to find vendors of color.” Often there is a covert message,
according to Campbell, a fear of substandard service if you use a person
of color. That must be dealt with and Campbell describes how foundation
staff worked on the issue: “The senior management team kept the issue on
the table until it got resolved. You need to keep up the pressure. I person-
ally was committed to keeping this on the table, not walking around it. I
try to help staff in my department do the same thing. I need to help, but
I also don’t want to be the only one raising this banner.”

Vice president Heather Gee speaks to the same question of intentional-
ity among leaders in the foundation: “It seems to me it’s always been a con-
scious decision among leadership in the organization, starting with the
president years ago, continuing with the current leadership on the board.”
And having watched the organization evolve over the past three years, she
knows the difficulty of sustaining diversity as a priority for a diverse staff:
“It slips by, and they just don’t think about it” Yet when their diversity
awareness has started to wane, she has seen the foundation consciously put
it back onto their list of highest priorities. She says, “In terms of both our
grant making decisions and policies and practices at the board level, that
commitment is just as strong if not stronger. I can’t tell you the number of
times I’ve sat in our board meetings and heard the board raise these issues,
not prompted by staff.” She expresses a lot of pride in a board that speaks
out and is conscientiously committed to serving people in the community,
even if it’s not always been the most popular position: “From a fairly new
staff person’s perspective, I’d say it’s in the fabric of the organization: some-
times it’s a soft fabric; other times we need to be reminded that this fabric
is beautiful because of the richness that’s woven in there” Board chair
Craig Lewis also expresses pride in how important these issues are to the
board: “I’d say diversity as an institutional attitude and priority is more
here than with any other organization 'm involved with. Should you be
breathing to be a member of the board? Commitment to diversity is right
up there with being able to maintain breath and a heartbeat”

Gee points to the intentional planning process that keeps these issues at
the forefront, which is primarily a strategic-planning process. When the
management team asks themselves, “What are our values?” diversity is
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one of the core values, along with equity and inclusiveness as fundamen-
tal values of community, that are included in their mission statement. So
they look at their planning in all departments through lenses of diversity
and inclusiveness: “What do we look like when we’re doing an event? Pub-
lishing materials? Hiring caterers for an event? Doing radio spots? Setting
up the entry fee that it takes to create a fund? These are just some of the
ways the issues show up.” For some, according to Gee, this planning pro-
cess can be a struggle. “To have to keep looking through these lenses when
you’ve never had to before can make some people dizzy. So we had to keep
reiterating their importance because at first, people couldn’t always see
the purpose.” When asked what it takes to bring people around who feel
discomfort with these perspectives, Gee says, “Some people never came
around. I have seen and heard of colleagues struggling with this. They are
willing to see diversity as something they could embrace as a concept,
but they couldn’t do that in their work with potential donors.” For others,
however, “It’s as easy as breathing. No struggle, no effort—it’s just part of
who they are, what this organization is about.”

Board member Ellen Foster describes how this intentional institutional
commitment to diversity works to keep a collective board commited even
when individual members disagree. She describes a difficult discussion
about funding organizations that support abortion rights. Despite some
board members’ personal anti-abortion stance, the board decided that in
keeping with their mission of reaching every constituency, they had to pro-
vide grants to pro-choice organizations: “That was a good example of
a collective commitment to diversity overruling beliefs that some of us
had. We had a similar discussion about funding a gay rights group that had
done some controversial demonstrations.” The group had been radical and
aggressive in their work, although not in the funded program, and the
foundation decided they needed to support the group because it was rep-
resentative of the community: “We have to support the community, put
our own issues on the back burner sometimes.”

Board member Foster also describes how the foundation achieved nu-
ance in their institutionalization process and recognized the importance of
having different voices at the table: “Whenever I think of institutionaliz-
ing, I think of a policy manual, which doesn’t work. The real question is
how you change the culture.” What does work is an Asian-American board
member reminding them they have forgotten a group and a black trustee
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who bluntly tells other board members, “You don’t get it.” The reality is,
according to Foster, that if diverse constituents were not at the table, the
foundation would lose its commitment—because of ignorance, not lack of
inclination. These are cultural differences, and if different voices are not
represented and heard on the board, the foundation would lose what Fos-
ter calls “real diversity” in the institution. In another example Foster cites,
the board was considering a project with best of intentions until one of
their African-American board members said to the rest of board, “You
don’t get it; there’s a pride issue here.” Without his input, the project just
wouldn’t have worked. Diversity may be in the culture of the foundation,
but without the board being aware of its own limited knowledge, and with-
out having diverse board members raise questions, good intentions may be
all they have. “If this board were all white males, it wouldn’t fulfill its mis-
sion, as much as these guys would try,” according to Foster. “I don’t think
you ever really ‘institutionalize’ because leaders change. All you can insti-
tutionalize is a commitment to diversity in your ranks.” Board chair Craig
Lewis would agree. According to Lewis, the board’s process gave them a
chance to look at the foundation’s role for donors and their work with
grantees, and they modernized their financial capacity, but they still need
to be vigilant about board governance. Lewis says that although the board
had no written allocation or quota system in place, “I think it’s fair to say
that each board member has an absolute commitment to diversity, to re-
flect all the constituencies we’re serving. It’s not easy to meet diversity ob-
jectives, and it’s very easy for our board composition to get out of balance.
It’s a full-time project to keep looking for qualified candidates.”

Earlier in the foundation’s history, the board functioned more as a dis-
tribution committee. All their threshold governance decisions were made
by the banks that held their trusts, so there were only narrowly focused ex-
pectations from people who served on the board. That changed a dozen
years ago when members of the board took on full governance responsi-
bilities. And, Lewis recalls, “That meant we needed board members with
a wider variety of skills and real experience in the community. When the
board assumed a commitment to these broad-range governance responsi-
bilities and still maintained its commitment to diversity, it was no small
challenge.” According to Lewis, they met that challenge: “If I'm not being
too presumptuous to toot our horn, I think we’ve succeeded in doing all
of these things, and we’ve increased the respect we’ve gotten in the entire
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community. I think we assuaged a lot of people’s fears at the same time
that we’ve strengthened the organization and its commitment to diver-
sity. . . > Their success, no small feat, is due in part to board members’
own hard work. Lewis says, “We’ve worked very hard assembling a group
of board members who reflect a lot of different perspectives in the com-
munity, are well respected for their professional achievements, personal
ethics, and their commitments to community.” These new board members,
he points out, “aren’t unknown folks just popping up on an issue, never to
be seen again in the community. Board action is taken by well-respected
folks in the community. I think that’s one reason the foundation has the
stature it does.”

Lewis alludes to how these commitments to community also played out
in the foundation’s organizational transition, a crucial “right of passage”
for the foundation that shifted the racial/ethnic composition of their lead-
ership but not the foundation’s core values. The former president of the
foundation had been an African-American woman, and Lewis’ predeces-
sor as board chair was an African-American man, both of whom were
replaced by white males. These new appointments created fear in both the
community and on the board itself, especially when the new appointees
started to talk about changing the way the group worked. The board
quelled these fears:

A lot of people on the board talked about the importance of our commitment to
diversity. We made our way through those conversations and proved to everybody,
people on our board and in the community, when we said the best way to improve
our capacity to the grantee community was to improve our effectiveness as a ve-
hicle for philanthropy.

And the board continues to provide assurance of their commitment to di-
versity through “good healthy discussions,” Lewis said: “If we ever want
to get a little complacent, there’s someone on the board right there ready
to snap us to order. And that’s one reason those individuals were appointed
as desirable board members in the first place.”

Intentionality Also Key for Diversifying Grant Making

In the same way board members are in place to raise questions about the
foundation’s commitment to diversity, program officers also raise ques-
tions. Vice president Lynette Campbell describes both the importance and
the process of intentionality in the foundation’s grant making. There are
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program officers who reach out and say, “We don’t have any Latino groups
in this round, people with disabilities, we’ve got to go out and find them,”
according to Campbell. The foundation was the first one in its community
to support AIDS groups, she claims, but she also describes her frustration
with groups not finding the foundation to apply for grants: “If you don’t
come in the door, why do I have to go get you if you’re not here?” Nonethe-
less, the foundation is committed to doing outreach, and Campbell says,
“Qur program officers work to make it happen.”

Board member Ellen Foster echoes the importance of extra effort in
making diversity happen. She praises the organization’s culture and its
strong belief in reaching out to the nonprofit community: “Workshop with
them, have them in to speak to us, educate us, not just wait for them to
come to us.” She cites an interesting example, a community art gallery in
the foundation’s office that changes its exhibits regularly: “Every three
months, a different nonprofit hangs their art, and we have an opening. This
art is extremely diverse. When you live with this, it becomes a part of your
life. I think you have to expose yourself to new ideas, new themes on a reg-
ular basis, not just sit in an ivory tower reading books.” Lewis also talks
about the importance of this arts initiative: “We’ve now had fifteen differ-
ent community-based arts organizations offered the chance to display their
constituents’ artwork: children, mentally impaired, mural artists, a broad
variety” When making these simple, tangible efforts like using their office
facilities as a gallery and as a convener for diverse groups who otherwise
never get opportunities for display, Lewis says, “you’re helping folks un-
derstand that you’re ‘walking the talk” Sometimes the most basic, simple,
obvious things do more than any grand plan.”

At times, “walking the talk” also can mean taking controversial stands.
Lewis points out that any organization publicly supporting gay and les-
bian issues fifteen years ago was most likely ostracized by people in main-
stream Philadelphia society. But that sort of criticism did not stop the
Philadelphia Foundation from becoming involved in what Lewis describes
as “empowering people and organizations.” He gives the example of the
board’s rethinking grants made to the Boy Scouts with discretionary donor-
advised funds: “Several years ago, we notified the Boy Scouts in this region
that we’d no longer provide discretionary funds if they adhered to their
national policy of excluding homosexuals.” The board expected a fair
amount of criticism for stating that position in the community, but they
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felt strongly about diversity and took that position without regard for re-
action. “That’s how we manifest our commitment to diversity,” according
to Lewis. “Interestingly, we got no negative feedback on that decision at
all, only two or three comments from people supporting our position.”

These values and understandings about diversity are becoming “institu-
tionalized,” even if not all agree it’s a smooth process. When asked how he
would assess the foundation’s success to date at institutionalizing diversity,
former board member Ignatius Wang says, “I think we are successful, and
I experience it everywhere I go,” having been the first and only Asian on
several boards. Appointed to the Board of Trustees of the local community
college, for instance, he found no other Asians on the board, but after he
served six years and rotated off, the board decided they needed another
Asian: “Sometimes you have to get people used to keeping funny-looking
faces around.” The same is true for the Philadelphia Foundation. Wang de-
scribes the time when the board transitioned from the chair and president
(both African-Americans) to “a white-haired tall Caucasian chair, and
both the president and the COO spoke with a British accent. I was the
board treasurer, and I also talk a little funny. It got the grantee community
a little bit concerned.” That concern may still exist, Wang thinks, espe-
cially because the board put its emphasis in the past two or three years on
servicing donors. But when asked what the foundation has done to ame-
liorate that concern, he says, “I think it was our program officers out there
in the field. Lynette Campbell, vice president for programs at the founda-
tion, has been here for a long time and carried a lot of the burden, but
everyone has helped with the process.”

How Gender Plays Out

The vice president for development services, Heather Gee, stresses the im-
portance of including gender in both personnel and grant-making deci-
sions: “Gender is woven into other lenses. It makes such a difference when
the leadership of the organization itself is diverse. They’re the ones whose
voices, opinions are the strongest.” She stresses the importance of having
Lynette Campbell, an African-American woman, in a leadership position
along with a former female COO in the finance department. They both
took part in dialogues with the grant-making committee and were influ-
ential in helping all the staff members keep their focus on the broadest
understanding of diversity, including gender. “Diversity, including an un-
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derstanding of gender, couldn’t happen without that depth. It’s not just
three people, it’s the whole organization.”

According to Campbell, it’s also important to be explicit about gender.
“As a woman, I’'m not going to say I have a hidden agenda: it’s a conscious,
cautious, caring one.” She stresses that it is important that everyone in the
foundation “gets” gender, even as the organization goes through manage-
ment and board transitions: “Culture changes, values don’t. Board mem-
bers and staff both pass those values on.” She says, “I’ve got two white
males, one board chair and one president; the other senior manager is a
white male. We used to be all women; that’s now changed. The values
haven’t.” She points out that the foundation still embraces hiring women
and supporting women and girls through their grants, but when the cur-
rent president was hired, a white Scotsman, the foundation was seeking
someone different. “We’d had a black president, a Latina president. This
was a shift that needed to be made. Andrew’s done well here, and his val-
ues totally match the values of this foundation. That’s how this work gets
institutionalized.”

Commitment to Diversity Pays Off, Creates New Sources of Funds

for Foundation

When the foundation shifted more of its focus to soliciting and servicing
donor-advised funds in the 1990s, many people in the communities the
foundation serves expressed concern that the foundation’s historical
commitment to diversity would take a back seat to aiding donors. CEO
Andrew Swinney says, “Certainly on the staff there were a few who be-
lieved that we were not being true to how we defined our values statement.
In some instances, they decided to leave.”

The board also had interesting decisions to make regarding its role as a
grant maker. When Swinney took over the presidency in 1998, 60 percent
of the total grant money awarded was through competitive cycles using un-
restricted funding. By 2004, that amount represented only one third of the
total funds the foundation distributed. The rest came from donor-advised
funds. Swinney says, “We try to engage and educate donors. This allows
us the opportunity to advance causes, introduce donors to institutions that
need help.” He too cites the example of the Boy Scouts: “Where the board
has responsibility for grant making through unrestricted funds, we have
policies around things we don’t fund: e.g., Boy Scouts. We take positions
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about monies we are responsible for. But if a donor wanted to support
the Boy Scouts, we would try to educate the donor that perhaps thatisn’t a
good idea. ..

Working with donors is sometimes a delicate balancing act. Vice presi-
dent Campbell says that the foundation tends to attract donors who come
to them with a vision, and at times foundation staff find themselves need-
ing to expose those donors to other views of community life. The founda-
tion “can’t be amoeba-like,” she says, “or we’d lose our soul. There are
some donors we just can’t serve. I don’t think we’d sell the soul of the foun-
dation to meet their needs.” Educating donors is an ongoing process,
according to vice president of development services Heather Gee. “We ac-
tively try to educate donors, expose them to organizations that are doing
incredible work in the community that are not mainstream, that they
won’t read about in the daily paper. These are not organizations with the
million-dollar galas. We make those introductions as often as we can.” The
foundation also takes donors into communities. A tour bus picks them
up, and they do site visits. “People don’t show up in record numbers,” Gee
says, “but for those that come, it’s a great experience. We’ve also talked
about taking donors out on site visits with program officers.”

Gee also describes the challenges of looking for new donors who can
help the foundation keep its endowment up in an unstable economy with-
out losing sight of the foundation’s values: “The tendency is to get as much
money in as we can, to look at people who have a lot of money as our pri-
mary prospect pool. But the reality is that the foundation is not just here
to serve rich people.” The foundation defines their role as creating a vehicle
for philanthropy for everyone: “At times, we’ve all had to refocus, remind
ourselves that we’re here so that anyone who wants to be a philanthropist
can participate,” not just those who have wealth.

Gee goes on to describe how they broaden their donor base by market-
ing themselves to Philadelphia and the surrounding counties. “We do ads
on public radio, interviews on black radio stations, for example.” She
guesses that most listeners are retirees who never knew they could become
philanthropists with their limited money, that they could set up a perma-
nent fund to memorialize someone or a permanent fund for their favorite
cause. “If someone establishes a fund with a little money, we promote that
like crazy,” she says. “We don’t do that for a $6 million bequest, but we do
promote ways the everyday person making modest income can use us to
fulfill their philanthropic goals” The foundation also encourages a variety
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of ways for setting up funds. Gee says that even though all the foundation
funds are pooled for investment purposes, sometimes groups of people set
up specific, targeted pooled funds. Before coming to the foundation, for
example, one group of women, all of them members of one of the top
black sororities in their community, had established a short-term nonprofit
to raise money from their members with the specific purpose of finding
land and constructing a building. Gee praises the committed efforts of the
four women who worked on the project—opening mail, collecting checks,
writing thank-you letters—but says that when one of the foundation’s
board members directed them to the foundation, they jumped at the op-
portunity. “We now do all that work for them, and when they’re ready to
build the building, they’ll make grants for the building. They call it work-
ing smarter, not harder. They’ve raised a million dollars from less than 300
members, very few of whom are wealthy”

Board chair Craig Lewis says the foundation’s credibility and track
record of attention to diversity is also paying off with previously unex-
plored areas with donors to the foundation. “We’re seen as a good inter-
mediary for community resolution of issues.” He cites an example that he
believes is a precedent. The city of Philadelphia had decided to move ahead
with construction of a new sports facility, which created a heated debate;
many people questioned whether the city would be better off spending
those dollars on other projects. Philadelphia made a commitment to the
stadium, but in the process the city convinced each of the sports teams that
would be using the stadium to commit contributions to a children’s fund.
Realizing it needed a mechanism for managing the contributions and, for-
tunately, understanding that the worst place to distribute this money was
from the bowels of city government itself, the city turned to the Philadel-
phia Foundation. Because of the foundation’s stature, their reputation for
ethical funding, and their commitment to diversity, they were designated
as beneficiary of those funds: “Beginning next year, we’ll receive one mil-
lion a year each from the Eagles and the Phillies. Those donor relation-
ships—and the children’s fund—would never have happened without our
demonstrated track record for diversity.”

Evaluation

As described earlier, the foundation took a year off from grant making to
enable both board and staff to look more closely at who they were and what
they were doing. Most of those interviewed talked about the importance
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of this kind of planning process and internal evaluation. Vice president of
development services Heather Gee joined the foundation staff just as the
foundation was completing its analysis of “who we were funding, how we
were funding them, and how we were making people ask for grants.” As a
result, the foundation had developed new guidelines and criteria that
opened it up to new opportunities, including proposals from well-funded
nonprofits. “For so many years, we used to fund only very-small-budget or-
ganizations. If an organization’s budget was over $1.5 million, we wouldn’t
consider funding them. After what someone called our navel-gazing period,
we agreed to fund larger organizations too, say an organization with a $5
million budget that wanted a special project.” Any organization could now
apply for special projects, although not for general operating money, mak-
ing the Philadelphia Foundation more accessible to larger nonprofits that
fell within their grant making criteria.

On the other hand, the foundation also made the criteria more specific
regarding those served by the organizations they funded. Proposals now
must include information about the makeup of grant applicants’ boards,
staff, and constituencies on a demographic sheet that includes the cate-
gories of sexual identity, race/ethnic, age, and other diversity characteris-
tics. Many organizations are “thrown for a loop,” according to Gee, and
may ask “If we don’t have gay board members, we don’t get funded?” But
she points out that “these questions give us more information, and it’s an
important consciousness-raiser for nonprofit organizations. On the one
hand we broaden our scope; on the other, we use a microscope. This came
from a need to know our grantee community better. We are having more
and more donors coming to us with diverse interests, and this helps us
help them.”

Board member Ellen Foster also talks about measuring the impact of the
foundation’s grants on the communities they serve: “Our impact is hard to
measure. But anything that’s measured in any reasonable way is good be-
cause it makes you focus; even if the measure is off, it makes you think
about what you’re doing.” Foster also describes the importance of the
foundation’s taking risks and being flexible in the size of their grants. “A
commitment to diversity means we sometimes take more risks than other
organizations: we fund people who aren’t so sophisticated. We often give
more but smaller grants than other organizations.” She points out that
some foundations would say that “funding small” leads to fragmented
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programs, but she and others at the foundation think it allows them to
meet the more needy and otherwise forgotten organizations. And, Foster
says, a small nonprofit often can leverage the foundation’s endorsement to
gain access to more or larger donors: “I couldn’t really say we have a higher
loss factor—we don’t consider any grant a loss. Some of the organizations
we fund may be risky because they are small or young, but we always make
sure they are reasonably well-managed and fiscally responsible or we don’t
give them a grant.” She works with many nonprofits in the city and says
they’re definitely not afraid to come to the foundation for a grant, no mat-
ter how small or large the organization. “To me, that’s the measure.”
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PuUBLIC WELFARE FOUNDATION

The Public Welfare Foundation is a private foundation that provides sup-
port to organizations that help marginalized people overcome barriers to
full participation in society. The foundation’s emphasis—Ilocal, regional,
and international—is democracy building via community building. As the
CEO and board chair describe in their 2002 annual report, “Democracy
is not about what someone else will do for us or for others. It is about what
we do, as a community, in a shared commitment to improving our own and
other peoples’ lives.”"” For 2004, the foundation targeted eight primary
areas for funding;:

+ Community development

+ Criminal justice

* Youth

+ Environment

+ Health

+ Human rights and global security

« Reproductive and sexual health

First incorporated in Texas in 1947 by newspaper publisher Charles
Edward Marsh with the mandate to “help people help themselves in a
manner which neither destroys their dignity nor initiative,” the foundation
reincorporated in Delaware in 1951 and moved its offices to Washington
D.C., in 1960. Marsh and his family endowed the Foundation by donat-
ing three southern dailies: The Spartanburg Herald & Journal, The Tusca-
loosa News, and The Gadsden Times, which in 1985 were sold to The New
York Times Company. In 2003, the foundation’s endowment was $413
million, up from $350 million in 1996, and it awarded 430 grants worth
a total of just over $18 million. About the same number were awarded in
1996, but the combined value of the grants in 2003 was $2.5 million more
than the total dollar value of grants awarded in 1996.

From its first grants in 1948 to the present, the foundation’s vision and
commitment has been consistent: to support organizations that move
people toward full participation in society. Like other foundations in these
case studies, Public Welfare continues to rely on the vision of its founder,
a man convinced that “the people who can most effectively develop and
implement solutions to address a problem are those who are most affected
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by it.” The foundation’s board and staff pursue a funding strategy of “ser-
vice, advocacy, and empowerment” through community building, with an
emphasis on promoting democratic participation for people around the
world: “service that solves specific problems; advocacy to address those
needs in a more systemic way; and work to empower people in need so they
play leading roles in achieving those remedies.” The foundation empha-
sizes community building that, in addition to their funding priorities,
extends to advocacy in the philanthropic world as well as to their rela-
tionships with grantees.

The foundation’s commitment to community building also manifests it-
self in the neighborhood where the foundation has relocated its offices. In
2001, Public Welfare moved into new headquarters in the True Reformer
Building in Washington’s historic Shaw neighborhood. As they describe in
their 2002 annual report, “We promised members of the Shaw community
that we would not only be faithful stewards of the historic treasure that is
theirs in the True Reformer Building, but that we would be a good neigh-
bor, adding to those voices already present for making Shaw ‘better, not
different.”” Besides renovating the building to fit both their needs and his-
toric preservation guidelines, they partnered with the locally based Manna
Community Development Corporation to build affordable housing on
property the foundation owns in the heart of the Shaw community. The
housing is designated for people with modest incomes who had been dis-
placed by gentrification in the neighborhood. They also contributed to the
Shaw community by providing a temporary home for the African Ameri-
can Civil War Memorial Museum and by welcoming neighborhood groups
and others to use the foundation’s auditorium for meetings.

Intentional Shift to Diversify Staff

Larry Kressley, Public Welfare’s executive director, was first hired in 1982
as a program officer and since 1992 has been CEO. Kressley’s colleagues
outside the foundation as well as staff and trustees within the foundation
all cite the importance of his push to diversify staff in making the founda-
tion what it is today. As the board grew more comfortable with Kressley’s
staff choices, increased board diversity followed. Kressley notes, “When
I was asked to be acting executive director in 1991, there were no people
of color on our program staff, while our administrative staff was mostly
African-American. We had our work cut out for us.” Phillipa Taylor, chief
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financial and administrative officer and an African-American, says, “Larry
knows the importance of diversity and how it positively affects our deci-
sion making. He’s committed and passionate. I think his being gay gives
him even more understanding. He doesn’t push diversity down our throats.
But he makes sure we all understand how important it is.” Later in the in-
terview, she came back to the importance of Larry’s leadership: “He cre-
ates such an open environment for us to say what we need to say. He really
welcomes our differences.”

By all accounts, however, this move to a more open environment was not
an easy shift for the foundation. Kressley’s being the first gay CEO in phi-
lanthropy to be out probably made his commitment to diversity harder to
implement, rather than easier: “The board bought into my vision of a
more diverse staff when they hired me, but it was rough at first. I think they
were wondering, ‘Is Larry ever going to hire another straight white man?’
I replied, “When he’s the best qualified for the job’” Board member Beth
Warner—who is white, as is Kressley—credits him for the foundation’s
reputation for institutionalizing diversity: “In terms of diversity on staff, I
think it’s Larry’s focus, but I’ve seen it to be a colorless, genderless process.
Those doing the hiring try to see who rises up to the top. It’s not, “We
should have more women, more men. . . ” They just let the process happen,
and somehow that’s created this staff that’s remarkably diverse. There’s
this whole sense of ‘right place, right time.”

So how did Kressley’s vision prevail? “What I immediately did was work
to get rid of the ‘screens’ that usually exclude people who are ‘different’
from consideration.” These screens, another example of Norm at work,
are the blind spots described in chapters 1 and 2 that get in the way of see-
ing diversity as assets: stereotypes that make it difficult to recognize that a
black woman, for example, could be qualified for a position as an execu-
tive financial officer. Kressley explains the foundation’s choices as not a
conscious intention to look for race or ethnic or gender characteristics as
much as a conscious effort to remove the blinders: “We made a commit-
ment always to hire the best person for the job. We weren’t going to be
focusing on demographics. I’'m convinced that when you hire the best per-
son—in this kind of work that means looking for the judgment and sensi-
bility needed to do the job—you’ll end up diversifying the staff.”?* What
makes this kind of job search different—and successful—is the commit-
ment to see past stereotypes, to conduct a search with a nuanced under-
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standing of how traditional norms and assumptions so easily blind us to
all possibilities different from those we’d usually make.

Program officer Adisa Douglas, an African-American woman, points
out that this same commitment to “hiring the best” applies to gender as
well. In Public Welfare’s case, it’s a “reverse” awareness: with only three
out of eight program staff being men, some might see the need to hire more
men. But the foundation is committed to their “blind” hiring. As Douglas
describes, “We recently hired another African-American female program
officer. We interviewed a lot of people. This person brings not only her
experiences as an African-American woman growing up in Chicago and
attending a liberal law school, but she also brings freshness and new ideas.
Hiring her did show our continuing commitment to diversity, but she
stood up on her own merits, coming out on top.” Douglas goes on to point
out an important, if sometimes overlooked, part of a foundation’s com-
mitment to diversifying their institutional culture: “Diversity means a
mixed staff. I consider my white colleagues part of the diversity. In staff
meetings, program discussions, the mixture is what really works.” The key
is “a certain kind of professionalism on a team that pays attention to oth-
ers in the room. . . . We all help each other. . . . My experience is so multi-
lateral: nothing T do comes just from one vantage point. .. not just’
because ’'m African-American. . . . Our respect for each other, willingness
to listen . . . that’s why we flourish here.” All of which is still one more ex-
ample of Kressley’s hiring strategy: getting rid of the screens also means
“hiring for the team.”

