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Executive Summary 

 

Year/Project No 2012/FP8  

Project title Beyond charity: the engagement of the philanthropic and 

homelessness sectors in Australia  

 

This report is the final output of the project Beyond charity: the engagement of 

the philanthropic and homelessness sectors in Australia. The project was 

developed with the aim of bettering our understanding of:  

 The roles performed by the philanthropic sector in Australia with respect 

to homelessness; 

 The gaps in philanthropic engagement with homelessness in Australia; 

 Structure and behaviours supporting philanthropy in the homelessness 

sector; 

 Whether the philanthropic and homelessness sectors are open to greater 

co-ordination of activities; and  

 How investment in homelessness measures by philanthropic organisations 

can be stimulated. 

 

It presents the findings of discussions with philanthropic organisations, 

philanthropic intermediaries and homelessness agencies about the engagement 

of the philanthropic and homelessness sectors in Australia, focussing on: 

 Structures supporting giving in Australia; 

 Donor’ decision making when allocating resources; and,  

 Challenges and barriers to engagement between the two sectors. 

 

The project addresses five core research questions: 

 What roles are performed by the philanthropic sector in Australia with 

respect to homelessness? 

 Is the sector open to a greater co-ordination of activities? 

 How could investment in homelessness measures by philanthropic 

organisations be stimulated? 
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 What are the gaps in philanthropic engagement with homelessness in 

Australia? 

 What role(s) could and/or should government play in connecting the 

philanthropic and homelessness sectors? 

 

These core research questions were addressed through a two stage research 

methodology comprising: 

a) a review of the published and grey literature about philanthropy 

nationally and internationally (Tually, Skinner and Slatter 2012); and  

b) interviews with representatives of key philanthropic organisations and 

specialist homelessness services, investigating the dynamics of 

engagement between the two sectors in five states – New South Wales, 

Queensland, South Australia, Victoria and Western Australia. This stage of 

the research involved 70 face to-face and telephone-based discussions 

with philanthropic organisations/philanthropists and with a range of 

welfare agencies and homelessness services.  

 

There is clear interest from government, business and the community generally in 

the further development of the national philanthropic sector. This is emphasised 

in The Road Home, the homelessness White Paper as well as the Productivity 

Commission report into the Contribution of the Not-for-Profit Sector (2010) and 

the establishment of the Australian Charities and Not-for-Profits Commission (the 

ACNC).  

Philanthropy is an important funder of welfare, cultural and medical related 

activities and programs nationally, increasingly sole- or part-funding social 

programs. This is a significant role given tightly specified funding of not-for-profit 

organisations nationally. 

Although evident since the nineteenth century, compared with other first world 

nations it is clear that the Australian 'brand' of philanthropy is still emergent, in 

many ways still finding its role within Australia's social and political landscape. 

Accordingly, we are still learning about how philanthropy works and can work 

with sectors like the homelessness sector. This research shows there are clear 

opportunities for such engagement and expansion of such engagement, although 
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there are a number of factors that need to be taken into account by 

homelessness services and government to support and expand the level of 

engagement. These factors reflect the motivations behind giving and the 

regulations surrounding philanthropic structures, as well as being about 

understanding the barriers to engagement and what we know from this research 

and other literature about successful engagement between the sectors. Chapter 

Three and Four of this report discuss these factors at length, highlighting the 

knowledge, experience and wants of specialist homelessness services and welfare 

agencies, philanthropics and philanthropic intermediaries. 

The key factors for successful engagement in this regard include: 

 Understanding homelessness, the layers of complexity, where actions can 

be directed (mitigation points) and what can be achieved by engagement 

between the sectors;  

 Promoting the tangible and intangible benefits of actions to address 

homelessness, including client stories and the outcomes achieved for 

clients and services; 

 Innovation and sustainability – for programs, service delivery and agencies; 

 Building and nurturing personal relationships between agencies and 

funders; 

 Alignment of organisational values between funders and agencies 

 Transparency and professionalism in development, delivery and outcomes 

from activities supported by philanthropics; and, 

 Readiness of service providers to engage with philanthropy (and of 

philanthropists to engage with services and homelessness as a cause). 

 

The research found a clear appetite for further engagement between the sectors. 

It notes some important ways forward for philanthropy, homelessness agencies 

and government, these include: 

 Keeping homelessness on the political radar and ensuring everyone 

understands the complexity of homelessness as an issue; 

 Understanding the roles, expectations, needs and strengths of all parties in 

actions/relationships to address homelessness; 

 Showing the ‘mitigation’ points and spaces where attention is needed; 
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 Looking at the systemic issues causing homelessness and working to 

address these – through, for example, programs to support people with 

mental health issues, domestic and family violence, family breakdown, 

disability and drug and alcohol abuse, among other important contributors 

to and causes of homelessness;  

 Advocating for continuing support for homeless people and the 

homelessness sector;  

 Building and evolving collaborations to drive activity for the 

disadvantaged, including securing longer-term housing, education and 

employment; and, 

 Developing models of facilitating engagement between all stakeholders in 

addressing a social concern like homelessness, including thought 

leadership and developing accessible information about the issue.   

 

Keeping the conversation between the homelessness and philanthropic sectors 

alive is crucial. And for the future, this conversation needs to focus on what 

meaningful impact looks like for Australia’s homeless people, with all their ‘faces’ 

and needs.   
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Introduction  

This report is the final output of the project Beyond charity: the engagement of 

the philanthropic and homelessness sectors in Australia. The project was 

developed with the aim of bettering our understanding of:  

 The roles performed by the philanthropic sector in Australia with respect 

to homelessness; 

 The gaps in philanthropic engagement with homelessness in Australia; 

 Structure and behaviours supporting philanthropy in the homelessness 

sector; 

 Whether the philanthropic and homelessness sectors are open to greater 

co-ordination of activities; and  

 How investment in homelessness measures by philanthropic organisations 

can be stimulated. 

 

It presents the findings of discussions with philanthropic organisations, 

philanthropic intermediaries and homelessness agencies about the engagement 

of the philanthropic and homelessness sectors in Australia, focussing on: 

 Structures supporting giving in Australia; 

 Donor’ decision making when allocating resources; and,  

 Challenges and barriers to engagement between the two sectors. 

 

The report builds upon the first project output, a more traditional style literature 

review, summarising the lessons and key learnings from the broader (and 

voluminous) philanthropic literature and (less voluminous) literature around the 

practice of engagement between the sectors, adding weight to the literature 

review by providing perspectives from stakeholders in both sectors. The project 

reports (Tually, Skinner and Slatter 2012 and Tually et al 2013) should be read 

sequentially to give an holistic picture of philanthropy in Australia, the current 

role of philanthropics in the homelessness sector and opportunities for further 

engagement into the future.  
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Building our understanding of the interactions between the homelessness and 

philanthropic sectors is important given the identification of homelessness as a 

national policy priority in recent years, the evolution of homelessness policy 

nationally and the strong discourse around the need for greater philanthropic 

sector engagement with homelessness outlined in The Road Home, the Australian 

Government’s White Paper on homelessness (Commonwealth of Australia 2008). A 

consistent theme in homelessness policy is the conviction that to reduce 

homelessness ‘requires committed and sustained effort from all levels of 

government, business, the philanthropic and not-for-profit sectors and the 

Australian community’ (p. 17). The White Paper, however, is relatively silent on 

how to achieve greater engagement between these sectors. This research fills this 

gap in our understanding, looking at the factors that make for successful 

engagement and mutually beneficial partnerships; challenges to engagement and 

their implications for homelessness policy and practice. As one of the participants 

in the research noted: 

 

There is a lot of rhetoric around how the two sectors work [together]. 

It’s very good willed and well motivated, but hard to find what is 

happening on the ground. What are the dynamics of the 

relationships? What are the risks? ... What are the priorities?  

 

This research answers these questions from the perspectives of both sectors.  

 

Additionally, understanding the role of philanthropics and donors in the 

homelessness sector is important now for two further reasons, as noted in the 

first output of this project (Tually, Skinner and Slatter 2012). First, there has been 

a long standing engagement between the two sectors. Such engagement has 

always reflected topical and local priorities as well as donors’ passions and social 

pressures. Over time it has embraced new trends in giving and new approaches 

to the problem of homelessness. The plight of people experiencing or at risk of 

homelessness, and society’s concern for them in reducing, and then eliminating, 

homelessness  figure as  constant themes in the story of philanthropy in Australia 

and elsewhere. Second, as widely discussed in popular media, we know the 

demand for donor funds has increased at a time when capacity to give is 

somewhat restricted. The period post-GFC (global financial crisis) has seen many 
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donors rethink the amount and the strategy of their donations in the face of 

increased calls on their support, not only for chronic social issues such as 

homelessness but also for emergency disaster relief in the wake of floods, 

bushfires and other natural disasters in Australia and overseas. This challenging 

economic and social climate provides the context in which future engagements 

between the two sectors will evolve.  

 

The research has been commissioned as part of the Australian Government’s 

National Homelessness Research Agenda through FaHCSIA’s National 

Homelessness Research Partnership Program. The research is being undertaken by 

researchers from The University of Adelaide and Flinders University under the 

Flinders Partners Homelessness Research Partnership.  

1.2 Research questions and methodology 

This project addresses five core research questions: 

 What roles are performed by the philanthropic sector in Australia with 

respect to homelessness? 

 Is the sector open to a greater co-ordination of activities? 

 How could investment in homelessness measures by philanthropic 

organisations be stimulated? 

 What are the gaps in philanthropic engagement with homelessness in 

Australia? 

 What role(s) could and/or should government play in connecting the 

philanthropic and homelessness sectors? 

  

These core research questions were addressed through a two stage research 

methodology comprising: 

c) a review of the published and grey literature about philanthropy 

nationally and internationally, including known motivators, challenges and 

barriers to philanthropic giving, and philanthropic involvement in the 

homelessness sector in Australia and elsewhere (Tually, Skinner and 

Slatter 2012); and  

d) interviews with representatives of key philanthropic organisations and 

specialist homelessness services, investigating the dynamics of 
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engagement between the two sectors in five states – New South Wales, 

Queensland, South Australia, Victoria and Western Australia. This stage of 

the research involved 70 face to-face and telephone-based discussions 

with philanthropic organisations/philanthropists and with a range of 

welfare agencies and homelessness services. Interviewees from the 

philanthropic sector included some already engaged with homelessness 

as well as some with limited or no involvement, and some who were 

primarily ‘intermediaries’ between philanthropic sources and potential 

beneficiaries. This range of interviewees allowed exploration of the 

engagement between the sectors, activities, opportunities and challenges, 

from a diverse range of perspectives. Interviews were conducted between 

October 2012 and April 2013.  

This report focusses mostly on the findings of the second stage of the research.  

The research received ethics approval from the University of Adelaide's Human 

Research Ethics Committee. As some participants in the research wanted their 

contributions to be anonymous, all comments from participants have been 

anonymised.  

1.3 Key terms used in this report 

Detailed discussion of the key terms used in this research – philanthropy, 

philanthropic sector, homelessness and risk of homelessness and specialist 

homelessness services – is included in the first project output (Tually, Skinner and 

Slatter 2012).  

1.4 Report structure 

This Chapter has provided a brief introduction to this research and notes the 

timeliness of this project.   

 

Chapter Two summarises the key discussion from the first output of this project. 

It provides essential context for the findings from the interviews which form the 

foundation of this report. Chapter Two considers the operation of philanthropy in 

today’s Australia, including the complex, overlapping structures surrounding it and 

current understandings from the national and international literature of the 

relationship between philanthropics and the Australian not-for-profit sector. The 

last section of Chapter Two briefly reprises key drivers of, and barriers to, 
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philanthropy generally. (These were discussed at length in Chapter Three of the 

earlier Literature Review.) Chapter Three comprises three main parts: first, a 

description of the current engagement between the philanthropic and 

homelessness sectors; secondly, an exploration of factors that motivate giving, 

and in particular giving to address homelessness, and lastly observations on the 

barriers and challenges currently perceived to limit the interaction between the 

sectors. Chapter Three concludes with a section summarising key factors for 

successful engagement between the homelessness and philanthropics sectors as 

identified throughout the research. 

 

Chapter Four concludes the report, providing commentary on the research 

findings, highlighting major learnings, strategic insights and possible ways foward.  
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2. The Australian 'brand' of philanthropy 

2.1 Philanthropy in Australia 

Philanthropy occupies an interesting place within the Australia psyche, within 

Australian culture and within Australian social policy. Although evident since the 

nineteenth century, compared with other first world nations it is clear that the 

Australian 'brand' of philanthropy is still emergent, in many ways still finding its 

role within Australia's social and political landscape. Skaife et al (2012, p. viii) note 

this in the introduction to their report Foundations for giving: why and how 

Australians structure their philanthropic giving: 

Australia’s philanthropic sector is seen to be still in its infancy, with 

huge potential for growth driven by the untapped potential of those 

giving below their capacity. Compared to overseas, structured giving 

in Australia is not seen to stem from any particular national culture of 

philanthropy.  

 

Many of the representatives of philanthropic organisations and philanthropic 

intermediaries interviewed for this research emphasised these points, also noting 

regulatory and other barriers that limit the growth of the sector. Others noted the 

influence of cultural factors such as a strong desire for anonymity among many 

philanthropists. Philanthropy, therefore, is clearly still evolving factor in Australia’s 

national life.  

