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Giving in Canada is on the decline. The reasons 

for this disturbing trend are complex, multi-

factorial and understudied, but the potential 

long-term consequences of charities’ declining 

ability to meet demands for their services, which 

are actually increasing, cannot be underestimated.  

In 2018’s The Giving Report, analysis from 

CanadaHelps and Imagine Canada found a number 

of troubling trends. Between 2006 and 2016, 

Canada’s population grew at a compound annual 

growth rate of 1.1 percent, which is three times 

higher than that of donations over the same period. 

The Giving Report also found that fewer Canadians 

aUe JLYLnJ� ZLWK MXsW 1 Ln � Wa[ĆleUs PaNLnJ dRna-

tions in 2016, down from 1 in 4 in 2006. 

Canadians over age 55 gave nearly twice as 
much money ($6.4B vs. $3.5B) to charity in 
2015 than 25-54 year olds; however, the 
number of people making donations in this age 
group has declined each year. 

Finally, the wealthiest families in Canada are no 

longer giving at the rates they once did. Families 

eaUnLnJ �1�0N��199N annXall\ KaYe deFUeased 

average donations by 4.2 percent per year from 

200��201�� )aPLlLes eaUnLnJ �200��2�9N and 

�2�0N� aUe alsR JLYLnJ less� ZLWK ERWK JURXps dRZn 

��9 peUFenW peU \eaU IURP 200�ès aYeUaJes 

(CanadaHelps 2018).

0LllennLals �ERUn EeWZeen 19�0 and 2000� ZLll 

FRPpULse PRUe WKan �� peUFenW RI WKe JlREal ZRUN-

force by 2025 (DTTL Global Brand & Communica-

tions, 2014). This generation has grown up with the 

internet and they are now reaching professional 

maturity. Gen Z, which follows Millennials, is a 

PRELle�ĆUsW� PXlWL�deYLFe pRpXlaWLRn� WKe\ aUe WUXe 

digital natives.

Research suggests that Millennials are giving less in 

monetary donations and they are fundamentally 

dLIIeUenW WKan pUeYLRXs JeneUaWLRns� WKLs JURXp Ls nRW 

expected to start donating more as their age and 

LnFRPes LnFUease� 201� UeseaUFK IURP %laFNEaXd 

found that Millennials, or Generation Y, give the least 

amount in average donations each year, averaging 

���9� ZKeUeas WKe JURXp JLYLnJ WKe PRsW� CLYLFs �ERUn 

EeIRUe 19���� JaYe �9�� annXall\ Rn aYeUaJe� *en < 

also supported the fewest number of charities (3.1 

charities supported vs Civics’ 5.4 charities support-

ed), and only 55 percent of the group give (compared 

to 73 percent of Civics). In the same report, more than 

80 percent of Millennials surveyed said they expected 

their giving levels to stay the same or decrease 

(Rovner, 2018). The Millennial generation considers 

LnćXenFe aPRnJsW peeUs as FXUUenF\ and WKeLU WLPe WR 

be as useful as a cash gift. They want to see impact, are 

much more interested in causes, and have little regard 

as WR ZKR Ls aFWXall\ dRLnJ WKe ZRUN �L�e� sRFLal enWeU-

prise vs. traditional charity). Just as fundraising itself 

Ls PXlWL�FKannel WRda\ and dRnaWLRns aUe dLIĆFXlW WR 

attribute to a particular campaign or program, Millen-

nials are comfortable with a multi-pronged approach 

WR PaNLnJ a dLIIeUenFe å Rn WKeLU RZn WeUPs�

These demographic shifts and changes in attitudes 

have meant that philanthropy in Canada is increasing-

l\ IallLnJ Rn WKe sKRXldeUs RI a sKULnNLnJ pRRl RI RldeU 

donors. A 2018 research study, 30 Years of Giving, 

published by the Rideau Hall Foundation and Imag-

Lne Canada FRnĆUPs sRPe RI WKese WURXElLnJ PeW-

rics. “The overall trend is clear: the donor base is 

getting ever-smaller and changes in total donations 

are now primarily driven by variations in how much 

dRnRUs JLYe� )URP WKe peaN Ln 1990� WKe peUFenW-

aJe RI Wa[ĆleUs FlaLPLnJ dRnaWLRns Kas dURpped E\ 

roughly a third, while the average amount claimed 

has nearly doubled. This means that charities are 

relying on an ever-smaller number of people for 

donations. … The giving behaviours of Generation 

< aUe paUWLFXlaUl\ ZRUULsRPe� ERWK WKe dRnaWLRn 

rates and average donations of this group are low 

and increasing very slowly.” (Lasby, D. & Barr, C. 

2018).

In the age of technology and all things digital, 

chronically capacity-starved charities are failing to 

engage donors who have become digitally savvy or 

who are digital natives. Charities are failing to 

move successfully to a place where consumers 

WRda\ aUe å RnlLne and PRELle å and IaLlLnJ WR 

UeplaFe dLUeFW PaLl RU sKULnNLnJ FRUpRUaWe RU 

government support.

7Ke deFlLne Ln JLYLnJ Ls RFFXUULnJ aJaLnsW WKe EaFN-

drop of a broad, across the board, technology-pro-

pelled upheaval that has occurred with ever-in-

creasing intensity in the last couple of decades. 

3KLlanWKURp\� lLNe WKe PedLa� WUaYel� UeWaLl� pXElLsKLnJ� 

and music sectors, is being affected and transformed 

by the fast proliferation and widespread adoption of 

digital, mobile and social technologies.  

We live in a time of “disruptive innovations” and “cre-

ative destruction”. Entire industries have been wiped 

RXW� ZeaNened� and Ln Pan\ Fases UeplaFed E\ neZ 

ones that simply did not exist a few years ago. This era 

of creative destruction has brought about a funda-

mental change in the way people engage with each 

other, with businesses, with government, and with 

charities.

On a deeper level, it is not about new products or new 

ways of doing things, but rather a wholesale re-writ-

ing of both the rules of engagement and the rules of 

business: who can do what, who can compete with 

whom, and under what circumstances? All sorts of 

pURYeUELal lLnes aUe ElXUULnJ� Rld PRnRpRlLes EURNen 

and new ones established, and different competitors 

are emerging. In the charitable space, the question is: 

what is charitable and who gets to do “charity”?  Old 

deĆnLWLRns aUe FUXPElLnJ RU e[pandLnJ aW PLnLPXP�

7KLs Ls a neWZRUNed LnIRUPaWLRn eFRnRP\ dependenW 

XpRn IasW�ePeUJLnJ and ĆFNle FRnsXPeU WUends and 

preferences and the charitable space is not exempt. 

7Rda\� FRnsXPeUs aUe lRRNLnJ IRU eYeU\WKLnJ WR Ee 

available anytime, anywhere, and want a seamless 

experience across devices. 

7KeUe Ls nR UeasRn WR WKLnN WKaW WKe eUa RI UapLd 

change will abate any time soon. With some economic 

LPpURYePenW IRllRZLnJ WKe 200��2009 UeFessLRn eUa� 

it is widely believed that disruption will accelerate for 

the foreseeable future.  This chapter explores some of 

WKe Ne\ IRUFes dULYLnJ dLsUXpWLRn� and WKe LPpaFW RI 

these technological changes on the charitable sector. 

Marina Glogovac
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of troubling trends. Between 2006 and 2016, 

Canada’s population grew at a compound annual 

growth rate of 1.1 percent, which is three times 

higher than that of donations over the same period. 

The Giving Report also found that fewer Canadians 

aUe JLYLnJ� ZLWK MXsW 1 Ln � Wa[ĆleUs PaNLnJ dRna-
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Canadians over age 55 gave nearly twice as 
much money ($6.4B vs. $3.5B) to charity in 
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to 73 percent of Civics). In the same report, more than 

80 percent of Millennials surveyed said they expected 

their giving levels to stay the same or decrease 

(Rovner, 2018). The Millennial generation considers 
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be as useful as a cash gift. They want to see impact, are 
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ones that simply did not exist a few years ago. This era 

of creative destruction has brought about a funda-

mental change in the way people engage with each 

other, with businesses, with government, and with 
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On a deeper level, it is not about new products or new 

ways of doing things, but rather a wholesale re-writ-

ing of both the rules of engagement and the rules of 
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and new ones established, and different competitors 

are emerging. In the charitable space, the question is: 
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FOREWORD

Giving is declining, younger donors view charitable giving differently than the generations 

that came before, and the rise of social enterprises, Bcorps and changes in corporate 

philanthropy strategies has led to a blurring of the lines. What is (and what is not) “charity” 

and who gets to do it?  We are experiencing an exponential rate of change, and no industry is 

saIe IURP WeFKnRlRJLFal dLsUXpWLRns å WKe FKaULWaEle seFWRU ZLll nRW Ee spaUed� EXW Pan\ Ln WKe 

sector feel powerless to do anything about it. 