A Board Learns to Take Risks

So what about the board? The board in 2004 was still predominantly
white and male: twice as many men as women, eight whites, two African-
Americans, and one Latina. But it is a board that supports and learns from
its staff and, by all accounts, works well with staff without violating the
board/staff boundary lines that can make for institutional mayhem.
Trustee Beth Warner’s grandmother was married to Charles Marsh, the
founder, and she is one of two family members on the board (the other is
the founder’s grandson). For those connected by family to the founder, it’s
a “second generation” board with trustees serving with or replacing their
parents. So there is strong board continuity, but continuity sometimes
comes at the cost of new blood. Warner observes, “We have term limits,
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but everybody is voted back on if they want to run. . . . The only way people
leave is to die.” So how did these long-serving, and by most accounts con-
servative, board members work to shift their foundation into an organi-
zation that institutionalized deep diversity and learned to “name Norm”?

Trustee Warner and others talk of the complex dynamics that have led
to what many describe as a board of somewhat conservative people being
enormously proud of and supporting funding initiatives that, for some
board members at least, seem to be on the far left edge of philanthropy. But
their commitment to diversity works and has worked for long enough now
that most of those interviewed inside and outside the foundation think that
both the foundation’s commitment to diversity and their risk-taking phi-
lanthropy is “institutionalized.” One of the reasons is the board’s respect
for its own choice of staff leadership in Larry Kressley and its commitment
to keep its hands off administrative decisions. By their own accounts,
board members are not always comfortable with those decisions, but they
have had the wisdom to separate board and staff functions. Board member
Warner points out, “I think there’s been a nervousness. Sometimes the di-
versity on the staff makes some board members uncomfortable, marginally
uncomfortable. But we leave it up to Larry to run and hire the staff and
make sure they’re following through with what our mission is.”

How did the board come to hire someone so different from most board

members? Kressley shares his impression:
In 1992, when I was appointed to the position, I was said to be the first openly gay
man to head a large foundation. I think it was a real struggle for the directors at
first. It took them a year to decide. They were also concerned about my left world-
view. I doubt I would have been selected if [ hadn’t already been on staff. The foun-
dation did a national search, and the other final candidate was much more like the
board than I am. But the board was familiar with me. As one of the family trustees,
the founder’s daughter, said, “I didn’t want a stranger running the foundation.”
Another family member answered the concern about my being too left: “Larry’s
been with us nine years, and we’ve approved 99 percent of his grants. If he’s too
left, then I am, and I’'m very conservative.”

This openness on the part of a conservative board to new ideas has his-
toric precedence in the foundation. Trustee Beth Warner describes what
was for her an important lesson, a telling incident that opens a small win-
dow into the culture of the board: “Even though many of us are conserva-
tive, there’s an openness. People on the board have learned to see with
different eyes. How did we learn to do that? By having programs brought
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in front of us, we read and learn. We also had to trust the staff, trust Larry.”
Warner continues, remembering a time when her father was chair of this

board:

He went to a Council on Foundations meeting in New York and some of the people
in the larger environmental organizations took him aside, warning him, “You’d
better be careful because your staff is taking you down the environmental justice
road, and you need to think about where you’re heading.” Initially, my father had
a hard time with that kind of admonition: he was a conservative Yale man, and he
wanted to be “in the club.” But he was open and listened. What he did in response
to that “warning” was to sit down with the environmental program officer, an
African-American woman, and listen to her talk about the program. And like oth-
ers on the board, he became an ardent supporter of our environmental justice ini-
tiative. Others on the board may also have had some initial discomfort until we
read the proposals, heard the staff. So there’s an educational piece and openness
on the part of the board. That may be backward policy, staff to board, but it works
both ways now. And because we’ve had a history of giving to those who can’t get
much support from other sources, we’ve learned to look and think outside the box.
We’re proud of that. Larry has empowered this wonderful staff, who are pretty
darn remarkable.

Kressley’s skill in building an effective, diverse staff also has empowered
the board. Unlike other foundations described in this chapter’s case stud-
ies, Public Welfare has not done diversity workshops for the board. Kress-
ley describes relying on his knowledge of the Public Welfare trustees,
“Knowing this group of people who are willing to say, ‘Let’s do what’s
right. . . 2 T do think that they see this as a commitment that I’ve made. But
their support for me includes support for our commitment to diversity.
They take pride in the work.” And success breeds success: “Trustees saw
what our staff practice was—hiring the best for the job—and they began
to feel more at ease with it. They came to trust that the agenda really was
to take the filters off that keep out others” Another example of “naming
Norm” that works.

Both board and staff have learned to listen and learn from each other.
Without stepping over board-staff lines, the board appears to be acces-
sible, and program staff and some administrative staff attend the board
meetings. Program officer Adisa Douglas describes her favorite example of
board-staff interaction:

We have a section in the meetings that Pve really come to love. When we finish pre-
senting our dockets, we have the option of giving presentations on something we’re

working on. We’ve been doing this for a year now, and it’s given us a few minutes
of articulation without answering questions. It’s shown the level of staff we have
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here, how we’re thinking, how we’re leveraging grants, and how we’re trying to ad-
dress current changes in the world. Most boards would not hear from program
staff like this. 've found it to be just wonderful; it adds another level of respect for
staff. Too often boards just want a staff person to answer their questions, but this
is so rich. Board members learn more, and so does the administrative staff. We get
to see how we’re all thinking.

Effective Philanthropy
Community-Based Solutions Public Welfare’s commitment to diversity
also plays out in its grant making through its insistence on community-
based solutions to problems. Larry Kressley points out, “We’ve always
prided ourselves on not playing the usual imperious role of grant makers.
That’s part of the mandate from our founder: people who live the prob-
lems are the best ones to solve them. People who know different commu-
nities and build trust with them are going to have closer relationships and
closer-to-the-ground knowledge of the work that needs to happen.” He
cites the example of his own work as a program officer and the importance
of having staff that can reach communities the foundation is trying to
reach: “Before becoming executive director, I was the program officer in
our environment program. I used to think we were doing good grant mak-
ing, but I wanted to focus on environmental justice.” To ensure that focus,
he hired Dana Alston, a leader of the environmental justice movement.
Later, to increase the effectiveness of their funding in reproductive health,
he hired Adisa Douglas, an African-American woman who “has done
things in our reproductive health program that a white person just couldn’t
have done, even though we had the priorities. We were funding the larger
organizations reaching people of color, but Adisa took us into those com-
munities to fund groups that implemented what we said we were doing.”
Chief financial officer Phillipa Taylor says, “My observations are that
the program officers here are real advocates for our grantees. We do a lot
of grassroots funding, and our program officers are very conscious of bal-
ance of power between grantees and grantors. They don’t present the ‘we
are the experts’ stance: we want partners.”

Risk Taking Risk taking also is seen as integral to the foundation’s suc-
cess. Kressley emphasizes, “Some of our groups are marginal: I don’t think
there is anything like a ‘failed grant’ because just giving people who sel-
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dom receive outside support for their work a grant is itself a community-
building exercise.” Risk taking also requires stretching the definitions of
program areas, as Adisa Douglas did for reproductive health:

I extended our international funding of reproductive health to include female gen-
ital mutilation (FGM). I wrote a paper that laid out what it was and the perspec-
tives we needed to fund it. We needed to understand there were women in Africa
organizing against this, that we should fund their efforts to do this work. It’s an in-
teresting way to look at a new issue. Why is this a reproductive health issue? This
work has linked our reproductive health with empowerment and rights of women
and girls.

After a board review of ten years of foundation-funded programs working
to eradicate FGM, Douglas reported the board spoke of their excitement
about the progress they had helped to fund and pride in the role the foun-
dation had played in expanding support for the issue. “I tried something
new, took the risk, and Larry backed me. And the board has been very sup-
portive,” according to Douglas. She adds, “The point here is the impor-
tance of leadership at both board and staff levels to try new things with a
different perspective.”

The board needs to understand its own role as risk takers. Trustee Beth
Warner argues, “People, both trustees and staff members, have to be able
to gooutonalimb . . . and not worry about what others think. It’s hard to
do the right thing sometimes, even if you know what that is.” And Warner
knows how hard that is: “In the world of big-money philanthropy, still
mostly white and male leadership,” she says, “people don’t go out on limbs
because they’re afraid of falling off.” But with Public Welfare, Warner sees
a history of risk taking: “Fifty years ago, there were two women running
the foundation, which in itself was unusual. But they were the kind of fund-
ers who went out in jeeps in Haiti to see what was needed. So there’s always
been a ‘take the risk’ culture in this foundation: let’s try it, see what hap-
pens. That’s what makes for effective grants.”

Funder/Grantee Partnerships Public Welfare’s 2002 annual report also
describes their commitment to community-based solutions and funder/
grantee partnerships that, while some in organized philanthropy might
deem risky, Public Welfare defines as the heart of its funding strategy. For
their Fund for Washington’s Children and Youth, a five-year effort to sup-
port “homegrown” projects to address problems of children and their fam-
ilies in the poorest neighborhoods of Washington. DC:
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We began the Fund in 1997 by convening a community meeting to determine the
most pressing needs of young people and to support the development of commu-
nity solutions to address them. To date, we have invested over $2 million in com-
munity-based efforts through the Fund. ... As grant makers, we continue our
commitment to supporting the work of organizations as they define it. We believe
that organizations, especially those based in the communities they serve, know
what they need to do their work. In supporting those efforts, we avoid the med-
dling that is too often an occupational hazard in our field.

Funder/grantee partnerships are key to their work. The foundation’s
Welfare Reform Fund, for instance, started in 1997 to respond to what the
foundation saw as the inequities of the 1996 federal act. It used an “engine
committee,” made up of representatives of organizations from across the
country that have received grants from the fund since its inception, to set
the new funding priorities. And in 2003, the foundation convened meet-
ings of organizations they had been supporting in areas of healthcare re-
form, countering hate and discrimination, and environmental justice to
provide “an opportunity for organizations we support to help us improve
our grant making and other support to them, but they are also an all-too-
rare opportunity for organizations working on the same issues to meet to
share experiences and map out future strategies.”

Core Support In keeping with trust in their own diverse grantees’ ability
to determine the best course for their funding, the foundation provides
core-support grants, claiming “it is the best way to build strong organiza-
tions.” Larry Kressley says, “Especially in marginalized communities, crises
come up. You have to believe in the organizations. Let them set the course.”
As a result, as much as 70 percent of their grants are for general support.

Responsibility to the Larger Field of Philanthropy

Maintaining Levels of Funding in Hard Times The foundation extends
its mission of community-building to the larger field of philanthropy itself.
In 2002, for example, because they felt so strongly the need to maintain
their commitment to the community they served, they pledged to maintain
their spending level for grants that year, despite the downturn in the econ-
omy in general and in their own investment portfolio. In doing so, they set
a new standard in philanthropy because, as they said in their 2002 annual
report:
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We believe that in times like these there is an increased need for the community-
building efforts that the Public Welfare Foundation has supported over its 55-year
history. Especially since September 11, many groups we support have faced cash-
flow problems that have threatened their continued existence. We have stepped in
to assist those organizations and secure the investments that they, and we, have
made in them.

Staff Participation in Philanthropy Field The staff members at Public
Welfare Foundation also are active in the larger field of philanthropy.
Larry Kressley was on the first Council on Foundations’ Committee on In-
clusiveness and pressed for increased understanding of how the more
subtle, unnamed issues of an institutional culture can impact organiza-
tions despite resistance, even from people of color. Kressley argues that
“people who bring a difference to an organization have to have an effect,”
but he also recognizes that “in most of philanthropy, the extent to which
you assimilate to the dominant culture is the extent to which you are suc-
cessful.” His reaction: “One of our first new hires when I became CEO,
program officer Adisa Douglas, a woman of color, warned me she wasn’t
going to change, and I told her ‘I want you to change us’”

And she has been an effective agent of change. Douglas, like many oth-
ers interviewed for these case studies, is active in affinity groups, which are
groups of funders under the aegis of the Council on Foundations organ-
ized according to common funding areas as well as common racial/eth-
nic/gender identities. Douglas is on the board of the Funders Network on
Population and Reproductive Health and Rights and served as cochair of
its 2003 annual conference. Douglas’s longest leadership role in philan-
thropy is as a member of the National Network of Grantmakers (NNG).
In 1984, she founded NNG’s People of Color Caucus and since has served
as a mentor to people of color who are new to philanthropy.

Board members not only encourage such activities by Kressley and his
staff but take pride in them. Trustee Beth Warner observes:

One of the things we’ve wanted Larry and our staff to do is pull together different
funders and convince them not to be so scared; diversity and grassroots funding
can work! We’re committed to that.... Larry’s well-thought-of in the fund-
ing community. We’re proud that he goes out and talks about being on the edge a

bit. That’s as important as doing the funding. If you get it, you’ve got to go out and
tell others, be who you are.
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Evaluation

The foundation also sees evaluation as an important component of its
work. Although they have not solicited independent, outside evaluations,
they regularly do comprehensive internal assessments of their program
areas, and they make their findings public on the foundation’s Web site
(www.publicwelfare.org). According to Kressley, “We’ve always focused
our evaluation on getting information that will be useful to both us and
the grantees.” Kressley also is interested in using the evaluation process as
a learning tool through peer evaluations: “We send people to visit each
other’s projects and do conferences here. This is a friendly process that em-
phasizes how grantees can improve their work.” Or as Douglas points out,
“A key thing we mean by evaluation is looking at the whole program area,
bringing grantees together. This does a number of things: we get to hear
what they see needs to happen in that area of funding. And we are able to
articulate the lessons we’ve learned.”

Those lessons learned, and the ability to keep changing and building
on them, are what distinguish Public Welfare as an innovative funder.
Trustees have enough confidence to trust their staff and establish clear
guidelines and processes; staff leaders clearly articulate institutional val-
ues and a nuanced understanding of diversity that give staff room to grow
and reward change. All these factors produce effective philanthropy.
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Effective Foundations Fund “Both/And”

In chapter 3 we saw how six foundations developed more subtle under-
standings of diversities, including gender. The case studies provided ex-
amples of how to institutionalize diversity with intentionality, process, and
leadership on both boards and staffs. We also saw how institutionalized
commitments to deep diversity, naming Norm, and program evaluations
translate into improved relationships with grantees and more effective phi-
lanthropy overall. This chapter looks at strategies for funding gender per
se and how foundations that are effective learn to do “both/and” funding.
They make grants to gender-specific programs and organizations and also
to mixed-gender programs and organizations that have effectively learned
how to use a gender lens—to the benefit of all involved. The case studies
in the previous chapter show how broad-based diversity is implemented.
Although this chapter focuses on gender, the lessons apply for all the cat-
egories of diversity we have discussed in this book. The kind of both/and
funding we describe and advocate in this chapter can and must be done
across all categories of diversity. The situation described below shows how
the leaders in at least one organization came to understand the importance
of both/and funding.

On an evening in early April 2002, top women leaders in a major city met
to talk about their roles as business, government, and nonprofit executives
active in the community. The women were part of an organization that had
evolved over the years: shifting purposes from a group whose agenda had
been to bolster each other in often-hostile work settings to a group whose
agenda was to assert themselves as effective civic leaders. The evolution is
typical of many U.S.-based women’s organizations over the last decade,
shifting from defensive organizations with “siege” mentalities to proactive
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organizations flexing their collective muscles for the civic good. Their evo-
lution also echoes one of the themes of this book: that women, especially
women in all their diversity, are a major resource for civil society.

That particular evening, the organization was meeting to focus on
women’s philanthropy. What the women expected to talk about was the
need for women to focus their philanthropy entirely on programs that
serve women or girls. But in the course of their meeting, they came to re-
alize something they least expected: their collective failure to target their
philanthropy widely enough for the benefit of women or girls. To their
surprise, the discussion that evening quickly led them beyond what they
expected to be their topic—supporting “just” women and girls by putting
all of their philanthropic resources into programs entirely for women and
girls—to a more comprehensive focus. If all of the organizations in their
city did not actively account for gender in their programs, then were those
organizations likely not effective for women and girls? For men and boys?
And if these women did not assume leadership roles ensuring that all of
the philanthropy in their city benefited women and girls, who would? If the
most powerful women in a major city—a group that experientially un-
derstands both explicit and implicit gender biases—did not ask these tough
questions about who benefits from their philanthropy, then they had no
reason to expect any other group would. Over the course of the evening
this group of women embraced a much larger and bolder vision for their phi-
lanthropy: to be the leaders in their community who ensured that women
and girls were well served by every program receiving philanthropic sup-
port. In the months to come they succeeded in raising significant new phil-
anthropic dollars in their community—far exceeding their initial fund
raising goal. What made the difference for them was the boldness of their
new vision.

A major focus of the discussion that evening—and another theme of
this book that we saw play out in the six case-study foundations—is that
effective grant making and philanthropy must necessarily be both/and
grant making, not either/or. Both/and grant making and philanthropy is an
approach that includes funding for effective universal programs and for
gender-specific programs. The grant making also actively incorporates
deep diversity, including an informed understanding of gender, in all rele-
vant program areas of a foundation’s work, which typically include both
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universal and specific grant programs for women’s and girls’ issues. This
chapter discusses the importance of this both/and approach and offers
several examples of foundations that have practiced this effective funding
strategy. Despite their many differences, most foundations have one thing
in common: they seek to fund nonprofit organizations that are effective,
that deliver and accomplish their stated goals and objectives. The most
powerful argument for knowledgeable both/and grant making is effective-
ness: both/and grant making is an essential funding strategy, one that en-
sures both foundations and the programs and organizations they fund are
fully effective.

Unfortunately, in the last twenty years the trend has been to de-emphasize
gender in foundation program designs, a trend arising, ironically, in part
from efforts to guarantee gender equity. As we described in chapter 1, ef-
forts to institutionalize equity for women often have been based on the
argument that a woman can do anything a man can do and, therefore,
should have opportunities to do so. As a strategy to help women gain en-
trée into previously all-male domains, from jobs to sports programs, this
assertion made sense. But its continued use blurs significant systemic dis-
parities between men and women, especially disparities in opportunities
and access to resources, and has had the unintended effect of reinforcing
many of the unspoken norms and stereotypes we talked about in chapters
1 and 2. Without clear thinking about gender and other diversities, foun-
dations run the risk of setting up white men as the gold standard, the uni-
versal norm to which white women and women and men of color should
be compared.

On the other hand, as we also described in chapter 1, earlier rationales
for paying attention to gender in program design included the supposition
that women and men were inherently different and that women, as the
subordinate group, needed special programs to compensate for those dif-
ferences. Significant, reliable research on gender similarities and differ-
ences has disproved this rationale, but challenge to “inherent differences”
programming often results in the opposite conclusion—that women and
men are just the same, and therefore universal programs should work as
well for women as they do for men. In practice, this often has resulted in
women’s admission into formerly all-male programs that were designed to
work well for men. But as we also showed in chapter 1, although research
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has documented few inherent, biological differences between women and
men, there are profound differences resulting from gender socialization
that have major impacts on both women’s and men’s lives, usually to the
detriment of both groups.

The central case, then, for the relevance of gender to program effective-
ness rests on the fact that men and women are socialized very differently,
with different expectations about appropriate behavior and social roles,
and that society holds men and women to different standards of behavior.
This different socialization creates different life experiences and opportu-
nities that often result in significant disparities in access to both tangible
and intangible resources. Funding programs must pay attention to these
differences if they are to be effective, and foundations can increase the ef-
fectiveness of the nonprofits they support by including gender criteria in
all their relevant grant making evaluations and decisions. As we also saw
in chapters 1 and 2, however, gender is a complex quality of human life,
and it is not an isolated phenomenon. Lives are shaped profoundly by
racial, cultural, and class contexts as well as by gender—these categories
of difference have complex impacts on experiences and opportunities.
Well-designed nonprofit programs pay attention to this ever-changing
kaleidoscope of human experience. Effective foundations do the same.

Although it can be obvious to individuals and foundations that race,
class, and gender together shape individual and group experience, it also
can be easy to lose sight of this fact in the grant making process because of
the prevailing, unexamined stereotype in this country that woman is white,
professional, and upper-middle class, despite the fact that most U.S.
women are not. This misconception obscures the fact that gender, race,
and class are inextricable, that one experience is not “lived” without the
other. When we lose sight of the interconnections of race, class, and gen-
der, we fall into the trap of thinking that race and gender are oppositional
categories, only one of which can be considered at a time. This false sepa-
ration is evident, for instance, in foundations that include racial criteria in
their grant making but not gender, a practice that pits the needs of white
women against those of people of color and excludes the special needs of
women of color altogether. The way out of this conundrum is to recognize
and analyze deep diversity and the intersection of race and class with gen-
der in nonprofit programs and in the funding of those programs.
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Gender Differences Matter

Women and men being socialized differently and held to different stan-
dards of behavior by society makes it necessary for programs to incorpo-
rate gender in program design, implementation, and leadership to be
effective. The following examples document the different ways gender mat-
ters, and they all require thoughtfully designed programs that can be either
coeducational or single-sex.

Disproportionate impact. Because of their gendered socialization and
social roles, women and girls can be affected more than men or boys by
specific problems or issues. Significantly more women than men, for ex-
ample, live in poverty. Researchers attribute this disparity to at least two
factors: labor-market segregation and women’s significantly greater role
(and financial responsibility for) raising children. Overall, women work in
jobs that pay less than men are paid, but even when they work in compa-
rable jobs, they are paid less.! And because they often work fewer paid
hours in order to handle childcare responsibilities, women are more likely
to fall into poverty. Poverty and all its attendant issues thus have greater
impact on women than on men. Foundation programs concerned with
poverty obviously need to do gender analyses—and to require gender
analyses of any nonprofits they fund—to ensure they are reaching those
most in need with programs that specifically address those needs, e.g.
adequate child care.

Differential impact. A problem can also impact women and girls dif-
ferently from men and boys. The opportunistic infections that typically
attack women with full-blown AIDS, for example, are largely different
from the opportunistic infections that attack men. Before this difference
was recognized, many women with AIDS were excluded from receiving
benefits of programs designated for all people with AIDS but based on
male infection profiles that did not list infections women experienced. Al-
though variations in opportunistic infections obviously stem from biolog-
ical differences between women and men, the male-centered definition of
AIDS diagnosis is a concrete example of the distortions arising from the
still-widespread practice of making male health the so-called “generic”
norm for everyone. Spending less money for research on women and AIDS
or basing a definition of AIDS only on men’s diseases is the result of social
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conditioning, not biology. Early programs designed specifically for women
with AIDS were at the forefront in advocating for the needs of women with
AIDS, pushing the Centers for Disease Control (CDC) to expand its defi-
nition of AIDS so that women could receive the federal and state services
that accompany an AIDS diagnosis.

Different gender roles. The roles that women and girls occupy in society
(e.g., raising children) also argue for differences in program design. Labor-
market segregation, resulting in lower wages for women compared to men,
must be addressed in job-training programs for women. Additionally, if
women are expected to participate in programs like substance-abuse treat-
ment, those programs must take into account the childcare responsibilities
that many women hold.

Different socialization. Although not as pervasive in recent decades,
women and girls still are socialized into caretaking roles and subservience
to men and boys. When women and girls are in mixed-gender groups, they
may talk less, venture fewer opinions, and be reluctant to engage in verbal
conflicts. All of these behaviors influence the success of a nonprofit pro-
gram. In a coed leadership program, for example, girls may be less willing
to engage in behaviors that are traditionally associated with leadership.
Such a program will need to design specific approaches to counter this so-
cialization if it expects to work as well for girls as for boys.

Different opportunities. Gender socialization also can result in fewer
opportunities available to women and girls. Despite few documented dif-
ferences in inherent mathematical ability, for example, the accepted idea
that females are not good in math leads girls to take fewer advanced math
and science courses than boys, significantly constraining their future ca-
reer choices.

Single-Sex Organizations and Programs

The examples above make explicit the ways in which gender knowledge
and analysis are essential components of program design and implemen-
tation and refute the assumptions of foundation professionals who believe
that gender is not relevant to their grant making. They do not, however,
resolve the debate about whether women and girls are better served in uni-
versal or single-sex programs. If universal programs acknowledge the mul-
tiple ways gender socialization affects its constituents, they can be effective
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for both women and men in certain circumstances. However, single-sex
programs can offer advantages that universal programs, no matter how
well designed, cannot.

Feeling like the “other.” There is considerable evidence that, in many
ways, men and boys are viewed as “normal” and women and girls are
viewed as “other” For example, an often-repeated study by Broverman?
shows that men and women rate the qualities generally associated with the
male role as being identical with the qualities of a psychologically bealthy
person. Conversely, the qualities normally associated with the female role
were virtually identical with the qualities of a psychologically unbealthy
person. All too often, girls and women compared to boys and men are
found wanting. Being assertive, for example, is a quality that male and fe-
male respondents associate with men and view very positively. Being will-
ing to yield to the views of others is scored as a female quality and also is
rated less highly than assertiveness. We know, of course, that both quali-
ties can be very positive and that men and women are capable of each. But
this research points to gender stereotypes that continue to constrain
women and girls. In a program in which every participant is female, the
issue of being “other” recedes into the background, and participants can
concentrate on being themselves and working to develop their individual
capacities and identities, without having to struggle to escape those con-
straints. It is ironic yet true that in a single-sex program, gender often be-
comes a nonissue and other concerns then can take precedence.

Feeling safe and being safe. The issue of safety is hardly trivial. Women
and girls often are less safe in their homes than they are in public places,
and they are used to feeling unsafe in environments that men and boys per-
ceive as safe. For too many women and girls, unfortunately, men and boys
still pose the greatest threat to their safety, and too often this includes men
and boys in their homes as well as those enrolled with them in universal
programs. For example, women are more likely to be attacked by hus-
bands or male partners inside their homes than by strangers outside their
homes. And women who are homeless often report that a homeless shel-
ter is the choice of last resort because of the frequent sexual violence oc-
curring there. Girls in coed youth programs report high levels of sexual
harassment by boys in those programs. The physical location of a univer-
sal program sometimes can be so unsafe that it presents an overwhelming
barrier for women and girls. Programs specifically designed for women
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and girls characteristically pay particular attention to these safety issues
and often, for example, provide transportation for girls so they don’t have
to walk home on an unsafe street.

Women and girls in charge. Typically, women and girls run single-sex
programs for women and girls. In research on nonprofit programs in
Greater Boston, Mead found that every program for women and girls was
run by a woman director, and 97 percent of these programs had a female
majority on their board.? This means two things: programs for women and
girls are controlled by women and girls, and programs for women and girls
also are an arena for women and girls to develop and exercise their lead-
ership abilities.

Effective Programs for Women and Girls Promote Democracy

Some funders express the concern that programs specifically designed for
women are somehow antidemocratic, that they contradict the ideal that
everyone should be welcome in every program and able to succeed in every
program. In fact, the opposite may be true. Public policy researchers
Helen Ingram and Anne Schneider* argue that in a truly democratic soci-
ety, every group would be, at one time or another, the clearly deserving re-
cipients of public policy benefits. In looking at who benefits from public
policies, Ingram and Schneider posit the existence of four categories:

« The advantaged, those politically powerful and socially acceptable
groups that typically benefit from public policies and are regarded as de-
serving of the benefits

+ Contenders, those groups that fight for public-policy benefits but are not
regarded as automatically deserving such benefits (this includes any inter-
est group, from the auto industry to environmental conservation groups)
+ Dependents, groups with little political power that are viewed as de-
serving of assistance but unable to help themselves (this includes groups
like the low-income elderly or people with mental disabilities)

« Deviants, groups whose behavior is in some ways judged socially unac-
ceptable, and for whom punitive public policies are designed (such as drug
addicts or corporate criminals)

If public policy were truly democratic, each interest group within soci-
ety—including social, racial, and employment groups—would receive an
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equitable share of public policy benefits. When this does not happen,
democracy suffers. One could argue that women and girls are seen too of-
ten in the dependents and even in the deviants categories of public policy
(such as low-income women who receive financial assistance) and too sel-
dom contenders or advantaged. Low-income women who receive financial
assistance used to be seen as dependent, but since welfare “reform” began
in the mid-1990s, they are more often regarded as deviant. Unlike middle-
class or upper-class women who have choices, low-income women who
want to raise children and not work outside their homes are deemed unac-
ceptable by public policy. Gender-sensitive programs of both foundations
and nonprofits have an important role to play in changing this kind of
public-policy perception.