 

There is clear interest from government, business and the community generally in 

the further development of the national philanthropic sector. This is emphasised 

in both the Productivity Commission report into the Contribution of the Not-for-

Profit Sector (2010) and the establishment of the Australian Charities and Not-for-

Profits Commission (the ACNC).  

 

Philanthropy is an important funder of welfare, cultural and medical related 

activities and programs nationally, increasingly sole- or part-funding social 

programs. This is a significant role given tightly specified funding of not-for-profit 

organisations nationally.  
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Additionally, philanthropic funding is attractive to not-for-profits for many 

reasons; for example:  

 the less 'tied' nature of the funding; although this is changing over time 

as philanthropics increasingly also grant funds only for highly defined 

purposes and require social outcomes measurement(s); 

 as a source of funds for innovative, riskier and experimental activities; 

 a frequent preference for funding activities not funded by government; 

although this can be a double edged sword as it may result in the 

proliferation of pilot projects that are not supported by any funder in the 

long-term.  

 the capacity for leveraging against philanthropic funds, which can both 

increase the potential pool of funds available to meet a particular need 

and also add legitimacy to a cause and the recipient organisation; and,  

 the strong support that can come from  the (self-) interest, passion and 

‘ownership’ of a particular cause or issue by a philanthropic donor: the  

commitment, energy and engagement brought to the project by the 

donor, in funds and often in non-financial contributions to the agency’s 

work.    

 

These advantages reflect the 'freedoms' discussed in Tually, Skinner and Slatter 

(2012, Chapter Three) as the acknowledged motivators, motivations and 

behaviours behind philanthropic giving as noted in the Australian and 

international literature. Taken with the barriers and challenges to philanthropic 

giving also presented in that discussion, they provide a broad context for the 

importance of philanthropic giving nationally.   

 

Despite the  emergent and evolving nature of giving in Australia, it is notable, as 

mentioned in the first stage output of this project, that there has been a general 

trend of increased philanthropic giving nationally over the last 15 or so years, 

subject to some fluctuation probably resulting from the GFC. The national study 

of philanthropy (broadly defined), Giving Australia (conducted in 2005), clearly 

showed this trend (ACOSS 2005; McGregor-Lowndes, Newton and Marsden 2006). 

Recent analysis of ATO taxation statistics conducted by the Australian Centre for 

Philanthropy and Nonprofit Studies (ACPNS 2012) shows individual taxpayers in 

Australia donated and claimed tax-deductible donations in the order of $1.96 
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billion in 2009/10 (down from $2.09 billion in 2008/09). Data collected and 

reported by the Australian Taxation Office (ATO) for one of the key philanthropic 

structures nationally – Private Ancillary Funds (PAFs; discussed further below) – 

shows total disbursements of almost $200 million, including some $50 million 

directed to eligible welfare-focussed organisations. The same data (ATO 2012a) 

shows the closing value of funds held by PAFs at around $2.3 billion; not 

insignificant by anyone's definition. Donations (from PAFs and other philanthropic 

sources) were directed towards the activities and operations of eligible 

organisations, including Australia's 55,093 registered Tax Concession Charities 

(TCC)1 and 27,783 registered Deductible Gift Recipients (DGRs)2 (Short 2012; 

Woodward and Fung 2012, p. 234; ATO 2012b, Chapter 10). Of course it must be 

observed here that this will not capture ‘philanthropy’ in Australia in its entirety, 

given that not all not-for-profits are registered as TCCs or DGRs and given that, 

for a variety of reasons, not all tax payers report all eligible tax deductible gifts.  

 

In noting the general trend to increased levels of giving over time, it is important 

to acknowledge that events including the Global Financial Crisis have moderated 

levels of giving somewhat in the last few years. Participants in this research 

commented on this pattern, particularly representatives of trusts and foundations 

who noted reduced disbursements over recent years due to poorer financial 

return on funds invested. The 2007/08 financial year was the recent high point in 

donations by private individuals as shown in analysis of deductible donations by 

individual tax payers (ACPNS 2012). Large scale natural disasters (bushfires, floods, 

earthquakes) have also affected patterns of giving in recent years particularly, in 

both positive and negative ways. Positively, they resulted in significant donations 

of time, money, goods and services for these specific causes to meet urgent 

                                                           
1 Tax Concession Charities are organisations or trusts that exist purely for charitable purposes and public benefit 

and the relief of poverty and are exempt from paying income tax, are entitled to GST or Fringe Benefit Tax 

concessions, or a combination of these concessions (see http://www.ato.gov.au/nonprofit/content.aspx?doc=/ 

content/00228362.htm&page=2) . 
2 Deductible Gift Recipients are organisations entitled to receive income tax deductible gifts and deductible 

contributions. Most DGRs are endorsed by the ATO, however some DGRs are endorsed under tax law.  

Charities that are DGRs can receive tax deductible gifts from donors. There are two types of DGRs. Item 1 DGRs 

are granted to charitable organisations (known as ‘doing’ DGRs) while Item 2 DGRs are provided to philanthropic 

trusts (known as ‘giving’ DGRs (see http://www.ato.gov.au/nonprofit/content.aspx?doc=/content/62774.htm for 

more information). 

 



20 

 

needs; negatively, though, charities continue to report lasting reductions in 

structured, planned and spontaneous giving.  

2.2 The structures supporting philanthropy in Australia 

Significant attention was paid to understanding the legal structures supporting 

philanthropy in Australia in the first project output (Tually, Skinner and Slatter 

2012, Chapter Two). That discussion noted the overlapping complexity of such 

structures in terms of regulation and compliance, the complexity compounded by 

changes in the structures over time. It also noted that: 

The nature of philanthropy is that it is an intermediary between those 

who want to contribute money or other assets to charitable causes, 

and the charities themselves. Philanthropic trusts take money from 

individuals or organisations, retain and invest their assets in order to 

grow them, and then disburse profits according to their trust deed – 

the document governing the behaviour of the trusts – to various 

charitable organisations (Tually, Skinner and Slatter 2012, p. 31). 

 

It is important to briefly review again here the specific structures supporting 

philanthropy because they set some of the boundaries around the scope for 

philanthropic action. Regulatory and structural issues were also mentioned by 

many representatives of philanthropic organisations and philanthropic 

intermediaries: the type of structure used, together with the specific purposes and 

aims adopted, determine the range of organisations and activities that can be 

supported.  

 

At the current time there are seven main types of philanthropic structures in place 

nationally: 

 Public Ancillary Funds (PuAFs); 

 Private Ancillary Funds (PAFs); 

 Community Foundations;  

 Corporate Foundations; 

 Private/Testamentary Trusts; 

 Specialist trusts; and, 

 Trustee companies. 
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Figure 2.1, a schematic developed by Philanthropy Australia and included in the 

Productivity Commission report on the Contribution of the Not-for-Profit Sector 

(2010), shows how these structures fit together and the relationship between 

them in simplest form.  

 

PAFs and PuAFs are relatively recent additions to the suite of structures available 

to support philanthropy; although PAFs in many ways represent a refinement of 

previous similar structures developed for the same broad purposes. Table 2.1 

provides a brief review of the key features of six of these structures. As the Figure 

shows, there are advantages and disadvantages to each structure and strict 

requirements relating to fundraising and disbursements for each of them. 

 

Figure 2.1: Movement of charitable donations in Australia 

 

Source: Productivity Commission 2010, p. 169. 

Notes: 

FRRR is the Foundation for Rural and Regional Renewal.  



Table 2.1: Main structures in place in Australia to facilitate giving 

 

Public Ancillary Funds 

(PuAFs) 

Regulated under Commonwealth legislation, in accordance with the Public Ancillary Fund Guidelines 2011, which came into effect 

January 2012.  

Four main principles for PuAFs:  

- Must be an ancillary fund, i.e. it provides assets to charity, but does not carry on charitable work itself;  

- Funds are philanthropic in nature and decision makers and other members of the trust are not allowed to receive any benefit 

from it;  

- Funds are publicly sourced – provided by the general public through fundraising efforts and accountable to the community; and,  

- Funds are kept in a transparent and accountable trust, with public involvement in the governance of the Fund (usually as 

trustees).  

In accordance with s.14 of the PuAF Guidelines 2011 PuAFs must be overseen by a corporate trustee, with the majority of decision 

makers for the PuAF having to meet specified parameters around being 'responsible persons' – a narrowly defined group of people who 

are deemed to have expertise or experience in select areas and are known and trusted by a large section of the community. 

PuAFs operate under strict and complex rules regarding acquisition, retention and use of assets. 

Are required to distribute a minimum of 4 per cent of the market value of the net assets of the trust per financial year to eligible 

charitable organisations or $8,800 if 4 per cent of net assets is less than $8,800 (PuAF Guidelines 2011 s. 19).  

Eligible organisations must be item 1 DGRs as defined in the Income Tax Assessment Act 1997.  

PuAFs cannot make donations to other ancillary funds. 

Unquantified number in existence at the current time; reflecting desire for anonymity and possibly the relative 'newness' of these 

structures in the philanthropic scene nationally.  

Source: Commonwealth of Australia 2010; Public Ancillary Fund Guidelines 2011; Philanthropy Australia n.d.b. 

Private Ancillary Funds 

(PAFs) 

Regulated by Commonwealth legislation, through the Private Ancillary Fund Guidelines 2009 (Cwlth). Formerly known as Prescribed 

Private Funds (PFFs) (established in 2001) and some PPFs are currently transitioning to the new PAF structure.  

Are private trusts, and cannot seek or accept public funds.  

Can only receive donations from family members or associates of the trust, with strict limits on how much money can be provided by 
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sources more removed from the PAF (PAF Guidelines 2009, s. 46). 

Like PuAFs PAFs are ancillary and philanthropic in nature, and have similar requirements around accountability and transparency to 

PuAFs (PAFGuidelines 2009, s. 8).  

Must distribute 5 per cent of their net assets yearly 

PAFs are considered ‘giving’ and not ‘doing’ organisations. 

Have similar restrictions to PuAFs in terms of grantmaking abilities. Cannot fund other PAFs. 

Some PAFs have in-built geographic limitations on distribution of monies.  

Must disburse funds to DGRs endorsed by the ATO or listed by name in income tax law. 

Can be controlled by and individual, family or corporate group.  

879 PAFs in existence as at end 2011.  

Estimated $2bn corpus and disbursements of $150 million to DGR organisations in financial year ending June 2009. 

Source: PAFGuidelines 2009; Ward 2009, 2012a; Philanthropy Australia n.d.a. 

Community Foundations  Incorporated, not-for-profit organisations set up to serve a particular geographical area and raise funds and provide grants for 

charitable causes in that area.  

Considered the easiest and most cost effective form of structured philanthropic giving (Meachen 2006, p. 32) 

Community Foundations are endorsed by the ATO as having tax exempt status (Community Foundations Gateway 2012) 

The incorporated foundation is the trustee, which means that while there are no specific legislative instruments covering foundations 

specifically, they are bound by the rules governing trusts, including taxation and corporate law. 

Require a board of directors, and a minimum number of volunteers involved in the trust, generally people familiar with the operational 

geographic area (Meachen 2009, p. 6).  

Require a corpus generally larger than PAFs or PuAFs and can have sub-funds to raise and distribute monies for related causes.  

Community Foundations can create partnerships with charitable organisations, conduct independent programs and provide community 

leadership (Productivity Commission 2010, p. 170).  

Can seek and provide money from further afield than Ancillary Funds. 
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Corporate Foundations Trusts established and funded by corporate entities – through investment of profits by the corporate entity and/or through staff 

contributions (wage contributions, other fundraising). 

Separate legal entities set up through a trust, with a board of directors acting as trustees, and separate from the parent business.  

Must adhere to trustee and corporations legislation.  

Remain intimately linked to a particular business/corporation.  

 

Note: not all philanthropic giving by corporate entities is through corporate foundations; direct donations can be provided by the 

administrative arm of a corporation without any formal trust established. This differs considerably from the trust framework, and allows 

corporations to give to a wider variety of charitable organisations. 

Source: Meachen 2009, p. 7; PC 2010, p. 170. 

Private/Testamentary Trusts  The oldest type of trust structure.  

Established by a trust deed (private trusts) or through a will (testamentary trusts). Private or testamentary trusts can register as TCCs, but 

not for DGR status, so that the trust itself will not attract income tax, but donations made to it are not tax deductible. 

In line with their taxation status private trusts can provide grants to a wider variety of charitable organisations than some philanthropic 

structures. They are not limited by the DGR status of PAFs.  

Are bound by trustee legislation of the state in which they are based. 

Most limitations on these trusts are set out in the trust deed – for example eligible persons/jurisdictions for assistance et cetera.  

Source: Meachen 2006, pp. 28-29. 

Specialist Trusts Small group of trusts that receive their funds from government (either seed funds or recurrent funding) or statutory entities specifically 

declared by legislation. An example of the former is the Foundation for Rural and Regional Renewal and the latter the Law and Justice 

Foundation of New South Wales which is an incorporated body under the Law and Justice Foundation Act 2000 (NSW) and receives 

money mainly through the state Law Society through government funding (Legal Profession Act 2004, s. 285). 
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Notes:  

Philanthropic trusts may be hybrids, combining two or more of the above structures. 

All philanthropic structures are made under and guided by a trust deed, and require a corpus, the initial base amount that is to be invested to build up funds for 

grantmaking purposes (Meachen 2006, p. 32).  