In this authoritative guide, CanadaHelps CEO, Marina Glogovac, discusses in an accessible 

way the existing and emerging technologies and trends changing charitable giving, and 

PaNes WKe Fase IRU WKe %RaUds� 6WaII� and 9RlXnWeeUs leadLnJ FKaULWLes WR WaNe aFWLRn nRZ� ,Wès 

a PXsW Uead IRU an\Rne ZKR ZRUNs Ln� YRlXnWeeUs IRU� RU sLPpl\ FaUes aERXW WKe sXFFess RI WKe 

charitable sector in Canada.

$ YeUsLRn RI WKLs papeU ZLll appeaU Ln an XpFRPLnJ ERRN� Intersections and Innovations: Change for Canada’s Voluntary and Nonprofit 
Sector, edited by Susan Phillips and Bob Wyatt, to be published by the Muttart Foundation. 
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WR PaNLnJ a dLIIeUenFe å Rn WKeLU RZn WeUPs�

These demographic shifts and changes in attitudes 

have meant that philanthropy in Canada is increasing-

l\ IallLnJ Rn WKe sKRXldeUs RI a sKULnNLnJ pRRl RI RldeU 

donors. A 2018 research study, 30 Years of Giving, 

published by the Rideau Hall Foundation and Imag-

Lne Canada FRnĆUPs sRPe RI WKese WURXElLnJ PeW-

rics. “The overall trend is clear: the donor base is 

getting ever-smaller and changes in total donations 

are now primarily driven by variations in how much 

dRnRUs JLYe� )URP WKe peaN Ln 1990� WKe peUFenW-

aJe RI Wa[ĆleUs FlaLPLnJ dRnaWLRns Kas dURpped E\ 

roughly a third, while the average amount claimed 

has nearly doubled. This means that charities are 

relying on an ever-smaller number of people for 

donations. … The giving behaviours of Generation 

< aUe paUWLFXlaUl\ ZRUULsRPe� ERWK WKe dRnaWLRn 

rates and average donations of this group are low 

and increasing very slowly.” (Lasby, D. & Barr, C. 

2018).

In the age of technology and all things digital, 

chronically capacity-starved charities are failing to 

engage donors who have become digitally savvy or 

who are digital natives. Charities are failing to 

move successfully to a place where consumers 

WRda\ aUe å RnlLne and PRELle å and IaLlLnJ WR 

UeplaFe dLUeFW PaLl RU sKULnNLnJ FRUpRUaWe RU 

government support.

7Ke deFlLne Ln JLYLnJ Ls RFFXUULnJ aJaLnsW WKe EaFN-

drop of a broad, across the board, technology-pro-

pelled upheaval that has occurred with ever-in-

creasing intensity in the last couple of decades. 

3KLlanWKURp\� lLNe WKe PedLa� WUaYel� UeWaLl� pXElLsKLnJ� 

and music sectors, is being affected and transformed 

by the fast proliferation and widespread adoption of 

digital, mobile and social technologies.  

We live in a time of “disruptive innovations” and “cre-

ative destruction”. Entire industries have been wiped 

RXW� ZeaNened� and Ln Pan\ Fases UeplaFed E\ neZ 

ones that simply did not exist a few years ago. This era 

of creative destruction has brought about a funda-

mental change in the way people engage with each 

other, with businesses, with government, and with 

charities.

On a deeper level, it is not about new products or new 

ways of doing things, but rather a wholesale re-writ-

ing of both the rules of engagement and the rules of 

business: who can do what, who can compete with 

whom, and under what circumstances? All sorts of 

pURYeUELal lLnes aUe ElXUULnJ� Rld PRnRpRlLes EURNen 

and new ones established, and different competitors 

are emerging. In the charitable space, the question is: 

what is charitable and who gets to do “charity”?  Old 

deĆnLWLRns aUe FUXPElLnJ RU e[pandLnJ aW PLnLPXP�

7KLs Ls a neWZRUNed LnIRUPaWLRn eFRnRP\ dependenW 

XpRn IasW�ePeUJLnJ and ĆFNle FRnsXPeU WUends and 

preferences and the charitable space is not exempt. 

7Rda\� FRnsXPeUs aUe lRRNLnJ IRU eYeU\WKLnJ WR Ee 

available anytime, anywhere, and want a seamless 

experience across devices. 

7KeUe Ls nR UeasRn WR WKLnN WKaW WKe eUa RI UapLd 

change will abate any time soon. With some economic 

LPpURYePenW IRllRZLnJ WKe 200��2009 UeFessLRn eUa� 

it is widely believed that disruption will accelerate for 

the foreseeable future.  This chapter explores some of 

WKe Ne\ IRUFes dULYLnJ dLsUXpWLRn� and WKe LPpaFW RI 

these technological changes on the charitable sector. 
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Giving in Canada is on the decline. The reasons 

for this disturbing trend are complex, multi-

factorial and understudied, but the potential 

long-term consequences of charities’ declining 

ability to meet demands for their services, which 

are actually increasing, cannot be underestimated.  

In 2018’s The Giving Report, analysis from 

CanadaHelps and Imagine Canada found a number 

of troubling trends. Between 2006 and 2016, 

Canada’s population grew at a compound annual 

growth rate of 1.1 percent, which is three times 

higher than that of donations over the same period. 

The Giving Report also found that fewer Canadians 

aUe JLYLnJ� ZLWK MXsW 1 Ln � Wa[ĆleUs PaNLnJ dRna-

tions in 2016, down from 1 in 4 in 2006. 

Canadians over age 55 gave nearly twice as 
much money ($6.4B vs. $3.5B) to charity in 
2015 than 25-54 year olds; however, the 
number of people making donations in this age 
group has declined each year. 

Finally, the wealthiest families in Canada are no 

longer giving at the rates they once did. Families 

eaUnLnJ �1�0N��199N annXall\ KaYe deFUeased 

average donations by 4.2 percent per year from 

200��201�� )aPLlLes eaUnLnJ �200��2�9N and 

�2�0N� aUe alsR JLYLnJ less� ZLWK ERWK JURXps dRZn 

��9 peUFenW peU \eaU IURP 200�ès aYeUaJes 

(CanadaHelps 2018).

0LllennLals �ERUn EeWZeen 19�0 and 2000� ZLll 

FRPpULse PRUe WKan �� peUFenW RI WKe JlREal ZRUN-

force by 2025 (DTTL Global Brand & Communica-

tions, 2014). This generation has grown up with the 

internet and they are now reaching professional 

maturity. Gen Z, which follows Millennials, is a 

PRELle�ĆUsW� PXlWL�deYLFe pRpXlaWLRn� WKe\ aUe WUXe 

digital natives.

Research suggests that Millennials are giving less in 

monetary donations and they are fundamentally 

dLIIeUenW WKan pUeYLRXs JeneUaWLRns� WKLs JURXp Ls nRW 

expected to start donating more as their age and 

LnFRPes LnFUease� 201� UeseaUFK IURP %laFNEaXd 

found that Millennials, or Generation Y, give the least 

amount in average donations each year, averaging 

���9� ZKeUeas WKe JURXp JLYLnJ WKe PRsW� CLYLFs �ERUn 

EeIRUe 19���� JaYe �9�� annXall\ Rn aYeUaJe� *en < 

also supported the fewest number of charities (3.1 

charities supported vs Civics’ 5.4 charities support-

ed), and only 55 percent of the group give (compared 

to 73 percent of Civics). In the same report, more than 

80 percent of Millennials surveyed said they expected 

their giving levels to stay the same or decrease 

(Rovner, 2018). The Millennial generation considers 
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be as useful as a cash gift. They want to see impact, are 

much more interested in causes, and have little regard 
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prise vs. traditional charity). Just as fundraising itself 
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attribute to a particular campaign or program, Millen-

nials are comfortable with a multi-pronged approach 
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have meant that philanthropy in Canada is increasing-
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donors. A 2018 research study, 30 Years of Giving, 

published by the Rideau Hall Foundation and Imag-

Lne Canada FRnĆUPs sRPe RI WKese WURXElLnJ PeW-

rics. “The overall trend is clear: the donor base is 

getting ever-smaller and changes in total donations 

are now primarily driven by variations in how much 

dRnRUs JLYe� )URP WKe peaN Ln 1990� WKe peUFenW-
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roughly a third, while the average amount claimed 

has nearly doubled. This means that charities are 

relying on an ever-smaller number of people for 

donations. … The giving behaviours of Generation 

< aUe paUWLFXlaUl\ ZRUULsRPe� ERWK WKe dRnaWLRn 

rates and average donations of this group are low 

and increasing very slowly.” (Lasby, D. & Barr, C. 

2018).