For purposes of discussion in this book, we propose an additional cate-
gory to the four Ingram and Schneider developed, one that builds on the
Norm knowledge talked about in chapter 2: the invisible. Invisible people
are those who have legitimate concerns but, unlike women in the depen-
dent or even deviant categories, cannot get their concerns recognized or put
on the public policy agenda. For example, those women who for years died
of AIDS without being able to receive benefits, which were available almost
exclusively to men who received “official” diagnoses. Similarly, women
have been the victims of domestic violence for centuries, but only in the
past few decades have women’s groups and organizations succeeded in
bringing that problem to public and legislative consciousness, mandating
an appropriate array of public responses.

One important function of programs for women and girls, then, is to
move them out of the invisible category—to take their problems seriously,
to document them, and to define them as public problems—and at the
same time to ensure that they are not put into the deviant category. At this
point in history, many social norms still are used to define poor women
who do not work as deviant. They are deemed lazy and lacking in moti-
vation. Recent punitive policies have forced women back into the work-
place and even into marriage. Programs for women and girls can play an
important role in countering invisibility or perceptions of deviance by
demonstrating that women with children to raise and few employable skills
are unlikely to succeed in the labor market—at least not without consider-
able support to solve the problems specific to their needs. And these pro-
grams need to make women and girls in these situations visible, and to
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move them out of both deviants and dependents in the continuum of pol-
icy beneficiaries.

The next step is for foundation and nonprofit programs to change public
misperceptions of the capabilities of women and girls and to improve their
skills such that they are able to take charge of their own lives. Only then
can programs for women and girls make them contenders. Political or-
ganizations focused on the needs of women and girls, advocacy organiza-
tions, and networks of women and girls all serve as vehicles for women
and girls to contend with other groups for the benefits of public policy. Ar-
guably, democracy would be more vibrant if no group in society were in
the advantaged category, securing unchallenged rights to benefit from
public policies. If every social group were a contender, well equipped to
make the public case for the issues that concern them, we would have a
democracy the world could envy. Philanthropy has a central role to play in
moving U.S. society closer to that ideal democracy.

What to Look for in Effective Programs

If funders are going to do effective both/and philanthropy, they need to
know how to determine whether a program, particularly a coed program,
is working effectively for women and girls. Girls Incorporated, in their re-
port “What’s Equal? Figuring Out What Works for Girls in Coed Settings,”
recommends that funders look at three considerations: equity of access,
equity of treatment, and equity of outcome.’ The bottom line, Girls In-
corporated argues, is that coed programs must be gender sensitive, not
gender blind. “Leveling the playing field is more than simply opening more
doors for girls and giving equal treatment to girls and boys; it is trans-
forming the way we look at gender as it relates to girls’ and boys’ devel-
opment. . . . Effective strategies for working with girls in coed settings will
specifically take gender socialization into account.”®

Equity of access. An equitable program provides women and girls with
opportunities to participate equal to that of men and boys. Equity of ac-
cess is not achieved simply by opening the door to both genders. Program
creators must ask (and answer) several hard questions. For example, what
are the subtle (and the overt) messages that invite and encourage women
and girls? What messages keep them away? Is the program located in an
area where females are comfortable traveling? If the program works with
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mothers, does it deal with the childcare problems these women face on a
daily basis? How do we know when access is not equitable?

Here is a simple example. A coed computer-technology program re-

cently asked itself why there were virtually no girls in the program. A con-
sultant helped them identify that there were safety issues that limited girls’
ability to participate. The program is located in an industrial area of
town—a location that raised safety issues because the young people had
to arrange their own way to get to the program after school and home
again at the end of the day. Most girls’ parents simply were uncomfortable
letting their daughters walk in this area of town. The result: the program
was unintentionally inaccessible to girls.
Equity of treatment. Equitable programs offer everyone in them the same
level and quality of attention and resources. Some coed programs may ar-
gue that they make equal resources available to boys and girls, but that boys
take better advantage of those resources. They may need to ask whether the
same treatment is enough when groups are unequal to begin with. How do
we ensure, for example, that girls have sufficient opportunity and support
to become interested and skilled in nontraditional areas such as comput-
ers and working with tools—or in sports such as basketball or soccer
when we know that “on average girls are two years behind boys in team-
sports skills due to differences in informal practice opportunities.”” And
vice versa. Boys develop more slowly than girls academically. The result of
this gap is that coed youth programs that treat all the participants identi-
cally often prove to be ineffective and unequal. Similarly, a job-training
program for unemployed adults that provides one program design for all
the participants, women and men, and does not help women understand
their different prospects in the labor market or provide strategies for find-
ing and paying for adequate child care probably will miss the mark for the
women in the program.

Equity of outcome. The outcome, of course, is the most important mea-
sure because it focuses on the bottom line: do women and men, girls and
boys benefit equally from a program ostensibly designed to serve all of
them? To assess this, the first step in designing programs must be to look at
existing gaps between females and males when they begin participating in
the program—gaps in achievement, knowledge, or confidence, for ex-
ample. Then the program should measure factors such as participation
(who comes to the program) and persistence (who stays). Due to gender
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discrimination and inequitable treatment, girls and women may require
more time and resources or different strategies to break through barriers
and become equal contributors to society in high-status, high-paying, tra-
ditionally male areas. Most important, programs must measure the impact
they are having on participants and ask whether there are gender gaps in
these impacts.

Limits of “Generic” Funding

The distinction between “generic” funding and funding initiatives foun-
dations describe as “universal” is an important one. Linguists decades ago
challenged generic pronouns: what had been be or him or his—masculine
pronouns—were defined as “generic,” representing the whole, subsuming
she or her or hers. And “generic” was considered “universal” because in-
dividuals within the category were undifferentiated. No more. They is a
generic pronoun. He obviously is not. Linguistics, journalism, editing, and
publishing conventions—all are fields where gender consciousness has
helped define more equitable language.

Just like generic pronouns, so-called “generic funding” should not sub-
sume the whole either. Funding that does not take into account gender,
race/ethnicity, or other socially defining characteristics of the groups being
funded does not work. Both nonprofit and philanthropy executives inter-
viewed as background for this book stressed “generic” funding without
regard for gender, race/ethnicity, or other group characteristics as a signif-
icant roadblock for philanthropy. One foundation executive pointed out
that her colleagues will say, “We want to fund community development,
poverty, educational programs,” but not “women.” She said they insist on
“generic” categories that take no account of the individual within: “'m
constantly surprised at how real and pervasive this is in the foundation
world.”

In another instance, the head of a national women’s organization de-
scribed having spoken to a program officer who works on community eco-
nomic development: “When we talked to him, he indicated that his area of
the foundation doesn’t do special population groups. Would he say that to
a black organization?” Another fundraiser described a program officer in
a large regional foundation as telling her, “We work on low-income issues
but not women.” As the fundraiser observed, this is a “strange worldview
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problem.” In situations like this, “generic” means that funders don’t see
the people they’re not funding. One funder observes: “We fund housing so
of course we fund women, gays, lesbians, bisexuals, and transgendered
people. But in fact this is a smokescreen,” she acknowledged. “Effective
funders do nuanced analyses of the diverse needs of different groups.”

As we have seen in other parts of this book, one reason for resistance to
targeting populations as a separate funding strategy is concern that it
would be divisive. A program officer who has struggled to make the case
for funding women where she’s worked says, “These are real philosophi-
cal worldview differences, and pushing a gender lens creates resistance.
The conversation kind of ends there—nothing happens, no challenge.
People do try to make the case, but it doesn’t translate into different fund-
ing. The arguments have been developed, but they seem to have little effect
in most funding contexts.” Another long-time foundation executive says
these issues are similar to roadblocks she and her staff experience with
their board when they have tried to do ethnic-specific program funding:
The board says, “No, you’re dividing.” They are a generation that bought into im-
migration and saw fragmenting leading to more divisiveness. We make the argu-
ment that this is not an either/or: you can’t integrate if people are not up to speed.
We start strengthening immigrants; then we help them connect to broader com-
munities. And we don’t want women to go off and forsake their families. We want

to strengthen women, and we need to target grants to women to do that. Then we
can connect them better to their families and the larger society.

Universal and Targeted: A Both/And Approach

Universal programs do not have to be generic—or ineffective. Effective
philanthropy funds programs that work well for diverse women and men,
girls and boys, in whatever forms those programs take—mixed sex or
single sex. The key to effective philanthropy and effective programs is that
they acknowledge and account for both the overt and hidden impacts of
gender-based discrimination. A both/and approach means funding a range
of programs and organizations—some targeted for women and girls and
some universal but designed to work for women and girls as well as for
men and boys. Before we look at additional evidence supporting this both/
and approach, it may be useful to understand how the debate between tar-
geted and universal programs and policies has played out in other public-
policy arenas that philanthropy can learn from.
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The philanthropy community generally accepts that targeted programs
are more cost effective, can have better results, and are able to take into ac-
count the distinct needs of recipients. Yet as politicians are quick to note,
universal programs garner the most support. One universal program, So-
cial Security, has garnered such widespread support that most measures to
alter its makeup meet an early death from voter outcries. Indeed, “univer-
salists” claim that without widespread political support, programs de-
signed to alleviate poverty are pushed aside. Citing past policies that range
from the turn of the century to Reagan-era antipoverty strategies of the
1980s, researcher Theda Skocpol® points to the declining financial support
for targeted programs. Indeed, even supporters of targeted programs read-
ily agree that garnering political support for targeted programs is an up-
hill battle. Progressives such as Frances Fox Piven and Richard Cloward’
also strongly support universal programs on the grounds that targeted pro-
grams (e.g., food stamps and income-transfer payments) stigmatize recip-
ients. Referring to the punitive attitudes of the Reagan administration,
Piven and Cloward explain: “With the President castigating food stamp
cheats, it becomes much harder to hand the stamps to a cashier while stand-
ing in a supermarket checkout line.”*® William Julius Wilson contends that
negative stereotypes of welfare recipients are so ingrained in our culture
that people believe that the lowest class of people are those that receive wel-
fare.! Indeed, as Michael Katz points out, the image of the “undeserving”
poor has infiltrated our policies, creating punitive measures for those who
do not fit into our ideas of productive workers.'?

Although universal programs may be politically savvy, they have serious,
acknowledged flaws. Because of their wide-ranging natures, universal pro-
grams often provide the most benefit to those who already are succeeding
or likely to succeed. Universal programs, therefore, spend a considerable
amount of money on members of our society who can find other forms of
assistance. Furthermore, providing services for everyone has never been a
cost-efficient way of providing services to those who need them most.

Given all these considerations, both/and funding is a way for funders to
get the most impact for their funding dollars. As we have seen, the gender-
blind approaches do not work. Gender-blind programs can be universal or
single-sex, but they do not take gender issues into account in the design
or delivery of services or activities, and they are seldom effective. Existing
funding initiatives that do work are either gender-sensitive or gender-
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specific. A gender-sensitive program is a coeducational or universal pro-
gram that takes into account different gender needs in the design and
delivery of their activities or services. A gender-specific program is a single-
sex program intentionally designed to respond to specific needs and
strengths of the females or males that it serves. Either of these strategies—
or both/and—offer funders strategic tools for effective grant making.

Case Study: The Ms. Foundation for Women

The Ms. Foundation for Women, one of the first women’s funds estab-
lished, is an example of a foundation at the cutting edge of innovative ap-
proaches to effective grant making. Its move in 2002 to the both/and
funding we have been discussing in this chapter is illustrative of the lead-
ership they are providing in the philanthropic community. Since the foun-
dation’s inception, its mission has remained constant: to support the
efforts of women and girls to govern their own lives and influence the
world around them. As the largest women’s foundation—measured both
by assets and by grant making—and one of the oldest—formally estab-
lished in 1972—they have played a central role in making the case for
funding women and girls. They have also developed grant making prac-
tices designed to empower women and girls to take charge of their own
lives and make a difference in the world.

Although the foundation’s mission has endured—and has as much rel-
evance today as it did thirty years ago—the foundation itself has evolved
new language to talk about their work and the eligibility criteria for one
of their key grant making programs, which now emphasizes a focus on
“creating a just world.” The foundation continues to believe in its mis-
sion—supporting the efforts of women and girls to govern their own lives
and influence the world around them—but their new language emphasizes
action: changing the way the world works. This is not simply a rhetorical
shift or new language for marketing purposes. The Ms. Foundation’s com-
mitment to “change the way the world works” represents the boldest, most
ambitious vision possible for a foundation—doing whatever it takes to
change the world. Their new language also signals an important broaden-
ing of approach. The Ms. Foundation no longer funds only women and
girls. They now include both/and strategies: funding both single-sex pro-
grams that empower women and girls and coed programs that have a clear
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vision for how boys and men as allies with girls and women can work to-
gether to create the equitable and fully democratic world the foundation
has set as its goal. This important shift provides a bold model other foun-
dations can learn from—embracing both/and strategies that are focused
on effective transformation of women’s roles in every society in the world.
The foundation always has been committed to diversity in its many
forms—the deep diversity that we talk about throughout this book. Cur-
rently, six of the thirteen members of the Ms. Foundation board are people
of color—an impressive figure given that many foundations have been slow
to achieve significant racial diversity on their boards of directors. Board
diversities include lesbian and bisexual women as well as heterosexual
women, women of a whole host of national origins, and two men. The
board walks its talk: their deep diversity goes significantly beyond super-
ficial attempts to change the way the board looks. Both individually and
collectively, board members understand how to name Norm, and the
foundation fully embraces the idea that deep diversity is fundamental to ef-
fective grant making. Its efforts to represent and grapple with the global di-
versity in its mission include a process of taking a hard look at every aspect
of the foundation’s practices. It is not surprising that a progressive women’s
foundation insists that its board members embody a wide range of racial,
ethnic, sexual identity and class diversity. As important however, and echo-
ing the Thomas/Ely analyses described in chapters 1 and 2, the foundation
is committed to going beyond “by the numbers” diversity and challenging
itself to institutionalize all that they continually learn from each other.
Given its over thirty-year track record as one of the oldest, preeminent
women’s foundations, in 2000 the foundation took its boldest—and in
some circles most controversial—step in diversifying its board: it added
men. But it did so only after careful thought and much deliberation. The
men invited to join the board—themselves diverse in a number of ways—
had been involved with the foundation for years as donors and as allies,
and they were not added simply to increase fundraising prospects (though,
as with all board members, they have done this) or to legitimize the activ-
ities of the foundation. They were added for a much more important and
fundamental reason: the foundation believes that men have to work as
allies to enable women to overcome structural impediments that prevent
them from exercising their share of influence in society. This is an impor-
tant step forward. Embracing deep diversity can and often must include
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inviting those with traditional forms of privilege to the newly reconstructed
“table” to sit alongside those who historically have been denied full access
to all the benefits that any society has to offer its members.

This step also emphasizes that a “just” world for women is also a “just”
(and improved) world for men. In a 1999 strategic-planning process, the
foundation acknowledged that many women govern their own lives, but in
spite of significant strides over the last decades, the influence of women in
larger society is still minuscule. Men continue to dominate many of the
“public” spheres of political and corporate life, while women dispropor-
tionately exercise leadership in the private spheres of family and the com-
munity. Although women increasingly have moved into public spheres
through their entry into the paid workforce, this change has not been
accompanied by commensurate influence in public policy. Women now par-
ticipate in the labor market in almost equal numbers to men. But the coun-
terbalancing movement of men into the private and community spheres has
been much slower. Only when these spheres are in balance, the foundation
argues, will the world work as well for women as it does for men.

The Ms. Foundation’s decision to add men to the board of the founda-
tion could be interpreted by some as a retreat, a step back rather than a
bold move forward. Such a decision raises the risk that people will assume
the foundation is less committed to women. Or that the leaders, in a show
of weakness, are admitting they do not have the capacity to run a strong,
effective grant-making operation. Such risks could be significant for an or-
ganization that espouses the need to “empower women and girls to be in
charge of their own lives.” But the board and the executive leadership be-
lieve not only in themselves but in the strengths and capacities of all
women, and they talk about their decision to add men to their board as an
unapologetic sign of strength, not a sign of weakness. This decision and
others the board and staff leadership have made over the years have insti-
tutionalized both/and grant making—grant making grounded in a both/
and institutional culture that celebrates women for their capacities, that
acknowledges the constraints on women’s full contributions to society,
and that embraces the potential of men to join with women as allies for the
benefit of both women and men.

The both/and grant making that the foundation does can best be un-
derstood by looking at a specific example. For years, the Ms. Foundation
has led a collaborative social-change program for girls. The goals of this
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program are to build the capacity of girls to analyze social inequities and
then develop programs to address those inequities. Since its inception, the
foundation has used this program to make innovative and effective grants
that position girls at the center of the issues that concern them and to make
it possible for the girls themselves to be key resources to address those is-
sues. The foundation always has been committed to evaluating the effec-
tiveness of this grant making, and it has included girls from diverse racial,
ethnic, and cultural backgrounds as central players in that evaluation. In
the fall of 2001, all of the partners in this collaborative made an important
change in the eligibility criteria for this program to allow mixed-gender
youth organizations as well as girl-only programs to apply for funding. In
part this was prompted by the recognition that most girls are in mixed-
gender youth programs. If the foundation continued to fund solely girl-only
programs, they were by definition excluding over 90 percent of the existing
programs that serve youth. It was also prompted by the same thinking that
led the foundation to add men to the board: it will take the efforts of both
girls and boys to address social inequity. The foundation renamed the pro-
gram, now the Collaborative Fund for Youth-Led Social Change: Effective
Approaches to Gender and Youth. Here’s the language they used to an-
nounce the program:

This request for letters of intent is an invitation to girl-only and mixed-gender
community-based youth organizations with a vision and agenda for youth-led
social change. The Fund will support and strengthen organizations that combine
positive youth development and social change action with a gender-conscious
approach.

What the foundation has done is to build on their years of experience
helping girls play leadership roles in effecting social change, and, while not
backing away from that experience or commitment, they have taken a next
step in their grant making by involving both girls and boys, even as they ac-
tively challenge gender roles. This grants program offers a vision for a new
way that girls and women can work alongside boys and men to create the
socially just world that the Ms. Foundation is committed to helping create.

The foundation also has made an important change in its best-known
program, Take Our Daughters to Work®, by replacing it with a new pro-
gram known as “Take Our Daughters and Sons to Work®” In 2004,
approximately ten percent of employed Americans, an estimated 13.9 mil-
lion people, participated in the program: 10.1 million took a girl to work
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and 6.4 million took a boy to work. The thinking behind this change re-
flects the broader goal of the foundation: to interest and educate boys in
family life while interesting girls in public life. The original purpose of
Take Our Daughters to Work® was to educate girls about work and career
opportunities and thus ensure that girls would be visible, valued, and
heard. The new program focuses on work/family issues. When girls and
boys accompany their parents to work, the program designers hope, young
people will experience firsthand both the opportunities and the challenges
of balancing work and family responsibilities. The Foundation provides
workplaces with curricular resources (that participants can use if they
choose) for stimulating discussion among young people and between
adults and youth about work and family lives. This new program recog-
nizes that a new generation is coming to work and that they value full par-
ticipation in work, family, and community. It capitalizes on the fact that
both girls and boys see a different vision for the future.

The Ms. Foundation is committed to continuing to think actively and
creatively about gender and to keep asking itself what its grant making pro-
grams should look like to ensure their effectiveness. As they continue thirty
years of efforts to stop violence against women, for example, they are ex-
amining the role of men in stopping that violence. And they have involved
men in this new approach in significant ways. One male expert on violence
has urged the foundation to talk about ending men’s violence against
women, not the more neutral idea of general violence against women. In
many ways it was probably easier for a male researcher to name the fact
that most violence against women is done by men and that effective ap-
proaches to ending this violence are predicated on an awareness of the dis-
tinctively male dimensions to the problem. Naming the problem in this way
is not intended to scapegoat men. Rather it is based on a recognition that
nuanced understandings of gender, deep diversity, and Norm knowledge
must be recognized, analyzed, and sometimes simply named to ensure the
outcomes and changes the foundation hopes to achieve.
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Gender in Youth Programs: Ignoring
Gender Doesn’t Work

Chapter 4 laid out the importance of foundations taking a both/and ap-
proach to gender: making grants to gender-specific programs and organi-
zations as well as to programs and organizations that account for gender in
the context of all their work with both women and men, girls and boys.
This chapter takes a closer look at what are frequently named “universal”
youth programs. It provides evidence that programs—and organizations—
that ignore or misunderstand gender do not work well for either girls or
boys. It also offers guidelines for grant makers about how to assess univer-
sal programs to ensure they are effective for everyone—girls and boys,
women and men.

“Universal” Grant Making: Funder and Nonprofit Perspectives

In 1993, Molly Mead conducted research on philanthropic giving in
Greater Boston, looking at a question that researchers had explored in
other regions of the country: what percentage of foundation dollars actu-
ally reach programs for women or girls?' Mead asked foundations to re-
port their grant making activity, then she interviewed program officers and
foundation executives to probe their grant making decisions in greater de-
tail. What Mead found mirrored conditions around the country: approxi-
mately 6 percent of foundation dollars went to programs for women and
girls, 2 percent of foundation dollars to programs for men and boys, and
92 percent of foundation dollars to what foundations call “universal,” or
coeducational, organizations.

The numbers were not surprising, given what was already known from
other studies conducted around the country, but Mead’s study was the first
effort to probe the thinking that lay behind those numbers. Foundation
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staff gave several reasons for their preferences. Mead labeled them: effi-
ciency, democracy, and relevance. The efficiency explanation stressed that,
with grant making dollars scarce, it made sense to fund a program that
works with everyone, not just women or girls. The democracy analysis re-
flected philanthropists’ uneasiness with the idea of targeted programs they
feared might promote exclusivity and create separate worlds. And the rel-
evance explanation referred to the fact that, while some grant makers were
comfortable with targeted funding for race or class or community, they
were not comfortable targeting funds for gender.

Mead also interviewed leaders of nonprofit programs for women or girls
who, not surprisingly, had different perceptions of the value of both their
own programs and of alternative programs that did not account for gen-
der differences in the people being served. These leaders countered the
efficiency argument, for example, with questions about effectiveness: a
universal program must work reasonably well for all its constituents to
represent an efficient use of scarce grant making dollars. Leaders of non-
profit programs for women or girls argued that since they could show pow-
erful evidence for their effectiveness reaching and working with a majority
constituency (women and girls being over 50 percent of the population),
they could not reasonably be judged “inefficient.”

Questioning the democracy rationale, these same nonprofit leaders of-
fered research documenting the importance of programs designed for sep-
arately configured “marginalized” groups. By working within their group
designations—for example, all girls—program participants developed
strengths that allowed them to function more effectively in larger, more di-
verse settings, a measurable benefit that actually promotes democratic inter-
actions rather than inhibiting them.

Finally, the same nonprofit executives also countered the relevance ar-
gument by pointing out that women and girls are found in all of the cate-
gories funders consider relevant, but their needs often are different from
those of the men and boys in those categories. The executives also took is-
sue with what they saw as stereotypes and lack of accurate information
on the part of funders who cited relevance as their reason for not funding
women and girls directly (targeting grant dollars for race, ethnicity, or socio-
economic status but 7ot gender). Consciously or unconsciously, these fund-
ers assumed women to be white and upper middle-class. But “male” is a
gender, just as “white” is a race. As these nonprofit executives pointed out,
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commonly held stereotypes about gender and race render invisible the
many women of color and low-income women who are served by (and also
run) programs for women and girls. And it keeps in place a difficult double-
bind for women of color: that women are white and people of color are
male. In fact, the boards, staffs, and constituents of most programs for
women and girls are racially diverse. In contradiction to some funders’ as-
sumptions, these are not organizations exclusively for or run by white
women.

In addition to these specific concerns addressed by the nonprofit execu-
tives, most grant makers—both women and men—simply seemed uncom-
fortable with the idea of targeting. Targeting for population groups of any
kind clearly challenged their vision for a democratic society and their sense
of stewardship. They thought it unnecessary (and perhaps unnecessarily
radical) to target women’s programs for more than a small share (6 percent)
of grant-making dollars. And at least to some funders, it seemed unneces-
sarily complicated to have to factor in additional “new” knowledge about
a whole range of diverse populations.

Do “Universal” Programs Work? New Research

When Mead presented the results of her research to grant makers, she
asked all of them the same question: were they correct to put 92 percent of
their dollars into universal programs, especially when no specific evidence
existed to document the effectiveness of this strategy? One outcome of this
question was another round of research. Foundation leaders in Boston
asked Mead to document, if she could, whether or not these universal fund-
ing strategies did work. She began to answer that question by sampling
how existing coed youth programs met girls’ needs. Youth programs try to
build strengths rather than fix problems. To know whether the programs
worked, obviously it was important to know whether this capacity-building
strategy worked as well for girls as it did for boys. Mead found that most
coed youth programs had not been fully effective for girls. Fortunately, the
story has a positive ending: United Way of Massachusetts Bay joined with
Mead and others to strengthen both coed and girl-serving youth programs.
Mead’s findings show how subtle gender differences play out. Learning to
recognize these subtle and not-so-subtle patterns and biases is an impor-
tant tool for improving philanthropy.
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Two Examples of After-School Youth Programs

On a typical school-day afternoon, at least seventy-five African-American,
Asian-American, Latino, and white young people stream into the Youth
Club, a program located in an urban neighborhood in the Greater Boston
area. (All agency names are disguised.) The center strives to be an inviting
alternative to “hanging out” on the street or going home to an empty
house. It offers a myriad of activities, mostly designed to let young people
have fun and expend pent-up energy they cannot release at school. While
there is much to praise about the Youth Club, a closer look raises some
troubling questions. This program has a ratio of about three boys to every
girl. Boys cluster in the middle of one room, playing pool and ping-pong,
vying for a turn to play a video game and dividing up into knock-hockey
teams. They pay little attention to the girls who sit in small groups around
the edge of the room, talking with each other and occasionally watching
the boys’ activities. In the gymnasium next door, boys play basketball on
one side and wrestle each other on the opposite side. The girls sit up on the
stage, again talking quietly in small groups.

On the other hand, at the Neighborhood House, located in a demo-
graphically similar Boston neighborhood, the scene is quite different. This
program has an equal number of girls and boys. On one side of the gym,
eight girls and two boys play volleyball together. On the other side, a lively
basketball game is being played, mostly with boys, but it is clear that the
stellar player is one of the girls. In another area, girls and boys are sitting
at computers, completing their homework. The computer area is run by
one of the older girls in the program—the acknowledged computer expert.
If anyone—male or female, young person or adult—needs help with one of
the computers, they know she is the one to ask. Both boys and girls in this
facility look engaged and content and there are smiles all around. Why?
What makes this Neighborhood House program, similar in aims and ac-
tivities, so different from the Youth Club program in terms of how both
the girls and boys participate?