The complexities of who PuAFs and PAFs can fund in terms of not-for-profits and their charitable status is discussed in the Literature Review (Tually, Skinner and Slatter 

2012) and diagrams of this relationship for each structure are provided again in this report as Appendix A.  

 



The other type of philanthropic structure is the Trustee Company. These 

structures manage personal and philanthropic trusts on behalf of individuals (and 

sometimes families and corporations), removing the burden of establishing a 

separate trustee entity, as well as providing advice about philanthropic trust 

frameworks and investment (ANZ 2012). Examples include ANZ Trustees, 

Perpetual Trustees and Australian Executor Trustees.  

 

This research contacted organisations in all seven categories, including long 

established trusts, large and small foundations and new Private Ancillary Funds. 

 

While a key thrust of the discussion in this Chapter is the generally emergent 

nature of philanthropy in Australia, an important part of the sector comprises a 

number of long-established, significant and sophisticated trusts and foundations 

recognised as playing major roles in the Australian philanthropic endeavour. 

Organisations such as The Sidney Myer Fund, the Myer Family Foundation3, the 

Wyatt Benevolent Institution4 and the Walter and Eliza Hall Foundation5 

(incorporating The Survival Fund which raised monies from public donations) are 

examples of the nationally-recognised organisations whose names and general 

contribution to Australian life have been part of the landscape for many decades. 

More recent players on the scene include the Community Foundations, PAFs and 

PuAFs. 

 

Understanding the different stages of development among philanthropic actors is 

important as it may have a significant bearing on their activities, focus, priority 

setting and interaction with and support of not-for-profits. It also affects the 

types of relationships they enter into, as well as the reporting requirements 

placed on their grantee organisations. Organisations such as the Myer Family 

Company and Philanthropy Australia – a philanthropic peak body – actively 

support the development of new philanthropic organisations and provide advice 

to existing bodies on an ongoing (fee-for-service or membership-fee) basis. They 

share the clear goal of expanding the philanthropic sector, as well as increasing 

the funds available for donation. An increased interest in working to address 

                                                           
3 http://www.myerfoundation.org.au/. 

4 Established in 1886 and considered the oldest trust in operation in Australia - see http://wyatt.org.au/. 

5 Established in 1912 by Eliza Hall with a £1,000,000 donation, see 

http://www.thesurvivalfund.org.au/TheWalterAndElizaHallTrust/. 
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issues systemically rather than symptomatically has also been increasingly evident 

as the sector grows and matures.  

2.3 What motivates and limits philanthropy in Australia 

In discussing the Australian brand of philanthropy, it is important to briefly note 

here what the limited but growing body of literature [nationally] says about the 

motivations and barriers to philanthropy in this country – for individuals, family 

groups, businesses and corporations. These considerations formed the basis of a 

much longer discussion in the first output of this project and provide important 

context about giving in Australia  (and internationally). They are also strongly 

reflected in the findings of this research on homelessness and philanthropy as 

presented in Chapters 3 and 4 of this report.   

 

In short, the motivators for giving can be summarised as: 

 Demand and awareness of need, including perceived worthiness of a 

cause/need; 

 Canvassing or soliciting for support; 

 Incentives and enticements, including ensuring the cost of giving is 

reasonable and benefits are received for giving. The latter obviously 

includes taxation advantages, as well as other incidental benefits such as 

invitations to donor only events and gifts; 

 Altruism; 

 Psychological benefits – enhanced self image from supporting a 

worthy cause; being able to atone for a prior action or behaviour (more 

prominent in religious and corporate giving); 

 Alignment with personal or corporate values; 

 Reputational enhancement – promoting the reputation of the donor 

and recipient; 

 Efficacy of the cause and organisation being supported and the 

outcomes achieved as a result of giving; 

 Legitimacy – of the donor organisation and cause being supported; 

and, 

 Innovation: An innovative, risky or different approach to addressing a 

concern. For many philanthropists this dovetails with a cause not 

receiving any or sufficient government funding.  
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Additionally, it is clear from the literature that philanthropic giving is also 

influenced by a positive experience of giving, as well as a range of cultural 

factors. This latter point is particularly important in Australia, where there are 

clear cultural expectations around the scope of government, individual and 

community responsibilities in terms of social, environmental and economic policy. 

There also remains a notably strong desire for anonymity among many 

philanthropists. This may be attributed to a perception of  ‘cultural cringe’ in 

Australia around philanthropy and what philanthropy means and does, perhaps 

related to its emergent stage, as well fear of the 'tall poppy syndrome’. There is 

no doubt that this cultural construct in Australia limits our knowledge about 

philanthropy. It was clearly a concern for many participants in the research, who 

asked for their participation in the project to be anonymous. Accordingly, we have 

de-identified all participants in this research.   

 

The factors limiting philanthropic giving as noted in the literature are in many 

ways simply the absence of the factors motivating giving: 

 Not seeing a need or demand for support; 

 Lack of resources to support a cause; 

 Not seeing the value in a cause or organisation asking for support – 

economically and personally. 

 Being inundated with requests for support; 

 Having poor information about a cause or problem and what the 

organisation asking for support is aiming to achieve; 

 Having concerns over the efficiency and effectiveness of 

organisations seeking  support, their approach, resources and 

achievements; 

 Experiencing difficulty determining roles and responsibilities of 

donor and recipient;   

 Negotiating undue bureaucratisation of organisations seeking 

support; 

 Having poor information about incentives and benefits of giving – 

from organisations asking for support and for donors (i.e. taxation 

advantages) 

 Being limited by regulatory limitations around organisations that can 

be supported based on type of philanthropic structure (i.e. not DGR; see 

Table 2.1).  
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Assuming a willingness and capacity to give, the key theme here is clearly 

information and the need for good information about causes, needs, 

opportunities and expected impacts. These are all factors that governments and 

not-for-profits can and should address specifically. A role for facilitative 

intermediaries, such as philanthropic advisors (accountants, financial advisors), 

philanthropic intermediaries, peak bodies and the ATO is also evident. These 

matters were raised by many participants in this research and their insights are 

considered in the remaining sections of this report.   
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3. The current status of engagement between the 

philanthropic and homelessness sectors in Australia 

As noted in The Role of the Philanthropic Sector in Addressing Homelessness: 

Australian and International Experiences, A Literature Review (Tually, Skinner and 

Slatter 2012) we know philanthropy ‘happens’ and ‘exists’ within the homelessness 

sector, but little has been written  about the process or the outcomes of that 

engagement. The Road Home, the Australian Government's homelessness White 

Paper, specifically promotes the further development of philanthropic, business 

and corporate involvement in the efforts to reduce homelessness. Is there an 

evidence base to suggest how this strategy could be most successfully pursued?  

 

In many ways the lack of information about engagement between the 

philanthropic and homelessness sectors is surprising, particularly given the known 

importance of philanthropists to the not-for-profit sector in Australia generally 

and some long standing relationships between not-for-profit agencies and a 

range of philanthropic donors. Recent high profile collaborations to address 

homelessness involving philanthropic, government and/or charitable organisations 

have included local adaptations of the US Housing First model (e.g. the Common 

Ground developments) and Mission Australia's Michael Project. Such publicly-

reported ventures can illuminate both opportunities and challenges and provide 

useful learnings on the practice of cross-sector collaboration. Generally, however, 

the culturally-determined desire for anonymity and privacy among private donors 

and other philanthropic funders seems to have contributed to a dearth of 

information on the practice and experience of engagement between the sectors. 

The interviews undertaken for this project therefore provide rare firsthand 

accounts of the aims, hopes, concerns and expectations that can affect a climate 

for collaboration. The insights obtained from them provide the basis for the 

remainder of this Chapter and Chapter Four.  

 

The remaining sections of the report unpack the relationship between the two 

sectors. The discussion centres around: 

 How philanthropics and the homeless sector currently work together; 

 How philanthropists decide where to direct their support;  
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 What can help and what can hinder, i.e. barriers to and facilitators of 

engagement between the homelessness and philanthropic sectors; and, 

 What implications lie in the findings of this project for the homelessness 

sector, for philanthropics and for government. 

The research findings that form the basis of the discussion are presented 

collectively from the perspectives of both sectors and show the many similarities 

encountered in terms of issues and concerns raised by interviewees across the 

board. Importantly, the interview findings strongly reinforce observations made 

elsewhere in the literature about philanthropic and not-for-profit sector 

relationships generally (Tually, Skinner and Slatter 2012). The data presented is 

from the 70 interviews conducted with representatives of philanthropics, 

intermediaries and specialist homelessness services in NSW, Queensland, SA, 

Victoria and WA. 

3.1 How philanthropics and the homeless sector are currently working 

together  

A key element of this research on the engagement of the philanthropic and 

homelessness sectors was to explore the ways organisations are already working 

together; the strengths and frustrations of these arrangements from the 

perspective of all stakeholders; and possible changes to enhance engagement. 

Interviews captured a wealth of information and revealed not only a range of 

successful existing relationships – many of them not widely known or actively 

publicised – but also a real appetite for new and further investment in such 

arrangements. 

 

It was evident from our research that there is no one approach to working 

together or method of engagement. Factors such as the size, age and capacities 

of both philanthropics and specialist homelessness services shape arrangements, 

leading to the conclusion that there is also no one successful, or more successful, 

model of engagement.  

 

The majority of philanthropics and service providers interviewed are engaged in 

more 'traditional' funding partnerships; where the service provider had applied for 

and received grant funding from a philanthropic for a particular project. Apart 

from recipients meeting the reporting requirements of the funder, there was 

otherwise little interaction between the parties. Such philanthropic support 
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allowed services to expand their activities beyond those funded by government 

and thereby better meet the needs of their clients. Such relationships are also 

important for building contacts within the philanthropic space, as well as 

demonstrating organisational 'legitimacy' in terms of success in service delivery, 

service/organisational expansion and some level of independence from complete 

reliance on government funding sources. Reinforcing a key theme in the 

philanthropy literature, these types of arrangements generally funded ‘innovative’ 

projects, projects pushing the boundaries of mainstream service delivery models. 

This feature was an important motivator of philanthropic giving, as noted later in 

this Chapter. 

 

Interviewees described a broad range of assistance supported under ‘traditional’ 

partnership arrangements between service providers and philanthropics. These 

included: 

 A PAF in Sydney supporting the position of a teacher at an inner Sydney 

school for children at risk of homelessness and disengaging from 

education because of interaction with police and the courts. Support for 

the teacher allowed their time to be bought out to allow a responsible 

adult to accompany students to court and keep them engaged with 

schooling and other support services; 

 Funding to replace linen and mattresses for a women's refuge;  

 Support for childrens’ breakfast clubs in disadvantaged areas/communities; 

 Soup kitchens and mobile food services; 

 Shoes for homeless people presenting to/leaving hospital; 

 Household whitegoods packages for people moving from homeless 

services to more permanent accommodation; 

 Support to pay utilities bills and rent to keep people in accommodation; 

 Scholarships to secondary school and university for vulnerable youth, 

including those who have formerly been homeless;   

 Joint ventures with government to deliver new supported accommodation 

for homeless people, including youth, women escaping domestic violence; 

 Brokerage funds for a service to purchase household starter kits for youth 

leaving supported accommodation (linen, cutlery, crockery); 

 An international hotel chain assisting a youth homelessness service with 

their concierge and hotel management style service model; 
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 Intensive social support and accommodation for formerly homeless older 

people;   

 Care (including boarding) for pets of people in crisis situations, including 

people escaping domestic violence and the homeless; 

 Accommodation and social services support for asylum seekers to prevent 

homelessness and assist with transition into the housing market;  

 Support for homelessness outreach, including funding cars, staff, capital 

items, mobile offices; 

 Provision of internal fit outs for new accommodation for previously 

homeless people, such as wardrobes, air conditioners et cetera; and 

 Funding to support programs for private rental brokerage assistance and 

ongoing outreach support for sustaining tenancies. 

 

Two funders noted they are moving toward more funding for services to develop 

their organisational capacity, including policies and procedures, training for new 

staff and other staff development activities. Another funder, the Wyatt Benevolent 

Institution in South Australia has partnered with HomeStart Finance (the South 

Australian Government’s affordable home loan provider) to provide no interest 

home loans for approved low income home buyers. As a small number of other 

agencies also report, Wyatt have also provided support to community housing 

organisations for new build rental accommodation and have supported people 

moving into new social housing built under the Nation Building Economic 

Stimulus Package – which targeted people who were homeless or at risk of 

homelessness – with household items (Wyatt 2012).    

 

Specialist homelessness services involved in grant funding relationships with 

philanthropics noted the importance of these arrangements in allowing them to 

leverage other funds (most often from government) to support their project. 

Philanthropics generally looked favourably on this, recognising that their funding 

was seed funding, and therefore additional funding may be required to fully 

support an initiative and see meaningful impact. Over time most philanthropics 

held some kind of expectation that services would make successful grant funded 

projects self-sustaining. For many services this meant taking projects on as part of 

their operations or seeking other funds, including government funding. Few 

successful examples of this were identified by interviewees, and specialist 

homelessness services noted that ‘mainstreaming’ new projects was difficult in a 
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tight fiscal environment.  Philanthropic focus on innovation is a recurrent theme 

in the literature and many recipient organisations highlighted the medium and 

longer-term challenges this can pose, as well as the immediate benefits it can 

bring. 

 

Other types of ‘engagement’ were also identified. Some philanthropics and 

specialist homelessness services, for example, were engaged in what could more 

accurately be described as collaborative arrangements for mutual benefit – with 

all partners in a project expecting and receiving benefit(s) from the arrangement. 