In the age of technology and all things digital, 

chronically capacity-starved charities are failing to 

engage donors who have become digitally savvy or 

who are digital natives. Charities are failing to 

move successfully to a place where consumers 

WRda\ aUe å RnlLne and PRELle å and IaLlLnJ WR 

UeplaFe dLUeFW PaLl RU sKULnNLnJ FRUpRUaWe RU 

government support.
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drop of a broad, across the board, technology-pro-

pelled upheaval that has occurred with ever-in-

creasing intensity in the last couple of decades. 

3KLlanWKURp\� lLNe WKe PedLa� WUaYel� UeWaLl� pXElLsKLnJ� 

and music sectors, is being affected and transformed 

by the fast proliferation and widespread adoption of 

digital, mobile and social technologies.  

We live in a time of “disruptive innovations” and “cre-

ative destruction”. Entire industries have been wiped 

RXW� ZeaNened� and Ln Pan\ Fases UeplaFed E\ neZ 

ones that simply did not exist a few years ago. This era 

of creative destruction has brought about a funda-

mental change in the way people engage with each 

other, with businesses, with government, and with 

charities.

On a deeper level, it is not about new products or new 

ways of doing things, but rather a wholesale re-writ-

ing of both the rules of engagement and the rules of 

business: who can do what, who can compete with 

whom, and under what circumstances? All sorts of 

pURYeUELal lLnes aUe ElXUULnJ� Rld PRnRpRlLes EURNen 

and new ones established, and different competitors 

are emerging. In the charitable space, the question is: 

what is charitable and who gets to do “charity”?  Old 

deĆnLWLRns aUe FUXPElLnJ RU e[pandLnJ aW PLnLPXP�

7KLs Ls a neWZRUNed LnIRUPaWLRn eFRnRP\ dependenW 

XpRn IasW�ePeUJLnJ and ĆFNle FRnsXPeU WUends and 

preferences and the charitable space is not exempt. 

7Rda\� FRnsXPeUs aUe lRRNLnJ IRU eYeU\WKLnJ WR Ee 

available anytime, anywhere, and want a seamless 

experience across devices. 

7KeUe Ls nR UeasRn WR WKLnN WKaW WKe eUa RI UapLd 

change will abate any time soon. With some economic 

LPpURYePenW IRllRZLnJ WKe 200��2009 UeFessLRn eUa� 

it is widely believed that disruption will accelerate for 

the foreseeable future.  This chapter explores some of 

WKe Ne\ IRUFes dULYLnJ dLsUXpWLRn� and WKe LPpaFW RI 

these technological changes on the charitable sector. 

to create, communicate, and connect on their own 

terms. This super-powered desire and ability to 

connect has created the acceleration and incidence 

RI WKe neWZRUN eIIeFW å WKe eIIeFW WKaW addLWLRnal 

users of a good or service have on the perceived 

value of that good or service to other people. The 

PeFKanLsPs RI LnćXenFe Ln WKLs neZ FRnWe[W aUe 

fundamentally different.

Within fundraising, there are many examples of the 

Za\s Ln ZKLFK WKe neWZRUN eIIeFW and a desLUe IRU 

convenience and immediacy has completely 

Xpended WUadLWLRnal dRnaWLRns and ZLll lLNel\ 

FRnWLnXe WR dR sR� 7Ke 201� $/6 ,Fe %XFNeW CKal-

lenge used virality, social currency, and celebrity 

power to raise more than $115 million in 2014 

(ALS Association, 2017). We’ve also seen the rise of 

“rage donations,” where the motivation to give 

stems from widely publicised, perceived political or 

social injustices. Examples of this include a 2018 

)aFeERRN )XndUaLseU WKaW UaLsed �200 86' IRU 

WKe nRnpURĆW 5$,C(6 �5eIXJee and ,PPLJUanW 

Center for Education and Legal Services) in 

UespRnse WR 8�6� 3UesLdenW 7UXPpès pRlLFLes sepa-

rating refugee children from their parents at the 

8�6� ERUdeU� an ,ndLeJRJR FaPpaLJn sWaUWed E\ WKe 

*LUl 6FRXWs WR UaLse EaFN �100�000 a dRnRU asNed 

the Girl Scouts to return because they welcome 

WUansJendeU JLUls �anJU\ dRnRUs UaLsed ���2�000�� 

and donations to the American Civil Liberties 

8nLRn ZKLFK UeaFKed �2� PLllLRn Ln MXsW Rne ZeeN-

end in response to a number of restrictive execu-

WLYe RUdeUs sLJned E\ 8�6� 3UesLdenW 'Rnald 7UXPp 

�6WaFN� 201��� :e ZLll alsR FRnWLnXe WR see e[aP-

ples lLNe WKe *R)Xnd0e FaPpaLJn WKaW UaLsed PRUe 

than $15 million for families affected by the 2018 

IaWal FRllLsLRn EeWZeen a sePL�WUaLleU WUXFN and a 

bus carrying members of the Humboldt Broncos 

MXnLRU KRFNe\ WeaP Ln 6asNaWFKeZan �HXPERldW 

%URnFRs -U� HRFNe\ $ssRFLaWLRn ,nF�� 201���

3eeU�WR�peeU LnćXenFe Kas EeFRPe LnJUaLned Ln WKe 

way technology is now designed and how it is used, 

and it has fundamentally changed the way we relate 

to each other. 

P RO L I F E R AT I O N  O F  DATA  
92 / 8 0 (  	  $9$ , / $ % , / , 7 <

Data is everywhere. Massive amounts of real-time 

data are constantly being uploaded via mobile devic-

es, sensors and wearable technology such as Apple 

:aWFK� *RRJle *lass� and ĆWness Eands� 'aWa dULYes 

the new era of agnosticism and freedom from 

assumptions, which is both liberating and frightening. 

Data is already enabling problem-solving (e.g. Nest, 

2pen*RY�� LW ZLll KaYe a sLJnLĆFanW LPpaFW Rn KealWK-

care, manufacturing, and retail. 

The impact of data cannot be overestimated. 
Data will fuel more information, more account-
ability, and more competition. Data can change 
donor behaviour and preferences. Data can help 
build an accurate picture of the impact of the 
non-profit sector. 

7Ke 201� %XUN 'RnRU 6XUYe\ IRXnd WKaW �2 peUFenW 

of donors favour charities that communicate measur-

able progress on their charitable goals, up from 38 

peUFenW Rnl\ ĆYe \eaUs EeIRUe �%XUN� 201��� 7Ke 

desLUe WR PeasXUe Ls deĆnLWel\ Ln WKe ]eLWJeLsW and LW 

will only increase. Today, charities must provide 

constant access to sophisticated and accurate infor-

mation, presented well, about what they are doing 

and how they are progressing. With the abundance of 

data in the charitable sector, charities have new 

RppRUWXnLWLes WR aXJPenW WKeLU ZRUN ZLWK WeFKnRl-

ogy if they are willing to embrace and invest in it. 

6RPe e[aPples RI LnnRYaWLYe nRnpURĆWs XsLnJ daWa 

to drive change include the Tableau Foundation, 

which is using real-time data about malaria 

RXWEUeaNs WR PRELlL]e UesRXUFes and FRnWaLn WKe 

spread of the disease in Zambia, and MercyCorps, 

which launched a data aggregation dashboard to 

JLYe LnsLJKW WR aLd ZRUNeUs RI ZKeUe Kelp Ls needed 

PRsW �6anJRNR\a� 'aYLs� 0aJnRnL� 3aFW� 	 'eFleU-

FT� 2019�� 'aWa and WeFKnRlRJ\ Fan Kelp FKaULWLes 

predict rather than react, identify the best solu-

tions for problems, measure their impact to engage 

dRnRUs� and LnFUease WKeLU eIĆFLenF\ and FapaFLW\� 

It’s possible to both capture and use more data 

through digital technologies.  Despite this, charities 

overall lag in the adoption of data technologies.  

With digital fundraising expected to continue to 

JURZ� FKaULWLes aUe aW ULsN RI IXUWKeU IallLnJ EeKLnd 

and must consider building capacity as an urgent 

need.

CLOUD TECHNOLOGY

The “cloud” refers to a variety of internet-based 

computing services that had previously been man-

aged or accessed in-house. Cloud computing 

pURYLdes an\WLPe aFFess WR neWZRUNs� sWRUaJe� 

applications or services, and is more cost-effective 

than traditional models. Common examples are 

web-based email and document storage, and online 

constituent relationship management (CRM) data-

base systems commonly used by charities to 

manage donations and donor stewardship.

Not only is this a growing area of the economy but it 

allRZs nRnpURĆWs WR aFFess PRUe sWaEle� Xp�WR�daWe� 

and scalable technology services that are typically at 

lower costs and don’t require the technical expertise 

and hardware to manage in-house. In theory, this can 

enable charities to achieve economies of scale, while 

focusing on their mission and not worrying about 

building out IT infrastructure. This is an enabling 

factor that is the good news for charities.