Over the four-year period that Mead studied coed youth programs like
the Youth Club and the Neighborhood House, she observed their activi-
ties, talked to staff and to many of the diverse young people in the pro-
grams. Because these were urban youth programs, participants were from
many different ethnicities (many from newly immigrated families) and over-
whelmingly from families with low to moderate incomes. The major con-
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clusion she drew was disturbing. As the differences in the experiences at
the Youth Club and Neighborhood House reflect, many coed organiza-
tions offering programs like those at Youth Club failed to meet their own
stated primary goal: to serve girls as effectively as boys. On the one hand,
many programs seem to be based on false assumptions about gender dif-
ferences that did not reflect an accurate assessment of the young people in
their own programs. On the other hand, program staff often lacked un-
derstanding about how gender differences play out in the lives of boys and
girls—differences based on unequal opportunities and experiences—and
how those differences affected their participation in these programs. Pro-
gram staff also failed to examine program activities to ask whether girls
and boys might bring different skills and interests to their participation in
those activities. Too often the result in programs like those the Youth Club
offered was a mismatch between the program’s design and the girls’ inter-
ests and concerns—a mismatch that caused girls to be marginalized, their
needs unmet and their potential unrealized.

This mismatch is no small matter for girls. About 71 percent of young
people in the United States participate in some type of youth program every
week, and an overwhelming number (in some areas, as high as 99 percent)
of those programs are coed.> And a large portion of that population, at least
a third, are girls participating in coed programs. The systematic failure,
therefore, by coed programs to work effectively for girls is a major concern.

Trends in Youth Programming

Although there have been positive trends in youth programming in the past
twenty years, the net result, unfortunately, has proven detrimental to girls.
Most youth programs today focus on identifying and strengthening a wide
range of positive characteristics in young people, rather than operating on a
deficiency model that isolates and remedies specific negative traits. Most
youth programs today have a common goal: namely, helping each individual
young person to develop her/his full potential in such areas as physical de-
velopment, personal skills, and/or job-related skills. This universal approach
of developing everyone’s potential might be expected to benefit all young
people, girls and boys alike, but most often it does not. The second major
trend in youth programming, a shift from single-sex to coed programming,
has lessened the potential benefit of this developmental approach for girls.
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A brief history of how and why this shift occurred suggests why girls lost
out. Ironically, the shift toward coed programs was initiated in part by a
concern about lack of adequate youth programming for girls. When most
programming was single-sex, the majority of programs were available for
boys only. And even in areas with girls’ youth programs, the boys’ pro-
grams generally had substantially better funding and physical facilities. To
ensure equal treatment, formerly all-boy programs began to open their
doors to girls. In addition to improved access, however, a cost-efficiency
concern also motivated the move toward more coed programming. Those
who funded youth programs and those who ran them were concerned
about the need to provide the best programming possible with limited re-
sources. To many of these people, it made no sense to have separate pro-
grams for girls and for boys because of the cost of providing equivalent
facilities. Demands for youth programs to operate more equitably and cost
effectively could have been—and in some cases were—met by increased
collaborative strategies between single-sex programs. But once the staff of
all-boy programs realized they could serve girls also, many sought to offer
programs that would supplant the all-girl programs. Programs that chose
this strategy usually gained the advantage of becoming the primary youth-
serving agency in their area.

This history is important because it exemplifies the way in which much
of today’s coed youth programming is pasted on top of a formerly all-boys
model, and Mead’s research shows the results. Most of the coed programs
she studied place the needs and interests of the boys first, are better de-
signed for boys, and are more popular with boys. Program participation
rates are also revealing. Both a study of youth programs in New York City
and a national study of youth-serving agencies found that, on average,
coed-youth programs serve three times more boys than girls.? Today, this
means that as youth programs are converting to a more promising devel-
opmental model, most girls are still in coed programs that do not work for
them. As young people are developing skills and learning to regard them-
selves as future contributors to society with exciting options to pursue,
girls are missing out.

How Coed Youth Programs Fail Girls

The twenty-five programs Mead studied incorporated what she catego-
rized as four distinct sets of gender practices:
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« Differences are fundamental
« Males are the model
« We are all the same

+ Equal voices

These different understandings and applications of gender knowledge of-
fer a microcosm of why universal funding all too often does not result in
effective philanthropy. Mead’s categories are defined by two factors: first,
assumptions inherent in the youth program’s design about gender differ-
ences in girls and boys; and second, ways that youth program activities in-
teract differently with girls’ and boys’ socialization and life experiences.
These categories operate on a continuum from least effective to most ef-
fective, but only one category, equal voices, is fully effective for girls. As im-
portant, equal voices programs fostered the healthy development of boys as
well as girls.

Twelve of the twenty-five programs Mead studied fall into the differ-
ences are fundamental category. These programs assume girls and boys are
inherently different in temperament, abilities, and interests. Typically,
these programs reinforce the most traditional gender stereotypes because
their program activities are designed in response to conventional, stereo-
typed, and uninformed notions about the needs and strengths of boys and
girls. In these programs, boys are most often the actors and the doers, en-
gaged in conventional “boy” activities such as sports, playing video games,
working with computers, or building mechanical devices. The girls in these
programs are often the watchers and the observers—assuming passive
roles that do not reflect their development potential. Alternatively, they may
be involved in stereotypical “girl” activities like arts and crafts or socializ-
ing with each other.

What is rare in these programs is finding girls and boys participating
equally in any task or activity. When asked about the obvious gender dif-
ferences in who does what, staff members of these programs generally re-
sponded, “That’s the way girls are. We try to get them to [play basketball,
build a model car, write a computer program, etc.], but they don’t want
to.” In almost every interview conducted with staff in these programs, the
staff assumed that the problem (if any) lay in the girls themselves and their
lack of interest in participating in boys’ activities. They never questioned any
of the structures in place that funneled boys toward one set of activities
and girls toward another. Nor did they question why the boys were not
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participating in the so-called girls’ activities. In short, the girls were com-
pared to the boys and found lacking.

Equal voices programs, at the positive end of the continuum, also assume
that there are significant differences between girls and boys, but that these
differences are neither innate nor incapable of being changed. Rather, they
locate the differences between genders in socially created meanings of gen-
der that are limiting to both girls and boys. The two equal voices programs
Mead identified in her study recognize that girls often have unequal access
to opportunity relative to boys. These programs work to make both gen-
ders aware of these social constraints, and, most critically, encourage ac-
tive questioning of them. So, equal voices programs acknowledge that
there may be some need for different programs for girls and boys, but they
believe these programmatic considerations are driven by differences in life
experience, not inherent, genetic differences in males and females. In these
programs, Mead saw young women and young men participating as equals
in many activities, as well as involved in activities that defied gender stereo-
types. In one instance, boys agreed to carry out many behind-the-scenes
tasks for a major event, while girls took on the public leadership roles. In
another instance, several girls and boys acted as security monitors for a
youth rally. Previously, only boys would have filled those roles: but the girls
said that they were just as good as boys in defusing a potentially explosive
situation, and it turned out they were right.

The two program types in the middle of the continuum—males are the
model and we are all the same—assume sameness between the genders.
They are an improvement over differences are fundamental programs in
that they offer, at least on the surface, equal opportunity to girls and boys
to participate in all the activities of the programs. They are not grounded
in stereotypes like “boys do” and “girls watch.” However, because neither
of these program categories includes an active challenge to assumed male
norms, they operate in ways that benefit young men at the expense of
young women. They privilege male experience over female experience.
Moreover, they don’t do their best for boys either, since as we saw in chap-
ter 1, current ideas about appropriate masculine behavior and attitudes
also limit young men’s abilities. In the continuum of youth programs Mead
researched, only the equal voices programs fully explored these limits.
Only in equal voices programs are stereotypically “feminine” ways of be-
having valued highly enough so that both young men and young women
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can develop their fullest potential, choosing from the entire range of hu-
man behavior and possibilities.

There are important distinctions between the two categories of programs
based on the sameness idea. The males are the model category is based on
a belief that girls can do anything boys can do. A distinctive feature of the
four programs Mead identified in this category is that their activities are
ones to which the average young man brings more skills and experience
than does the average young woman. The activities themselves are also of-
ten those traditionally thought of as “masculine” rather than “feminine.”
(Examples included a bicycle-repair program, a housing-construction pro-
gram, and a computer clubhouse.) In each of these activities, the typical girl
had fewer skills when she started as well as the additional challenge of par-
ticipating in a program that defies gender norms for girls. Girls were al-
lowed (and often even encouraged) to participate in these programs, but
they had to participate as equals, despite the fact that their skills were not
equivalent to those of the boys. As a consequence, young women dropped
out of these programs at a much higher rate. They viewed themselves—and
were viewed by other participants and staff—as being “less successful” in
the program. And when young women fail to do well in these programs,
their failure reinforces the myth that girls cannot do everything boys can do.

The seven Mead identified as we are all the same programs begin to ac-
knowledge unequal opportunity for girls. They work consciously to in-
volve girls and boys equally and treat them identically. The distinctive
feature of these programs—the only feature that distinguishes them from
males are the model programs—is that their activities are neither tradi-
tionally male nor female. Even though the activities are not gender-
stereotyped, in these we are all the same programs, male behavior is still
the gold standard and boys and girls are assumed to have the same experi-
ences and value the same male-defined goals. Young women are encour-
aged to emulate young men, but young men are not taught to emulate
young women. On one occasion, the young people decided to develop a set
of activities to address youth violence. While everybody agreed that gang
violence was an important component of their work, the girls could not
convince the boys to see that relationship violence was equally important.
At a youth rally planned by another we are all the same program, young
women and young men shared the several visible leadership roles at the
event. They gave speeches and moderated activities in equal numbers. Yet
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only the girls got involved with the less glamorous, behind-the-scenes work
such as buying food and ordering supplies.

Without Careful Attention to Gender, Programs Simply Are
Not Effective

In twenty-three of the twenty-five programs Mead studied, gender prac-
tices conflicted with the stated goal of the program to develop young
women and young men to their fullest capacities. In the twelve differences
are fundamental programs, young men and young women were channeled
into very different activities within the same program based on untested
assumptions staff made about inherent gender differences in interest and
ability. Many of these programs began as all-male organizations, and most
activities offered by these programs originally were designed solely with
boys in mind. This often results in less for girls to do in the programs and
few ways for girls to break into the boys’ activities.

In the eleven programs that believe in gender sameness and not differ-
ence (males are the model and we are all the same), Mead found that girls
often struggled to succeed, but the unacknowledged reality was that their
programs tilted success toward boys. In males are the model programs,
their sameness orientation masked gender differences. The young people
generally participated in identical activities with identical structures and
supports. But in a career-preparation program, for example, all of the
young people were learning skills that the young men (on average) already
possessed to some degree before they joined the program. Here, the less-
skilled young women were disadvantaged by identical treatment. In we are
all the same programs, an insistence on gender sameness also came at a
cost to the girls. Despite best efforts, these programs were unsuccessful in
showing how a superficial belief in equality ignored very real underlying
inequalities.

All of these youth-development programs have the capacity to make
positive and constructive contributions to maximizing the potential of
girls—and boys—Dby learning from the equal voices model. First, the or-
ganizations bring their program design more in line with actual proven, so-
cialized differences (or lack of differences) in ability and interests between
young women and young men. Second, the programs work with both gen-
ders to examine and explode limiting assumptions about appropriate gen-
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der traits and roles. Third, organizations adjust their program design so
both young women and young men can participate effectively in all the
program activities. In this way, the programs prepare young people for the
multiplicity of roles they will encounter in their adult lives.

Appropriate attention to gender issues does not happen simply because
a program for young people intends to benefit (or even equally benefit)
young women and young men. Rather, in important ways, a program is
shaped and constrained by the gender ideas it embodies, often unthink-
ingly—self-fulfilling prophecies that develop into institutionalized prac-
tices containing gender bias that is harmful to girls and young women as
well as to boys and young men. Having an equal number of young women
and men in the program, adding women to the staff, and allowing girls to
do everything boys do—while all necessary steps—alone will not result in
programs that benefit both genders equally.
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Gender in International Grant Making;:

Lessons Learned

Chapters 4 and 5 documented the importance of U.S. foundations taking
a both/and approach: funding effective gender-specific programs and or-
ganizations in addition to making universal grants that take into account
gender and the impact of gender on women and men, girls and boys served
by the programs and organizations they fund. This chapter focuses on the
role of gender in international grant making and looks at international
funders’ history of gender awareness.

In a 1992 essay for Scientific American, Harvard University President
Lawrence Summers, then chief economist at the World Bank, wrote “edu-
cating girls quite possibly yields a higher rate of return than any other in-
vestment in the developing world.”! He reasoned that most girls go on to
become mothers and “an educated mother faces an entirely different set of
life choices. She is likely to have fewer, healthier children and can insist on
the development of all her children.” Summers’s work and that of other
economists, like Nobel Prize winner Amartya Sen, whose research showed
the same advantages of investing in girls, has had a major impact on in-
ternational development.>

Although Summers’s essay was published in 1992, international devel-
opment agencies had known for years that it was necessary to consider
women in their grant making. In fact, they have been focusing on women
as a distinct population since the 1950s. More recently, according to Char-
lotte Bunch, director of the Center for Women’s Global Leadership at Rut-
gers University, global funders have concentrated gender funding in areas
such as micro-credit, girls’ education, and reproductive rights (in most
cases funding aimed at controlling population growth). While these areas
are important, they do not necessarily reflect a gender lens in grant mak-
ing. Instead, they show a breakthrough—in limited ways—of the success
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of international women’s organizations in making the case for the “effi-
ciency” of funding women. Bunch sees some funders committed to women’s
rights, but even here funding has begun to shrink.?

Although other experts also raise questions about the current status of
international funding for women and girls,* the aim of this chapter is to
highlight the evolution in both grant-making discourse and practice about
why and how some international funders have focused on funding for
women and girls. At least on paper, gender as a legitimate funding cate-
gory is established in all mainstream international development agencies,
including the United Nations, the World Bank, the International Monetary
Fund, USAID, and the Inter-American Development Bank.

Why is gender analysis more commonly used in international develop-
ment than in the United States? Why do international funding agencies
like USAID and the World Bank focus on the needs of women? While far
from fulfilling all the needs of women and girls around the world, inter-
national funding strategies nonetheless pose a marked contrast to the ma-
jority of U.S. grant making. What lessons can this history of international
development practice offer funders of U.S. nonprofits? This chapter offers
some answers to these questions.

Forty Years of Focus

Women first were specifically included in international grant making in the
1950s and 1960s. This targeted funding was designed to bring women into
the development process as better mothers. Unfortunately, there was little
recognition in that era of women’s multiple roles in society but, instead, a
narrow focus on women’s role in the family, specifically childbearing and
parenting. Women were viewed as passive beneficiaries of development, not
seen as active agents of their own lives or as major contributors to their
communities or countries. Funders assumed that women needed assis-
tance and had little capacity to assist themselves, and these needs were met
through the provision of food aid and family planning. Because women
were treated as passive recipients of aid and only their reproductive roles
recognized, this phase of targeted support for women has come to be
known as the welfare approach.’

A major drawback of this approach is that women—not lack of re-
sources—were identified as the problem. Women were not making “good”
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choices about family size and thus needed to be offered (or sometimes
forced to accept) family-planning services. Women were not providing ad-
equate nutrition for their families and thus had to be supplied additional
food. There was virtually no recognition of women’s multiple roles in com-
munity and economic spheres, nor any acknowledgment that women often
lacked access to adequate material resources or political power. Funders
also provided assistance in a top-down manner that ensured women’s con-
tinued dependence on aid, since they were not given resources allowing
them to construct adequate lives for themselves or their families. Wide-
spread dissatisfaction with the welfare approach emerged in the 1970s.
Scholars in the field of international development attribute this dissatisfac-
tion (as well as alternative approaches that emerged) to a confluence of fac-
tors that include the emergence of a diversity of women’s organizations in
developing countries demanding a larger role for women in the develop-
ment process; the research efforts of cultural anthropologists, particularly
Ester Boserup,® who were beginning to make visible not only women’s mul-
tiple roles in the productive, reproductive, and community spheres of ac-
tivity but also the negative impact of development on women’s lives; and the
growth of the women’s movement in the United States and elsewhere and
its attention to women’s conditions in developing countries.”

An early outgrowth of these interactive forces was the 1975 U.N. Inter-
national Women’s Year Conference, which formally put women on the in-
ternational “agenda” and provided legitimacy for a focus on improving the
lives of women and recognizing women’s integral role in the development
process. The conference, in turn, led to the United Nations designating
1976 to 19835 as the “women’s decade,” which continued to highlight the
important—but often invisible—role of women in the social and eco-
nomic development of third-world countries.

Women in Development (WID)

This new focus on women in international development came to be called
Women in Development (WID), a name coined by the Women’s Commit-
tee of the Washington, D.C., chapter of the Society for International De-
velopment. Members of this society had been paying close attention to
research documenting the distinct roles occupied by women and men in
most developing countries. The work of Ester Boserup,® in particular, was
eye-opening because it documented how women played a central role in
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food production and argued that their status was integrally connected to
their agricultural contributions in their respective societies. Especially
troubling was her conclusion: modern development was problematic for
women. Conventional development typically ignored women’s central role
in the production of food and marginalized women even as it was sup-
posed to be improving their lives. Boserup documented, for example, the
ways in which the introduction of more modern technologies of food pro-
duction made it almost impossible for women to continue their work in
the agricultural sector. This, in turn, reduced women’s status in their soci-
eties and thus reduced their freedom. Given women’s important roles in
agriculture, modern technologies should have been made available to them
as well as to men. Because of Western notions about appropriate sexual di-
vision of labor, however, when new technologies were introduced, only men
were trained to use them. Women in the Society for International Develop-
ment came to realize that the modernization methods they had helped push
for had actually set women back, rendering them invisible. Once they un-
derstood these impacts, they began to push for a more equitable approach
to development.

During this same time period, American women were advocating for
more political recognition of women’s roles in developing countries. They
achieved major legislative success with the passage of the 1973 Percy
Amendment, which mandated that U.S. assistance help move women into
their national economies in order to improve both women’s status and the
development process. One direct result of the Percy Amendment was the
U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) adopting WID as
part of their official development approach. In addition to implementing
WID in their own practices, USAID also, along with the Harvard Institute
of International Development, developed a case-study methodology to
identify how women were being left out of development. These case stud-
ies provided much of the evidence to conclude that a specific and con-
structive focus on women was necessary to ensure the effectiveness of
development programs. USAID and the Harvard Institute were able to
demonstrate specifically—country by country and region by region—how
women are key actors in economic systems and how their neglect by de-
velopment plans failed to tap into potentially large contributions.

These case studies provided analyses of women’s contributions to the
economic growth of their countries; documented women’s formal and in-
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formal labor-force participation; looked at what happens when women
control income; and documented women’s contributions to the supply of
food. One important finding that emerged in virtually every developing
country was recognizing that when women have control over some or all of
the household income, they use that income for their children’s nutrition
and the family’s basic needs. This contrasts markedly with the majority of
men in developing countries, who used increased income to improve them-
selves rather than their families.” Where women often use additional in-
come to send their children to school, for example, or to buy adequate food
for their children or provide health care for themselves and their family,
men use additional income to improve their own housing and health care
with less attention to the needs of their families. When women control some
income, they also have increased decision-making power in their house-
holds regarding childbearing, economic issues, and family welfare. What
the case study method was able to do, in other words, was provide evidence
for the need to consider gender and show the benefits of doing so.

All this documentation resulted in a dramatic shift away from the initial
paternalistic approach to international development. Approaches to women
in development have taken different forms in different grant-making insti-
tutions and have evolved different rationales for why a focus on women is
justified. These differences will be highlighted later in this chapter, but first
it is useful to understand two consistent themes that characterize all WID
approaches: the first is the recognition that women and men occupy dif-
ferent social roles in every society; and the second is that women always
are found in subordinate positions. A central element of WID is the recog-
nition that gender is a social construct. As outlined in chapter 1, the idea
of gender as a social construct means that women and men are understood
to have socially defined characteristics shaped by historical, economic,
religious, cultural, and ethnic factors. As a result of socially imposed gen-
der identities, women and men have different life experiences, knowledge,
perspectives, and priorities. Societies assign different tasks to men and to
women—this sexual division of labor cuts across areas often categorized
as productive work, reproductive work, and community work.

Productive work is done by both men and women but is gender segre-
gated. Women are pushed into certain jobs and job categories in a society,
men into other categories, and often there is little fluidity between those cat-
egories. In developing countries, women’s productive work is often unpaid.
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Men may be paid for their work in export agriculture, for example, while
their wives raise food for their families. The women’s work is just as nec-
essary, but typically unpaid. There are two results from these differentiated
gender roles: women are denied direct access to income, and their produc-
tive labor is not counted in any of the statistics on economic production.
Reproductive work, the work of the family, particularly caring for chil-
dren, is done mainly by women. Both men and women are involved in the
third and most recently recognized sphere of activity, community work,
but also in very different roles. Men generally do the more public and high-
status tasks; women tend to do the organizing and support work. This sex-
ual division of labor creates women’s often-invisible status. Reproductive
work in the home often is not recognized or valued. Productive work, es-
pecially if unpaid, is similarly not seen or valued. And community work,
since women generally operate behind the scenes, does nothing to change
the fact that women are unseen and unvalued.

These analyses of gender help development planners more accurately
recognize the causes for and structures of women’s subordination in soci-
ety, their inequality with men, and the power relations involved. These
gender analyses emphasize the context in which women face their prob-
lems and stress the necessity of social change and the need to empower
women in the process.'® In every developing country, women as a group en-
joy fewer advantages and work longer hours than men. In many countries
women earn less than men, are prevented from owning land, confront nu-
merous obstacles to holding positions of authority, and face many threats
of violence just because they are women. Central goals of WID approaches
are thus to make women visible, to recognize their many contributions, to
acknowledge their different social roles, and to design development proj-
ects that are consistent with these gender differences. The defining differ-
ences among WID approaches stem from differing rationales for paying
attention to women, the extent to which women are involved in the devel-
opment process, not simply beneficiaries of it, and whether the unit of anal-
ysis is women or differences in gender roles and status between women and
men. Some approaches treat women as needy aid recipients who have little
capacity to improve their own lives. Other approaches involve women more
actively in the development process itself, challenge rigid definitions of
women’s roles in society, and provide women the economic and political
resources to improve their own circumstances.
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Equity, Antipoverty, Efficiency, and Empowerment

Critiques of the paternalistic welfare approach prompted the development
of a number of alternative approaches: equity; antipoverty; efficiency; and
empowerment. These approaches share many origins, were formulated in
the same decade, and are not entirely mutually exclusive.!" At the present
time, most mainstream development institutions use the efficiency ap-
proach, despite most women’s organizations in developing countries ar-
guing for the empowerment approach.

The equity approach to development aims to gain equity for women in
the development process. Those who advocate an equity approach believe
that women must be included as active participants in development. This
approach recognizes women’s triple role in the productive, reproductive,
and community spheres, as well as the different roles women hold within
each sphere. The equity approach seeks to meet “strategic” rather than
“practical” gender needs through direct state intervention, giving political
and economic autonomy to women and reducing inequality with men. This
approach challenges women’s subordinate position in relation to men and
advocates strategies to change that balance of power. The equity approach
generally assumes that the best path to equity for women is economic in-
dependence. This approach has been controversial because it challenges
women’s traditionally subordinate position to men and advocates helping
women be economically independent from men. Generally it is an approach
advocated by women’s organizations in the United States and is not always
well received by women’s organizations in developing countries.

The antipoverty approach essentially is a toned-down version of the eq-
uity approach, and it has been less controversial because it argues that
women’s poverty is the result of underdevelopment, not of their subordina-
tion. Thus, it does not focus on power relations between women and men,
but on women’s economic status. Its general approach is to ensure that poor
women increase their productivity and receive some of the benefits of that
increased productivity. It recognizes the productive role of women and
seeks to meet their practical need to earn an income, particularly through
small-scale income-generating projects. It is most popular with those non-
governmental organizations (NGOs) that do not favor empowerment be-
cause it puts the emphasis on reducing income inequality between women
and men instead of power inequality.'?
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Especially popular with the World Bank and other institutions that
frame their work in economic terms, efficiency is now the predominant
WID approach. It aims to ensure that development is more efficient and ef-
fective by focusing on women’s economic contributions. The shift from eq-
uity to efficiency reflects the recognition that half of the human resources
available for development were being wasted or underutilized. This ap-
proach assumes that increased economic participation for women in de-
veloping countries is automatically linked to increased equity. One major
drawback of the efficiency approach is that it relies on the elasticity of
women’s time. Women are expected to make major economic contribu-
tions with no concomitant reduction in family responsibilities. When
structural adjustment policies force countries to curtail social spending,
policy makers assume that women simply can carry more of the burden of
taking care of others.

The empowerment approach aims to make women more powerful by
making them more able to be self-reliant. This approach is favored by
women’s organizations in developing countries because it gives women the
resources they need to improve their lives and because it views women’s
subjugation to men as, in part, a function of colonial and neocolonial op-
pression. This approach recognizes women’s triple role in the productive,
reproductive, and community spheres and seeks to meet strategic gender
needs indirectly through bottom-up mobilization around practical gender
needs. It acknowledges that women experience oppression differently ac-
cording to their race, class, colonial history, and current position in the in-
ternational economic order.”® It places far less emphasis than the equity
approach does on increasing women’s status relative to men. Rather it fo-
cuses on the capacity of women to increase their own self-reliance and in-
ternal strength and manifest the right to make choices in life and influence
the direction of change through their ability to gain control over crucial
material and nonmaterial resources.

U.S. Agency for International Development, Inter-American
Development Bank, and the World Bank

All of the major international development institutions have incorporated
one or more of these various WID approaches. Most development organ-
izations now have an official policy or mandate for WID designed to en-
sure that they take into account both women’s and men’s needs in the
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programs they support. They also have an office or an official charged with
leading, advising, and reviewing policy implementation.

U.S. Agency for International Development

USAID has been the acknowledged leader in WID analysis and practice,
institutionalizing WID as early as the mid-1970s. Since then, the agency
has developed an increasing recognition of the ways in which differential
access to and control over resources as well as gender specific responses to
opportunities must be addressed if programs and projects are to be suc-
cessful and efficient. They accept that a focus on gender issues is absolutely
central to the achievement of the agency’s primary objectives. As former
agency administrator J. Brian Atwood said in 1996: “ . . . Perhaps [our]
greatest accomplishment is the increasing realization that for development
to be effective, programs must pay attention to the central role of women
in the economic and social advancement of a nation.” '

The Inter-American Development Bank

In 1987, the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB) approved its oper-
ating policy on WID and appointed its first WID advisor in 1989. Ac-
cording to an account of WID at the IDB," the underlying motivation for
the bank to focus on women is the belief that the goal of economic and so-
cial development cannot be achieved unless both women and men are able
to participate fully in all spheres of life, unhindered by discrimination.
Staff at the IDB have come to accept that understanding gender differences
is central to development planning. IDB has an unusually sophisticated un-
derstanding of the rationales for WID, acknowledging equity, efficiency,
and empowerment rationales. It holds that, to be successful, WID must
balance efficiency (stressing women’s contributions to development) and
equity (stressing women’s benefits from development). It also must give
WOMmen more access to pOwer.

Gender analysis also is seen as an important tool in the promotion of
women’s and men’s participation in development. The objective of IDB’s
WID policy is to integrate women more fully into all stages of the devel-
opment process and to improve their socioeconomic circumstances. The
IDB is committed to recognizing and enhancing women’s actual and po-
tential roles in productive and social activities as well as their contribution
to the national development process.
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Although a theoretical commitment to WID is well established at the
IDB, the practicalities are daunting. According to the bank’s own analysis
of this issue, WID is difficult at the IDB. There are no sanctions or rewards
for WID, and it takes specific training, which often is not available or even
assumed to be necessary. Despite these problems, however, there have been
some significant successes. In 1991, 6 percent of IDB’s loans addressed
gender issues in project analysis and included specific actions to improve
women’s participation as contributors or beneficiaries. By 1994, this fig-
ure had increased to 33 percent.