These arrangements were for the most part driven by what a number of 

philanthropics termed the need for not-for-profits to see philanthropics as ‘more 

than just cash.’ 

 

Discussions with corporate donors in particular showed a clearly emerging trend 

towards the direct engagement of their staff with the organisation being 

supported. Staff engagement in this context took many shapes and forms, 

including volunteering with a service or for a project (working in a soup kitchen 

or breakfast program for example) or providing professional advice and guidance, 

including for their strategic planning and management, finances, marketing, 

events and/or fundraising. One specialist homelessness service noted that an 

important part of their engagement with the philanthropic sector is professional 

advice from a range of partners including the local office of a national law firm 

and an accountant. They heavily utilised the professional skills and expertise of 

these firms, predominately for reviewing grant funding applications as well as in 

the development and delivery of key (fundraising) events for the service, and for 

strategic planning.        

 

In noting the trend toward these types of engagement between the two sectors it 

is important to also mention here that these arrangements attracted much 

discussion in terms of the costs and needs of the parties involved. Some 

philanthropics, as noted above, wanted not-for-profit organisations to value them 

for their professional skills and not just as a source of money. This was seen as 

increasingly important in the context of increased demand for philanthropic 

support and declining capacity to assist financially – largely due to the reduction 

in investment earnings since the GFC. Specialist homelessness services brought a 

different perspective to this trend in philanthropic funding. While welcoming a 
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broader relationship they expressed concern about the compliance costs involved 

in providing staff engagement opportunities, particularly where this involved 

direct volunteering with a service. Some frontline specialist homelessness services 

have introduced a fee for volunteering with them in order to cover the costs of 

training new volunteers, compliance with occupational health safety and welfare 

et cetera.  

 

Interviewees identified a range of collaborative relationships between funder and 

agency where they had spent considerable time ‘tweaking’ the way they work 

together, placing significant emphasis on relationship building and the ongoing 

management of relationships and communication. Communication was seen as 

crucial, initially communication about the organisation, its values and work, then 

communication about progress, through to the development and management 

phases to reporting and outcomes. Demonstrating ‘meaningful impact’ of actions 

was a key factor mentioned in this regard. In some instances funders had initiated 

collaborations: developing links with other funders to support a larger project; 

and/or developing collaborations between a number of agencies and themselves 

to deliver desired social outcomes.         

 

Examples of collaborations between not-for-profits and (generally multiple) 

philanthropics of relevance to this research include (but are not limited to): 

 Journey to Social Inclusion (discussed in the first project output (Tually, 

Skinner and Slatter 2012)); 

 The CommonGround developments nationally (see also Tually, Skinner and 

Slatter 2012); 

 The 90 Homes for 90 Lives: the Woolloomooloo Project6 in Sydney (United 

Way Sydney with UBS, City of Sydney, Freehills, Colliers, Mercy Foundation, 

Way2Home (Neami); and 

 The Shopfront Youth Legal Service7 in Darlinghurst (supported by law firm 

Herbet Smith Freehills).  

 

                                                           
6 See  https://secure.csi.edu.au/site/Home/Blog.aspx?defaultblog=https://blog.csi.edu.au/2011/08/ unusual-

suspects-creating-unusual-impact-the-story-of-%E2%80%9990-homes-for-90-lives%E2%80%99/ for some 

information on this collective. 

7 see http://www.theshopfront.org/  

https://secure.csi.edu.au/site/Home/Blog.aspx?defaultblog=https://blog.csi.edu.au/2011/08/%20unusual-suspects-creating-unusual-impact-the-story-of-%E2%80%9990-homes-for-90-lives%E2%80%99/
https://secure.csi.edu.au/site/Home/Blog.aspx?defaultblog=https://blog.csi.edu.au/2011/08/%20unusual-suspects-creating-unusual-impact-the-story-of-%E2%80%9990-homes-for-90-lives%E2%80%99/
http://www.theshopfront.org/
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Discussions around collaborative models showed growing interest in collective 

impact approaches and larger social ventures for broader impact. 

 

Two further models of philanthropic and homelessness sector activity identified 

were, first, the provision of capital funds for accommodation (and other 

infrastructure) for homeless people and secondly directly providing or building 

housing for the client group. These arrangements were driven by a clear 

understanding among philanthropists of the need for housing options for the 

homeless and those at risk of homelessness. The majority of organisations 

involved in these types of engagement had used their own funds or property 

portfolios to leverage further government support for housing, through programs 

including the National Rental Affordability Scheme. One PAF had purchased a 

property and given it to a homeless service to manage as a youth refuge. Another 

had expanded their portfolio of social housing and made a decision to target 

properties specifically to the homeless. The philanthropics retaining direct control 

of properties for the homeless were all working with service providers to ensure 

people were receiving the specialist supports they need to stay housed longer-

term and/or engaged with necessary services such as mental health services. 

Among those philanthropics involved directly in the provision of housing for the 

homeless, some had directly partnered with government and other philanthropics 

in public-private partnerships.  

3.2 Philanthropy and homelessness: understanding philanthropic 

decision making 

An important part of understanding how the philanthropic and homelessness 

sectors work together currently in Australia, and how they can work together into 

the future, is investigating why and how philanthropics make the decisions to 

support the causes and projects that they do. Accordingly a key component of 

this research was a discussion with participants about their decisions whether or 

not to include homelessness among the priorities for their support and the 

factors that led to their decision.   

 

Earlier discussion of the structures supporting philanthropy in Australia notes the 

regulatory complexity inherent in philanthropy nationally. Because of this and the 

personal nature of philanthropic giving , there is substantial diversity in the way 

philanthropics make decisions about where to give. For many of the philanthropic 
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organisations in this research, the deeds establishing their trust or foundation set 

the scope of their actions through a clear statement about the purpose of the 

fund and/or the kinds of activities for which their resources can be used. Other 

philanthropics were able to support any charitable purpose; others, mainly 

Community Foundations, were restricted to particular geographic areas rather 

than to a particular purpose or purposes. Few organisations had been established 

explicitly to address homelessness. Amongst those with such a clear commitment 

were the Sisters of Mercy in Sydney (through the Mercy Foundation). Further 

inquiry however, revealed that many organisations provided funds and other 

resources to address homelessness through schemes for the ‘disadvantaged’, to 

address poverty; for ‘people from lower socioeconomic backgrounds’; as 

‘assistance for women escaping domestic violence’, and through ‘programs to 

assist at risk groups such as youth, children and refugees’, among others. 

Interviews with philanthropic organisations about their decision making processes, 

and with homelessness services about their perceptions of these processes, 

identified a number of key themes that generally shaped the decisions as to why 

and to whom funding and support was allocated. Overarching themes were: 

 Responding to need; 

 The process of applications; and, 

 Reporting requirements. 

 

These insights are of crucial importance to the homelessness sector, so agencies 

individually and the sector collectively can best position themselves to secure 

support in the tight and competitive financial environment of philanthropic 

funding. They are also vitally important for government if it hopes to harness the 

enthusiasm of the philanthropic sector to the cause of reducing and then 

eliminating homelessness.  

3.2.1 Responding to need 

Philanthropists are faced with potentially limitless need, and generally develop 

criteria and/or processes to manage their response to that need. Where trusts or 

foundations are set up to address a specific need, or where the instigator of a 

PAF (formerly PPF) has a particular interest, an important criterion for decisions 

was alignment with the specified need or interest, and also often alignment with 

the values of the founder. Corporate philanthropy is often targeted at the 

communities in which the business operated, and some looked for opportunities 
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to involve staff through mentoring, volunteering or other staff engagement 

opportunities. For many corporates their decisions around assessing need are also 

aligned with their business priorities more broadly.    

We don’t respond to the need message, but on the fit message. All 

charities are set up because there is a need. If targeting foundations, 

[NFPs] need to mirror the foundations’ principles. We are not looking 

at what’s worthy, but the best fit, what makes sense for the 

organisation ... it’s a selection criteria issue and they [NFPs] need to 

treat it like a job interview. 

 

Where philanthropics were able to apply discretion, criteria included both 

characteristics of the project or activity to be funded and the organisation seeking 

the funds. Some foundations had identified strategic priorities as a way to both 

achieve greater impact and prevent being swamped with applications and 

potentially wasting applicants’ time. Some of the important characteristics of 

projects identified as contributing to decisions discussed in the remainder of this 

section.  

Potential impact  

Philanthropics spoke of looking for the capacity for systemic change, measurable 

outcomes, emphasis on early intervention and prevention. This contrasted with 

the perception of some service providers that the philanthropic focus was often 

‘charity’ and that there wasn’t an understanding of the need for societal change 

that was likely to be long-term. Other service providers whose concerns were 

ongoing survival of their programs were less likely to present a case based on 

such change. Several interviewees expressed a preference for funding projects 

directed at young people, both because of the potential long-term consequences 

for them and also their capacity for change. 

Innovation (including pilot and experimental programs)  

Philanthropy’s greater capacity to take on risk of failure was specifically 

mentioned by several interviewees, however, they also expected an analysis of the 

potential risk.  Some identified value in undertaking an ‘experimental’ program if 

the organisation was able to objectively review its results and use them to inform 

others. While service providers welcomed the opportunity to receive funding for 

programs and projects which were outside the government-funded framework, 
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several also commented that there was a lack of funds available for their core 

business, and often the lack of opportunity to secure ongoing funding once a 

successful model was developed. Another challenge for service providers is the 

extent of innovation expected – one commented that a program may be 

innovative in a particular context or with a particular client group but not 

perceived as innovative if something similar had previously been funded 

elsewhere. 

Filling a gap  

Several interviewees indicated a reluctance to fund activities or programs seen as 

government responsibility or where government funding already existed. This was 

a key theme throughout interviews, eliciting comments such as: 

We are funding things others don’t or walk away from;  

We thought we would target a grass roots issue that doesn’t attract a 

lot of support; and,  

We look to add value where other funders are unlikely to go. 

 

The grass roots issue in this situation was assisting rough sleepers into 

accommodation and other services, including potentially employment. The former 

comment related to support for a range of causes including for asylum seekers 

and care for the pets of people in crisis. 

 

Other funders noted that they were willing to fund projects with government 

support as a step to the agency seeking new or additional government funding.  

Strategic focus  

Some interviewees indicated the importance of projects having a long-term focus, 

and a robust plan.  

Alignment with interests   

As many foundation purposes are broadly described, interpretation of alignment 

is needed. This may be done by the trustees directly or by staff in larger 

foundations making recommendations to trustees. Personal and family 

experiences were identified by several interviewees as factors influencing decisions 

about funding, with some noting that this biased success towards issues such as 
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health and medical research, ageing and Alzheimer’s disease. One corporate 

philanthropist summarised the thoughts of many on this: ‘It’s pretty rare to come 

across a philanthropist who doesn’t have a personal driver [for giving]’. It was also 

important that there be a fit between expectations about numbers of people 

assisted by a program and the kinds of outcomes that were achievable by a 

program.   

 

Philanthropics, and especially corporate donors, strongly emphasised the 

importance of alignment between their interests and needs and those of the 

organisations they fund. A common response from funders and service providers 

alike was ‘we pick organisations that fit well with own ethics or motivations’. Here 

some philanthropics (and a handful of the larger service providers) commented 

that they do the same due diligence for funding services as with other areas of 

their business.  

Collaboration  

Several philanthropics indicated a motivation for their interest in the sector, and 

the not-for-profit sector generally, was opportunity for collaboration, expressed as 

collaborative funding from multiple sources as well as collaborative work amongst 

service providers. Collaboration was a key theme in discussions with 

philanthropics, intermediaries and specialist homelessness services, however, it 

was evident from these discussions that collaboration was also difficult and was 

thus seen as a challenge to broader engagement. It was also one of the factors 

for success in engagement, as noted in the later sections of this Chapter. 

Sustainability  

The importance of sustainability was mentioned by many interviewees, most often 

in the sense of achieving financial sustainability of the program or activity. This 

could be achieved through leveraging, i.e. committing funding contingent on 

other foundations and/or government also contributing. Many of the funders 

were contributing to part of the costs of significant projects, and were aware that 

receipt of funding from one source increased the likelihood of the project 

attracting other funds. In Victoria, which has the highest concentration of 

foundations, some philanthropics supported leveraged funding by inviting other 

foundations to meet with service providers. Service providers were open to 

leveraged approaches although smaller organisations tended to lack the staff to 

manage the relationships over the period of time needed to develop multiple-
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funder agreements. It was also seen as difficult to find the initial funding, and 

service providers in states with fewer philanthropics felt disadvantaged. 

Cost-effectiveness   

Many philanthropists noted that they feel there are too many organisations 

working in the same space and too many are small and unsophisticated. Whether 

an organisation had the capacity to deliver a cost-effective program was one 

factor which affected the decision making of some funders.   

Opportunities for practical engagement  

Some corporate philanthropics sought to match funds (or volunteer hours in at 

least one example) put in by staff or local communities, others sought 

opportunities to involve staff through volunteering, mentoring, fundraising, pro 

bono professional work or through their engagement in the allocation process. 

This seemed to be a growing trend. 

 

Also of critical importance for philanthropics when deciding where to direct 

funding was a range of other factors specific to (potential) recipient organisations. 

These can be best summarised from interview discussions as: 

Reputation 

Having a track record of success and effective leadership of the organisation were 

identified as important elements underlying decision making about grants and 

funding by philanthropics.  