PEER҃TO҃PEERĹ 
NEW MECHANISMS OF 
INFLUENCE 

Internet-facilitated person-to-person interaction is 

WKe PRsW sLJnLĆFanW WUend WKaW Kas FRPe RXW RI WKe 

technology-propelled innovation of the last 

decade. It serves to, among other things, enable the 

long tail of niche content, buyers and sellers, givers 

and receivers. This is a new environment where 

“peer-to-peer” (P2P) is a dominant mode of acting 

in and understanding the world, especially for 

\RXnJeU JeneUaWLRns� 6LWes lLNe 7ULp $dYLsRU and 

<elp Kelped pLRneeU WKe deFenWUalL]aWLRn RI 

reviews, paving the way for user-review based and 

peeU�WR�peeU pRZeUed dLsUXpWRUs lLNe $LUEnE� 8EeU� 

and 7asN5aEELW� 6RFLal sKaULnJ and alJRULWKPs 

anal\sLnJ LndLYLdXalsè and WKeLU sRFLal neWZRUNLnJ 

EeKaYLRXU LnćXenFe eYeU\WKLnJ IURP sKRppLnJ 

behaviour to the type of news people consume.

As a result of this trend, we see a transfer of authority 

and WUXsW WR IaPLl\ and IULends� and a EUeaNdRZn RI 

previously entrenched status quo authority struc-

WXUes� WKeUe Kas Eeen a sKLIW WR Rpen� sKaULnJ� and 

transparent interactions. Authority is distributed, 

ZKLFK Kas led WR WeFKnRlRJLes lLNe ElRFNFKaLn and 

FU\pWRFXUUenFLes WKaW FLUFXPYenW FenWUalL]ed aXWKRU-

LWLes sXFK as EanNs�

In the past, it was impossible for people who were 

spread across the globe to communicate with each 

other and form a community around niche interests. 

,nWeUneW IRUXPs and sRFLal neWZRUNs KaYe allRZed 

this to happen. A distribution of action has since 

ePeUJed å LW Fan Kappen êeYeU\ZKeUeë nRZ dXe WR 

apps and IRUXPs WKaW JalYanL]e FRPPXnLWLes aURXnd 

interests and passions.

:e nRZ lLYe ĆUPl\ Ln a FRnsXPeU�FenWULF� XseU�e[pe-

ULenFe dULYen� plaWIRUP�aJnRsWLF XnLYeUse å WKe EaU 

has been set high by Millennials and Gen Z. They want 
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Giving in Canada is on the decline. The reasons 

for this disturbing trend are complex, multi-

factorial and understudied, but the potential 

long-term consequences of charities’ declining 

ability to meet demands for their services, which 

are actually increasing, cannot be underestimated.

In 2018’s The Giving Report, analysis from 

CanadaHelps and Imagine Canada found a number 

of troubling trends. Between 2006 and 2016, 

Canada’s population grew at a compound annual 

growth rate of 1.1 percent, which is three times 

higher than that of donations over the same period. 

The Giving Report also found that fewer Canadians 

aUe JLYLnJ� ZLWK MXsW 1 Ln � Wa[ĆleUs PaNLnJ dRna-

tions in 2016, down from 1 in 4 in 2006. 

Canadians over age 55 gave nearly twice as 
much money ($6.4B vs. $3.5B) to charity in 
2015 than 25-54 year olds; however, the 
number of people making donations in this age 
group has declined each year. 

Finally, the wealthiest families in Canada are no 

longer giving at the rates they once did. Families 

eaUnLnJ �1�0N��199N annXall\ KaYe deFUeased 

average donations by 4.2 percent per year from 

200��201�� )aPLlLes eaUnLnJ �200��2�9N and 

�2�0N� aUe alsR JLYLnJ less� ZLWK ERWK JURXps dRZn 

��9 peUFenW peU \eaU IURP 200�ès aYeUaJes 

(CanadaHelps 2018).

0LllennLals �ERUn EeWZeen 19�0 and 2000� ZLll 

FRPpULse PRUe WKan �� peUFenW RI WKe JlREal ZRUN-

force by 2025 (DTTL Global Brand & Communica-

tions, 2014). This generation has grown up with the 

internet and they are now reaching professional 

maturity. Gen Z, which follows Millennials, is a 

PRELle�ĆUsW� PXlWL�deYLFe pRpXlaWLRn� WKe\ aUe WUXe 

digital natives.

Research suggests that Millennials are giving less in 

monetary donations and they are fundamentally 

dLIIeUenW WKan pUeYLRXs JeneUaWLRns� WKLs JURXp Ls nRW 

expected to start donating more as their age and 

LnFRPes LnFUease� 201� UeseaUFK IURP %laFNEaXd 

found that Millennials, or Generation Y, give the least 

amount in average donations each year, averaging 

���9� ZKeUeas WKe JURXp JLYLnJ WKe PRsW� CLYLFs �ERUn 

EeIRUe 19���� JaYe �9�� annXall\ Rn aYeUaJe� *en < 

also supported the fewest number of charities (3.1 

charities supported vs Civics’ 5.4 charities support-

ed), and only 55 percent of the group give (compared 

to 73 percent of Civics). In the same report, more than 

80 percent of Millennials surveyed said they expected 

their giving levels to stay the same or decrease 

(Rovner, 2018). The Millennial generation considers 

LnćXenFe aPRnJsW peeUs as FXUUenF\ and WKeLU WLPe WR 

be as useful as a cash gift. They want to see impact, are 

much more interested in causes, and have little regard 

as WR ZKR Ls aFWXall\ dRLnJ WKe ZRUN �L�e� sRFLal enWeU-

prise vs. traditional charity). Just as fundraising itself 

Ls PXlWL�FKannel WRda\ and dRnaWLRns aUe dLIĆFXlW WR 

attribute to a particular campaign or program, Millen-

nials are comfortable with a multi-pronged approach 

WR PaNLnJ a dLIIeUenFe å Rn WKeLU RZn WeUPs�

These demographic shifts and changes in attitudes 

have meant that philanthropy in Canada is increasing-

l\ IallLnJ Rn WKe sKRXldeUs RI a sKULnNLnJ pRRl RI RldeU 

donors. A 2018 research study, 30 Years of Giving, 

published by the Rideau Hall Foundation and Imag-

Lne Canada FRnĆUPs sRPe RI WKese WURXElLnJ PeW-

rics. “The overall trend is clear: the donor base is 

getting ever-smaller and changes in total donations 

are now primarily driven by variations in how much 

dRnRUs JLYe� )URP WKe peaN Ln 1990� WKe peUFenW-

aJe RI Wa[ĆleUs FlaLPLnJ dRnaWLRns Kas dURpped E\ 

roughly a third, while the average amount claimed 

has nearly doubled. This means that charities are 

relying on an ever-smaller number of people for 

donations. … The giving behaviours of Generation 

< aUe paUWLFXlaUl\ ZRUULsRPe� ERWK WKe dRnaWLRn 

rates and average donations of this group are low 

and increasing very slowly.” (Lasby, D. & Barr, C. 

2018).

In the age of technology and all things digital, 

chronically capacity-starved charities are failing to 

engage donors who have become digitally savvy or 

who are digital natives. Charities are failing to 

move successfully to a place where consumers 

WRda\ aUe å RnlLne and PRELle å and IaLlLnJ WR 

UeplaFe dLUeFW PaLl RU sKULnNLnJ FRUpRUaWe RU 

government support.

7Ke deFlLne Ln JLYLnJ Ls RFFXUULnJ aJaLnsW WKe EaFN-

drop of a broad, across the board, technology-pro-

pelled upheaval that has occurred with ever-in-

creasing intensity in the last couple of decades. 

3KLlanWKURp\� lLNe WKe PedLa� WUaYel� UeWaLl� pXElLsKLnJ� 

and music sectors, is being affected and transformed 

by the fast proliferation and widespread adoption of 

digital, mobile and social technologies.  

We live in a time of “disruptive innovations” and “cre-

ative destruction”. Entire industries have been wiped 

RXW� ZeaNened� and Ln Pan\ Fases UeplaFed E\ neZ 

ones that simply did not exist a few years ago. This era 

of creative destruction has brought about a funda-

mental change in the way people engage with each 

other, with businesses, with government, and with 

charities.

On a deeper level, it is not about new products or new 

ways of doing things, but rather a wholesale re-writ-

ing of both the rules of engagement and the rules of 

business: who can do what, who can compete with 

whom, and under what circumstances? All sorts of 

pURYeUELal lLnes aUe ElXUULnJ� Rld PRnRpRlLes EURNen 

and new ones established, and different competitors 

are emerging. In the charitable space, the question is: 

what is charitable and who gets to do “charity”?  Old 

deĆnLWLRns aUe FUXPElLnJ RU e[pandLnJ aW PLnLPXP�

7KLs Ls a neWZRUNed LnIRUPaWLRn eFRnRP\ dependenW

XpRn IasW�ePeUJLnJ and ĆFNle FRnsXPeU WUends and 

preferences and the charitable space is not exempt. 