The World Bank
The World Bank has followed, not led, analysis and action on women-in-
development issues.'” Only in 1994 did it come forward with a policy pa-
per on women—nearly twenty years after it established a WID office. The
World Bank has a broad objective: enhancing women’s participation in eco-
nomic development. By 1994, the World Bank became seriously commit-
ted to mainstreaming gender concerns into all its operations, rather than
operating a parallel or separate set of programs focusing on women,'® al-
though like universal funding in the United States, gender mainstreaming
runs the risk of women’s concerns being rendered invisible unless funders
do the serious work, described earlier in this book, to name Norm.
Analysts inside the World Bank argue it could do much more for women.
While considerable gains have been made over the last twenty years, as seen
by key social indicators for women, unacceptable disparities in the well-
being of women persist, and even less has been achieved with regard to
women’s participation in economic and political life. While the World
Bank’s overall efforts to promote economic growth and reduce poverty can
benefit women, these measures alone are insufficient to address the many
obstacles to women’s full participation in their countries’ development."
Three important concepts are incorporated in the bank’s current think-
ing: a shift from a focus on women to a focus on gender, a recognition of
the need to mainstream gender operations, and an acknowledgment of the
importance of participatory project-lending strategies. A gender approach
emphasizes the analysis of inequalities between men and women in the
family and in society rather than simply focusing on women separate from
men. A focus on gender takes the onus off women as “the problem” and
recognizes the complex set of interactive factors between women and men.
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Models for Applying This Knowledge in the United States

One important evolution within development organizations is a move to
mainstream WID. This involves a shift away from separate women’s proj-
ects or components focused exclusively on women and an integration of
WID into every aspect of the organization’s activities. Several factors
prompted this change. First, the generally small, women-only projects of-
ten did not work. Second, WID activities were being marginalized within
development institutions to the point where there was a division between
the “real” projects of the organization and the relatively “unimportant”
women’s projects. Finally, the staff that worked on WID projects were
themselves becoming marginalized in their organizations. So, for reasons
of project effectiveness and institutional visibility, a move toward main-
streaming WID has occurred. Large mainstream programs continue to
represent the primary vehicle for promoting gender equity. However, there
is still an acknowledged need for separate programs for women in certain
strategic areas. Women-targeted and gender-targeted approaches can have
a big payoff, especially when undertaken as part of an overall mainstream-
ing strategy.

What can we learn from the ways in which international development
institutions incorporate gender into their programs and their grant mak-
ing? The most obvious conclusion is that a focus on gender is more ac-
cepted, at least on paper, in international development than it is in the
United States. Every major player in international development has a
stated focus on gender and an institutionalized approach to including gen-
der analyses in its work. WID is accepted for a number of reasons: the doc-
umented ineffectiveness of development projects if programs do not think
about women and include women; the recognition of a significant but of-
ten gender-specific contribution of women to a country’s economic devel-
opment; the acknowledgment of women’s different social roles; and the
understanding that women, as a group, almost always are in a subordinate
position to men in each country. Second, we can learn from international
grant making a clarity about why to focus on women. As the World Bank
documents in its Engendering Development report, focusing on women is
about moving communities out of poverty.?’ Focusing on women is key to
strengthening the health, economy, and general well-being of families,
communities, and nations. As the World Bank’s summary documents,
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society as a whole makes progress only when women’s status improves.
This is not about “women as a special interest group.” On the contrary,
funding with a focus on women, especially funding through international
agencies like the World Bank and USAID, is understood to be essential to
the success of development initiatives in countries around the world. We
also can learn from the latest approaches within Women in Development
that a focus on gender, not simply women, is important. Many, perhaps
most, programs always will be universal if by universal we mean serving
women and men, girls and boys.

As we have seen in international grant making, mainstreaming is in-
evitable. But, at least in some international institutions, funders are ex-
pected to conduct gender analyses to understand the different gender roles
played by women and men in each area of programming and to design pro-
grams that work for women and men. In addition, international institutions
understand the important role women-focused projects play. What we need
to fine-tune is determining when and how gender is relevant in a particular
area of programming and when and how it is not. But in both international
and U.S. funding, the key is to “see” and to not lose gender in mainstreamed
and universal programs. And therefore to fund adequately women’s and
girls’ needs. A focus on women is not an inefficient use of scarce grant mak-
ing dollars; quite the contrary, it is integrally connected to efficiency. A fo-
cus on women also is not antimale; a focus on women makes a community
work better and be more productive. Finally, although a focus on women is
not synonymous with women-only programs, important reasons still exist
for concentrating specifically on women.

Of course, important differences exist between domestic and interna-
tional funding challenges. The situation of women vis-a-vis men is not as
stark in the United States as it is in many developing countries. Women ar-
guably have almost as much access to education as men and, in general, take
advantage of those educational opportunities. An experienced funder
notes, “everyone knows that to build a good society, you need to educate
women. But this doesn’t translate to the United States where people think
women have equal access to education.” It’s obvious to many funders that
you can’t do anything in developing countries if women don’t have enough
education to participate. But in this country, most women are seen as hav-
ing enough education, or at least enough access to education. “I think it’s
that simple at core,” another nonprofit executive observes. “Just about every
discussion in the developing world focuses on the fact that women aren’t ed-
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ucated.” Or equal. Could it be that educating women in developing coun-
tries is less threatening because they are seen as still clearly subordinate?

The reality, however, is that as much as women in the United States do
have access to education, inequalities abound. Just one example, the cru-
cial fields of science and engineering, highlight the gaps: fewer than 10 per-
cent of full professors in the sciences are women, despite women earning
more than 25 percent of science PhDs over the past thirty years. Only 10
percent of those who take Advanced Placement tests in computer science
are girls. In 1996 only 19 percent of physics degrees and 18 percent of en-
gineering degrees were awarded to women. While women constitute 46
percent of the U.S. workforce, they hold just 12 percent of science and
engineering jobs.?!

Women’s Problems Are More Obvious Internationally

For some funders, the problems also are more obvious in developing coun-
tries than they are in the United States. To make the case that women are
at the crux of economic systems in other countries, as the head of one
affinity group noted, “Funders will say, ‘Ok, I can buy that They look here
in the United States and see that men still really run the show. So in the
United States, they have a hard time seeing how women can be key to eco-
nomic development.” In poor international economies, the role of women
in food production, for example, is more visible. As another funder points
out, “You can show that if you give money to women vs. men it has a mul-
tiplier effect, it goes immediately to children, families.”

Internationally, funders have a depth of understanding about the inter-
connections between gender and violence, gender and economics, gender
and human rights. Here that knowledge is compartmentalized. Why? As
one funder points out, “Internationally, there are strong grassroots move-
ments that have forced funders to see the connections. And even the most
conservative funders can’t ignore women.” Much of this organizing took
place around the U.N. World Conferences on Women and Population Con-
ferences over the last several decades. International organizing around
these conferences produced levels of awareness that are much more polit-
ically advanced. And women in foundations who fund women interna-
tionally often are connected to these movements.

Nongovernmental Organizations Have More Status Internationally Be-
sides better-organized grassroots movements outside the United States, there
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also is the issue of the nonprofits themselves. Internationally, as NGOs,
including women-led and women-focused NGOs, more frequently have
become central to policy implementation as well as to service delivery, de-
velopment funders are more likely to discover the importance of women.
In some countries, NGOs actually stand in for civil government, so there
is more impetus to fund them than there is to fund similarly configured
nonprofits working in the United States even if the nonprofits have NGO
status.

The U.S. Women’s Movement Is Seen As Successful The lack of gender
awareness in the United States may indicate that the women’s movement is
tired. Or, in some quarters, that the movement is thought to be over. Op-
portunities for women clearly have improved in ways we could never have
dreamed possible in the early 1970s. As described in chapter 1, funders
in the 1970s and 1980s put a lot of attention on gender inequity. Federal
education programs stemming from those efforts, the Educational Equity
Act and Title IX, for example, have had a visible, profound impact on
women’s sports. As one nonprofit executive pointed out, “As some of these
immediate, ‘easier’ actions have been taken and the complexity and depth
of pervasive problems and issues become more apparent, it’s harder to get
funding. Now people say ‘it’s been done. It takes more time to convince
funders.”

If the women’s movement is tired, the generation that produced it is too,

and as an educator pointed out, the next generation has yet to pick up the
baton.
Conversations with younger women are more issue- than identity-based; they’re
more interested in the quantitative information; you have to prove it to them. They
think the [equality] work has happened. The media reinforces this general percep-
tion. They need to hit another life stage—get children in school or hit the glass ceil-
ing themselves or see continuing problems for women in community activities or
get direct experiences like elder care responsibilities. They have to get to mid-30s
before they see ongoing issues and problems for women.

People in the United States also like to think we’ve finished with
“women’s” issues because we’re supposed to be a “fair” society. As a senior
program officer in a large private foundation points out, “Initially the ob-
stacle was denial of the problem. Now people think it’s over, the problems
are solved. There are more women around in high positions, and we don’t
need to support this work anymore.” And an experienced funder notes:
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People are caught off guard by our statistics on what’s left to do; people want to
think the United States is better than that. It is an interesting cultural phenomenon,
what we think about our country. Then there are those who say men and boys are
now being disadvantaged by all the attention going to women. We have to argue
that we still have so much work to do for women to have equality.

More Women Are More “Comfortable” in the United States Because the
level of material comfort among many women and men in the United
States is so much greater than in developing countries, women have less
self-interest in working on what they themselves might see as women’s is-
sues. As one former corporate funder notes, “The case gets more difficult
to make in the United States—not because there aren’t important women’s
issues in need of funding, but because now fewer people are affected by
them. Many women here have advanced, so we need to define who hasn’t.”
Defining those in need isn’t as easy here as it is in developing countries. The
needs of those who haven’t “made it” are no longer considered pressing:
“Even though people can say women make up most of the poor,” another
nonprofit executive points out, “there’s still this sense of women as the
ones who’ve made it, who do not have economic need.”

The U.S. Myth of Nuclear Families Distorts Community Reality If
people’s lives make clear the connections between gender and the well-
being of families and communities in developing countries, those connec-
tions are not so obvious in the United States. “I think people don’t really
take a full look at this country,” another affinity group head observes.
“That reality goes against our predominant myth of nuclear families,
which still dominates how we think about our social fabric despite the fact
that nuclear families are no longer the norm for the majority of families in
the United States.”

A Right-Wing Backlash Threatens U.S. Funders And then there is also
the reality that, because of conservative political agendas, gender is seen as
a political hot potato in the United States in ways that it is not internation-
ally. “Funders don’t want any U.S. right-wing backlash to come crashing
down on them. They don’t want anything to do with pro-life, pro-choice
issues. Unlike grappling with gender politics in the Sudan, where funders
are protected by distance, they don’t want to do gender politics here, where
they’re exposed to U.S. right-wing backlash.” Internationally, there is also
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the reality that more ministries abroad support women’s issues. So there is
more political cover for gender-based funding.

Funders Lack Global Awareness and Knowledge Finally, disparity be-
tween international and domestic understanding of the centrality of women’s
roles in families and communities is seen as an outcome of a more general
lack of global awareness on the part of U.S. funders. Although many re-
spondents interviewed for this book would agree that gender is integrated
into many more funding areas than it was a decade ago, those who feel
otherwise attribute the gap to a lack of sophistication among U.S. philan-
thropic and corporate funders on a variety of fronts. “In my experience,
and this applies as much to philanthropic as to corporate foundations,”
one national nonprofit executive says, “there isn’t recognition of subtlety
or complexity on the issues.” A grassroots leader agrees:

We still have a very long way to go. There’s little positive news about the way the
funding world understands gender. There are some exceptions, but the view is very
narrow, not informed by an understanding of global politics, trends, or economies.
Generally funders are uninformed and disconnected from the realities of gender in
various contexts around the world: there is some funding, but it’s not from a very
deep place. Funders are trying to respond to political pressures and appear re-
sponsive, but there is no depth of understanding of the conditions of women and
girls or the connection of their condition to the well-being of communities and to
global politics.

In fact, as we have seen throughout this book, a sophisticated under-
standing of gender is as relevant in the United States as it is internationally,
a key piece of deep diversity. Without it, funders will continue to overlook
(or ignore) the real needs of women and their families in this country, needs
reflected clearly in labor-market statistics and other demographics. The la-
bor market continues to be highly gender-segregated, with women dispro-
portionately represented in the secondary labor market characterized by
lower salaries and fewer benefits, and men disproportionately represented
in the primary labor market with higher salaries and benefits. Women do
not have access to political power in nearly the same degree as men, espe-
cially in positions of elected office. Women live longer than men, and thus
are disproportionately represented in the older population, with greater re-
liance on Social Security and other social programs for the elderly. While
much of the debate around the privatization of Social Security has focused
on age differences (with younger workers seen as favoring privatization
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more than older ones), most analyses unfortunately fail to include gender,
even though women typically live longer and earn less than men and have
more at stake in how the Social Security system is reconfigured.

Moreover, as we described in chapter 1, gender does not apply to just
women. As international grant making has shown, and as we have stressed
throughout this book, gender analyses need to include men, whether, for
example, looking at the growing gender gap in higher education or exam-
ining the disproportionate number of African-American and Latino men
in prison. Gender intertwined with race and class and all the other “not
Norm” categories impacts public policy concerns across virtually all foun-
dation program areas and priorities. And funders must grapple with the
intertwined impact of complex diversity and Norm. The bottom line is
clear: gender as a key piece of deep diversity must be an integral part of ef-
fective grant making programs.
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Effective Philanthropy: Model Funding
Initiatives

Chapter 6 focused on the role of gender in international grant making—
how international grant makers have learned to use a gender lens in their
work but still fall into some of the same “universal” funding traps de-
scribed in chapters 4 and 5—missing the complex and often hidden gender
norms that undermine effective philanthropy. This chapter focuses on six
additional funding initiatives, all of which take gender into account. They
also illustrate effective funding strategies discussed in chapters 1-3: spot-
ting hidden norms that deaden both organizations and funding initiatives.

These are just a few among a broad range of programs, projects, and or-
ganizations we could have chosen to demonstrate effective philanthropy.
These six document effective-philanthropy benchmarks outlined elsewhere
in this book:

« Funders for Lesbian and Gay Issues, National Lesbian and Gay Com-
munity Funding Partnership

« Hispanics in Philanthropy, Funders’ Collaborative for Strong Latino
Communities

+ Los Angeles Urban Funders: Pacoima Neighborhood Initiative

+ Ms. Foundation for Women: Collaborative Fund for Women’s Economic
Development

+ National Women’s Law Center, New York City Board of Education
Vocational Education Project

+ United Way of Massachusetts Bay: Today’s Girls . . . Tomorrow’s Leaders

These funding initiatives include examples designed by funders, designed
by nonprofits, and designed by coalitions of funders and nonprofits work-
ing together. Three are city-based initiatives: one launched by United Way
of Massachusetts Bay to strengthen programs for girls and boys in Boston;
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another by the National Women’s Law Center in collaboration with the
New York City Board of Education to make vocational education more eq-
uitable; and a third, the Los Angeles Urban Funders Collaborative, a funder/
nonprofit collaborative that targets three inner-city neighborhoods in Los
Angeles. The other three are funder collaborations with a national focus,
each of which use innovative strategies to build their coalitions: Hispanics
in Philanthropy Funders’ Collaborative for Strong Latino Communities,
which uses national funding to leverage local and regional foundation col-
laboration and matches; Funders for Lesbian and Gay Issues National
Lesbian and Gay Community Funding Partnership, which uses national
funding to leverage local foundation and donor funding through a net-
work of community foundations; and the Ms. Foundation Funding Col-
laboratives, which bring together groups of funders and donors around
the foundation’s key issue areas to expand knowledge of the issues and
support for the nonprofits doing the work.

Across the board, these initiatives draw on innovative collaboration and
partnerships among funders, between funders and individual donors, be-
tween funders and nonprofits, and among foundations, nonprofit organi-
zations, and public agencies. These philanthropic and nonprofit leaders
have learned to use their collaborations and partnerships to share deep di-
versity analysis and research, economic and other policy analyses, and
legal research. They also have used these collaborations to develop more
comprehensive analyses of local and regional issues. Most of these initia-
tives use a variety of national/community-based collaborations to produce
learning on both levels—national and local—including bringing national
research and policy concerns to local levels and sharing community-based
issues with other local and regional funders as well as with national fund-
ers. These leaders also have learned to use collaborations and partner-
ships to develop community and regional grassroots leadership as well as
to improve philanthropic leadership. In the process, they have learned to
share and recycle funding strategies across localities and regions—they
share their successes and, equally if not more important, their failures or
near misses.

These groups also have learned to use collaborative partnerships to gain
more visibility for the issues they care about within their philanthropic
communities as well as among their nonprofit constituencies. And in the
process, these leaders have learned to use various media strategically to gain
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wider visibility for issues, solutions, and positive outcomes locally, region-
ally, and nationally. Most also have learned to use national and regional
dollars to leverage and expand local funding and develop more sophis-
ticated, efficient mechanisms to channel dollars to grassroots organizations
where much of the important work gets done—and in the process, the ini-
tiatives have learned to respect and utilize grassroots knowledge and to
streamline delivery of services. These organizations also have learned to
look for the big picture and to share more comprehensive analyses of the
problems their communities and the nonprofits themselves face on a day-
to-day basis—and to stick with their initiatives for the long haul. They have
learned that significant social change does not happen overnight and that
there are no easy fixes; most important, these innovators have learned that
long-lasting solutions to complex problems not only take time, they also
are hard to measure and only can be seen accurately over a committed span
of time. That being said, however, these funders and nonprofits also share
a common commitment to evaluation. They take evaluation seriously and
use their partnerships and collaborative expertise, including the grantees
themselves, as key to the evaluation process. What comes through in all six
of these examples is the respect both funders and grantees have for each
other’s knowledge and work.

Finally, these organizations also have learned to leverage power to facil-
itate social change, to wield the “power of the purse” strategically, to edu-
cate nonprofits about deep diversity and help them become more effective.
One key strategy for achieving this is “due diligence,” asking hard questions
in ways that help everyone learn, not in ways that punish. Nonprofits also
have learned to use their power strategically: through media and leveraging
of funders and donors to shed light on important changes needed in both so-
ciety at large and within philanthropy itself. Taken together, these six model
initiatives provide some impressive blueprints for effective philanthropy.

Funders for Lesbian and Gay Issues: National Lesbian and Gay
Community Funding Partnership

The National Lesbian and Gay Community Funding Partnership was
founded in 1993 and is a project of Funders for Lesbian and Gay Issues, an
Affinity Group of the Council on Foundations and the National Network
of Grantmakers. Organized as a collaborative funding initiative, national
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funders partner with local community foundations to support community-
based lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender (LGBT) programs. In 2003, less
than one third of one percent of annual grant-making dollars supported
LGBT programs and projects. One of the aims of the partnership is to raise
awareness of the chronically limited philanthropy dollars available to non-
HIV/AIDS LGBT issues.! The partnership created a collaborative funding
model, pooling resources from national funders to offer matching grants to
community foundations that in turn would fund problem-solving strategies
at the local level. In addition to providing crucial dollars for grassroots
work, this collaborative model gives national funders the opportunity to
impact issues that are best addressed through community-based efforts.

Spearheaded by Robert Crane, then president of the Joyce Mertz-
Gilmore Foundation in New York, the creators of the partnership under-
stood the value of inclusiveness from the outset. The partnership convened
a national advisory committee to shape the initiative, develop policies and
procedures, and provide advice and oversight. Three community founda-
tion representatives, three LGBT community activists, and six national
funders comprised the founding committee. Recognizing the importance
of involving those who would be directly impacted by the initiative, be-
ginning in the planning and policy-development stages, representatives
from community foundations and the LGBT community were asked to
serve on the advisory committee along with representatives from the na-
tional funding partners. Racial, gender, and sexual-orientation diversity
were and continue to be explicit requirements for the selection of com-
mittee members.

The partnership’s advisory committee set the following primary objec-
tives for the collaborative:

« Increase awareness and understanding of LGBT people and issues
within the philanthropic community and the community at large

« Stimulate the establishment and expansion of philanthropic resources
available for LGBT programs and services

+ Encourage a positive relationship between community foundations and
the organizational and philanthropic leadership of the LGBT community

Community input has been and is sought and valued at every stage of the
partnership initiative, which issues a request for proposals (RFP) annually
to all community foundation members of the Council on Foundations.
Matching grants of up to $50,000 per year for two years are offered along
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with a possible third-year transition grant of up to $30,000. Proposals are
reviewed and grants decisions determined by the partnership’s National
Advisory Grants Committee. As of July 2005, forty community founda-
tions throughout North America have received grants.

To assure broad-based community input, all partnership sites are re-
quired to establish local advisory committees comprised of community
foundation staff and/or board members, leaders from the LGBT and
straight communities, and gay and straight community members at large.
Local advisory committee members reflect the communities they serve and
are encouraged to be broadly diverse in terms of race, ethnicity, gender,
age, ability, and sexual orientation. These local committees oversee the de-
velopment and implementation of community scans to ascertain the needs
of the local LGBT community and determine resources available to meet
them. The results of these scans inform the grant-making guidelines for the
local site. Local advisory committee members also are actively involved in
helping to raise the matching funds, developing the community founda-
tions” RFPs, reviewing grant proposals, and recommending grant awards
to the community foundations’ board of trustees.

A significant measure of impact of the Partnership initiative is the depth
and breadth of local programs receiving grants from the community foun-
dation partners. Over 900 grants have been awarded since 1995 to a wide
range of organizations and programs supporting LGBT youth, antihomo-
phobia and antiviolence projects, grassroots-organizing projects, lesbian-
health initiatives, arts and cultural programs, and outreach projects to
communities of color, transgender communities, and rural populations.
As one partner from the HOPE Fund of the Community Foundation for
Southeast Michigan described it, “In the past several years, something
happened in our community many of us never dreamed possible. . . . It’s
the first time in Detroit a partnership between a mainstream foundation
and the gay and lesbian community has resulted in a substantial investment
in organizations serving these communities.” While the grants awarded
have significant impact, perhaps a more important result of the initiative is
the community building that is taking place across the country. The impact
is particularly significant in smaller cities and communities where coali-
tions are forming and relationships developing both within LGBT com-
munities across gender, class, and race and between these and heterosexual
communities.
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The former director of the Greater Piscataqua Community Foundation

in New Hampshire attests to the success of these connections:
A gay/straight alliance emerged from the Affirming Seacoast Community Partner-
ship that reaches beyond the dollars. Our events have brought together people
whose paths would otherwise never cross. They have heightened community
awareness of the importance of lesbian and gay people and their issues and con-
cerns and are having the effect of “normalizing the conversation.”

Over the course of the partnership, thirteen national funders have con-
tributed over $4.5 million, which has been matched by over $3.5 million
in local funds. While these funds may seem modest when compared with
larger funding collaboratives, they represent by far the largest philanthropic
initiative focused on LGBT issues in the country. Another measurable out-
come as LGBT grassroots foundations begin working in partnership with
“traditional” community foundations on this initiative has been expanded
visibility for LGBT issues and effective community-funding models. In a
win-win situation, nine partnership sites are working collaboratively with
both local LGBT foundations, which provide expertise and knowledge of
the LGBT community to the community foundation partner, and a com-
munity foundation sponsor that provides capacity-building support and
visibility for the LGBT foundation. The lasting impact of the partnership
initiative is significant. Three-quarters of the community foundation part-
ners have established permanent grant-making funds for LGBT issues at
their foundations, ensuring ongoing support of these issues. In addition,
lesbians and gay men have been elected to boards of trustees of several
community foundation partnership sites across the country.

The Partnership also has had an impact on the levels of giving from the
community foundation sector as a whole. A review of the data from Foun-
dation Giving Trends 2004 published by the Foundation Center shows a
fourfold increase (400%) in the number of grants given by community
foundations to lesbian and gay issues—from less than one tenth of one
percent (0.1%) just a few years ago to one half of one percent (0.5%) in
2002. Four to six new community foundation partners per year will be
awarded grants over the next two to three years, resulting in a network of
fifty to sixty community foundations in urban and rural areas throughout
the country that support LGBT issues and programs. This network pro-
vides a solid base in the field from which to expand outreach and devel-
opment opportunities for other community foundations. Partnership sites
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also serve as model programs in their regions. Coupled with community
foundations that already are serving local LGBT communities, they de-
velop an expanding network of funders informed and responsive to the
lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender communities. And not insignifi-
cantly, the success of the partnership also provides an important and
replicable collaborative model for other issue areas interested in linking
national funders, community foundations, and grassroots organizations.

Hispanics in Philanthropy: Funders’ Collaborative for Strong Latino
Communities

Founded in 1983 to promote stronger partnerships between organized
philanthropy and Latino communities, Hispanics in Philanthropy (HIP) is
a transnational association of grant makers with more than 450 members
representing corporate, public, and private philanthropies, nonprofit lead-
ership, and academia. Governed by a twenty-four-member board and
staffed by seven professionals, HIP includes representatives from all parts
of the philanthropic sector in the United States and elsewhere in the Amer-
icas. Programs sponsored by HIP include regional, national, and interna-
tional conferences and briefings; research and publications; information
and referrals for foundations seeking Hispanic staff, trustees, or consul-
tants; and exchanges with Latin-American foundations.?

HIP’s flagship program is the Funders’ Collaborative for Strong Latino
Communities. HIP launched the collaborative in 2000 as a strategy for
addressing the dearth of foundation dollars reaching U.S. Latino popula-
tions, which were feeling the effects of rapid growth driven by larger num-
bers of immigrants, increased diversity, and all the attendant problems
posed for local and regional nonprofits. The collaborative was designed to
channel money raised from national and transnational funders through
regional collaboratives that could spark local matches. The initial goal of
the Funders’ Collaborative was to raise $16.5 million over five years to
strengthen the infrastructure of the Latino nonprofit sector and to culti-
vate the next generation of Latino leadership within the United States and
Latin America. By 2005, the collaborative succeeded in raising over $21
million, exceeding its target by $4.5 million.

Like the national Lesbian and Gay Community Funding Partnership
described earlier, this combination of national and local funding was
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designed to have an impact on funders and on the grassroots organizations
they aimed to strengthen. An early goal was to build stronger partnerships
among funders as well as among nonprofits at the local, state, and regional
levels. By strengthening the larger Latino nonprofit sector, the collaborative
also increases the options, resources, and vehicles for participation avail-
able to the larger Latino community. And because of their transnational
focus, the collaborative brings important international perspectives to
all these local sites. The overall vision of the collaborative includes direct
capacity-building grants, technical assistance, peer training and leadership
development, convening and networking among small- and medium-sized
Latino nonprofit organizations in the United States and Latin America, and
opportunities for regional funders to work with each other and with non-
profits in their region. Another important goal is to educate funders who
represent private, community, corporate, and international foundations
about Latino issues at local and national levels both within the United
States and in Latin America. As of July 2005, the collaborative had made
more than 320 grants to small and medium-sized Latino nonprofits.