Relationships 

A number of philanthropics indicated they worked hard to develop relationships 

with grantees, potential grantees, other philanthropics, and for some, with 

government. These relationships were seen as important to identify emerging 

issues and potential responses as well as opportunities for collaboration. Service 

providers recognised the importance of relationships, but for smaller 

organisations the time and resources needed to develop them was daunting, 

often leading to a reluctance to invest in relationship development as it was 

perceived to be ‘too hard resource-wise’ and ‘unaffordable’. A number of agencies 

and philanthropics noted that the funding environment can also be quite fluid at 

times, with staff turnover a real concern in terms of relationships and losing the 

personal capital built between key stakeholders and agencies. One small service 
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noted this to be a particular concern, for example, as ‘when CEOs change the 

allegiances for a particular charity can change’. 

Evidence informed 

A number of funders indicated they look for evidence and data to support both 

the need for the program and the success of the organisation in achieving 

outcomes. A lack of emphasis on evaluation of program effectiveness was noted, 

and also identified by some service providers as important, but expensive, and 

rarely funded.  

Size 

Some philanthropics were interested in the size and coverage (local, state, 

national) of the organisation as part of an assessment of capacity, and particularly 

for up-scaling successful models and interventions.  

Seeking systemic solutions 

Another key driver of giving for philanthropics was a desire to fund organisations 

which sought systematically to reduce the extent of homelessness, and/or 

improve the long-term well-being of the people participating in programs. These 

philanthropics felt that some homelessness organisations were seeking support 

primarily for crisis-response activities and were working reactively rather than 

systemically looking for funding for ongoing client support activities rather than 

identifying ways to prevent the need for such services. 

Complexity 

The charitable ‘landscape’ is large, and a number of interviewees spoke of 

confusion and complexity of the homelessness sector. Criticisms were also made 

of the sector tending to take a problem- rather than solution-focus, emphasising 

crisis responses rather than addressing underpinning causes. These factors are 

likely to have contributed to an emphasis on individual relationships as an 

important element in identifying projects to be funded, as well as a preference for 

funding support to projects working in areas such as education, employment and 

mental health, which may prevent homelessness. While not presented as a 

defence of the reactive focus, a number of service providers indicated that 

government funding was often insufficient to cover the cost of delivering 

homelessness services, so funds were sought from donors to cover shortfalls. They 

recognised that this was not attractive to philanthropic trusts but addressing the 

deficit was likely to take priority over developing new projects in smaller 
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organisations in particular where there were limited resources to devote to 

fundraising. 

Programs, property or other purposes; what will be funded? 

Philanthropics varied in the uses to which their funds could be put, with some 

excluding infrastructure while others were willing to support it, and some funding 

only operational staffing. Some service providers appreciated the opportunity to 

apply for infrastructure, while others indicated their primary need was funding for 

staffing. Some funders were also willing to fund capacity building within 

charitable organisations which were committed to making a change and 

improving aspects of their governance and/or management leading to more 

effective operations. Indeed, there was at least one fund which had taken this as 

its primary focus. Examples provided included assistance with management 

software development, equipment and infrastructure.   

3.2.2 The mechanisms of applications 

Larger philanthropics had formal grant application processes, some accepting 

applications only in specified timeframes and others open to applications year 

round. Some funders had adopted a two stage process, particularly for larger 

grants, calling for expressions of interest which were then reviewed and the 

subsequent selected applicants invited to submit a full proposal. Some 

philanthropics indicated they actively invited proposals from organisations known 

to them. A number of philanthropics in Victoria had worked together to adopt 

common application, report and acquittal forms in recognition of the work 

involved in applying for grants. This was seen as a positive move although limited 

in adoption, and many service providers commented on the diversity of forms 

and processes for applications, meaning that a proposal may need to be re-

drafted to fit different funders’ expectations when seeking funds from more than 

one source. Different time frames for applications and decisions were identified as 

particular challenges by smaller agencies in dealing with philanthropics. 

 

Homelessness service providers varied in their capacity to identify and apply for 

funding from philanthropics. Larger organisations tended to have a designated 

individual or team whose role included networking with potential funders, and 

management or development of applications. In smaller organisations these roles 

were undertaken by individual staff, usually managers of programs and projects, 

and time spent was at the expense of work seen as more central to the agency 
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mission. Interviews with service providers suggested that smaller organisations 

were unaware of the range of possible philanthropic funding sources and did not 

know how to access that information. Many service providers believed that 

decisions were heavily influenced by ‘who you know’ and felt that there was little 

chance of their agency being successful. This contrasted with comments by 

several foundations which indicated they welcomed enquiries from potential 

applicants. Others, however, emphasised the need for relationships and trust. PAFs 

were seen as a potentially untapped source of future support, but homelessness 

services tended to doubt their ability to access them unless some form of 

intermediary was available.  

3.2.3 Reporting requirements 

Most philanthropics indicated they liked to keep reporting requirements simple. 

Some liked to complement the written reports with informal contact with service 

providers, expressing some cynicism about the ‘good news stories’ that were 

often included in reports. This contact reinforced the importance of interpersonal 

relationships and trust to the foundation-grantee relationship. Service providers 

expressed concern about shorter-term funding, feeling that funders may not 

appreciate the time it takes for a new program to be fully operational, particularly 

where it involved external referrals. 

 

As noted, both foundations and service providers tended to agree that the 

homelessness sector has not been good at getting an evidence base, enabling 

models to be tested. This is attributed in part to a lack of funds for this purpose, 

but also to the diversity of reporting requirements required by different funders, 

and in particular the lack of consistency of program data requirements across 

state and federal departments. 

3.3 Barriers and challenges to engagement of the homelessness and 

philanthropic sectors 

As mentioned earlier, although few philanthropics specifically mention 

‘homelessness’ as their purpose, many donors want to relieve ‘disadvantage’, 

whatever its current form and many philanthropic funds, large and small, are 

drafted in broad terms so that they can continuously respond to changing social 

needs. Homelessness is not a new problem in Australia but it has received 

considerable focus in recent years. Governments have placed it more prominently 

on their agendas; house prices, rents and mortgage costs have been constantly 
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discussed, the GFC seemed to threaten the financial security of many households 

and rough sleepers became more evident on city streets. Undoubtedly the 

general awareness of homelessness as an issue in Australia increased. In 2008 

Philanthropy Australia established an Addressing Homelessness Affinity Group, 

recognising the issue’s increased profile and policy priority. Nevertheless funders, 

agencies and commentators have all identified barriers that can inhibit the flow of 

philanthropic funds to the relief of homelessness. Not surprisingly, many of the 

barriers emerge from the drivers of decision making already described. This 

section outlines some of the most significant barriers to engagement between the 

two sectors and considers how, and how far, they may be removed or reduced.  

3.3.1 Understanding homelessness 

Homelessness is complex. The people, their pathways in and out, their strengths, 

stories and vulnerabilities are hugely diverse. Strategies for prevention, 

intervention and support need to match this diversity. Homelessness is also 

outside the direct experience of most Australians, so agencies need to explain the 

issue and their work so that potential donors can see how their contribution will 

make a significant difference.  

Attitudinal barriers 

Agencies noted that attitudes towards the issue itself can be a barrier for some 

potential donors, especially if based on older inaccurate stereotypes that picture 

homeless people solely as rough sleepers, or single men dealing with drug and 

alcohol problems and blaming the homeless for their circumstances. One agency 

described homelessness as ‘at the dirty end of the spectrum’ (of causes) and ‘not 

sexy’; it was seen as ‘a matter of choice’ and not worthy of help. Others thought 

their client groups were not attractive to donors in a very competitive funding 

environment and that their causes were not ‘acceptable or popular’. Many 

thought ‘its too big and too hard’ to solve and many service providers concurred 

that ‘homelessness is the hard sell’. 

A relentless problem? 

Agencies and funders also pointed out that some potential donors may be 

deterred from engaging with homelessness because it appears to be ‘relentless; 

always there; insoluble’. Despite the policy priority it has received in recent years, 

reports indicate homelessness has increased, media reports often convey negative 
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and unsympathetic impressions of homeless people and donors may be left 

feeling that they cannot make a significant impact on the problem. 

 

In noting the relentlessness of homelessness as a barrier to engagement it is 

pertinent to also point out that some philanthropics and philanthropic 

intermediaries also saw this as an opportunity. Here it was clear that there was a 

need for clear messages about homelessness and its impacts on people so that 

philanthropics can see a space (or spaces) they can fill in terms of actions that will 

have meaningful impact. For some participants in the research taking on the 

‘relentlessness’ view of homelessness was about rebranding the issue to get broad 

buy-in and community ownership of the problem: 

It’s about how to build a sense that this is something we can’t live 

with ... a high level commentary ... This has to be driven out of the 

NGO sector ... to bring the issue to the fore and tell government we 

have had enough of this.      

 

In noting the concerns around homelessness as a relentless problem, it was 

evident from our research that there were many different views on ways of seeing 

and promoting homelessness and ‘doing’ homelessness support. Most agencies 

are keen to have a broader discussion about what is the ‘acceptable minimal 

standard’ regarding homelessness assistance. Some agencies were highly vocal 

that the approach here needs to be about what one agency representative 

termed ‘covertly increasing [community] understanding of the homelessness 

experience’. Other agencies were much more pointed in their commentary stating 

that ‘the bar is set so low with the homeless’ in terms of support and acceptable 

outcomes that this damages the cause overall, and this needs to change. As one 

funder noted: 

We need to solve the problem, not service it. We want to see that at 

the end of the day our investment ends homelessness. 

 

These tensions and concerns within the sector led to many of the criticisms about 

the sector being ‘one’ sector or ‘a’ sector (discussed elsewhere in this section) and 

to concerns from philanthropics and intermediaries noting confusion about how 

to engage with homelessness as a social problem.   
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A complex problem 

Homelessness is one of those areas people think should be solved, 

but once you are working in it you realise it’s complex. 

 

When potential donors are initially sympathetic to homelessness, their enthusiasm 

may dissipate if they believe more housing is the only response needed. The 

expense and risk of providing housing may be too daunting and they may feel 

that they cannot ‘make a difference’. One interviewee noted that for many 

philanthropics the challenge here is that ‘the infrastructure issue requires licks of 

cash’. Similarly, if an inappropriate or misdirected model of help is proposed to an 

agency based on misperceptions of the problem, their refusal to accept it may 

lose them that donor’s involvement altogether. One agency described how 

disappointing such cases can be when resources and engagement are tied to an 

unworkable scheme because the needs of homeless people are not understood. 

‘Complex’ is a difficult message to communicate. The single word ‘homelessness’ 

itself belies the complexity of the reality. One agency representative noted:  

Perhaps ‘homelessness’ is too big. We try to make proposals finite 

and clearly focussed; and, 

Another commented: 

The public understands Maslow’s hierarchy but they see housing as 

one issue, mental health, gambling, family breakdown, drug and 

alcohol issues et cetera as separate others. They don’t join the dots, 

and that’s a really complex message to get across.  

 

Some agencies have addressed this issue, making what is a ‘big’ problem ‘person-

sized’. One, for example, chose to raise its profile through undertaking and 

disseminating research which could then also shape its work and provide stories 

and case studies for fundraising. They worked with the idea of presenting a big or 

complicated problem (homelessness) in terms of its component parts or 

contributing factors (e.g. mental health; school; training) with successful outcomes 

so that donors can understand how their money has impact. Others regularly use 

advertising and appeals to show ‘current’ faces of homelessness and describe 

specific programs and their success. Details of specific stories and programs can 
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cut through the complexity of homelessness to the benevolent intentions of 

philanthropy.  

 

Many philanthropics commented in the same vein as two corporate 

philanthropists:  

What do we go and attach ourselves to in terms of homelessness?  

There is capacity and enormous interest there [for homelessness], but 

people don’t know where to put their money ... it’s mind boggling. 

 

Philanthropic intermediaries also strongly emphasised this point, noting the need 

for the homelessness sector to think about how they ‘package’ the homelessness 

cause to donors so that they convey the complexity of the issue whilst also 

showing philanthropists where they can direct efforts that will have meaningful 

impact. ‘Agencies need to put together a package – to tell a story, then [an 

intermediary] can distribute to agencies and donors’.    

 

A representative of a philanthropic intermediary was clear that despite the 

relentless and complex nature of homelessness as a social welfare cause ‘If 

homelessness is articulated in an inspiring way, and it can be, it could be a cause 

that would do well in the corporate sector’. He further noted that ‘people will give 

to a wide range of causes if you inspire them ... tell the story well ...’. For this 

interviewee and many others a key to overcoming this barrier was how the ‘ask’ 

or ‘approach’ to donors is executed. 

3.3.2 An over-emphasis on innovation 

In homelessness as elsewhere, philanthropy regularly hopes to complement and 

lead the way for future government funded programs: one agency said: ‘many 

philanthropics want to show the government how to do the job better’. The 

passion, flexibility, speed and relative tolerance of risk that philanthropic funders 

can bring to bear all enhance this complementary capacity.  

 

Seeking to demonstrate the successful cutting edge, many funders seek 

‘innovation’ through short-term ‘demonstration projects’ highlighting prevention 

or early intervention. They look to provide ‘strategic encouragement’ through 

seed funding and pilot programs. They want to support ‘excellence’. Some want 
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to see a track record of agency success at developing new programs and/or 

attracting additional funding. Some philanthropic funders have moved to 

providing longer-term funding, while still expressing a preference for funding 

innovation, in recognition of both the time it takes to develop and implement 

new programs and the need to develop the evidence base of ‘what works’. Others 

have maintained discrete large grant and small grant funding programs. 