7Rda\� FRnsXPeUs aUe lRRNLnJ IRU eYeU\WKLnJ WR Ee 

available anytime, anywhere, and want a seamless 

experience across devices. 

7KeUe Ls nR UeasRn WR WKLnN WKaW WKe eUa RI UapLd 

change will abate any time soon. With some economic 

LPpURYePenW IRllRZLnJ WKe 200��2009 UeFessLRn eUa� 

it is widely believed that disruption will accelerate for 

the foreseeable future.  This chapter explores some of 

WKe Ne\ IRUFes dULYLnJ dLsUXpWLRn� and WKe LPpaFW RI 

these technological changes on the charitable sector. 

UBIQUITY OF BROADBAND 
AND COMPUTING DEVICES

%URadEand Kas WaNen RYeU WKe ZRUld� ,n 201�� 

more than 4 billion people worldwide were using 

the internet (We Are Social, 2018). Canadians in 

201� spenW an aYeUaJe RI 2��� KRXUs peU ZeeN 

RnlLne ��� KRXUs peU ZeeN IRU \RXnJ CanadLans 

aJed 1� WR ��� �7KRPsRn� 201��� and PRELle WUaIĆF 

aFFRXnWs IRU �� peUFenW RI all RnlLne WUaIĆF Ln 

Canada (Statcounter, 2016). 

In the last few years, there has been a decided shift 

WRZaUd sPaUWpKRne WeFKnRlRJ\� 91 peUFenW RI 

internet users globally own a smartphone, and 84 

percent in North America (Global Web Index, 2017). 

57 percent of surveyed Millennials said they would 

give money by mobile device. (Rovner, 2013).

Messaging apps now have more monthly active users 

WKan sRFLal neWZRUNs �%XsLness ,nsLdeU ,nWellLJenFe� 

201��� ,n WKe nRnpURĆW spaFe� 1� peUFenW RI 1*2s 

use messaging apps to communicate with donors and 

sXppRUWeUs� WKe\èUe alsR EeLnJ Xsed WR FUeaWe adYRFa-

cy and information sharing groups. Internationally, 

ZKeUe PRELle daWa Ls sLJnLĆFanWl\ FKeapeU WKan Ln 

Canada, messaging apps can be more affordable than 

606 PessaJes �1RnpURĆW 7eFK IRU *RRd� 201���

to create, communicate, and connect on their own 

terms. This super-powered desire and ability to 

connect has created the acceleration and incidence 

RI WKe neWZRUN eIIeFW å WKe eIIeFW WKaW addLWLRnal 

users of a good or service have on the perceived 

value of that good or service to other people. The 

PeFKanLsPs RI LnćXenFe Ln WKLs neZ FRnWe[W aUe 

fundamentally different.

Within fundraising, there are many examples of the 

Za\s Ln ZKLFK WKe neWZRUN eIIeFW and a desLUe IRU 

convenience and immediacy has completely 

Xpended WUadLWLRnal dRnaWLRns and ZLll lLNel\ 

FRnWLnXe WR dR sR� 7Ke 201� $/6 ,Fe %XFNeW CKal-

lenge used virality, social currency, and celebrity 

power to raise more than $115 million in 2014 

(ALS Association, 2017). We’ve also seen the rise of 

“rage donations,” where the motivation to give 

stems from widely publicised, perceived political or 

social injustices. Examples of this include a 2018 

)aFeERRN )XndUaLseU WKaW UaLsed �200 86' IRU 

WKe nRnpURĆW 5$,C(6 �5eIXJee and ,PPLJUanW 

Center for Education and Legal Services) in 

UespRnse WR 8�6� 3UesLdenW 7UXPpès pRlLFLes sepa-

rating refugee children from their parents at the 

8�6� ERUdeU� an ,ndLeJRJR FaPpaLJn sWaUWed E\ WKe 

*LUl 6FRXWs WR UaLse EaFN �100�000 a dRnRU asNed 

the Girl Scouts to return because they welcome 

WUansJendeU JLUls �anJU\ dRnRUs UaLsed ���2�000�� 

and donations to the American Civil Liberties 

8nLRn ZKLFK UeaFKed �2� PLllLRn Ln MXsW Rne ZeeN-

end in response to a number of restrictive execu-

WLYe RUdeUs sLJned E\ 8�6� 3UesLdenW 'Rnald 7UXPp 

�6WaFN� 201��� :e ZLll alsR FRnWLnXe WR see e[aP-

ples lLNe WKe *R)Xnd0e FaPpaLJn WKaW UaLsed PRUe 

than $15 million for families affected by the 2018 

IaWal FRllLsLRn EeWZeen a sePL�WUaLleU WUXFN and a 

bus carrying members of the Humboldt Broncos 

MXnLRU KRFNe\ WeaP Ln 6asNaWFKeZan �HXPERldW 

%URnFRs -U� HRFNe\ $ssRFLaWLRn ,nF�� 201���

3eeU�WR�peeU LnćXenFe Kas EeFRPe LnJUaLned Ln WKe 

way technology is now designed and how it is used, 

and it has fundamentally changed the way we relate 

to each other. 

P RO L I F E R AT I O N  O F  DATA  
92 / 8 0 (  	  $9$ , / $ % , / , 7 <

Data is everywhere. Massive amounts of real-time 

data are constantly being uploaded via mobile devic-

es, sensors and wearable technology such as Apple 

:aWFK� *RRJle *lass� and ĆWness Eands� 'aWa dULYes 

the new era of agnosticism and freedom from 

assumptions, which is both liberating and frightening. 

Data is already enabling problem-solving (e.g. Nest, 

2pen*RY�� LW ZLll KaYe a sLJnLĆFanW LPpaFW Rn KealWK-

care, manufacturing, and retail. 

The impact of data cannot be overestimated. 
Data will fuel more information, more account-
ability, and more competition. Data can change 
donor behaviour and preferences. Data can help 
build an accurate picture of the impact of the 
non-profit sector. 

7Ke 201� %XUN 'RnRU 6XUYe\ IRXnd WKaW �2 peUFenW

of donors favour charities that communicate measur-

able progress on their charitable goals, up from 38 

peUFenW Rnl\ ĆYe \eaUs EeIRUe �%XUN� 201��� 7Ke 

desLUe WR PeasXUe Ls deĆnLWel\ Ln WKe ]eLWJeLsW and LW

will only increase. Today, charities must provide 

constant access to sophisticated and accurate infor-

mation, presented well, about what they are doing 

and how they are progressing. With the abundance of 

data in the charitable sector, charities have new 

RppRUWXnLWLes WR aXJPenW WKeLU ZRUN ZLWK WeFKnRl-

ogy if they are willing to embrace and invest in it. 

6RPe e[aPples RI LnnRYaWLYe nRnpURĆWs XsLnJ daWa 

to drive change include the Tableau Foundation, 

which is using real-time data about malaria 

RXWEUeaNs WR PRELlL]e UesRXUFes and FRnWaLn WKe 

spread of the disease in Zambia, and MercyCorps,

which launched a data aggregation dashboard to 

JLYe LnsLJKW WR aLd ZRUNeUs RI ZKeUe Kelp Ls needed 

PRsW �6anJRNR\a� 'aYLs� 0aJnRnL� 3aFW� 	 'eFleU-

FT� 2019�� 'aWa and WeFKnRlRJ\ Fan Kelp FKaULWLes 

predict rather than react, identify the best solu-

tions for problems, measure their impact to engage 

dRnRUs� and LnFUease WKeLU eIĆFLenF\ and FapaFLW\� 

It’s possible to both capture and use more data 

through digital technologies.  Despite this, charities 

overall lag in the adoption of data technologies.

With digital fundraising expected to continue to 

JURZ� FKaULWLes aUe aW ULsN RI IXUWKeU IallLnJ EeKLnd 

and must consider building capacity as an urgent 

need.

CLOUD TECHNOLOGY

The “cloud” refers to a variety of internet-based 

computing services that had previously been man-

aged or accessed in-house. Cloud computing 

pURYLdes an\WLPe aFFess WR neWZRUNs� sWRUaJe� 

applications or services, and is more cost-effective 

than traditional models. Common examples are 

web-based email and document storage, and online 

constituent relationship management (CRM) data-

base systems commonly used by charities to 

manage donations and donor stewardship.

Not only is this a growing area of the economy but it 

allRZs nRnpURĆWs WR aFFess PRUe sWaEle� Xp�WR�daWe� 

and scalable technology services that are typically at 

lower costs and don’t require the technical expertise 

and hardware to manage in-house. In theory, this can 

enable charities to achieve economies of scale, while 

focusing on their mission and not worrying about 

building out IT infrastructure. This is an enabling 

factor that is the good news for charities.