As a project of HIP, the collaborative falls under the fiduciary respon-
sibility of the HIP board of directors, which is represented on each site
committee, but the collaborative’s day-to-day work is funder-driven and
combines local decision making with national governance. An assembly
comprised of all collaborative funders sets the broad outlines of grant-
making policy. At the local level, once funds have been raised for a site, a
site committee disseminates information to Latino nonprofits, invites and
reviews proposals, and makes grant recommendations. Most site commit-
tees meet monthly. One of the goals of the Collaborative is to allow the
Latino community to find its own solutions to its problems. Key to that is
a funding criteria established by all funders of the project: empowering and
strengthening Latino-led organizations. In regions of the country that may
have a growing Latino population but not yet a sufficient number of Latino-
led organizations, site committees have the flexibility to find ways of in-
creasing Latino participation and decision making within mainstream
organizations that serve Latinos. Direct grants do not go to non-Latino
organizations, but it is possible for them to establish a program to assist
these organizations in increasing Latino participation, thus leading to the
collaborative’s goal of greater Latino leadership.
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Governance of local site committees is determined by the local funders
and is quite flexible. Some sites have opted for cochairs, others for rotat-
ing chairs, and others for no chairs. Each funding organization has one
vote, in the cases where a vote is needed, but member funders can have more
than one representative in the process. Local funding organizations also de-
cide about size of their site committees and whether prospective (but not
yet actual) funders can participate. In most sites, prospective funders are
invited to participate in the decision-making process (although not al-
lowed to vote until they are officially funders). In some sites, new funders
do not come on board until the end of the grant-making process and thus
must wait for the next round before participating.

Minimum requirements for a collaborative site are that it have at least
$250,000 in local funds committed and that there be at least two local fund-
ers involved. The collaborative’s sites therefore can encompass part of
a state, a whole state, a region, or any other geographically defined area.
Local funders participating within the given region determine the specific
geographical parameters of the site. Although it began in 2000 with 9 ini-
tial funders and 1 demonstration site, the collaborative as of July 2005
included 116 funders who have contributed over $21 million for 15 proj-
ect sites in Argentina, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware Valley (Phila-
delphia), Dominican Republic, Massachusetts/Rhode Island, Milwaukee,
New Mexico, New York City, North Carolina, Upper Midwest (Minne-
sota, North Dakota, South Dakota, and Montana), Northern California
and the Central Valley, South Florida, Southern California, and Southeast
Wisconsin—who have funded over 320 nonprofits. Along with Magui
Rubalcava, who managed the project from 2000-2003, collaborative
founders Aida Rodriguez, Barbara A. Taveras, and Luz A. Vega-Marquis
received the prestigious national Council on Foundations’ Robert W.
Scrivner Award for Creating Grantmaking in 2003. At the awards cere-
mony in Dallas that year, they called up to the stage all collaborative fun-
ders sitting in the audience. As those funders trooped from their lunch
tables to join the award recipients on the stage, they made a striking, vi-
sual statement about the breadth and impact of the collaborative, both in
their sheer numbers and in the diversity of foundations they represented.

If national or transnational grants to the national collaborative are geo-
graphically restricted, the grants will be directed accordingly. However
most funders are flexible in how their funds are matched, so most grants
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can be distributed outside of the geographic area of the collaborative donor.
Because the focus of the collaborative is on larger, multiyear grants, sites do
not need a large number of applicants within their geographic areas, but the
national collaborative governance process stresses that local sites have well-
thought-out requests. In regions where funds are geographically restricted,
the local committee has to ensure that sufficient outreach is done to the
existing Latino organizations prior to the grant-making phase to ensure
quality proposals. If too few organizations within a geographic area apply,
then funds carry over to the next year of the project, and the site commit-
tee works to increase its outreach. The same applies to programming re-
strictions, which the collaborative also accommodates, with an emphasis
on outreach to ensure a sufficient number of applicants.

One of the first steps for local site committee members is to define the
breadth of capacity building they will fund in their region. Some, like the
local committee in Northern California, for example, can be very flexible,
allowing local organizations to define their own capacity-building needs.
Time frames for grants also can vary, but the collaborative generally en-
courages two- to three-year grants. When the Northern California site
committee wanted to expand the number of organizations they could fund,
for example, they opted for two-year grants as well as planning grants. In
round two of its funding, the same committee made third-year commit-
ments for current two-year grantees and sought additional funds to sup-
port those organizations that completed their planning grants and wanted
to submit larger, multiyear requests. The collaborative aims to be comple-
mentary to their funders’ support of other Latino causes, not competitive
with them, and stresses that investing in the collaborative is not an
“either/or” proposition but is “in addition to.”

Along with nonprofit capacity building, Latino leadership development
is a key component of the collaborative. The project provides leadership
training at both local and national levels. Grantees are convened at both
levels, with the goal of encouraging peer learning and networking as well
as providing formal training for grantees. Because the leadership compo-
nent of the collaborative aims to tap into and build on the leadership that
already exists within Latino communities, they use Latino nonprofit staff
and board members as trainers and peer educators throughout. A commit-
tee of collaborative funders with knowledge of leadership development,
capacity building, and training designed the Leadership Training Institute
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at Northwestern University in Evanston, Illinois, in 2003, which was the
largest convening of all grantees (including those from Latin America).
HIP raised separate funds to enable all site grantees to participate in the
Institute.

The collaborative also pays attention to evaluation, including evaluation
of its own communications and dissemination strategy. With an outside
consultant to conduct the formal evaluation of the collaborative, all HIP
grantees will be asked to complete a pre- and a post-assessment. Also, be-
cause many of the grants are multiyear, grantees submit progress reports
prior to disbursement of their second and third payments. The national
collaborative also provides sites with help in hiring culturally competent
consultants by providing a hiring workshop, for example, for those or-
ganizations that previously have not had experience with consultants.

The collaborative is designed to have an impact that extends beyond its
projected five-year life span through the ongoing relationships site mem-
bers develop with Latino organizations they had not known before joining
the collaborative. Sustainability of the collaborative itself is still an open
question. As the collaborative nears the end of its five-year time frame in
20035, funders are considering other questions of long-term sustainability,
including the expansion of HIP’s Latino Donors program, which educates
Latino and non-Latino donors on how to be more strategic in their giving.

Los Angeles Urban Funders: Pacoima Neighborhood Initiative

Los Angeles Urban Funders (LAUF) is a comprehensive, community-
building funders’ collaborative that formed in 1996 as a direct result of the
area’s civil unrest. In 1992, Los Angeles saw its largest domestic distur-
bance in a generation when rioting followed the acquittal of the police of-
ficers charged with the beating of Rodney King (which had been caught on
camera). The events dramatically underscored the inadequacy of philan-
thropy’s responses to the underlying serious conditions in low-income
urban communities in and around Los Angeles.? In spite of attempts to
coordinate philanthropic responses in the years following the riots, fund-
ers discovered that most traditional grant-making did little more than
scratch the surface of the complex interdependence of the social, economic,
and physical needs of neighborhood revitalization. After several years of
fumbling and few results to show for their philanthropic investments, a
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group of funders, corporate leaders, and public policy makers began meet-
ing with community leaders to share their knowledge and experience in
order to do collaborative neighborhood problem-solving. In 2003 the
board of directors, then with thirty-four members and composed of the
funders involved in the project, decided to base LAUF as a collaborative
project of the Southern California Association for Philanthropy, the
Southern California Regional Association of Grantmakers. By December
2001, thirty-three foundations had pooled over $21 million for work in
three Los Angeles neighborhoods.
The four goals of LAUF as they have evolved are:

« To encourage funders to gain an in-depth knowledge of three Los Ange-
les neighborhoods, coordinate their grant making within these communi-
ties, and work collaboratively at monthly meetings

« To strengthen the capacity of leaders and organizations to work together
within these communities on collaborative research, asset mapping, strate-
gic planning, and decision making

« To create healthier neighborhoods through comprehensive strategies
that integrate human services, economic development, and community
organizing

« To share lessons learned with other grant makers, neighborhood leaders,
and policy makers*

One of the three neighborhoods LAUF targeted, the Pacoima Neighbor-
hood Initiative Site, began with an emphasis on workforce development
that built on community efforts already underway when LAUF organized.
LAUEF selected the Pacoima site because of significant collaboration and
innovation that went into those community efforts. And rather than rein-
venting the wheel, LAUF enhanced working networks of existing neigh-
borhood coalitions and exhibited a level of public candor not often seen
in funding collaboratives. By their own descriptions, foundations in the
four years between the riots and LAUF’s formation saw their investments
in the community as throwing money down a sinkhole. They had made
funding decisions without input from those most affected, and their at-
tempts at solutions had fallen flat.

Pacoima occupies a four-square-mile area situated in the Northeast San
Fernando Valley, about thirty miles north of downtown Los Angeles.
Pacoima is a port of entry for immigrants from Mexico’s northern and
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western states (primarily the rural areas of Chihuahua, Michoacan, Zaca-
tecas, and Mazatlan), the majority of whom entered the United States be-
tween 1970 and 1990, drawn by relatives who had labored as braseiros in
Pacoima’s olive groves, orange orchards, and alfalfa fields. In contrast to
similar immigrant communities, Pacoima’s population had begun to stabi-
lize, with many families choosing to settle permanently, but demographic
transitions had caused tensions to run high between Latinos, who by 2003
constituted 85 percent of the population, and African-Americans, who
had dropped from 85 percent to less than 10 percent.

Bordered by three major freeways and two water-drainage canals, the
area has a self-contained community identity. Housing, much of it built
during a wave of postwar construction in the late 1940s, is in relatively
sound condition, but high rental costs have resulted in multiple-family
occupation of single dwellings as well as poor maintenance and upkeep.
Despite the area’s strong industrial and manufacturing base and its desig-
nation as a state empowerment zone, which makes it eligible for numer-
ous economic incentives, as of 2003 Pacoima was plagued with nearly 40
percent unemployment because businesses hired largely from outside the
neighborhood.

The local educational infrastructure consists of a feeder system com-
prised of six elementary schools, three middle schools, and one high
school. Most children in Pacoima were unable to read at official grade lev-
els, and because of low standardized test scores, two schools were on the
list of the one hundred worst schools in Los Angeles. By 1990 however, six
years before LAUF became involved, parents and teachers in Pacoima be-
gan actively working together to improve children’s academic performance
through a series of efforts around curriculum reform, new forms of school
management, expanded after-school programming, and an annual “Col-
lege Day” that exposed parents and children to the benefits of higher
education.

It quickly became apparent that for children to perform well academi-
cally, they needed safe, healthy, and nurturing family environments to go
home to, so the Los Angeles Educational Partnership (LAEP) and United
Way created a school-based parent center where parents could access a
range of family-support services, including parenting classes, health screen-
ings and treatments, mental-health counseling, domestic-abuse interven-
tions, and even food and clothing for those in need. The prototype parent
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center, established at Vaughn Elementary School, was managed by a pro-
fessional director and a staff of ten to twelve individuals, many of whom
were parents trained as caseworkers. Relations among family-center staff,
the school, United Way, and LAEP were facilitated by a small team of or-
ganizational specialists, with LAEP responsible for payroll, personnel, fis-
cal management, and fundraising. In 1995 the model was replicated in
five other schools: Maclay Middle, Maclay Primary, Telfair Elementary,
Pacoima Elementary, and Montague Elementary. In adapting the model
that they named FamilyCare/Healthy Kids (FCHK), planners sought a
leaner, more flexible format that required fewer staff and less funding. Par-
ent centers in the collaborative were staffed part-time by parents and
backed up by a full-time coordinator and assistant, who staffed a network
of service providers. Over time, a comprehensive array of interventions
were in place, including curriculum reform, after-school programs, and
family-support services.

Beginning in 1996, LAUF started working with the leaders of these
school-based programs to expand the economic aspects of their work.
Because an FCHK evaluation had revealed that one of the primary prede-
terminants to student success—family economic opportunity—still was
missing in the initiative, the primary purpose of the LAUF partnership was
to expand the economic aspects of FCHK’s work. LAUF contracted a team
of facilitators, economists, researchers, and organizational specialists to
develop a variety of capacity-building projects:

« A series of focus groups among principals, teachers, and parents in each
school to ascertain interest in undertaking a community economic-
development strategy

+ A nine-week training series to familiarize parents with the full range of
community economic-development strategies and facilitate a process dur-
ing which parents selected workforce development as their focus

+ A mapping process pinpointing through school records the precise resi-
dential locations of all families and identifying geographic clusters for
door-to-door outreach

+ A massive resident-driven survey process with sixty residents reaching
out to 1,500 households in order to obtain information about the local
labor pool and the barriers to their employment
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« A survey of business leaders identifying types and numbers of available
jobs, reasons why Pacoima residents were not being hired, and a recom-
mendation that the Valley Economic Development Center be directly in-
volved in the workforce initiative

Through this capacity-building process, the LAUF partnership decided to
construct a workforce-development initiative that would build on the plat-
form of the FCHK collaborative, treating parent centers not only as “one-
stops” for integrated human services, but also as “intake valves” linking
residents with jobs. The partnership chose the Valley Economic Develop-
ment Center (VEDC) as the natural institutional base for their initiative.
After twenty years of providing assistance to businesses in the San Fer-
nando Valley, VEDC had relationships with employers, many of whom
needed assistance with workforce issues, and VEDC already had extended
itself to Pacoima, operating a satellite business-assistance center there.

In terms of staffing, the partnership designed its workforce initiative to
mirror FCHK. Just as parents had been trained as case managers in the
parent centers, the workforce initiative enlisted parents as “career coaches”
responsible for initial intake and screening of job candidates, and LAUF
hired the director of Pacoima’s public-housing community center to direct
the program. Because resident research had identified numerous barriers
to employment, LAUF sponsored a service-provider network of colleges,
training centers, trade unions, and childcare providers to help participants
overcome barriers. And to ensure a match between individuals’ skills and
employers’ needs, the initiative formed industry networks, grouping similar
businesses into teams to develop common training curricula, apprentice-
ships, and internal working relationships. The first of these networks—a
group of hospitals, medical centers, and clinics—created a model career
ladder to help parents interested in the burgeoning health-care field learn
how to prepare for entry-level jobs.

The LAUF Pacoima Initiative is evaluated using the following strategies:

« Annual community-engagement surveys that maintain resident involve-
ment and generate continuous data to be fed back into the planning
process

« Trainings that help all participating agencies by identifying client out-
comes, articulating models for how their work feeds into the larger initia-
tive, and setting up common tracking systems
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+ Annual assessments of the FamilyCare/Healthy Kids collaborative and
Pacoima Workforce Development Initiative

+ An overall evaluation that checks in with 500 families to assess the cumu-
lative effect of these multiple interventions on student achievement in terms
of grades, conduct, homework completed, and standardized-test scores

Ms. Foundation for Women: Collaborative Fund for Women’s Economic
Development

The Ms. Foundation supports the efforts of women and girls to govern
their own lives and influence the world around them. As we saw in the Ms.
Foundation’s case study in chapter 3, through its leadership, expertise, and
financial support, the foundation champions an equitable society by ef-
fecting change in public consciousness, law, philanthropy, and social pol-
icy. Guided by their vision of a just and safe world where power and
possibility are not limited by gender, race, class, or sexual orientation, the
foundation believes that equity and inclusion are the cornerstones of a true
democracy in which the worth and dignity of every person is valued.’

The hallmark of the Ms. Foundation always has been its ability to name
the barriers confronting women and respond with crucial grants, techni-
cal assistance, and strategic partnerships to leverage resources. It was
among the first supporters of organizations that addressed such issues as
domestic violence, woman-friendly legislation, and the interrelationship
of race, class, and gender. The Ms. Foundation also allied itself with di-
verse women’s organizations, forming bonds to strengthen the national
feminist movement and facilitating the mutual exchange of information
and resources between organizers and funders on national and local lev-
els. Today, the Ms. Foundation for Women remains the only national multi-
issue, multicultural public women’s fund and is a nationally recognized
leader on women’s and girls’ issues. Through its groundbreaking Collabo-
rative Funds and Funding Circles, it continues to bring local activists and
funders together, and its programs have expanded to address issues such
as girls’ leadership, welfare reform, and childcare.

Since its inception, the Ms. Foundation has been a pioneer, investing in
what others considered either a risky proposition or an unnecessary in-
vestment: women and girls. As the foundation moves into the twenty-first
century, with the knowledge and experience of almost thirty years of ad-
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vocating equality for women and girls, the Ms. Foundation for Women
continues to share its vision of who women and girls are—and who they
can become. In 1991, the foundation launched the Collaborative Fund for
Women’s Economic Development, a unique and innovative funding mech-
anism that brings together private foundations, corporations, and indi-
viduals to support organizations that assist low-income women to start
and expand microenterprises and cooperative businesses in America’s un-
derserved areas. The Ms. Foundation took this collaborative approach be-
cause it wanted to increase the number of funders committed to women’s
economic development and willing to collaborate to achieve a common
goal. Donors pool resources and make all decisions collectively to create
collaborative funds that are designed to leverage new resources, build
knowledge about effective grant making, build grantee capacity, and ad-
vance learning in a field.

In the first ten years of the collaborative’s existence, the Ms. Foundation
for Women mobilized $5.6 million dollars to invest in community-based
organizations in rural and urban areas nationwide that are helping low-
income women gain economic self-sufficiency. As grant makers new to the
field join with those more experienced, each donor’s resources are lever-
aged to attain greater scale and impact. Donor members engage in all as-
pects of grant making, from developing guidelines to making site visits to
guiding the fund’s learning component. The third round of the Collabora-
tive Fund for Women’s Economic Development, in 1999, pooled approxi-
mately $5 million from twenty-four donor partners for grants, technical
assistance, and “best practice” research. The objectives were:

« To increase funding for economic development projects benefiting low-
income women

+ To educate funders about women’s economic development through a
peer-learning model

« To support effective program strategies and promote continued innova-
tion and experimentation

+ To advance learning about how to create ladders for women and their
families to move out of poverty and attain long-term economic security

Donor partners—including large and small foundations and individual
donors such as the Brico Fund, the Annie E. Casey Foundation, the Ford
Foundation, the Appalachian Regional Commission, the Jacobs Family



226 Chapter 7

Foundation, and Lindsay Shea—had to contribute a minimum of
$150,000 over three years, and the requirement for individuals was a
minimum of $75,000. Grantees were chosen from around the country and
included Acre Family Day Care in Lowell, Massachusetts; Appalachian by
Design in Lewisburg, West Virginia; Good Faith Fund in Pine Bluff, Arkan-
sas; and Native Americans for Community Action in Flagstaff, Arizona.

National Women’s Law Center: New York City Board of Education
Vocational Education Project

The National Women’s Law Center was established in 1972 with the mis-
sion of protecting and advancing the progress of women and girls at work,
in school, and in most other aspects of their lives. Because of its primary
focus on family economic security, the center also works on a broad array
of issues like health, employment, and education, especially as they impact
low-income women who often face special economic disadvantages when
they are the sole or primary support for their families or bear a dispro-
portionate share of unpaid family-caretaking responsibilities.®

Founded the same year Congress enacted Title IX—the 1972 federal
law prohibiting sex discrimination in education—the center has been a
leader in ensuring that women and girls have equal educational opportu-
nities, opportunities which are especially important for helping low-
income women and girls achieve more economic security. The center has,
for example, spoken out against biased testing that restricts opportunities
for female students, policies and practices that block women’s access to
nontraditional courses such as math and science, and pervasive sex-
segregation in vocational schools. The center uses a variety of tools and
projects to do its work—public-policy research, monitoring, and analysis;
litigation, advocacy, and coalition-building; and public education—all
with the aim of improving families’ economic security by informing and
educating public-policy makers, advocates, and the general public.

The center combines its tools for maximum impact: beginning in 2000,
the center had highlighted the need for research and analysis into the bar-
riers that contribute to sex segregation in specific and identifiable career
and vocational-education programs. The center focused on New York
City because of its large system of career and technical schools separate
from its general-studies high school system, making career education—
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focused research more feasible. On August 16, 2001, the center fired a shot
across the bow of the NYC’s Board of Education’s Brooklyn office with a
letter to then-chancellor Harold O. Levy documenting the “dual system”
of vocational high schools for male and female students and the inferior
educational opportunities for female students that result: all of which vi-
olated Title IX. The center’s research showed that of the eighteen voca-
tional-technical high schools in New York City, thirteen were highly
sex-segregated, with their programs incorporating “outmoded and imper-
missible stereotypes on the basis of sex.” Most girls were enrolled in
schools and programs leading to “traditionally female” occupations like
cosmetology, and most boys were enrolled in training for high-tech and
higher-paying jobs.”

As a result of their letter, the center developed its Vocational Education
Project, in partnership with the New York City Board of Education and
funders like the AT&T Foundation; American Express Foundation; IBM;
the Three Guineas Fund; law firms Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher & Flom
and Shearman & Sterling; and the National Association of Public Interest
Law fellowship program. In its proposals to funders, the center empha-
sized New York City’s large population of low-income women for whom
career education is an important route to stable work at living wages. The
center already had contacts in New York that it could tap for developing
the project, and New York was a model for the rest of the country in terms
of policy and media attention to a problem. Because funders like AT&T,
American Express, and IBM each had a major presence in New York, the
program also was described as a way each of these companies could give
back to their community. And finally, because each of these companies re-
lies upon a workforce of people with diverse, high-tech skills (but not nec-
essarily a college degree), the center was able to make the point that
encouraging young women to enter programs leading to jobs in comput-
ers, math, and technology served the companies’ business interests.

Remedies the center suggested for the Board of Education to come into
compliance included:

« Providing more Advanced Placement (AP) courses in math and science
at the predominantly female schools and offering specific AP courses that
would help students succeed in the occupational fields offered by that
school: for instance, AP biology and AP chemistry at the schools with
health-occupations programs



228 Chapter 7

« Providing high-tech and engineering programs at the predominantly fe-
male schools, focusing on skills preparation for high-wage occupations,
beyond clerical or administrative fields that typically pay less

« Ensuring that high schools and junior high schools encourage female en-
rollment in the predominantly male high schools, and revising recruitment
materials and methods and counseling tools to ensure that they do not per-
petuate gender stereotypes and that they emphasize female students’ op-
portunities in these schools

« Taking the steps outlined in the 1994 and 2000 reports of the Chancel-
lor’s Task Force on Sex Equity, including at the vocational schools with a
gender imbalance reinstating full-time sex-equity coordinators to focus on
recruiting and retaining students of the underrepresented sex

+ Undertaking a review and necessary corrective actions to ensure that fe-
male students are not subject to sex discrimination in the admissions pro-
cess, in the classroom (for instance, due to sexual harassment, pregnancy
discrimination, or tracking), or in other aspects of their education

The Vocational Education project is the flagship initiative of the center’s
Career Education Program, funded half from program-specific support
and the other half from the center’s own general-support grants and do-
nations. To fund this project, the center put together a multipronged ap-
proach, seeking targeted grants, particularly from corporate foundations
and law firm fellowship programs, but also identifying both large and
small foundations with a commitment to equal opportunity in education.
The center notes that this mix of funders has been essential to allow it to
do its work while reinforcing the importance of the work to the donors in-
volved. And not incidentally, this multipronged funding strategy also is a
model example of how an established, effective nonprofit is able to use its
own general-support grants and donations to move quickly on a project
central to its mission, taking advantage of both timeliness and media op-
portunities.

United Way of Massachusetts Bay: Today’s Girls . . . Tomorrow’s Leaders

The first time that Molly Mead presented the results of her research on
youth programs, described in chapter 5, was on a panel moderated by the
second-in-command at the local United Way. Pat Brandes, chief operating
officer, had overseen a number of efforts to ensure that United Way of Mass-
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achusetts Bay hired strong women leaders, and she was dismayed to learn
that her agency’s grant making might not equal her decisions about staff hir-
ing—especially considering that the United Way provides more funds to
youth programs than any other institutional source besides the govern-
ment.® One of the outcomes of this panel was a new United Way program
called the Gender Sensitivity Initiative. Its goal was to strengthen coed youth
programs by ensuring their gender sensitivity and bringing more dollars to
girl-serving agencies within the United Way affiliate memberships. Affiliates
were offered the opportunity to participate voluntarily in this program-
improvement project, and many of the largest agencies chose to participate.
Coed youth programs included the YMCA, Boys and Girls Clubs, Federated
Neighborhood Houses, and Catholic Charities. The girl-serving agencies
included two Girl Scout councils, a YWCA, and one of the area’s Girls In-
corporated programs. Mead met with each of the coed agencies to help
them assess how well they were serving girls and to help them identify goals
for program improvement. Mead also worked with the girl-serving agencies
to help them put together training or consulting programs they could de-
velop and then offer to other organizations to enhance their coed programs.
The purpose was to harness the effectiveness of the girl-serving agencies and
use that effectiveness to help build capacity throughout the sector.

The coed agencies often had stark, irrefutable evidence of ineffective-
ness—girls’ attendance was lower than boys’; girls would come to pro-
grams but not actively participate—and staff made changes that responded
directly to those concerns. One program that offered coed sports program-
ming clearly was failing. After Mead observed the program for a number of
sessions, she noted that there were no women coaches and men coaches
regularly spurred the boys to improve their play by yelling, “Juan, you play
just like a girl.” Women staff who wanted to coach did not have the requi-
site skills. Once these patterns became obvious, solutions were straightfor-
ward: provide coaching clinics for women staff and talk to the men about
their blatant, usually unconscious, sexism. Something happened in this
program, however, that extended beyond coaching clinics and conscious-
ness raising. The staff let go of their determination to offer every activity
on a coed basis at all times and began to ask whether and when to offer
some programs just to boys, some just to girls, and some coed. The staff, in
other words, became comfortable with applying gender analyses to their
programming. The program now has a boys-only drumming class taught by
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an accomplished woman drummer, a girls-only discussion group, and an
improved coed sports program. Girls and boys are attending more and rat-
ing the programs much more positively. And what was good for the girls in
the program was good for the boys as well.

In another United Way—sponsored program, staff were concerned that
when kids in each age bracket were given a choice of activities, the boys al-
ways chose the computer room and the girls the art room. For two weeks
the staff tried an experiment: only girls were allowed in the computer
room, and boys were limited to the art room. There was some complain-
ing by all parties for a brief time, but the bottom line was that the girls be-
came totally involved with the computers, and the boys had so much fun
in the art room that the staff had to force them out at the end of each day.
But after the girls decided they didn’t want to miss out on their time on the
computers and the boys came to realize how much fun they could have
with their art projects, there soon was much more mixing in each venue.
In each of these programs, the goal was positive youth development in all
dimensions—physical, social, emotional, and educational.

The girl-serving agencies took a number of approaches to their funded
projects. The Big Sister agency in Boston (one of the last remaining Big Sis-
ter programs in the country after most were swallowed by Big Brother
agencies) developed a national training model for how to work effectively
with “little sisters” and offered this training to Big Brother-Big Sister agen-
cies around the country that didn’t have the same expertise in mentoring
girls. One of the Girl Scout Councils developed coaching clinics for sports
programs in their area to train all coaches how to teach sports to girls. The
local Girls Inc. agency, using the impressive curriculum and resources de-
veloped by their national office in Indianapolis, put together a unit of their
program that they now offer in a nearby Boys and Girls Club that did not
have the in-house ability to develop programs for girls.

In summary, one funder, the United Way of Massachusetts Bay, was able
to recognize and respond to a problem by developing effective both/and
approaches in their grant making. Today’s Girls . . . Tomorrow’s Leaders
is helping coed youth programs improve their work with both girls and
boys, and they are supporting a set of girl-serving agencies to do what they
do best. The end result is that boys and girls in greater Boston have signif-
icantly improved choices in the youth programs they attend.
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Conclusion

Throughout this book we have offered a range of analyses, case studies,
and model initiatives to make the case that effective funders know how to
institutionalize deep diversity, an essential step in creating agile learning
organizations and democratizing philanthropy. To be effective, learning or-
ganizations name Norm, unmasking those often-invisible judgments and
so-called “neutral” standards that deaden creativity. And in the process of
naming Norm, effective learning organizations tease out subtle and not-
so-subtle ways that gender stereotypes permeate institutions and collabo-
rations to the disadvantage of women and girls and men and boys.
Effective funders have come to know in their bones that funding Norm
doesn’t effectively fund Norma—or anyone else, for that matter.