 

In noting the over-emphasis on innovation it is also noteworthy that many 

interviewees commented that philanthropy mostly declines to fund costs that 

government ‘should’ fund. Here it was clear that expectations of the role of 

government vary widely. Some consider the provision of infrastructure, buildings, 

staffing, long-term funding and the costs of chronic, as opposed to acute, support 

and care to be government responsibilities. Some philanthropics commented that 

they will step in if government funding is withdrawn from a proven program. Very 

few funders, if any, would be willing to fund deficits between government funding 

and the cost of services. 

 

Each of these factors can provide a barrier. Not all change is ‘innovation’; many 

homeless agencies provide long-term accommodation and/or support to clients 

with complex needs when prevention and early intervention have failed; smaller 

agencies find the ‘track record’ something of a challenge and feel themselves 

disadvantaged in comparison with larger auspicing agencies that can allocate 

senior staff to head new initiatives. Many agencies of all sizes find the uncertainty 

of pilot projects and the emphasis on short-term involvement mean that 

established philanthropic funds cannot help their work. Some may find donors or 

source money from ‘small philanthropy’ (regular donors, direct mail appeals, 

street collections) to cover some of their expenses. Working with ‘small 

philanthropy’ was different from working with the larger trusts and foundations. 

3.3.3 Impact 

Funds and donors want to ‘make a difference’. They look for evidence of ‘impact’ 

when assessing proposed programs. This can be seen to contradict the innovation 

emphasis, so an alternative to evidence of impact is a robust case for likely 

impact through use of available evidence, a sound rationale or logic for the 

proposed activities, and inclusion of evaluation approaches that will add to the 

evidence base. There is some concern that this may preference quantitative rather 

than qualitative effect, outputs rather than outcomes, especially as these may 
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seem clearer and more robust to decision makers from financial or business 

backgrounds, as many are. There is a perception among agencies that ‘many 

donors or funds want large numbers to be helped by short-term interventions: 

they want to say ‘we helped x hundred people with our money’. This impression 

may be wrong but it is persistent. One agency acknowledged the difficulty for 

both funders and agencies: 

 

How can a donor assess the ‘success’ of a program or agency in 

addressing homelessness? What are the benchmarks? Some comfort 

on probity may be offered by ACNC registration but that’s not the 

same as ‘success’ in programs, which is more elusive. Building 

relationships with funders so they build trust in the organisation and 

its work is necessary – and hard. 

 

A related concern focused on resourcing the development of an evidence base. 

While in no way trying to avoid accountability, one agency commented:  

 

It’s important to demonstrate outputs and outcomes that make a 

difference: a social return on investment – is there an evidence base 

that shows the program/intervention et cetera is ‘working’? Doing this 

after 12 months, 36 months is difficult and also expensive, taking 

resources from the program. … There’s also a Catch-22: government 

and private funders want to know ‘can you quantify the cost and the 

success of the proposed scheme?’ Well, over three or five years, with 

resources to cost and evaluate it, we could but will you then pick it 

up? (original emphasis from interview). 

 

Another aspect of ‘impact’ was described as a further challenge:  

 

Most funders don’t want to be first in: they’d rather supply the last 20 

per cent. They perceive less risk that way and they can also see an 

instant impact from their contribution because they see it leading 

immediately to implementation: it clinches the project so it has more, 

or at least a clearer, impact (original emphasis from interview). 
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One fund described as an ‘early adopter’ acknowledged the role this gave it as a 

catalyst encouraging others. The matter of collaboration is discussed further 

below. 

 

There are a number of challenges with demonstrating impact when addressing an 

issue like homelessness: 

 As with other preventative or early intervention activities which attempt to 

‘block supply’, even if they are 100 per cent successful there is a need to 

maintain crisis and reactive services during the intervening period. This 

means that more money is needed to be expended in the short to 

medium-term and that population level changes in the number of 

homeless may not be evident for a significant period of time. This can be 

challenging to those looking to see impact from their funding. Of course, 

outcomes at the individual client level may well be identified within a 

shorter-period, which will vary according to the history and situation of the 

client. Our findings suggest there has been a move to longer-term grants 

(three to five) which have benefits to homelessness service providers, 

reducing resources expended on grant applications and enabling longer-

term support for clients. 

 While homelessness can be the result of an unexpected life event (loss of 

employment, death of partner) in many cases there is an identifiable 

‘pathway’ (Chamberlain and Johnson 2011). Diverse factors contribute to 

these pathways and many areas identified as preferred objects of funding 

by philanthropists interviewed may contribute to homelessness. This is 

particularly the case with youth pathways where educational disadvantage, 

mental health issues and substance mis-use are recognised 

elements/contributors. Interviewees differed in the extent to which they 

identified these areas as related to homelessness, but a number indicated 

a preference for contributing to working with young people because of the 

evidence of impact. 

 

There is a strong perception amongst funders of a lack of coherence of the 

homelessness sector, with many identifying homelessness agencies as focussing 

on the problems rather than the solution. Some service providers saw the 

philanthropic sector as equally difficult to navigate, with little understanding of 
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the complexity of homelessness and with many holding stereotypes of ‘old men 

sleeping rough’. 

3.3.4 The application process 

A very practical barrier to engagement between the sectors is the difficulty 

experienced by agencies with applications. Several smaller agencies shared a 

perception that they are heavily disadvantaged in this compared with large 

organisations with dedicated grant-seeking staff. However, even quite substantial 

agencies referred to the burden grant-seeking placed on staff resources: ‘We are 

frustrated with the hours spent talking to people and it comes to bugger all’. This 

same interviewee, however, also noted that this frustration is a two-way street, 

with the ‘corporate/business sector tired of being asked for money and not 

seeing outcomes’.  

 

Finding a fit between the sectors was seen as a solution in this regard. 

Finding a fit 

Finding a fit is a barrier: finding and then dealing with the widely 

diverse criteria of funders. They’re all different. We have to identify 

possible sources of funds, find out what each one wants: see if we fit, 

draft appropriately if we do, introduce ourselves in the most effective 

way. This is long, slow work with no guarantee of a return. 

Finding opportunities 

Agencies mentioned the time taken in finding funding opportunities and sifting 

through to check eligibility. Several mentioned using the website 

www.ourcommunity.com.au for e-alerts to funding and hints on applications. 

Another commented that although individual websites were informative it would 

be ‘great’ if there was a central listing of opportunities: sorting through websites 

to check criteria was exasperatingly slow. 

Making applications  

The risk of diverting staff time to seeking and applying for funds with no certainty 

of success was a concern to many agencies. Some explained that there was no 

spare capacity for grant-seeking, so it was undertaken, very selectively, by staff in 

their own time – a situation that was much appreciated but clearly not 

sustainable. In an increasingly competitive environment, several agencies were less 

http://www.ourcommunity.com.au/
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willing to pursue external funds because ‘the odds had lengthened’. This 

pessimism was heightened by a sense of distance from the funders: 

All the funders’ forms are different even though they often go over 

the same ground, so every application has to be drafted specially. 

Some forms are really hard to understand, to know what they really 

want, especially when we just have the paperwork: we don’t know the 

funders and have little feel of what they really want or what would 

really appeal to them. 

 

Six of the larger funds have developed common forms for applications, reporting 

and acquittal. It is also clear that many funders are only too happy to discuss 

applications. An increasing number of funders expected applicants to have 

approached them in advance: 

Agencies shouldn’t treat us as unapproachable. We use Twitter, 

Facebook, we have a Communications Manager, we’re just a phone 

call away, our website has case studies to show how we work; they 

should always be in touch before they apply. 

 

This is excellent practice. Nevertheless contact requires both time and confidence. 

Unless some connection has already been made these may be very real barriers. 

Funders varied on the extent to which feedback on unsuccessful applications was 

provided. Agencies which had not received feedback commented that it would be 

useful, and one funder which ensured that extensive feedback was provided to 

unsuccessful applicants as part of their ‘non-financial support’ found it had been 

very well received. 

Timeline issues 

Although one of the funders mentioned that they grant 11 times per year this 

was unusual. For some agencies a wait of six to 12 months between application 

and notification is too long, even if they are successful: 

Their decision making timescales don’t work for us. They can take 

from six to 12 months which makes it really hard for us to plan and 

we may have lost the energy/staff member/opportunity to introduce 

a new project by the time the decision is made. 
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Being on message 

A key theme within discussions about the funding application process was ‘being 

on message’ and this was raised by almost all interviewees and regardless of the 

sector they represented. Service providers expressed frustration with grants that 

were not specific enough about the focus of eligible activities and philanthropics 

noted similar concerns, emphasising frustration about agencies trying to fit 

existing programs or ideas to their grants when it doesn’t. To combat this 

concern many funders now require all potential applications to contact them in 

advance of funding rounds and submission of applications, to ensure eligibility 

and work more closely to develop ideas and applications that meet the needs of 

all parties.   

 

Additionally, some agencies noted that they have developed a very specific 

message about their actions to attract funders and provide a consistent message 

about their activities: 

We want to present young people in a positive light. Young people 

need opportunities and that’s what we focus on [in applications]. 

Making it our point of difference.   

 

The same agency also noted that funders in their space ‘want long-term solutions’ 

for young people and they tailor their need and funding messages (and 

applications) accordingly.  

 

Another commented in a similar vein: 

Our passion needs to be 110 per cent. We need to be the best in the 

field. We need to focus on our core strengths. We need to stick at 

the knitting. 

3.3.5 Collaboration and contingent grants 

One of the comments quoted earlier (Impact) highlighted the difficulty of 

securing the first grant if several were needed. Some funders may make grants 

contingent on other funds being secured or may have a practice of never funding 

100 per cent of a proposal. This can place a significant burden on the applicant to 

‘patchwork’ other support, taking time and resources. 
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However, first support can also act as a catalyst, with confidence in the initial 

funder encouraging others. Several examples of this were described. Sometimes 

more orchestrated collaboration may occur, for example if applicants are invited 

to present their plans to a meeting of potential supporters arranged by a funder 

or intermediary resulting in an offer of joint funding. Collaboration between 

funders on a more practical level has occurred in the development of a suite of 

common forms by six funds.  

 

One funder remarked that collaboration more generally could be difficult: 

different boards, different criteria, different focus and different timelines made it 

‘usually too hard’.  

 

An intermediary who had investigated possible co-ordination echoed this: ‘with 

foundations the internal processes are very individual. … With PAFS with no staff 

it is often, no mostly, impossible to make contact with them and they are hard to 

pull together’. Although she firmly believed that collaborations between funders 

(and with government) are the way to effect more significant change via the 

philanthropic dollar she pointed out that facilitating collaborations and getting 

them to happen needs resources. Identifying projects and potential funders, 

arranging a forum, following up afterwards all takes resources and at present this 

is not clearly within the role of any dedicated body. A number of the larger 

foundations noted that they do this if they perceive value in a particular large-

scale project. Most participants, however, noted that facilitation of collaboration 

between the sectors would clearly strengthen funders’ decision making capacity, 

help collaborations form and get more sophisticated and promote more 

sustainable outcomes from the philanthropic funds available. The absence of this 

facilitation role is presently a barrier to engagement between the two sectors.  

 

Although difficult to document the extent of engagement, many funders clearly 

network and liaise through a range of activities including forums, conferences, 

meetings and organisations such as Philanthropy Australia and its Affinity Groups. 

This was especially evident in Melbourne. One funder highlighted the importance 

of such forums to the philanthropic sector:  

[They] provide opportunities for informal meetings; informal 

conversations are a really important part of philanthropy: with other 

funders, with government, with agencies. … Informal contacts are a 
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very important part of the philanthropic scene, both among funders 

and between funders and government and agencies.  

 

It is not clear to what extent PAFs are aware of and participate in these activities, 

despite Philanthropy Australia’s efforts.  

 

Helpfully, on the issue of collaboration, we interviewed a new collaboration in 

NSW whose aim is to undertake a number of projects over time to end 

homelessness for rough sleepers. The collaboration was in start-up phase at the 

time of the research – being driven by a corporation not traditionally involved in 

the homelessness space – and was not keen to identify itself or its actions at the 

current time. They were however keen to share many of their learnings thus far; 

most of which reinforced the thoughts of not-for-profits and philanthropics 

around collaboration. The key challenges here can be summarised as: 

 ‘How to get the community engagement right’; 

 Finding the right structure for the collaboration; 

 Clarifying roles and responsibilities of partners in the collaboration 

Identifying the right first action for the collaboration that is doable, 

impactful and gets good partner buy-in;  

 Keeping ahead of current trends and identifying the next action for the 

collaboration to maintain momentum; and, 

 Setting up outcomes measurements from the outset. 

 

The driving force behind this collaboration also noted the importance of the 

‘project lending cred[ibility to the cause], to address scepticism and be something 

to turn the dial’. He also commented widely on the lack of information and 

support in setting up collaborations and partnerships, he questioned: 

Who to engage with in government; who is the point contact in the 

Department? How does a corporate engage with the right range of 

government agencies ... There is a government servicing gap, linking 

together providers in a pathway. The PM’s Business Community 

Partnerships used to help organisations like this one set up ... there is 

an information and skills sharing opportunity here... 
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3.3.6 Geographical barriers 

A number of the agencies not based in the eastern states commented that 

geography was a disadvantage, despite some efforts on the part of funds to 

address it: 

Being in SA, there aren’t a lot of corporate benefactors and donors 

here. Interstate we are a small fish in a big pond. 