PEER҃TO҃PEERĹ 
NEW MECHANISMS OF
INFLUENCE 

Internet-facilitated person-to-person interaction is 

WKe PRsW sLJnLĆFanW WUend WKaW Kas FRPe RXW RI WKe 

technology-propelled innovation of the last

decade. It serves to, among other things, enable the 

long tail of niche content, buyers and sellers, givers 

and receivers. This is a new environment where 

“peer-to-peer” (P2P) is a dominant mode of acting 

in and understanding the world, especially for 

\RXnJeU JeneUaWLRns� 6LWes lLNe 7ULp $dYLsRU and 

<elp Kelped pLRneeU WKe deFenWUalL]aWLRn RI 

reviews, paving the way for user-review based and 

peeU�WR�peeU pRZeUed dLsUXpWRUs lLNe $LUEnE� 8EeU� 

and 7asN5aEELW� 6RFLal sKaULnJ and alJRULWKPs 

anal\sLnJ LndLYLdXalsè and WKeLU sRFLal neWZRUNLnJ 

EeKaYLRXU LnćXenFe eYeU\WKLnJ IURP sKRppLnJ 

behaviour to the type of news people consume.

As a result of this trend, we see a transfer of authority 

and WUXsW WR IaPLl\ and IULends� and a EUeaNdRZn RI 

previously entrenched status quo authority struc-

WXUes� WKeUe Kas Eeen a sKLIW WR Rpen� sKaULnJ� and 

transparent interactions. Authority is distributed, 

ZKLFK Kas led WR WeFKnRlRJLes lLNe ElRFNFKaLn and 

FU\pWRFXUUenFLes WKaW FLUFXPYenW FenWUalL]ed aXWKRU-

LWLes sXFK as EanNs�

In the past, it was impossible for people who were 

spread across the globe to communicate with each 

other and form a community around niche interests. 

,nWeUneW IRUXPs and sRFLal neWZRUNs KaYe allRZed 

this to happen. A distribution of action has since 

ePeUJed å LW Fan Kappen êeYeU\ZKeUeë nRZ dXe WR 

apps and IRUXPs WKaW JalYanL]e FRPPXnLWLes aURXnd 

interests and passions.

:e nRZ lLYe ĆUPl\ Ln a FRnsXPeU�FenWULF� XseU�e[pe-

ULenFe dULYen� plaWIRUP�aJnRsWLF XnLYeUse å WKe EaU 

has been set high by Millennials and Gen Z. They want 

KEY FORCES DRIVING DISRUPTION

This is the time of the Fourth Industrial Revolution according to World Economic Forum 

Executive Chairman, Klaus Schwab: “The First Industrial Revolution used water and steam 

pRZeU WR PeFKanL]e pURdXFWLRn� 7Ke 6eFRnd Xsed eleFWULF pRZeU WR FUeaWe Pass pURdXFWLRn� 

The Third used electronics and information technology to automate production. Now a 

Fourth Industrial Revolution is building on the Third, the digital revolution that has been 

RFFXUULnJ sLnFe WKe PLddle RI WKe lasW FenWXU\� ,W Ls FKaUaFWeUL]ed E\ a IXsLRn RI WeFKnRlRJLes 

that is blurring the lines between the physical, digital, and biological spheres.” (Schwab 2016). 

We’re experiencing an exponential rate of change, and no industry is safe from technological 

disruptions — the charitable sector will not be spared.
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Giving in Canada is on the decline. The reasons 

for this disturbing trend are complex, multi-

factorial and understudied, but the potential 

long-term consequences of charities’ declining 

ability to meet demands for their services, which 

are actually increasing, cannot be underestimated.  

In 2018’s The Giving Report, analysis from 

CanadaHelps and Imagine Canada found a number 

of troubling trends. Between 2006 and 2016, 

Canada’s population grew at a compound annual 

growth rate of 1.1 percent, which is three times 

higher than that of donations over the same period. 

The Giving Report also found that fewer Canadians 

aUe JLYLnJ� ZLWK MXsW 1 Ln � Wa[ĆleUs PaNLnJ dRna-

tions in 2016, down from 1 in 4 in 2006. 

Canadians over age 55 gave nearly twice as 
much money ($6.4B vs. $3.5B) to charity in 
2015 than 25-54 year olds; however, the 
number of people making donations in this age 
group has declined each year. 

Finally, the wealthiest families in Canada are no 

longer giving at the rates they once did. Families 

eaUnLnJ �1�0N��199N annXall\ KaYe deFUeased 

average donations by 4.2 percent per year from 

200��201�� )aPLlLes eaUnLnJ �200��2�9N and 

�2�0N� aUe alsR JLYLnJ less� ZLWK ERWK JURXps dRZn 

��9 peUFenW peU \eaU IURP 200�ès aYeUaJes 

(CanadaHelps 2018).

0LllennLals �ERUn EeWZeen 19�0 and 2000� ZLll 

FRPpULse PRUe WKan �� peUFenW RI WKe JlREal ZRUN-

force by 2025 (DTTL Global Brand & Communica-

tions, 2014). This generation has grown up with the 

internet and they are now reaching professional 

maturity. Gen Z, which follows Millennials, is a 

PRELle�ĆUsW� PXlWL�deYLFe pRpXlaWLRn� WKe\ aUe WUXe 

digital natives.

Research suggests that Millennials are giving less in 

monetary donations and they are fundamentally 

dLIIeUenW WKan pUeYLRXs JeneUaWLRns� WKLs JURXp Ls nRW 

expected to start donating more as their age and 

LnFRPes LnFUease� 201� UeseaUFK IURP %laFNEaXd 

found that Millennials, or Generation Y, give the least 

amount in average donations each year, averaging 

���9� ZKeUeas WKe JURXp JLYLnJ WKe PRsW� CLYLFs �ERUn 

EeIRUe 19���� JaYe �9�� annXall\ Rn aYeUaJe� *en < 

also supported the fewest number of charities (3.1 

charities supported vs Civics’ 5.4 charities support-

ed), and only 55 percent of the group give (compared 

to 73 percent of Civics). In the same report, more than 

80 percent of Millennials surveyed said they expected 

their giving levels to stay the same or decrease 

(Rovner, 2018). The Millennial generation considers 

LnćXenFe aPRnJsW peeUs as FXUUenF\ and WKeLU WLPe WR 

be as useful as a cash gift. They want to see impact, are 

much more interested in causes, and have little regard 

as WR ZKR Ls aFWXall\ dRLnJ WKe ZRUN �L�e� sRFLal enWeU-

prise vs. traditional charity). Just as fundraising itself 

Ls PXlWL�FKannel WRda\ and dRnaWLRns aUe dLIĆFXlW WR 

attribute to a particular campaign or program, Millen-

nials are comfortable with a multi-pronged approach 

WR PaNLnJ a dLIIeUenFe å Rn WKeLU RZn WeUPs�

These demographic shifts and changes in attitudes 

have meant that philanthropy in Canada is increasing-

l\ IallLnJ Rn WKe sKRXldeUs RI a sKULnNLnJ pRRl RI RldeU 

donors. A 2018 research study, 30 Years of Giving, 

published by the Rideau Hall Foundation and Imag-

Lne Canada FRnĆUPs sRPe RI WKese WURXElLnJ PeW-

rics. “The overall trend is clear: the donor base is 

getting ever-smaller and changes in total donations 

are now primarily driven by variations in how much 

dRnRUs JLYe� )URP WKe peaN Ln 1990� WKe peUFenW-

aJe RI Wa[ĆleUs FlaLPLnJ dRnaWLRns Kas dURpped E\ 

roughly a third, while the average amount claimed 

has nearly doubled. This means that charities are 

relying on an ever-smaller number of people for 

donations. … The giving behaviours of Generation 

< aUe paUWLFXlaUl\ ZRUULsRPe� ERWK WKe dRnaWLRn 

rates and average donations of this group are low 

and increasing very slowly.” (Lasby, D. & Barr, C. 

2018).

In the age of technology and all things digital, 

chronically capacity-starved charities are failing to 

engage donors who have become digitally savvy or 

who are digital natives. Charities are failing to 

move successfully to a place where consumers 

WRda\ aUe å RnlLne and PRELle å and IaLlLnJ WR 

UeplaFe dLUeFW PaLl RU sKULnNLnJ FRUpRUaWe RU 

government support.

7Ke deFlLne Ln JLYLnJ Ls RFFXUULnJ aJaLnsW WKe EaFN-

drop of a broad, across the board, technology-pro-

pelled upheaval that has occurred with ever-in-

creasing intensity in the last couple of decades. 

3KLlanWKURp\� lLNe WKe PedLa� WUaYel� UeWaLl� pXElLsKLnJ� 

and music sectors, is being affected and transformed 

by the fast proliferation and widespread adoption of 

digital, mobile and social technologies.  