Whether as “bottom up” grant making and/or thoughtful “top down”
grant making, effective philanthropy includes stakeholder input and stresses
the importance of responsible, mutually respectful relationships between
funders and grantees. As the case studies and model initiatives in chapters
3 and 7 document, such democratized philanthropy makes an effort to in-
clude those working closest to the ground in foundation decision making
and priority setting.

The case studies and model initiatives in chapters 3 and 7 also demon-
strate other benchmarks: risk taking on the part of both funders and
grantees; funders making core-support grants and sticking with grantees
over time, leveraging support from other funders on behalf of grantees, and
building collaboratives with other funders that can publicize for public
benefit both grantees’ and foundations’ expertise. And, not least of all,
transparency—clear guidelines and accessibility coupled with internal and
external evaluations of the effectiveness and impact of foundations” own
grant making as well as evaluations of the quality and impact of grantees’
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work, all of which enable funders to improve both their own expertise and
their accountability.

As we document in the case studies in chapter 3, these benchmarks are
intrinsically tied to foundations’ ability to look beyond the obvious in both
their grant making and their own internal organizational cultures. Effec-
tive foundations have learned to name Norm, to recognize the difference
between the good norms that protect and help order our organizations and
the bad norms that get in the way of the health of our organizations.
Throughout this book we have seen examples of hidden assumptions, un-
spoken expectations, and unyielding attitudes that make Norm so dan-
gerous for deep diversity. Chapters 4 and 5 showed that universal funding
can be effective only when Norm is exposed. Neither universal nor tar-
geted funding for women and girls works well when Norm assumes the
face of neutrality, the appearance of being “universal”—genderless, ob-
jective, colorblind, classless—and dictates policies, procedures, and infor-
mal cultural interactions and assumed values that in fact are neither
neutral nor universal.

And despite international funders’ documented history of gender aware-
ness, chapter 6 made clear how international philanthropy also needs to do
a better job naming Norm. Success in linking population “control” to im-
proving women’s health, education, and the health of their families, for ex-
ample—essentially efficiency funding strategies—has improved the lives of
many women, but such strategies also have allowed funders to ignore es-
sential, systemic roots of discrimination. When hard times hit, those strate-
gies are too easily lost, or susceptible to calls for gender mainstreaming,
which, like universal funding, risks being ineffective when gender main-
streaming fails to recognize the insidious, invisible Norm.

We wrote this book to help both U.S. and international organizations
recognize Norm, the arbiter of “proper and acceptable behavior” that too
often becomes the unnamed, undiscussable elephant on the table, that in-
visible dead center of organizations and collaborations that pushes to the
periphery all the categories of group identities included in our definition
of deep diversity: gender, race, class, sexual orientation, gender identity,
age, disability, geography, nationality, religion, and other diversities—any-
one “not Norm.” The point here is that organizations and the people who
lead them—as well as those who work in sector-wide collaborations and
help manage the shape and direction of both national and international
philanthropy—all these leaders must spot and avoid comfort zones and
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“normal” organizational and collaborative imperatives that reproduce
“the way it’s been done” instead of reaching for effective governance,
staffing, and innovative partnerships.

The links between a comprehensive understanding of gender to help
name Norm and all our benchmarks for effective philanthropy are clear.
Understanding gender in the context of other diversities (race, class, dis-
abilities, and culture)—which also means recognizing the insidious, un-
conscious, and unacknowledged preference for “normal”—is essential for
building healthier institutions and doing more effective grantmaking.

Throughout this book, we have introduced you to funders who devel-
oped increasingly sophisticated understandings of gender and deep diver-
sity. A foundation’s commitment to deep diversity helps democratize its
board and staff, helps create a learning climate, and more effective phi-
lanthropy results. We saw examples of organizations succeeding when
they incorporated the best ideas and energies of all stakeholders into their
institutions. And we saw that without those understandings, “learning or-
ganizations” don’t learn.

Gender is the thread that, when pulled, unravels the Emperor’s old
clothes. Understanding gender is essential for creating agile, effective
learning organizations, for understanding difference, and for institution-
alizing deep diversity and Norm knowledge. And by definition, under-
standing gender is essential for practicing effective philanthropy.

The philanthropic practices that most benefit women and girls are the
same practices that strengthen philanthropy generally and help founda-
tions to do effective philanthropy. The awareness that women’s rights are
human rights, accepted practice in at least some international venues, is key
to improving philanthropic effectiveness. Understanding how gender, race,
ethnicity, disabilities, and culture are defining factors in poverty, labor-force
participation, wage disparities, access to capital, child care, aging, health,
and politics—as well as in the development of healthy organizations and
healthy collaborations that practice deep diversity—all of this knowledge
is essential for effective philanthropy.

We have included appendices in this book that offer basic demographics
and links to a broad range of information that readers can use to document
and expand much of this book’s analyses. We also include links to evalua-
tion toolkits that readers can use to test knowledge and applications of deep
diversity, including gender knowledge. And not least of all, we include in



234 Chapter 8

the appendices talking points readers can use for explaining to colleagues
and friends why they need to read this book.

Both the philanthropic and nonprofit communities are filled with vibrant,
creative people working long hours to do important, often unheralded
work. A major goal of this book has been to highlight some of that good
work and provide thoughtful analyses and resources that will enable us all
to do our work better. We intend the ideas presented in this book to be part
of an ongoing conversation. Our interpretations—even though informed
by a wide range of research and diverse perspectives and experiences—are
far from the last word on any of these concerns. These analyses and re-
sources are offered as food for thought—and some new language—for
what has been a divisive, often contentious subject. Our expectation is
that others will join this conversation and help point the way to still more
opportunities for effective philanthropy.
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The World’s Women 2005: At a Glance

A Demographic and Statistical Overview

Over the past decade, United Nations agencies have tracked women’s prog-
ress in critical areas identified by the 1995 United Nations Fourth World
Conference on Women in Beijing. In 2000, the National Council for Re-
search on Women produced a report that, through statistics, mirrored
these areas and provided a snapshot of the current status of women in the
world. In 2005, the Council released a report that presents another snap-
shot, five years later. The World’s Women 2005: At a Glance offers an over-
view of the status of today’s women and girls worldwide. We extend a
special thanks to the National Council for Research on Women for per-
mission to reprint selected portions of The World’s Women 2005.

Introduction

The National Council for Research on Women (NCRW), a consortium of
100 research, policy, and educational institutions, is pleased to present this
abbreviated version of its report The World’s Women 2005—a data-driven
portrait of women and girls. The report tracks progress made by activists,
scholars, policy makers, and women and girls themselves and identifies the
enormous challenges still facing them today.

The development and production of the report was made possible with
the generous support of UBS AG. It was overseen by NCRW Senior Scholar
Kristen Timothy and Deputy Director Elizabeth Horton, with research by
Gwendolyn Beetham, Tamara Reichberg, and interns Eva Colen, Justina
Demetriades, and Julia Rosen. The full report is available at www.ncrw.org.
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Where are Women and Girls Today?
Since the Beijing Platform for Action was adopted ten years ago, more
than half of all countries have adopted legislation on women’s rights, rati-
fied U.N. conventions, or established national commissions for women.'
Worldwide, women are running for political office in record numbers; they
have the right to vote in most countries where free elections are held; more
and more girls and young women throughout the world are enrolled in
schools; in most parts of the world, they have the right to own land and
property; and worldwide, women are playing a visibly larger role in the
public economy. Increasingly, policy makers and funders recognize that fo-
cusing on women and girls is “the best way to reduce birth rates and child
mortality; improve health, nutrition, and education; stem the spread of
HIV/AIDS; build robust and self-sustaining community organizations;
and encourage grassroots democracy.”?

These changes have not come about spontaneously but rather as a result
of effective advocacy and action by the international community and or-
ganizations of civil society, especially those focused on women.

Where Must We Continue to Fight for Women’s Rights?

This snapshot also indicates that there is still work to be done. While dif-
ferences between men and women in political participation, educational
attainment, and access to health care have narrowed, the record remains
uneven. Gender gaps continue, and in some parts of the world, including
sub-Saharan Africa, the Middle East, and South Asia, they have widened.
Even in the United States, progress in addressing some issues of impor-
tance to women has stalled and even regressed—the U.S. gender wage gap
has remained relatively stagnant for the past twenty years, with women
earning roughly 76 cents to the male dollar. And although globalization in
some ways has empowered the international women’s movement, it also
has exacerbated poverty and restricted access to resources in many quar-
ters, in effect constraining the possibilities open to women and girls. Most
devastating, the epidemic of violence that continues to plague the world
means that for many women and girls, basic physical security is beyond
reach.’
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A Call to Action

We at the National Council for Research on Women believe that the data
and statistics offered in this selected edition of The World’s Women 2005
help make the case for actively supporting women’s rights and empower-
ment. As researchers, we know that clear, accurate data and comparative
analyses are crucial to that work, to identifying problems, assessing prog-
ress, and achieving equality. As we work together to build a safer and more
just world for women and girls, we ask policy makers, funders, and con-
cerned citizens everywhere to support these efforts—efforts which we be-
lieve will help strengthen our nations, fortify our global community, and
improve all of our lives.

Women, Education, and Literacy

The United Nations recognizes that investment in education for women
and girls results in better nutrition for the whole family, better health care,
declining birth rates, poverty reduction, and better overall economic per-
formance.* According to a survey of 63 countries in 2000, gains in
women’s education made the single largest contribution to declines in mal-
nutrition in 1970-1995, accounting for 43 percent of the total.’

Women and Literacy
Worldwide 18.3 percent of the adult population, 800 million people, is il-
literate. Almost two-thirds of them (64 percent) are women.

Literacy rates for girls worldwide have improved over the past three
decades, from 55 percent in 1970 to 74 percent in 2000.”

The United Nations estimates that 1 in 7 women in Afghanistan can read.®
In response to fathers banning their daughters from government schools,
the Revolutionary Association of Women of Afghanistan (RAWA) runs
more than fifty secret schools in Kabul that hold literacy classes for hun-
dreds of women and girls.’

The World Education Forum held in Dakar, Senegal, in April 2000
adopted six major goals for education including “achieving a 50 percent
improvement in levels of adult literacy by 20135, especially for women .’
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Source: United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization. 20035.
Education for All: The Quality Imperative. Global Monitoring Report 20035, table
3.7 [online]. Paris. [Cited 29 April 2005]. Available: http://portal.unesco.org/
education/en/file_download.php/bd3c26824{34f701f7f53b75391c116atable3.7
.pdf.
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Adult llliterates

Total (Thousands) % Female
World 799,147 64
Developing Countries 788,999 64
Developed Countries 9,151 62
Sub-Saharan Africa 137,000 61
Arab States 69,298 64
Central Asia 333 70
East Asia and the Pacific 134,978 71
South and Western Asia 402,744 64
Latin America and the Caribbean 39,383 55
North America and Western Europe 6,946 61
Central and Eastern Europe 8,464 77

Figure A.2.

Source: United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization. 20035.
Education for All: The Quality Imperative. Global Monitoring Report 2005, table
3.7 [online]. Paris. [Cited 29 April 2005]. Available: http://portal.unesco.org/
education/en/file_download.php/bd3c26824{34f701f7f53b75391c116atable3.7
.pd.

School Enrollment

Worldwide the number of girls in primary and secondary schooling is
larger than ever before, and more of them are staying in school longer. But
compared to boys, fewer girls are enrolled in schools, and girls are fre-
quently removed from school at an earlier age than boys."

In 2000, girls were still 57 percent of school-aged children worldwide who
were not in school.!?

The highest levels of enrollment of school-aged girls outside the developed
regions are in Latin America and Southern Africa where more than 90 per-
cent of school-aged girls are enrolled.”® In Arab countries, enrollments in
primary school were 75.6 percent of girls and 91.7 percent of boys in
1995. For secondary school, 58.4 percent of boys and 48.8 percent of girls
were enrolled.™

In the United States, women have made gains in high school education. In
2003, for the second year in a row, women achieved a higher rate of high
school completion (85 percent) than men (84 percent). The 2002 difference
between the sexes was the first statistically significant one since 1989."
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The United Nations Millennium Development goals include:

> Ensuring that all boys and girls complete a full course of primary schooling.

> Eliminating gender disparity in primary and secondary education
preferably by 2005, and at all levels by 2015.

Figure A.3.
Source: United Nations. “UN Millennium Development Goals” [online]. [Cited
29 April 2005]. Available: http://www.un.org/millenniumgoals/.

In the United States, black women have made large strides in educational
attainment over the last twenty-five years. In 1975, 32 percent of black
women aged 25 to 34 had completed fewer than four years of high school.
By 2000, that percentage had dropped to 13 percent.'®

College/University Education

Worldwide, an increasing number of women are continuing on to higher
education. In the late 1990s, 17 percent of women were enrolled in higher
education, compared to 7 percent in 1970. In most countries, however,
higher education remains for the elite for both female and male.!”

In Arab countries, the overall enrollment rate in higher education in 1995
was 12.5 percent, up from 9.2 percent in 1980. In 19935, the enrollment
rate was 10.5 percent for females and 14.5 percent for males.'®

In sub-Saharan Africa, only 2 out of every 1000 women and 4 out of 1000
men have access to higher education.

In many industrialized countries, women now represent a slight majority
of all university students. For example, in the United States, 25-29-year—
old women outnumber men of the same age in their completion of four
years or more of college, as evidenced by the following data:

White women: 35% White men: 32%
Black women: 17% Black men: 13%
Hispanic women: 10% Hispanic men: 8 %%°
Educators

In most regions worldwide, women make up the large majority of primary
teachers. At increasingly higher educational levels, however, the percentage
of male teachers increases. At the secondary level, for example, women
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teachers still outnumber men in Latin America (54 percent) and the
Caribbean (63 percent), Central and Western Asia (67 percent, 52 percent),
and in most of the developed countries, but in higher education, these per-
centages fall below 50 percent compared to men. For example, women
make up only 14 percent of higher education teachers in sub-Sahara Africa
(excluding Southern Africa) and 23 percent in Southern Asia.”!

In the United States, women make up more than half of instructors and
lecturers in higher education and nearly half of assistant professors, but
only one-third of associate professors and one-fifth of full professors.?

Women’s Health and Health Security

Everyone has the right to a standard of living adequate for the health and well-
being of himself and of his family, including food, clothing, housing and medical
care and necessary social services. . . . Motherhood and childhood are entitled to
special care and assistance.

—Universal Declaration of Human Rights, Article 25%

In the United States, there were 1.4 million more people without health in-
surance in 2003 than in 2002. Of those newly uninsured 927,000, or 66.2
percent, were women and girls.>* Women of color in the United States were
estimated to be 28 percent of all women in 1999, but they were 45 percent
of the estimated 20 million uninsured women.?

Life Expectancy

While women on the whole live longer than men, life expectancy for
women in 50 countries is still under 60 years and in 23 countries under 50
years. However, in 2000, life expectancy for women was 80 years in 22
countries, compared to only 14 countries in 1995.%¢

The overall life expectancy in sub-Saharan Africa dropped dramatically in
the 1990s, mostly because of the AIDS epidemic. Life expectancy dropped
for female babies from 51.1 years to 46.3 years. For male babies, the level
dropped from 47.3 years to 44.8 years.?



10 Countries with Highest Female
Life Expectancy, 2000-2005 (in years)

9 Countries with Lowest Female
Life Expectancy, 2000-2005 (in years)

Japan 85 Rwanda 40
Spain 83 Mozambique 40
Sweden 83 Botswana 40
France 83 Malawi 38
Belgium 82 Lesotho 38
Finland 82 Swaziland 35
Iceland 82 Sierra Leone 35
Norway 82 Zimbabwe 33
Switzerland 82 Zambia 32
Australia 82

Figure A.4.

Source: Compiled from the United Nations Statistics Division. 2005. “Life Ex-
pectancy,” table 3a. [online]. [Cited 27 April 2005]. Available: http://unstats.un
.org/unsd/demographic/products/indwm/ww2005/tab3a.htm.
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of Color Health Data Book, p. 55 [online]. [Cited 27 April 2005]. Available: http://
www#4.od.nih.gov/orwh/wocEnglish2002.pdf.
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Reproductive Health

Since the 1994 International Conference on Population and Development,
131 countries have changed national policies, laws, or institutions to rec-
ognize reproductive rights. 2

Sexual and reproductive ill health accounts for one-third of the global bur-
den of disease among women of reproductive age, and one-fifth of the
burden of disease among the population overall.”’

Contraceptive Use

Over 200 million women worldwide have an unmet need for effective con-
traception. An estimated $3.9 billion would meet these needs and could
prevent some 52 million pregnancies each year (half of which would be de-
layed to a later time, according to stated desires). This prevention or delay
would also prevent:

+ 23 million unplanned births (a 72 percent reduction)

+ 22 million induced abortions (a 64 percent reduction)

+ 1.4 million infant deaths

+ 142,000 pregnancy-related deaths

+ 505,000 children losing their mothers due to pregnancy-related deaths.*
In sub-Saharan Africa, 46 percent of women at risk of unintended preg-
nancy are using no contraceptive method?! as opposed to 11 percent of
women in the United States.*

Abortion
An estimated one-third of all pregnancies worldwide are unwanted, but safe
abortion services are not universally permitted or accessible to women.?

An estimated 46 million women worldwide have induced abortions each
year.** Of the 19 million unsafe abortions that occur annually, 99 percent
of them in developing regions, nearly 70,000 women die from complica-
tions—one every eight minutes.*

On his first day in office, President George W. Bush reinstated the Reagan-
era “global gag rule,” which “prohibits foreign nongovernmental groups
that receive U.S. family planning funds from any involvement in abortion-
related counseling, services, or advocacy, even if they use their own money,
and even in countries where abortion is legal 3¢
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Women Having Abortions Each Year
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Figure A.6.

Source: The Alan Guttmacher Institute. 1998. Sharing Responsibility: Women, So-
ciety, and Abortion Worldwide, p. 25 [online]. [Cited 27 April 2005]. Available:
http://www.agi-usa.org/pubs/sharing.pdf.

In the United States,

- State legislatures have enacted more than 400 antiabortion measures
since 1995.%7

+ In 2003, President Bush signed policy into a federal law that restricts
medical abortion. This law has been ruled unconstitutional by three fed-
eral court judges on grounds that it lacks a clause that allows exemption
in the case of danger to women’s health.*

+ Nine out of ten U.S. counties, primarily in rural areas, now lack abor-
tion services because of violence, harassment, and a lack of training op-
portunities for providers.*

Maternal Mortality

One woman dies every 60 seconds—15,000 women every day—from
pregnancy or childbirth-related causes. According to estimates by WHO,
UNICEE, and UNFPA, that is at least 529,000 deaths per year—or the
equivalent of five 747 jumbo jets crashing and killing all passengers and
crew every day.*

One million children worldwide die each year because their mother has
died. When a mother dies in childbirth, her children under the age of 5 are
twice as likely to die."!

Providing basic maternal and newborn health services to developing coun-
tries would cost an average of $3 per capita per year. However, once com-
plications develop, saving the life of a mother or infant costs about $230.%
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Source: Seager, Joni. 2003. The Penguin Atlas of Women in the World, p. 38. Lon-
don: Penguin Books.

Maternal Mortality Estimates by Region, 2000

Region Number of Lifetime Risk of
Maternal Deaths Maternal Death

World Total 529,000 1in74

Developed Regions 2,500 1in 2,800

Developing Regions 527,000 1in 61

Africa 251,000 1in 20

Oceania 530 1in 83

Asia 253,000 1in 94

Latin America & the Caribbean 22,000 1in 160
Sub-Saharan Africa 1in6

-

Northern Africa in 210

Figure A.8.

Source: United Nations Population Fund. 2004. State of the World Population
2004, chapter 7: Maternal Health, p. 52 [online]. [Cited 25 April 2005]. Available:
http://www.unfpa.org/swp/2004/pdf/en_swp04.pdf. Data compiled by WHO,
UNICEE and UNFPA. 2003. “Maternal Mortality in 2000.” Estimates developed
by WHO, UNICEF, and UNFPA. Geneva, World Health Organization.
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Maternal Mortality by Age
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Source: International Center for Research on Women. 2003. Too Young to Wed:
The Health, Rights, and Lives of Young Married Girls, p. 8 [online]. [Cited 27 April
2005]. Available: http://www.icrw.org/docs/tooyoungtowed_1003.pdf.

Girls between 15 and 20 years of age are twice as likely to die from preg-
nancy or childbirth as are women in their 20s, while girls under 15 face
five times greater risk.*

According to the United Nations Population Fund, obstetric fistula,
caused by prolonged and obstructed labor, is one of the most neglected is-
sues in international reproductive health. Worldwide, more than 2 million
girls and women suffer from fistula, especially in sub-Saharan Africa,
South Asia, and some Arab states. An estimated 50,000-100,000 new
cases are reported annually. Surgical repair for fistula has success rates as
high as 90 percent for uncomplicated cases.*

In the United States, homicide is the top cause of death among pregnant
women.*

Female Genital Mutilation

According to the World Health Organization, at least 135 million girls
and women now alive are thought to have undergone female genital muti-
lation (FGM) in more than two dozen African countries, as well as parts
of Asia, the Middle East, and some immigrant communities in the West.
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Approximately two million girls a year are at risk of mutilation—about
6,000 per day.*

An estimated 15 percent of those who undergo genital mutilation suffer
the most dangerous and extreme version, infibulation.*”

In Kenya, an “Alternative Rights of Passage” ceremony, which celebrates
female puberty without mutilation, already has saved 1,300 girls since
2000 from the procedure.* Meanwhile, in Mali, more than 14,000 people
have signed a pledge to combat mutilation.*

In the United States:

+ According to the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, an esti-
mated 168,000 immigrant women and girls in the United States have un-
dergone genital mutilation or are still at risk for the procedure.*

+ Following suit of other Western countries, the United States outlawed
genital mutilation in 1996 to prevent immigrants from importing the prac-
tice. Makeshift at-home and hospitalized medical procedures, however,
still occur.’!

The Feminization of HIV/AIDS

At its heart, this is a crisis of gender inequality, with women less able than men to
exercise control over their bodies and lives. Nearly universally, cultural expecta-
tions have encouraged men to have multiple partners, while women are expected
to abstain or be faithful. There is also a culture of silence around sexual and re-
productive health. Simply by fulfilling their expected gender roles, men and women
are likely to increase their risk of HIV infection.

—UNAIDS/United Nations Population Fund/United Nations Development Fund
for Women.*?

Today, women account for nearly half of the 40 million people living with
HIV worldwide, up to 48 percent from 35 percent in 1985. In some re-
gions, adolescent girls are five to six times more likely to contract the virus
than boys the same age.*

Although many countries use early marriage as a poverty reduction strategy,
recent studies indicate that young married women are at a higher risk of HIV
infection than their unmarried counterparts. In Kenya, 33 percent of mar-
ried girls were HIV-positive compared to 22 percent of sexually active un-
married girls the same age. In Zambia, 27 percent of married girls were
HIV-positive compared to 16 percent of unmarried girls.** Worldwide, 82
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million girls will marry before their 18th birthday and will be more likely to
become infected than their peers who are not married.*

In 2004, the U.S. State Department released the President’s Emergency
Plan for AIDS Relief: U.S. Five-Year Global HIV/AIDS Strategy, reflect-
ing President Bush’s 2003 pledge of $15 million over five years for AIDS
relief to 14 countries (later increased to 15) worldwide. The strategy
mandates that 33 percent of all prevention funds be spent on abstinence-
only prevention.*

The ABC prevention method—Abstain, Be faithful, and use Condoms—
has been successful in reducing the spread of HIV/AIDS in some countries,
most notably in Uganda. ABC is not an “abstinence only” policy, but a com-
prehensive approach. Bush Administration Advisor Edward Green notes
that Uganda “pioneered approaches toward reducing stigma, bringing
discussion of sexual behavior out into the open, involving HIV-infected
people in public education, persuading individuals and couples to be
tested and counseled, improving the status of women, involving religious

»57

organizations, enlisting traditional healers, and much more.

Globally, women and girls provide up to 90 percent of HIV/AIDS care in
the home, which can increase the workload of a female caretaker by one
third. This increase in social burden combined with the AIDS death toll on
working-age women has cut the female labor force in sub-Saharan Africa.
In 1995, 50 percent of women were unable to work compared to men, but
in 2015, that number will increase to 80 percent.*®

In sub-Saharan Africa:

« 77 percent of all HIV-positive women worldwide live in sub-Saharan
Africa, the worst affected region.”

+ More than 22 million adults are living with HIV and 11,000 additional
people are infected daily—one every 8 seconds.®

« Of all HIV-positive adults, 57 percent are women, and 75 percent of
young people living with HIV are women and girls.*!

In the United States:

+ Of new HIV cases between 1999 and 2002, 64 percent occurred among
women, the majority of whom were ages 13-19.52 From 1999 through
2003, the annual diagnoses of women with AIDS increased 15 percent,
while the diagnoses among men increased 1 percent.®

« The rate of AIDS diagnosis for African American women is about 25
times that for white women and 4 times that for Hispanic women.%
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Source: International Labor Organization. 2004. “Women, Girls, HIV/AIDS and
the World of Work” [online]. [Cited 27 April 2005]. Available: http://www.ilo.org/

public/english/protection/trav/aids/publ/women-iloaids-brief.pdf.

Diagnoses of AIDS in US women, by race/ethnicity, 2003
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Source: Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. 2003. “HIV/AIDS among
Women” [online]. [Cited 27 April 2005]. Available: http://www.cdc/gov/hiv/pubs/

facts/women.htm.
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+ African American and Hispanic women together account for 83 percent
of AIDS diagnoses reported in 2003, yet constitute only 25 percent of all
U.S. women.®

+ AIDS is among the top three causes of death among black and Hispanic
women aged 15-34.5¢

Sickness from Unsafe Water and Sanitation

In developing countries, the task of collecting water generally falls to
women; it is increasingly more difficult for women in the developing world
to secure water as fresh, clean, water sources become scarce due to priva-
tization, conflict, and natural resources depletion.®”

The World Health Organization estimates that 80 percent of all illnesses
are transmitted by contaminated water. Women must take care of those
sick from water-related diseases, including malaria, onchocerciasis, shis-
tosomiasis and diarrhea, and replace with their own labor the labor of
those who have fallen ill.*

It has been estimated that every day, women in South Africa collectively
walk the distance to the moon and back sixteen times for fresh water.®
Over 40 billion work hours are lost in Africa to the need to fetch drinking

water.”’

In Africa and Asia, women carry roughly 20 kg of water at a time, the same
amount as the baggage allowance on most airlines. Constantly carrying
such heavy weights on the head, back, or hip can result in backache and
joint pains, and in extreme cases, curved spines and pelvic deformities, cre-
ating complications during childbirth. Long, isolated trips to collect water
also expose women to a greater risk of sexual and physical assault since
there is an increased incidence of violence against women in these remote
locations.”

Toilets are unavailable for many poor women who work in urban centers.
About 1 in 10 school-age African girls do not attend school during men-
struation or drop out at puberty due to the absence of clean and private
sanitation facilities in school.”

Breast Cancer

Breast cancer is the most common cancer affecting women. Over 1 million
new cases are diagnosed each year worldwide. Breast cancer rates have in-
creased 26 percent since 1980.7
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Global Incidence and Mortality Rates for Breast Cancer, 2002 (per 100,000)
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Figure A.12.

Source: American Cancer Society. 2002. Global Cancer Statistics, 2002, Figure 6
[online]. [Cited 27 April 2005]. Available: http://caonline.amcancersoc.org/cgi/
content/full/55/2/74.