 

Another commented: 

There aren’t many funds based here and if we apply to interstate 

funds we’re competing with a much larger pool including many 

applicants who are closer geographically and in terms of relationship 

to the funders. There can be another problem too: for example last 

week I met with a team from (a fund) who came here to meet invited 

local agencies. They want to increase the number of grants made 

here, to even out the spread of their funding because at present they 

feel they don’t have enough beneficiaries here. BUT: there are lots of 

‘filters’ that applicants have to get through. We discovered one when 

we described a new program that is innovative here and they said 

‘but we’re funding one like that in Victoria so the Board wouldn’t like 

to repeat it here’. They want ‘innovation’ in the sense of ‘unique’ and 

that can be a real problem for us if there’s no local funder who can 

help with piloting parallel programs that work elsewhere. 

 

The handful of services and funders based in regional Australia that participated 

in this research also expressed other geography-related frustrations. A key 

concern for this group was poor regional data on social issues such as 

homelessness, making it difficult to sell problems such as homelessness as a 

worthy cause to local communities and funders. Regional funders also noted a 

geographical impact of regulatory structures, particularly around the issue of DGR 

receipted donations and where these can be directed in a community with limited 

eligible recipients for such funds.       

 

Notably on the issue of geography-related barriers to philanthropy, key 

stakeholders in Western Australia have developed a state-focussed organisation 

for philanthropic giving – GivingWest – as a response to geography and concerns 
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about the geography of philanthropy in Western Australia generally (University of 

Western Australia and LotteryWest 2010).8 The GivingWest model provides 

relationship brokerage and support for philanthropics to engage with social issues 

of importance to Western Australians and for Western Australia. It is supported by 

a number of philanthropists and corporations, including LotteryWest, has 

important links to government and media and is supported by the Governor of 

WA. The GivingWest ‘hub’ model of information sharing and education is 

focussed on promoting what philanthropy can do and achieve and is doing and 

achieving, and building linkages between not-for-profits and philanthropics 

(GivingWest 2013). They have trialled and are trialling a number of initiatives to 

inspire local giving, such as: 

 Give 1 – which aims to inspire Western Australian workers to volunteer 

with local organisations/local projects, to give 1 million hours of time back 

to WA; and 

 Development of an online donations portal, based on the national 

GiveNow model, to raise the profile of local not-for-profits and their 

activities and encourage wider support for these organisations/causes 

(GivingWest 2013).  

 

GivingWest have also developed a WA Giving Index and provide a range of 

publications and resources for philanthropics and not-for-profits (including 

seminars) to promote and build relationships and understanding around 

collaboration and social outcomes.  

3.3.7 Making contact, getting to know you 

Feeling excluded  

Behind many of the agency comments quoted earlier lies the concern that they 

are not (sufficiently) known to potential funders. Agencies recognise the need to 

build relationships of understanding and trust. This takes contact, time and 

resources. They were frequently anxious that their limited connections excluded 

them from successful engagement with philanthropy. They felt particularly distant 

from the established funds but also recognised that contact with individual 

benefactors was a matter of ‘luck’: ‘board connections, friends of friends’.  

 

                                                           
8
 See the GivingWest website – http://www.givingwest.org.au/. 
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Although the ACNC registration process will provide a searchable list, and thus 

increased visibility for agencies, visibility alone is understood to be insufficient. 

Building a relationship with potential funders is seen as essential, which can take 

a lot of time. One interviewee commented: 

Building a relationship with potential funders is essential. This takes a 

lot of time. You have to foster these relationships. It can take two or 

three applications before they treat you seriously and in my 

experience it can take four to six years to build trust and confidence. 

Funders want to get to know organisations. 

 

Special concerns were expressed about the difficulties of making contact with 

PAFs, despite their growing importance as funders. 

Meeting agencies  

Established funders described pro-active efforts to keep abreast of developments 

by research and networking extensively with agencies, community groups, existing 

grantees and other funders: ‘we get out of the office’. Several funders underlined 

the importance of meeting agencies and getting to know what they do and how 

they run: ‘there is a real need for funding decision makers to get to meet the 

agencies/groups. They need to know what’s out there and how they help, how 

they work’. A specialist homelessness service in NSW was even more definitive in 

their commentary: 

The not-for-profit sector need to take responsibility for not assuming 

everyone understands what they do. 

 

Public conferences and forums provide opportunities for groups in each sector to 

meet, as do invited events. Some foundations and organisations such as Social 

Ventures Australia, Changemakers Australia, the Australian Environmental 

Grantmakers Network, the Women Donors Network and Igniting Change, act as 

intermediaries by introducing philanthropists to the work of community groups 

and agencies. However, there is no dedicated ‘sector to sector’ engagement. One 

funder commented: ‘sometimes finding a project is just serendipity’. 

 

There was a strong feeling in both sectors that opportunities were being missed.  

Sector-to-sector liaison is needed.  
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One of the larger funds commented:  

We don’t know what’s out there even though we’re very systematic in 

trying to find out; very few funders go [so far] down this route. We 

have to know what’s out there and keep abreast of developments in 

the sector. Anything that would help with this is good.  

 

This sentiment was echoed in an agency comment: ‘we really would be helped by 

some sort of facilitation to help us extend our networks, introduce ourselves and 

our work et cetera without straining staff time/energy/resources’.  

 

At present the role of ‘facilitator’ or liaison is not clearly established for either 

sector although as mentioned above some philanthropic sector initiatives have 

occurred. No organisation seems currently to have this remit for the 

homelessness sector. As philanthropic support becomes increasingly prominent in 

Australia this will be an important strategic function for the sectors to develop.  

It was suggested that this function could be the responsibility of an organisation 

modelled on Artsupport Australia (now known as Creative Partnerships Australia) 

– which brings ‘together the worlds of business and the arts around Australia’ to 

increase and ensure ongoing philanthropic investment in the arts nationally 

(Australian Business Arts Foundation n.d.).   

 

It was also suggested that government could use research to better educate 

potential donors and professional advisors about homelessness as a priority and 

how philanthropy can fit into this. 

Stories of success:  

One funder remarked that  

philanthropy is about hope and about potential, the belief that 

change is possible. It’s a positive mindset. Too often we find that the 

homelessness sector seems depressed, focused on problems, on the 

negative. We understand, of course, the issues of underfunding and 

many related problems but funders need to see that positive impact 

is possible and likely.  
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Several interviewees commented that it was important for the homelessness 

sector to showcase stories of success. Other research has strongly emphasised 

this need, including recent Australian work by Effective Philanthropy (2011) on 

Strategies for Increasing High Net Worth and Ultra High Net Worth Giving.  

3.3.8 Models for the future? 

Pervasive through the barriers to philanthropic giving section above is the sense 

of distance between the two sectors. Several participants questioned whether it 

was in fact appropriate to treat either ‘philanthropy’ or ‘homelessness’ as ‘a’ 

sector. Both were seen as highly diverse in aims, focus and practice. Nevertheless, 

despite this diversity Philanthropy Australia is carving a position as a peak body 

organisation and ‘homelessness’ has been assumed to be one sector by 

government and its practitioners. A mechanism for communication and co-

operation between these sectors would assist in reducing several of the barriers 

identified. 

 

One model for this is Creative Partnerships Australia (formerly Artsupport 

Australia). Established for the sole purpose of growing cultural philanthropy in 

Australia it has been notably successful. It was suggested that a Homelessness 

Foundation (like for example the Victorian Women’s Trust) with DGR status, an 

independent board and the purpose of managing and facilitating collaborations 

across the sectors together with advocacy work could: 

 Enable better understanding of how philanthropic donors can work with 

the homelessness sector; 

 Facilitate inclusive sector to sector opportunities available to any agency or 

funders to keep abreast of developments and showcase success; 

 Simplify the identification of funding opportunities; 

 Work with funders to explore how far bureaucratic processes can be 

simplified; and, 

 Work with agency boards to strengthen their capacity to link with potential 

funders. 

 

Such a body could build capacity across both sectors, helping to achieve more 

systemic and substantial outcomes. It would also be fundamentally addressing 

those barriers that essentially stem from the distance between the sectors 
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currently: understanding, impact, application issues, geographical isolation and 

awareness of opportunity. 

3.4 Conclusion: creating successful engagement 

The factors creating successful engagement between the homelessness and 

philanthropics sectors are inherent in the discussion in the previous sections; 

generally in terms of understanding and responding to the drivers or motivators 

of philanthropy – particularly in the welfare space and understanding, responding 

to and avoiding the challenges and barriers to philanthropy as discussed. The 

findings show some clear factors for successful engagement. We present these in 

this section in the words of participants in the research: 

 Successful engagement requires ‘putting a face to homelessness’ so 

people understand the multiple faces of homelessness, and ‘mitigation’ 

points in what is a large and complex problem are clear. As one 

philanthropic intermediary noted: 

There is a great deal of education needed around mitigation 

points that needs to be discussed by the homelessness sector. 

 Fundraising is about ‘taking them [donors] on the journey’, showing 

philanthropists what can and is being achieved through their donation and 

actions to address homelessness broadly. ‘Selling the back-story is 

important and so is the forward-story ... the outcome’.  

You can talk about figures and money et cetera but it’s the client 

stories that make the difference. 

Promoting both the tangible and intangible benefits of actions (and 

relationships) is a key feature of successful partnerships. 

 Building and nurturing personal relationships is crucial in successful 

engagement. This is something that clearly extends across the 

philanthropic sector generally and is widely noted in the broad 

philanthropic literature nationally and internationally. Put simply, ‘the key 

is the relationships you develop’, ‘knowing your supporters well’ and ‘if 

you want to work in social change you need to have the relationships, 

know people, understand the issues’. 
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 Alignment of organisational values is increasingly important for 

successful engagement. ‘Good buy-in [of donors] often depends on 

personnel in these organisations and their affinity’ for a cause. 

 There is also a ‘professionalisation’ trend here with successful 

organisations – in terms of their approach to philanthropy as a source of 

support, and who they choose to work with, transparency, program/service 

delivery et cetera. On this factor, many interviewees noted similar 

sentiments to the following from a specialist homelessness service in 

Adelaide ‘we tell the story that we aren’t just a charity, but a business’. 

Another reinforced this stating: 

The sector will talk from a social justice and welfare ethos, but 

when talking to those with the gold – policy/treasury and 

philanthropy – you have to talk corporate and economics; and, 

The economic argument comes first, but we also need the social 

justice argument. We need both, but the economic argument as 

the trigger. 

 Co-investment is also an increasing ‘hook’ for successful engagement 

between the two sectors; for as one philanthropist noted ‘if you can match 

funding that changes the conversation’. 

 

For some of the longer-term players in the philanthropic-homelessness sector 

engagement space, successful engagement is also clearly about developing an 

idea, ensuring enthusiasm, sustainability and good outcomes for all parties in a 

partnership, and then developing the next idea to maintain the momentum built. 

As the philanthropy manager of one large service noted: 

A difficulty is we have to find or create the next big thing, [program 

name] number two. It has to be tangible. We look at the critical 

success factors [of program name]. It needs longevity and 

sustainability.  

 

There is clearly also an issue around what one specialist homelessness service 

commented is ‘readiness to be in the philanthropic space’. That is, in terms of 

understanding philanthropics, their applications, needs and wants, as well as 

understanding these things for specialist homelessness organisations themselves.  
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And, finally, going back to where much of the conversation in this Chapter 

started, it is important to remember that funders ‘want innovation, something 

new. They also want it sustainable’. 
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4. Policy implications and possible future directions 

4.1 For Philanthropy 

The last 15 years have seen significant developments in the profile of 

philanthropy in Australia. Although it remains an emergent sector compared with 

say its United States’ equivalent, it is increasing in size and influence and enjoying 

degrees of necessary bipartisan encouragement from government and 

policymakers. The establishment of PAFs and PuAFs, the clarification of advocacy 

work as part of charitable activity, the introduction of the ACNC regime, the 

explicit inclusion of the sector in government policy directions and the emergence 

of Philanthropy Australia as a robust national peak body, all reflect a period of 

growth and strength, despite the inevitable impacts of the GFC.  

 

Collaboration and systemic change are the key areas where ways forward are 

evident for philanthropic engagement between philanthropy and homelessness. 

Philanthropy Australia’s Ending Homelessness Affinity Group is a local reflection of 

America’s Funders Together To End Homelessness.9 Despite considerable 

differences in the legal and fiscal environments, the energy and scope of this 

American model provide useful indicators of the Affinity Groups’ potential.  

 

As a relatively small sector that includes a wide range of funding experience and 

philanthropic philosophies, the Australian philanthropic sector has not yet fully 

explored the opportunities of collaboration. The Affinity Groups may provide an 

effective starting point for this cultural adjustment and also some contact and 

connection with private philanthropy exercised through PAFs and individual 

donors. Established funds clearly have experience of leveraging the range of their 

resources (funding, skills, contacts, influence, advocacy) with public and private 

sector partners to achieve long-term systemic change. Opportunities for this type 

of philanthropic engagement should be actively encouraged across the sector, 

including by PAFs who are generally the newest and hardest to reach players in 

the philanthropic space. Structures such as the Affinity Groups need to be more 

broadly promoted (or other versions developed) to start an ongoing conversation 

between stakeholders – including philanthropists, the homelessness sector and, if 

these stakeholders deem it necessary, governments (local, state and federal).  