We live in a time of “disruptive innovations” and “cre-

ative destruction”. Entire industries have been wiped 

RXW� ZeaNened� and Ln Pan\ Fases UeplaFed E\ neZ 

ones that simply did not exist a few years ago. This era 

of creative destruction has brought about a funda-

mental change in the way people engage with each 

other, with businesses, with government, and with 

charities.

On a deeper level, it is not about new products or new 

ways of doing things, but rather a wholesale re-writ-

ing of both the rules of engagement and the rules of 

business: who can do what, who can compete with 

whom, and under what circumstances? All sorts of 

pURYeUELal lLnes aUe ElXUULnJ� Rld PRnRpRlLes EURNen 

and new ones established, and different competitors 

are emerging. In the charitable space, the question is: 

what is charitable and who gets to do “charity”?  Old 

deĆnLWLRns aUe FUXPElLnJ RU e[pandLnJ aW PLnLPXP�

7KLs Ls a neWZRUNed LnIRUPaWLRn eFRnRP\ dependenW 

XpRn IasW�ePeUJLnJ and ĆFNle FRnsXPeU WUends and 

preferences and the charitable space is not exempt. 

7Rda\� FRnsXPeUs aUe lRRNLnJ IRU eYeU\WKLnJ WR Ee 

available anytime, anywhere, and want a seamless 

experience across devices. 

7KeUe Ls nR UeasRn WR WKLnN WKaW WKe eUa RI UapLd 

change will abate any time soon. With some economic 

LPpURYePenW IRllRZLnJ WKe 200��2009 UeFessLRn eUa� 

it is widely believed that disruption will accelerate for 

the foreseeable future.  This chapter explores some of 

WKe Ne\ IRUFes dULYLnJ dLsUXpWLRn� and WKe LPpaFW RI 

these technological changes on the charitable sector. 

to create, communicate, and connect on their own 

terms. This super-powered desire and ability to 

connect has created the acceleration and incidence 

RI WKe neWZRUN eIIeFW å WKe eIIeFW WKaW addLWLRnal 

users of a good or service have on the perceived 

value of that good or service to other people. The 

PeFKanLsPs RI LnćXenFe Ln WKLs neZ FRnWe[W aUe 

fundamentally different.

Within fundraising, there are many examples of the 

Za\s Ln ZKLFK WKe neWZRUN eIIeFW and a desLUe IRU 

convenience and immediacy has completely 

Xpended WUadLWLRnal dRnaWLRns and ZLll lLNel\ 

FRnWLnXe WR dR sR� 7Ke 201� $/6 ,Fe %XFNeW CKal-

lenge used virality, social currency, and celebrity 

power to raise more than $115 million in 2014 

(ALS Association, 2017). We’ve also seen the rise of 

“rage donations,” where the motivation to give 

stems from widely publicised, perceived political or 

social injustices. Examples of this include a 2018 

)aFeERRN )XndUaLseU WKaW UaLsed �200 86' IRU 

WKe nRnpURĆW 5$,C(6 �5eIXJee and ,PPLJUanW 

Center for Education and Legal Services) in 

UespRnse WR 8�6� 3UesLdenW 7UXPpès pRlLFLes sepa-

rating refugee children from their parents at the 

8�6� ERUdeU� an ,ndLeJRJR FaPpaLJn sWaUWed E\ WKe 

*LUl 6FRXWs WR UaLse EaFN �100�000 a dRnRU asNed 

the Girl Scouts to return because they welcome 

WUansJendeU JLUls �anJU\ dRnRUs UaLsed ���2�000�� 

and donations to the American Civil Liberties 

8nLRn ZKLFK UeaFKed �2� PLllLRn Ln MXsW Rne ZeeN-

end in response to a number of restrictive execu-

WLYe RUdeUs sLJned E\ 8�6� 3UesLdenW 'Rnald 7UXPp 

�6WaFN� 201��� :e ZLll alsR FRnWLnXe WR see e[aP-

ples lLNe WKe *R)Xnd0e FaPpaLJn WKaW UaLsed PRUe 

than $15 million for families affected by the 2018 

IaWal FRllLsLRn EeWZeen a sePL�WUaLleU WUXFN and a 

bus carrying members of the Humboldt Broncos 

MXnLRU KRFNe\ WeaP Ln 6asNaWFKeZan �HXPERldW 

%URnFRs -U� HRFNe\ $ssRFLaWLRn ,nF�� 201���

3eeU�WR�peeU LnćXenFe Kas EeFRPe LnJUaLned Ln WKe 

way technology is now designed and how it is used, 

and it has fundamentally changed the way we relate 

to each other. 

P RO L I F E R AT I O N  O F  DATA  
92 / 8 0 (  	  $9$ , / $ % , / , 7 <

Data is everywhere. Massive amounts of real-time 

data are constantly being uploaded via mobile devic-

es, sensors and wearable technology such as Apple 

:aWFK� *RRJle *lass� and ĆWness Eands� 'aWa dULYes 

the new era of agnosticism and freedom from 

assumptions, which is both liberating and frightening. 

Data is already enabling problem-solving (e.g. Nest, 

2pen*RY�� LW ZLll KaYe a sLJnLĆFanW LPpaFW Rn KealWK-

care, manufacturing, and retail. 

The impact of data cannot be overestimated. 
Data will fuel more information, more account-
ability, and more competition. Data can change 
donor behaviour and preferences. Data can help 
build an accurate picture of the impact of the 
non-profit sector. 

7Ke 201� %XUN 'RnRU 6XUYe\ IRXnd WKaW �2 peUFenW 

of donors favour charities that communicate measur-

able progress on their charitable goals, up from 38 

peUFenW Rnl\ ĆYe \eaUs EeIRUe �%XUN� 201��� 7Ke 

desLUe WR PeasXUe Ls deĆnLWel\ Ln WKe ]eLWJeLsW and LW 

will only increase. Today, charities must provide 

constant access to sophisticated and accurate infor-

mation, presented well, about what they are doing 

and how they are progressing. With the abundance of 

data in the charitable sector, charities have new 

RppRUWXnLWLes WR aXJPenW WKeLU ZRUN ZLWK WeFKnRl-

ogy if they are willing to embrace and invest in it. 

6RPe e[aPples RI LnnRYaWLYe nRnpURĆWs XsLnJ daWa 

to drive change include the Tableau Foundation, 

which is using real-time data about malaria 

RXWEUeaNs WR PRELlL]e UesRXUFes and FRnWaLn WKe 

spread of the disease in Zambia, and MercyCorps, 

which launched a data aggregation dashboard to 

JLYe LnsLJKW WR aLd ZRUNeUs RI ZKeUe Kelp Ls needed 

PRsW �6anJRNR\a� 'aYLs� 0aJnRnL� 3aFW� 	 'eFleU-

FT� 2019�� 'aWa and WeFKnRlRJ\ Fan Kelp FKaULWLes 

predict rather than react, identify the best solu-

tions for problems, measure their impact to engage 

dRnRUs� and LnFUease WKeLU eIĆFLenF\ and FapaFLW\� 

It’s possible to both capture and use more data 

through digital technologies.  Despite this, charities 

overall lag in the adoption of data technologies.  

With digital fundraising expected to continue to 

JURZ� FKaULWLes aUe aW ULsN RI IXUWKeU IallLnJ EeKLnd 

and must consider building capacity as an urgent 

need.

CLOUD TECHNOLOGY

The “cloud” refers to a variety of internet-based 

computing services that had previously been man-

aged or accessed in-house. Cloud computing 

pURYLdes an\WLPe aFFess WR neWZRUNs� sWRUaJe� 

applications or services, and is more cost-effective 

than traditional models. Common examples are 

web-based email and document storage, and online 

constituent relationship management (CRM) data-

base systems commonly used by charities to 

manage donations and donor stewardship.

Not only is this a growing area of the economy but it 

allRZs nRnpURĆWs WR aFFess PRUe sWaEle� Xp�WR�daWe� 

and scalable technology services that are typically at 

lower costs and don’t require the technical expertise 

and hardware to manage in-house. In theory, this can 

enable charities to achieve economies of scale, while 

focusing on their mission and not worrying about 

building out IT infrastructure. This is an enabling 

factor that is the good news for charities.

PEER҃TO҃PEERĹ 
NEW MECHANISMS OF 
INFLUENCE 

Internet-facilitated person-to-person interaction is 

WKe PRsW sLJnLĆFanW WUend WKaW Kas FRPe RXW RI WKe 

technology-propelled innovation of the last 

decade. It serves to, among other things, enable the 

long tail of niche content, buyers and sellers, givers 

and receivers. This is a new environment where 

“peer-to-peer” (P2P) is a dominant mode of acting 

in and understanding the world, especially for 

\RXnJeU JeneUaWLRns� 6LWes lLNe 7ULp $dYLsRU and 

<elp Kelped pLRneeU WKe deFenWUalL]aWLRn RI 

reviews, paving the way for user-review based and 

peeU�WR�peeU pRZeUed dLsUXpWRUs lLNe $LUEnE� 8EeU� 

and 7asN5aEELW� 6RFLal sKaULnJ and alJRULWKPs 

anal\sLnJ LndLYLdXalsè and WKeLU sRFLal neWZRUNLnJ 

EeKaYLRXU LnćXenFe eYeU\WKLnJ IURP sKRppLnJ 

behaviour to the type of news people consume.