Breast cancer is at its highest in developed countries; Europe and North
America account for approximately half of the world’s breast cancer cases
while the lowest rates of breast cancer are found in Asia.”

Tobacco Use and Related Illness

Globally, 12 percent of women, or approximately 236 million women,
smoke.”

Worldwide, overall prevalence of tobacco use is four times higher among
men than women (48 percent versus 12 percent).” In 2000, smoking killed
almost five million people and three times as many men as women.”
However, the World Health Organization estimates that the number of
women worldwide who smoke will grow in the next generation to more
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Female Incidence and Mortality Rates for Breast Cancer by Race,
US, 1997-2001
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Source: American Cancer Society. 2005. “Surveillance Research” [online]. [Cited
27 April 2005]. Available: http://www.cancer.org/downloads/stt/Incidence_and
_Mortality_Rates_by_Site,_Race,_and_Ethnicity,_US,_1997-2001.pdf.

than 500 million, or almost triple current rates. More than 200 million of
these women will die prematurely from tobacco-related diseases.”

In 2025, developing countries are expected to show the greatest growth in
smoking rates among women, from approximately 7 percent now to 20
percent. In contrast, smoking among women is expected to decrease in
developed countries from 24 percent today to 20 percent in 2025.7

Recent studies show that cigarette smoking is more harmful to women
than to men, cutting 11 years off a female’s life but just 3 years for men.*
Women develop lung cancer with lower levels of smoking compared to
men, and are more at risk of contracting small cell lung cancer (the more
aggressive type).5!

In the United States, lung cancer has overtaken breast cancer as the prin-
cipal cause of female cancer mortality. In 2005, the American Cancer So-
ciety estimates that 73,020 women will die of lung cancer®? and 40,410
women will die of breast cancer.®

« Following an increase in smoking, the death rate from lung cancer in US
women rose 600 percent from 1930 to 1997.%

+ 1in every 4 American women smokes.®
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Global Lung Cancer Incidence Rates by Sex, 2002

70
60 — —=
S04 111 O Males
B Females
o [ —
S MO 11—
d —
=4
E i
o 304 (A (N N N A AN I
Rl Bl e e I e I
10— lH = .
O__
RS @ L .» NI SR ST S S S S @ R .2
&OQ Q}\Q &OQ \}‘OQ \),\OQ CQ\Q fz}®°3Q’b ?‘%\ (\Qfo\ 0@® ?ﬁb\ Q}\o ?,§® Q}\o vg\\c’ \?fo\ Qfo\ ?%QO ?ié\c’ ?sg\\o
6‘% \Q?SQ «‘\% NS & éf(z"\\\d*@ é@}(\\\vi\efo ,z}v(i\efo Q,(‘\‘&@Q}’béb\o @‘Q ,@‘Q
@ & & @ .
$ & K &L N O © Q‘éz’ S S & F $®‘°
< S TP N < F oL E T $
& < <
=
Figure A.14.

Source: American Cancer Society. 2002. Global Cancer Statistics, 2002, figure 5
[online]. [Cited 27 April 2005]. Available: http://caonline.amcancersoc.org/cgi/
content/full/55/2/74.

Women’s Citizenship and Leadership

Voting Rights

In all but four countries (Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, the United Arab Emirates,
and Brunei), women have the formal right to vote.*

+ In February 2005, Saudi Arabia held its first election in more than forty
years. Women were denied the right to vote although election law does not
explicitly ban women. Saudi officials said that the ban on women voters
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was because of “logistical problems” in a country in which the sexes are
strictly segregated, but that in future elections, provisions would be made
for women to vote.*

« In April 2005, the Kuwaiti parliament took a first step toward giving
women the vote and allowing them to run in municipal elections. A sec-
ond vote by the parliament is required before the law will go into effect.
The Kuwaiti cabinet already had approved the bill, but it has been delayed
in parliament by the strong Islamist bloc, which has twice defeated simi-
lar measures in recent years.®

+ In the United Arab Emirates and Brunei, neither men nor women have
the right to vote.*

In Afghanistan, of the nearly 10 million voters registered in the October
2004 election, 41 percent were women.”°

In the United States’s 2004 Presidential election, according to a CNN exit
poll, 54 percent women voted compared to 46 percent men.”!

Heads of Government

In 2004, out of 180 countries, 12 were headed by women: Georgia, New
Zealand, Finland, Sri Lanka, Philippines, Ireland, Serbia, Panama, Sao
Tome and Principe, Indonesia, Latvia, and Bangladesh.”

Women in Parliaments

According to the Inter-Parliamentary Union, women’s presence in parlia-
ments and in ministerial positions alters the traditionally male approach
to social welfare, legal protection, and transparency in government and
business.”

Women constitute 15.7 percent of parliamentarians in the world** with
Rwanda having surpassed Sweden for having the largest percentage of
women in parliament, with 48.8 percent.”

In the United Kingdom, France, and Japan, women’s share of parliamen-
tary or congressional seats is 18.1, 12.2, and 7.1 percent respectively.
Notably, these rich countries lag behind 13 developing countries in sub-
Saharan Africa, the poorest region in the world. In South Africa and
Mozambique, for example, women’s share of parliamentary seats is 33
and 34.8 percent respectively, while in Uganda women have 23.9 percent
of the seats.”
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Following the 2004 elections in the United States, women hold 15 percent
of congressional seats—14 percent in the Senate and 15.2 percent in the
House. A quarter of these seats are held by women of color. Women’s per-
centage of state legislators remained constant at 22.6 percent.”

According to the United Nations, quotas were used in all countries that
achieved higher than 30 percent representation of women in elected of-
fice.” For example, in South Africa, women comprise 50 percent of lists
submitted by political parties for local-level elections; Rwanda’s constitu-
tion guarantees women a minimum of 30 percent of parliamentary seats;
and 33 percent of local government seats are reserved for women in India.”
Quotas are not universally accepted as a solution to female under-
representation in politics, however. Some argue that quotas should be used
in conjunction with other measures, including encouraging more women
to stand for election and introducing more family-friendly work practices

in parliamentary systems.'"

In 2000 the Inter-Parliamentary Union (IPU) surveyed 187 women parlia-
mentarians from 65 countries on the difficulties faced by women in poli-
tics. The lack of day care for small children in all but the Nordic countries
was highlighted as a problem. Notably, 73 percent of the respondents were

mothers.'"!

Women in International Organizations
At the United Nations, women headed 6 percent of government delega-
tions in 1991, 14 percent in 1998, and 8 percent in 2001.1%

As of December 31, 2004, women at the United Nations held 7 out of 40,
or 17.5 percent, of the Under-Secretary General-level positions and about
29 percent of the senior management posts, up from 25 percent in 2003.1%

Women Decision Makers in Corporations and Financial Institutions

In the United States:

« Women represented close to 47 percent of the workforce but held only
15.7 percent of corporate officer positions, according to a 2001 survey of
429 Fortune 500 companies conducted by Catalyst. Women of color made
up 1.6 percent of those corporate officers.'"*

« Women were 7.1 percent of those with CFO titles in Fortune 500 com-

panies in 2002.1%
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Source: Women’s Environment and Development Organization. 2002. The Num-
bers Speak for Themselves: Women and Economic Decision Making [online].
[Cited 25 April 2005]. Available: http://www.wedo.org/files/numbersspeak_factsh1
.pdf.

« In 20085, there were a total of 19 women CEOs in the Fortune 1000, 9
of those heading Fortune 500 companies.'%

« The percentage of Fortune 500 board seats held by women in 2003 was
13.6 percent, up from 12.4 percent in 2001 and 9.6 percent in 1995.1%
In 2002, Norway’s Parliament passed legislation requiring all companies
to ensure that women make up 40 percent of their boards. In 2005, the

Parliament announced that companies not complying with these stan-
dards by 2007 would face closure.'*®

In 48 of 63 countries surveyed by the International Labor Office, women’s
share of managerial jobs was between 20 and 40 percent. At the higher end
of the scale was the United States at 45.9 percent and Brazil at approxi-
mately 44 percent. Saudi Arabia had the lowest percent of women “ad-
ministrative and managerial workers” at 0.9 percent.!®”
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Women in the Military

Percentages of women in the military, as well as their level of activity
within the armed forces, vary widely from country to country. In Israel, all
women and men are required to serve in the Israel Defense Force, but
women serve in noncombat positions. A recent study of 26 selected coun-
tries with voluntary service showed that women made up 15 percent of the
armed forces in the United States, followed by South Africa at 14.4, New
Zealand at 14.7, and Australia 12.5 percent. At the low end were Ireland
at 1.9 percent and Finland at 1.7 percent.'"®

In United Nations peace-keeping missions, women make up fewer than 3
percent of military personnel and 4 percent of civilian police. These per-
centages reflect the composition of forces contributed by UN member

countries. !

In the United States:

 Most active-duty service women in the military are white. They consti-
tute 70.6 percent of female officers and 48 percent of enlisted female per-
sonnel in the armed forces overall. In the Army, black women make up the
largest percentage of enlisted women, while white women constitute 62.6
percent of the female officers. Enlisted Hispanic women are mostly found

112

in the Marine Corps (17.5 percent) and the Navy (12.2 percent).
Women and the Economy

Women and Poverty

Women represent 60 percent of the world’s 550 million working poor.'
Worldwide, it is estimated that women constitute about 70 percent of the
absolute poor—those living on less than a dollar a day.!**

Approximately 85 percent of the world’s single-parent households are
headed by women, and they tend to be poorer than dual-parent or male-
headed households.!'s

In the United States:

+ In 2004, there were 20.1 million women in the United States living be-
low the poverty level.''6

+ More than one-third of all female-headed households fall below the
poverty line.!”” Women head 17.7 million households, or 16 percent of all
American households."
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« Women comprise 84 percent of the homeless clients in families with the
Department of Housing and Urban Development but only 23 percent of
single homeless clients.'"”

+ Between 2000 and 2003, the number of poor children in single-mother
families increased by more than 780,000 while Temporary Aid to Needy
Families caseloads fell to 253,000.'2°

+ Without Social Security, more than half of all women 65 and older

would be poor.'!

Employment

In 2003, out of the 2.8 billion people worldwide working for pay, 1.1 bil-
lion were women. While female employment is on the rise, the female un-
employment rate is still slightly higher than the male rate (6.4 percent,
versus 6.1 percent). This means that 77.8 million women, out of a total of
160 million people, were willing to work and actively looking for work
but unemployed.'??

Differences in unemployment rates are more striking between young fe-
males (ages 15-24) and young males. In two-thirds of 97 surveyed coun-
tries, more young women than young men were unemployed, and in
around half of the countries in Latin America and the Caribbean, unem-
ployment rates for young women were more than 50 percent higher than

young men’s rates.'?

Women make up between 60 and 90 percent of the world’s part-time
workers.'?* Women’s share of part-time employment in the United States
in 1998 to 2001 was 68 percent.'”

In the United States, according to Women Employed:

+ 63 percent of women work for pay

+ 54 percent of women work for pay full-time

+ 65 percent of African-American women work for pay

+ 63 percent of white women work for pay

+ 61 percent of Asian/Pacific Islander women work for pay
+ 59 percent of Hispanic/Latina women work for pay'?

Employment of Women by Sector

In developing countries, the majority of economically active women work
in the informal sector—in small-scale, self-owned, usually home-based
businesses that operate outside the formal economy. The World Bank es-
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timates that in some countries this activity by women—handiwork, cook-
ing, and other small-scale trade—accounts for 30 to 50 percent of the
Gross Domestic Product. But since these businesses are so small and oper-
ate outside the formal economy, policy makers seldom take them into con-

sideration in macroeconomic planning.'?’

In the developing world, women also make up the major share of subsis-
tence agricultural workers.!? Recent research from South Africa and at
least 10 other countries in sub-Saharan Africa reveals that women con-
tribute 90 percent of all food processing, water and fuel-wood collection,
90 percent of hoeing and weeding on farms, and 60 percent of harvesting
and marketing.'”

In the industrialized world, women are concentrated in traditional
“women’s” occupations that often offer lower pay and benefits. For ex-
ample, in the United States, women ages 24-335 represented 80 percent of
all workers in administrative or clerical jobs in 2000.1%°

Snapshot of women’s employment in the United States, by sector:

+ In 2003, 96.3 percent of secretaries and administrative assistants and
98.3 percent of preschool and kindergarten teachers were women.'!

+ In 2000, women represented 15.6 percent of law partners nationwide
and 13.7 of the general counsels of Fortune 500 companies.'?

+ Although women are 46 percent of the workforce, they are about 12
percent of the scientific and engineering labor force in industry, and their
representation is much lower at the highest ranks.!3

Discrimination in the Workforce
Worldwide, women are paid less than men—on average women earn two-
thirds of what men earn.'3*

In the United States:

+ In 2003 the United States’s Equal Employment Opportunity Commis-
sion received more than 81,000 employment-discrimination charges, the
two most frequent were race based (35 percent) and sex/gender based (30
percent).'3

« In the ten occupations with the greatest growth in female workers (vet-
erinarians, public administrators, math/science teachers, chemistry teach-
ers, industrial engineers, dentists, car sales people, messengers, physicians
assistants, and clergy) wage gaps are either nonexistent or women earn
slightly more than men for women aged 25-34 working full-time.'*
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Sex Discrimination in the 21st Century

In the United States, 2004 saw several large sexual discrimination cases brought by
women workers across various sectors, from Wal-Mart and Costco to Morgan
Stanley and Merrill Lynch. From the highest paid women to the lowest, sex
discrimination in pay, promotion, and benefits remains at the forefront of women'’s
struggles in the workplace.

The Wal-Mart case was initially brought by Betty Dukes, a check-out counter
assistant who charged in 2001 that Wal-Mart systematically discriminates against
women in pay, training, and promotion. 72 percent of Wal-Mart's associates are
women, with an average wage of $7.50 an hour. In contrast, only 33 percent of Wal-
Mart’s managers are women. In 2004, the case became the largest civil rights class
action ever certified against a private employer in the US when a federal judge
ruled that women employed by Wal-Mart at anytime since 1998 were eligible to
participate in the action. About 1.6 million women participants are estimated. In
early 2005, Wal-Mart was in the process of appealing the class action decision.

On the other end of the scale, it was a top bond saleswoman at Morgan Stanley,
Allison Schieffelin, whose case was taken up by the US Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission (EEOC) as a class action for all women at Morgan Stanley
in the same circumstances. They alleged that gender bias with regards to training
and promotion has limited their status within the company and their pay. The case
was settled immediately before trial for $54 million.

Figure A.16.

Source: Featherstone, Liza. 16 December 2002. “Wal-Mart Values.” The Nation;
U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. 12 July 2004. “EEOC and
Morgan Stanley Announce Settlement of Sex Discrimination Lawsuit.”

Childcare

Where childcare subsidies are available, there is a dramatic increase in labor force
participation among the poor.

—The Century Foundation, 2002, www.ewowfacts.com

Working mothers with children under the age of 6 constituted, on average,
54.7 percent of all mothers with children that age. In 2001, the greatest
percentage was in Scandinavia, with Sweden having the highest propor-
tion at 76 percent. France had 59 percent, Japan 34 percent, and the
United States 61 percent.'?’

Childcare in Sweden:

+ The Swedish parliament determined in 1985 that all children between 18
months and school age should have access to childcare by 1991. This
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resulted in a highly developed childcare system that has contributed to
changes in family patterns and gender roles. The proportion of women in
the labor force has approached that of men, and most children in Sweden
today grow up with parents who share responsibility for supporting the
family.!3

Wealth and Property Rights
Worldwide, women own only 1 percent of the world’s assets.'*

In the United States, 30 percent of women, compared with 47 percent of
men, have private pensions. Women’s pension benefits are, on average, less
than half of men’s.1*°

Land Ownership

In addition to the direct economic benefits of land ownership, property rights may
serve to empower women in their negotiations with other household members and
with the community and society at large.

—Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations'*!

A recent study suggests that women in India who own property are less
likely to encounter spousal violence. The study found that nearly 49 per-
cent of the women who owned neither land nor a house experienced long-
term physical violence. Comparatively, only 18 percent of those who
owned land, 10 percent who owned a house, and 7 percent who owned
both, experienced such violence.'*

In Africa, women are generally not able to own land outright or inherit
land. In many African countries, this means that widows are generally de-
nied inheritance of land, often leaving them homeless and destitute. Girl
children are also denied a share of their father’s inheritance, with prefer-
ence given to male children.'*

Single women in the United States buy homes at twice the rate of single
men. Twenty-one percent of all first time homebuyers are single women,

the second-largest group of homebuyers after married couples.'*

Business Ownership/Access to Credit and Microfinance
Because land is used as collateral to obtain credit, many women in devel-
oping countries are barred from starting a business.'*
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Poor women often rely on micro credit, programs that provide small lev-
els of credit or technical assistance for self-employment and other finan-
cial and business services to the very poor.

As of 2002, 2,572 micro credit institutions reported reaching 41,594,778
of the poorest individuals, 79 percent of which were women.!#

In the United States, 10.6 million firms are majority owned by women.'*
Of these, 21.4 percent were owned by women of color.'*

Women-owned businesses generated about $2.5 trillion in sales and em-
ployed 19.1 million people in 2004. Between 1997 and 2004, the esti-
mated growth in the number of women-owned firms in the United States
was nearly twice that of all firms—17 percent compared to 9 percent.'¥

In 2003, in the United States, the President’s Fiscal Year 2006 budget pro-
posed cutting the Small Business Administration Micro-Loan program.
Fifty percent of the recipients of that funding are women.'*°

Violence Against Women and Girls

[V]iolence against women is a consequence of the gender order established in a so-
ciety, of the hierarchy and power relations that characterize the relations between
the sexes. While certain forms of violence are specific to regions or countries . . . a
universal pattern of domination connects them all.

[G]lobally one in three women will be raped, beaten, coerced into sex or otherwise
abused in her lifetime.

—The United Nations Development Fund for Women (UNIFEM)*s!
Types of Violence

Domestic Violence

In 2003, 22-33 percent of women across the world said they had experi-
enced physical or sexual abuse by a male intimate.'>> From a mid-90s sur-
vey, the percentage of women who stated they had been battered in the past
year by an intimate male partner ranged from 3 percent in Australia,
Canada, and the United States to 27 percent in Nicaragua, 38 percent in
the Republic of Korea, and 52 percent of Palestinian women in the West
Bank and Gaza.'?

In many countries, women believe that it is acceptable for a husband to
beat a wife for one or more specific reasons—among them refusing sex,
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arguing, or burning food—77 percent in Uganda, 52 percent in Turk-
menistan, 51 percent in Zimbabwe, 40 percent in Haiti, and 32 percent in
Armenia. 1%

Forty-four countries in the world have laws specifically protecting women
against domestic violence.'s’

In the United States, between one quarter and one half of domestic-
violence victims report that they have lost a job as a result of, at least partly,
domestic violence.!** The annual cost of lost productivity because of do-
mestic violence is estimated at $727.8 million, with over 7.9 million paid
workdays lost each year.'”

Rape

Rape is neither rare nor unique to a specific region in the world. Similar
numbers of women have reported being the victim of an attempted or
completed sexual assault over their lifetime in London, England (23 per-
cent), Leén, Nicaragua (21.7 percent), and Midlands Province, Zimbabwe
(25.0 percent).'s®

A 2000 United Nations survey of 70 countries across the world reported
an average of 15.2 total reported rapes annually per 100,000 inhabitants.
South Africa had the highest rate in 2000 with 123.9. In 1999 the US rate
was 32.1, making it the 9th highest out of 70 countries.'”’

In the United States, the rate of rape for black women in 2002 was 4.0
rapes per 1000, while white women were victims at a rate of 1.5 and His-
panic women at a rate of 0.7 per 1000.'¢°

Sites of Violence

Women in Conflict

Gender based violence in times of conflict is part of the continuum of violence that
runs through women’s lives, from times of peace to times of war. It only deepens
with war. In all cases its origins lie in discrimination and inequality. Gender in-
equality is a seed that, in times of conflict, bears the bitter fruit of concerted and
systematic campaigns to destroy the lives of women, families and communities.

—Noeleen Heyzer to the Security Council Open Debate on Women, Peace, and
Security, October 2004.
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Rape as a War Crime

From 1980 to 2002, there was systematic, widespread rape of women by
soldiers or paramilitaries as part of armed conflict in 32 countries. Many
of these rapes are related to ethnic persecution:

+ 20,000 Muslim women were raped in Bosnia in 2001.

+ 168 ethnic Chinese women were gang-raped in Indonesia in the 1998
€Conomic Crisis.

+ 15,000+ women were raped in Rwanda as part of “ethnic cleansing” in
1994161

Medecins Sans Frontieres (Doctors without Borders) recently reported
that about 500 women have been treated for rape in recent months in Dar-
fur, a figure nonetheless underrepresentative of the actual number. Some

recent incidences include:'¢?

+ In January 2003, a woman was raped 14 times by different men.

« In March 2004, 150 soldiers in Janjaweed abducted and raped 16 girls.
« In Kailek, girls as young as 10 were raped by militants.'®

Ten years ago, it was common to hear the question “Is rape a war crime?” Today,
that question, symbolic of the trivialization of sexual violence against women, is
settled, at least as a matter of law. The Rome Statute of the International Criminal
Court recognizes “rape, sexual slavery, enforced prostitution, forced pregnancy,
enforced sterilization and other sexual violence” as war crimes and, where wide-
spread or systematic, as crimes against humanity; crimes against humanity for the
first time also include gender-based persecution and trafficking as an enslavement
offense.

—Rhonda Copelon, City University of New York School of Law

War-related Deaths and Injuries

Worldwide 2.6 women per 100,000 were killed by war-related injuries in
2000 compared to 7.8 men per 100,000 that same year. Africa had the
highest rate of women killed by war injuries at 14.7, with the Americas
and Western Pacific having the lowest rate at 0.1. The highest rate of female
deaths from war injuries were in the 15-29 age group with a rate of 3.4,
with the second highest age group being 0—4 year old females at a rate of
2.6. For male war-related deaths, the 0—4 age group has the second lowest

rate, with the highest rate being the 60+ age group.'**



The World’s Women 2005: A Demographic and Statistical Overview 265

Women and Landmines

In some 80 countries, women and men live with the threat of landmines.
Women are particularly affected since they are the majority of the world’s
farmers and gatherers of food, water, and firewood. In 2003, Landmine
Monitor found that roughly 15,000-20,000 landmine casualties occur
each year—mainly civilians, with up to 30 percent under the age of 16.
There are approximately 200 landmine casualties per month in Afghan-
istan, one of the most affected countries in the world. The UN Security
Council resolution 1325 (2000) calls for gender considerations in its Mine
Action Strategy for 2001-2005.'%

In 1997, Jody Williams and the International Campaign to Ban Land-
mines (ICBL) received the Nobel Peace Prize. The ICBL represents over
1,000 groups in over 60 countries working locally, nationally, and inter-
nationally to ban antipersonnel landmines. ICBL was an important force
in advocating for the convention to ban antipersonnel landmines. The Ot-
tawa Convention (Mine Ban Treaty) was signed by more than 120 coun-
tries in December 1997.166

Women at the Edge

Women Refugees
Worldwide approximately 50 million people seek safety in another coun-
try or another region in their own country. Between 75 and 80 percent of

refugees are women and children.'®”

An estimated 20 percent of women of reproductive age in a refugee popu-
lation will be pregnant at any one time.'*® In 2000, reproductive health—
related causes were listed as the leading cause of mortality among Afghan
women refugees in Pakistan between the ages of 15 and 49.'%° Fifteen per-
cent of all deaths among Burundian refugees were infant and maternal
deaths, according to research conducted in Tanzania.'”

Recent reports indicate that women and children in refugee and displaced
camps in Sierra Leone, Liberia, and Guinea are particularly vulnerable to
sexual abuse and exploitation by humanitarian workers.'”!

Trafficking in Women and Children
The United States’ Victims of Trafficking and Violence Protection Act
2000 defines trafficking as: “the recruitment, harboring, transportation,
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provision, or obtaining of a person for labor or services, through the use
of force, fraud, or coercion for the purpose of subjection to involuntary
servitude, peonage, debt bondage, or slavery.”!7?

Estimates on the number of people trafficked internationally vary from
800,000 to nearly 4 million people annually. Experts agree, however, that
women and girls are the majority of those trafficked.!”

The following factors contribute to women’s vulnerability to traffickers:
feminization of poverty, sex discrimination, and lack of education or em-
ployment opportunities. These factors make it more likely for women to
take risks to secure their economic well-being.'”* Unemployed single moth-

ers are especially easy targets for traffickers.!”

The HIV/AIDS epidemic is fueling demand for younger and younger girls,

as customers try to find “safe” commercial sex partners.'”®

The powerful global reach of the Internet provides a vast space for traf-
ficking that is unregulated and unrestricted by national borders.'”” Ac-
cording to UNIFEM, the trafficking and sexual exploitation of women is
also “inextricably linked to conflict.”'”8

In the United States, the statutory maximum sentence for dealing in ten
grams of LSD or distributing a kilo of heroin is life, whereas the statutory
maximum sentence for engaging in the sale of persons into involuntary
servitude is ten years per count.'”

Payment for a Woman Trafficked from Thailand

Smuggler’'s Payment $13,000-15,000
The Recruiter $800-1,400
The Escort $1,000

The Passport/Airline Ticket etc. $1,500-3,000
Smuggler’s Profit $7,500-9,000
Figure A.17.

Source: Richard, Amy O’Neill. Center for the Study of Intelligence. November
1999. International Trafficking in Women to the United States: A Contemporary
Manifestation of Slavery and Organized Crime [online]. [Cited 22 April 2005].
Available: http://www.cia.gov/csi/monograph/women/trafficking.pdf.
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Highest rates of female convicted prisoners based on
UN survey of 65 countries, selected day, 2002

Country Rate per 100,000 inhabitants
Maldives 104.88
United States 41.75
Belarus 25.73
Myanmar 11.39
Hungary 10.72

Highest numbers of female convicted prisoners based on
UN survey of 65 countries, selected day, 2002

Country Number
United States 120,400
Myanmar 5,557
Mexico 4,697
United Kingdom 3,666
England and Wales 3,354
Figure A.18.

Source: United Nations. 2002. The Eighth United Nations Survey on Crime
Trends and the Operation of Criminal Justice Systems, table 16.1: Total Convicted
Female Prisoners [online]. [Cited 29 April 2005]. Available: http://www.unodc.org/
pdf/crime/eighthsurvey/8pv.pdf.

Women in Prison

Based on a worldwide UN survey, on a single day in 2002, 65 countries
had an average of 6.14 convicted female prisoners per 100,000 female in-
habitants compared to 94.39 convicted male prisoners per 100,000 male
inhabitants.'®

Since 1986, the number of women in U.S. prisons has increased 400 per-
cent. The increase is 800 percent for women of color.'! The United King-
dom is experiencing a similar trend, with the female prison population
rising by 184 percent from 1992 to 2002 with the male prison population
growing by only 57 percent in the same time period. ¥

In the United States:

« Between 2002 and 2003, the number of female prisoners nationwide in-
creased 6.3 percent, almost double the percent increase for men.'3
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« Three-fourths of the women in the criminal justice system are African-
American or Latina.'®

+ The percent of female inmates who report a history of physical or sexual
abuse is up to eight times the percent of male inmates who report such
abuse.'®

+ Almost 23 percent of women inmates nationwide are identified as men-

tally ill, compared to approximately 16 percent of men.!*

+ About 37 percent of women prisoners had incomes of less than $600 per
month before their arrest.!®
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