 

                                                           
9 See http://funderstogether.org/about-us/who-we-are/. 

http://funderstogether.org/about-us/who-we-are/
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The research shows that there is clearly a need for better co-ordination of 

activities across the homelessness and philanthropic sectors. Key here is 

appropriately packaging homelessness so that philanthropics can see where they 

can assist. As one philanthropic intermediary explained: 

Co-ordination of activities is the key, pulling together a coordinator. 

The homelessness sector needs to say ... ‘here is the issue, here are 

the three (or however many) ways philanthropy can help’. 

 

The same participant noted the need for expansion of the ‘tiny philanthropic pie’ 

nationally, reflecting the ‘staggering wealth’ of many Australians. He was 

concerned that more is done to educate Australians about philanthropy generally, 

with the sector moving away from a ‘scatter gun approach to giving’, with ‘way 

too many grants’ to a more coordinated approach to solving social problems. 

‘Philanthropy is so scarce, it shouldn’t be used for funding the homeless man, but 

targeting the systemic change needed’. 

 

Additionally, as the representative of another philanthropic intermediary noted 

‘there is no doubt more thinking is needed about giving’, particularly in a 

strategic and systemic way. And homelessness is one of those big and complex 

social problems where this thinking, and a conversation based on such thinking, 

could be used to identify a series of smaller priority actions – so called ‘mitigation 

points’ – to work toward meeting broader national homelessness goals. The 

overarching framework for homelessness is there, it is a matter of getting 

stakeholders together to work toward some of these goals, and refine them 

based on constant learning. 

 

A potential worthy and well respected model to look at in terms of supporting 

greater collaboration and engagement between philanthropy and homelessness – 

driven primarily by philanthropy – is NPC (New Philanthropy Capital) in the UK. 

NPC is an advisory body sitting at the ‘nexus between charities and funders’ (NPC 

2012). It provides a range of accessible resources for agencies and funders, 

including reports on key social issues like homelessness (see, for example, Lost 

Property, Tackling homelessness in the UK,  A guide for donors and funders by 

Fradd, Stringer and Blake 2008), what is being done and needs to be done to 
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support national goals to reduce homelessness; fact sheets and blog posts 

targeted to a small piece of big issues (such as Helping Young People Look to the 

Future by Mcduff (2011)) and other bite sized pieces of information to assist 

donors understand more about social causes and how to make an impact. NPC 

have also recently developed (with other organisations) what they call ‘Outcomes 

Maps’ for key areas of social concern – including Housing and essential needs 

(Bagwell 2013). The Outcome Maps help to show policy thinking and action 

around social issues, with an emphasis on how other stakeholders (charities, 

donors, government, academia) are measuring impact and progress for such 

social problems. As is noted upfront in the Outcomes Maps they are ‘not 

intended to be prescriptive about what you should measure; instead it aims to be 

a starting point for social investors, funders, charities and social enterprises 

thinking about measuring outcomes in this domain. Neither is it intended to be 

definitive or comprehensive: we plan to develop the maps further in future as we 

learn more about measurement practice in this area.’ (Bagwell 2013, p. 2).  There 

was a clearly expressed appetite for more and accessible information of this type, 

as well as ‘thought leadership’ to assist both the homelessness and philanthropic 

sectors to better understand and work with each other, and, where relevant with 

other parties, including, governments and universities. Many interviewees thought 

that action of these types would help to keep a focus on homelessness and 

promote key social issues like housing and homelessness. It would also shine a 

light on the ‘nut of what is useful, what works and how it works’ for addressing 

homelessness, as one interviewee put it.  Funders Together to End Homelessness 

also provide a number of useful tools worthy of examination by both sectors. 

Notably, such tools include a Grantmaker’s Toolkit on Ending Homelessness, 

which is being added to over time and offers a range of thoughts around 

collaboration, connecting, outcomes et cetera (Funders Together to End 

Homelessness 2012a, 2012b, 2013). 

 

Another model worthy of examination in the context of collaboration between 

sectors is what had been termed ‘strategic collaboration’, a model recently 

advanced by Seldon, Tierney and Fernando (2013). This model involves donors 



68 

 

pooling resources to fund significant multi-year projects making decisions as a 

voting ‘board’.  Such an approach was seen to supplement individual donor 

activity not replace it, as it involved a substantial commitment of time and money, 

a loss of individual decision making control and shared reputational risk (and 

benefit). However where successful the capacity to access expertise, pursue 

system-level change and aggregate growth capital led to results greater than the 

sum of the individual contributions. It has been advanced as an alternative to the 

model used currently by many philanthropics, and particularly the larger trusts 

and foundations, where formal and semi-formal collaborative arrangements 

generally require a funded agency to ‘contract’ independently with each 

philanthropic.  

 

It is also clear that there is more learning to do in terms of what constitutes 

success in terms of outcomes from philanthropy-backed actions for addressing 

homelessness. As one philanthropist noted: 

We don’t want to ask the hard questions, the BHAQ – the big, hairy, 

audacious questions; like, are we making an impact? 

 

The philanthropic sector has a role to play in shaping the discussion about 

outcomes for addressing homelessness; with their reporting requirements setting 

some of the standards as far as what is effective, efficient and appropriate 

outcomes relating to the use of their funds. While a conversation is ongoing in 

this space (albeit only at an early stage for most organisations), many 

organisations noted a need for a more coordinated approach to developing 

measures of impact. Government and a peak organisation (such as Philanthropy 

Australia) were identified as having a role to play as well. 

 

Lobbying for further funding into the homelessness sector was also seen as a key 

way forward for philanthropic and homelessness sector engagement by some: 

We can all do discrete very good work, but there are bigger and 

better things we can do. We can’t help the 100,000 with philanthropic 

money [alone]. Money into the homelessness sector is the issue. 

 

The homelessness and philanthropic sectors have an important joint advocacy 

role in this context.  
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4.2 For the homelessness sector 

Three principal implications for the homelessness sector arise from the findings of 

this research. 

 

First, the sector as a sector needs to engage with the philanthropic sector. At 

present most contact is at THE agency level and smaller agencies, those 

geographically distant from the Eastern states and those without well-connected 

‘commercial’ boards, feel largely excluded from philanthropic opportunities. The 

future of much social funding looks to lie with philanthropy, either as partner, 

funder, facilitator or advocate. Both funders and agencies currently feel the need 

for more opportunities to become acquainted with developments and 

opportunities in a comprehensive way. There is a strong feeling that current 

introductions are somewhat opportunistic rather than systematic. Whether this is 

a role for Philanthropy Australia in partnership with Homelessness Australia at the 

national level or for another body is not clear. Even less clear is who would liaise 

with the philanthropy sector at State and Territory level where, arguably, liaison is 

even more necessary. 

 

Second, the sector must continue to address the difficult challenge of explaining 

homelessness to the public and to the philanthropy sector.  

 

It is a complex message. However, several people interviewed drew comparisons 

with the domestic and family violence sector, which has generally overcome 

several similar challenges (complex issues, diverse client groups, unappealing 

issue, persistent stereotypes including ‘it doesn’t happen to people like us’ and 

‘s/he must have been (partly) to blame for it’) to deliver a clear and 

comprehensible message that has largely convinced funders and changed social 

attitudes. Government also has a role in advancing this message nationally and 

assisting stakeholders to understand what national policy priorities mean for their 

individual and collective actions. 

 

Third, it is important that the sector helps potential philanthropic funders to 

understand how they can ‘make a difference’. It is also crucial to show case 

success. The homelessness sector has traditionally communicated primarily with 

governments, seeking necessary funding and highlighting shortfalls and the 

consequences of inadequate services. This work must of course continue but 
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needs to be complemented by equally focused liaison with the philanthropic 

sector. This is a very different conversation. It is, however, one for which there is 

clearly an appetite. Research commissioned by the Prime Minister’s Council on 

Homelessness and reported in its Term Report for 2009-11 also identifies this 

‘appetite’: 

The Council believes homelessness is everyone’s responsibility and 

there is potential for greater philanthropic engagement of the 

business sector to play a role in responding to homelessness. As such, 

the Council commissioned a consultant to undertake research on the 

potential philanthropic role of the business sector. The research found 

that there is scope to increase the business sector’s involvement. The 

Council will progress this opportunity by developing 

recommendations to the Australian Government on how to establish 

and enhance philanthropic partnerships, early in its third year. 

4.3 For government 

The closing question for participants in this research was to consider a role for 

governments in the relationship between philanthropy and homelessness in 

Australia. This was by far the most difficult of the questions asked of interviewees. 

There was some consensus around a handful of concerns here. Unsurprisingly, 

one of the most oft stated roles for government here was the need for planning 

beyond the electoral cycle with ‘big’ social issues such as homelessness and 

housing. Relatedly, some interviewees expressed the desire for investigation/roll 

out of incentives for private investment in affordable housing and other incentives 

for capital investments needed to support homeless people.   

 

Some interviewees noted a need for government to hold policy briefings 

specifically for philanthropists, outlining planned directions for homelessness and 

other areas of social policy. Ideally, these policy briefings would assist with 

collaboration between philanthropy, service providers and government. On this 

issue it should be noted that those who saw government as an important player 

in engagement between philanthropy and homelessness emphasised the need for 

government being on the ‘journey from the start’. 

 

Notably, there is an appetite for government (or another suitable organisation) to 

bring together the two sectors in as many ways as possible to discuss ideas, 
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approaches, outcomes and ways forward for the philanthropic and homelessness 

relationship. The Victorian Government’s Guiding Principles for Building 

Collaborative Partnerships between Government and Philanthropy (Webster and 

Wyse 2012) was cited by some interviewees in the research as a useful resource 

here, both as a resource for action and a tool that raised the profile of 

collaboration. Some philanthropics also suggested that government should take 

responsibility for resourcing a body to advise the philanthropic sector on how it 

could help address homelessness. This body could also facilitate the liaison 

between the sectors so urgently called for in this research. Artsupport Australia, 

now Creative Partnerships Australia, was discussed as a possible model to inspire 

action.  

 

At a more basic level, assistance with understanding regulation and bureaucratic 

‘red tape’ was an important role for government identified by philanthropics, 

especially smaller organisations such as Community Foundations. Here some 

participants in the research pointed to the need for more accessible information 

about who to contact in government with concerns about philanthropy, giving 

and ATO rules and rulings. There was strong support in this context for the 

reinstatement or reinvention of the former Prime Minister’s Community Business 

Partnerships which, many philanthropics noted, gave them useful resources and a 

clear communication pathway with government. In the same vein many 

philanthropists and agencies were keen to be brought together in roundtable 

style discussions with government to explore the issue of homelessness and its 

many facets with the aim of identifying priorities, practices and program for 

collaboration in the short and medium terms. 

4.4 Conclusion 

Addressing homelessness has been a national public policy concern for a number 

of years now, and as this research shows, philanthropy has played an important 

part in supporting and driving actions to address homelessness nationally. The 

Homelessness White Paper – The Road Home – emphasises the need for the 

continuing involvement of philanthropists, corporations and business in actions to 

address homelessness as a national policy priority.    

 

This research has investigated what we know about engagement between 

philanthropy and homelessness – as presented in this report and the earlier 
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context report by Tually, Skinner and Slatter (2012). The project shows great 

energy and ongoing enthusiasm for supporting homelessness among 

philanthropists. It also shows areas for further work in developing, promoting and 

evolving relationships and engagement.  

 

The discussion, especially in this Chapter, notes some ways forward for 

philanthropy, homelessness agencies and government. These include: 

 Keeping homelessness on the political radar and ensuring everyone 

understands the complexity of homelessness as an issue; 

 Understanding the roles, expectations, needs and strengths of all parties in 

actions/relationships to address homelessness; 

 Showing the ‘mitigation’ points and spaces where attention is needed; 

 Looking at the systemic issues causing homelessness and working to 

address these – through, for example, programs to support people with 

mental health issues, domestic and family violence, family breakdown, 

disability and drug and alcohol abuse, among other important contributors 

to and causes of homelessness;  

 Advocating for continuing support for homeless people and the 

homelessness sector;  

 Building and evolving collaborations to drive activity for the 

disadvantaged, including securing longer-term housing, education and 

employment; and, 

 Developing models of facilitating engagement between all stakeholders in 

addressing a social concern like homelessness, including thought 

leadership and developing accessible information about the issue.   

 

Keeping the conversation between the homelessness and philanthropic sectors 

alive is crucial. And for the future, this conversation needs to focus on what 

meaningful impact looks like for Australia’s homeless people, with all their ‘faces’ 

and needs.  
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Appendix A 

Figure A1: Public Ancillary Funds grantmaking eligibility 

 

Notes: 

 Tax Concession Charities are charitable organisations that are exempt from paying income tax, are 

entitled to GST or FBT (Fringe Benefit Tax) concessions, or a combination of the three. 

 Deductible Gift Recipients: organisations that allow tax deductible donations; Item 1 DGRs are granted 

to charitable organisations (known as ‘doing’ DGRs) while Item 2 DGRs are provided to philanthropic 

trusts (known as ‘giving’ DGRs). 

 ITEFs are Income Tax Exempt Funds, non-charitable funds established by a will or trust deed (ATO 

2012b). 

Source: Ward 2012b, p. 11. 
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Figure A2: Private Ancillary Funds grantmaking eligibility 

 

Notes: 

See Figure A1 above. 

Source: Ward 2009, p. 10. 