As a result of this trend, we see a transfer of authority 

and WUXsW WR IaPLl\ and IULends� and a EUeaNdRZn RI 

previously entrenched status quo authority struc-

WXUes� WKeUe Kas Eeen a sKLIW WR Rpen� sKaULnJ� and 

transparent interactions. Authority is distributed, 

ZKLFK Kas led WR WeFKnRlRJLes lLNe ElRFNFKaLn and 

FU\pWRFXUUenFLes WKaW FLUFXPYenW FenWUalL]ed aXWKRU-

LWLes sXFK as EanNs�

In the past, it was impossible for people who were 

spread across the globe to communicate with each 

other and form a community around niche interests. 

,nWeUneW IRUXPs and sRFLal neWZRUNs KaYe allRZed 

this to happen. A distribution of action has since 

ePeUJed å LW Fan Kappen êeYeU\ZKeUeë nRZ dXe WR 

apps and IRUXPs WKaW JalYanL]e FRPPXnLWLes aURXnd 

interests and passions.

:e nRZ lLYe ĆUPl\ Ln a FRnsXPeU�FenWULF� XseU�e[pe-

ULenFe dULYen� plaWIRUP�aJnRsWLF XnLYeUse å WKe EaU 

has been set high by Millennials and Gen Z. They want 
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Giving in Canada is on the decline. The reasons 

for this disturbing trend are complex, multi-

factorial and understudied, but the potential 

long-term consequences of charities’ declining 

ability to meet demands for their services, which 

are actually increasing, cannot be underestimated.

In 2018’s The Giving Report, analysis from 

CanadaHelps and Imagine Canada found a number 

of troubling trends. Between 2006 and 2016, 

Canada’s population grew at a compound annual 

growth rate of 1.1 percent, which is three times 

higher than that of donations over the same period. 

The Giving Report also found that fewer Canadians 

aUe JLYLnJ� ZLWK MXsW 1 Ln � Wa[ĆleUs PaNLnJ dRna-

tions in 2016, down from 1 in 4 in 2006. 

Canadians over age 55 gave nearly twice as 
much money ($6.4B vs. $3.5B) to charity in 
2015 than 25-54 year olds; however, the 
number of people making donations in this age 
group has declined each year. 

Finally, the wealthiest families in Canada are no 

longer giving at the rates they once did. Families 

eaUnLnJ �1�0N��199N annXall\ KaYe deFUeased 

average donations by 4.2 percent per year from 

200��201�� )aPLlLes eaUnLnJ �200��2�9N and 

�2�0N� aUe alsR JLYLnJ less� ZLWK ERWK JURXps dRZn 

��9 peUFenW peU \eaU IURP 200�ès aYeUaJes 

(CanadaHelps 2018).

0LllennLals �ERUn EeWZeen 19�0 and 2000� ZLll 

FRPpULse PRUe WKan �� peUFenW RI WKe JlREal ZRUN-

force by 2025 (DTTL Global Brand & Communica-

tions, 2014). This generation has grown up with the 

internet and they are now reaching professional 

maturity. Gen Z, which follows Millennials, is a 

PRELle�ĆUsW� PXlWL�deYLFe pRpXlaWLRn� WKe\ aUe WUXe 

digital natives.

Research suggests that Millennials are giving less in 

monetary donations and they are fundamentally 

dLIIeUenW WKan pUeYLRXs JeneUaWLRns� WKLs JURXp Ls nRW 

expected to start donating more as their age and 

LnFRPes LnFUease� 201� UeseaUFK IURP %laFNEaXd 

found that Millennials, or Generation Y, give the least 

amount in average donations each year, averaging 

���9� ZKeUeas WKe JURXp JLYLnJ WKe PRsW� CLYLFs �ERUn 

EeIRUe 19���� JaYe �9�� annXall\ Rn aYeUaJe� *en < 

also supported the fewest number of charities (3.1 

charities supported vs Civics’ 5.4 charities support-

ed), and only 55 percent of the group give (compared 

to 73 percent of Civics). In the same report, more than 

80 percent of Millennials surveyed said they expected 

their giving levels to stay the same or decrease 

(Rovner, 2018). The Millennial generation considers 

LnćXenFe aPRnJsW peeUs as FXUUenF\ and WKeLU WLPe WR 

be as useful as a cash gift. They want to see impact, are 

much more interested in causes, and have little regard 

as WR ZKR Ls aFWXall\ dRLnJ WKe ZRUN �L�e� sRFLal enWeU-

prise vs. traditional charity). Just as fundraising itself 

Ls PXlWL�FKannel WRda\ and dRnaWLRns aUe dLIĆFXlW WR 

attribute to a particular campaign or program, Millen-

nials are comfortable with a multi-pronged approach 

WR PaNLnJ a dLIIeUenFe å Rn WKeLU RZn WeUPs�

These demographic shifts and changes in attitudes 

have meant that philanthropy in Canada is increasing-

l\ IallLnJ Rn WKe sKRXldeUs RI a sKULnNLnJ pRRl RI RldeU 

donors. A 2018 research study, 30 Years of Giving, 

published by the Rideau Hall Foundation and Imag-

Lne Canada FRnĆUPs sRPe RI WKese WURXElLnJ PeW-

rics. “The overall trend is clear: the donor base is 

getting ever-smaller and changes in total donations 

are now primarily driven by variations in how much 

dRnRUs JLYe� )URP WKe peaN Ln 1990� WKe peUFenW-

aJe RI Wa[ĆleUs FlaLPLnJ dRnaWLRns Kas dURpped E\ 

roughly a third, while the average amount claimed 

has nearly doubled. This means that charities are 

relying on an ever-smaller number of people for 

donations. … The giving behaviours of Generation 

< aUe paUWLFXlaUl\ ZRUULsRPe� ERWK WKe dRnaWLRn 

rates and average donations of this group are low 

and increasing very slowly.” (Lasby, D. & Barr, C. 

2018).

In the age of technology and all things digital, 

chronically capacity-starved charities are failing to 

engage donors who have become digitally savvy or 

who are digital natives. Charities are failing to 

move successfully to a place where consumers 

WRda\ aUe å RnlLne and PRELle å and IaLlLnJ WR 

UeplaFe dLUeFW PaLl RU sKULnNLnJ FRUpRUaWe RU 

government support.

7Ke deFlLne Ln JLYLnJ Ls RFFXUULnJ aJaLnsW WKe EaFN-

drop of a broad, across the board, technology-pro-

pelled upheaval that has occurred with ever-in-

creasing intensity in the last couple of decades. 

3KLlanWKURp\� lLNe WKe PedLa� WUaYel� UeWaLl� pXElLsKLnJ� 

and music sectors, is being affected and transformed 

by the fast proliferation and widespread adoption of 

digital, mobile and social technologies.  

We live in a time of “disruptive innovations” and “cre-

ative destruction”. Entire industries have been wiped 

RXW� ZeaNened� and Ln Pan\ Fases UeplaFed E\ neZ 

ones that simply did not exist a few years ago. This era 

of creative destruction has brought about a funda-

mental change in the way people engage with each 

other, with businesses, with government, and with 

charities.

On a deeper level, it is not about new products or new 

ways of doing things, but rather a wholesale re-writ-

ing of both the rules of engagement and the rules of 

business: who can do what, who can compete with 

whom, and under what circumstances? All sorts of 

pURYeUELal lLnes aUe ElXUULnJ� Rld PRnRpRlLes EURNen 

and new ones established, and different competitors 

are emerging. In the charitable space, the question is: 

what is charitable and who gets to do “charity”?  Old 

deĆnLWLRns aUe FUXPElLnJ RU e[pandLnJ aW PLnLPXP�

7KLs Ls a neWZRUNed LnIRUPaWLRn eFRnRP\ dependenW

XpRn IasW�ePeUJLnJ and ĆFNle FRnsXPeU WUends and 

preferences and the charitable space is not exempt. 

7Rda\� FRnsXPeUs aUe lRRNLnJ IRU eYeU\WKLnJ WR Ee 

available anytime, anywhere, and want a seamless 

experience across devices. 

7KeUe Ls nR UeasRn WR WKLnN WKaW WKe eUa RI UapLd 

change will abate any time soon. With some economic 

LPpURYePenW IRllRZLnJ WKe 200��2009 UeFessLRn eUa� 

it is widely believed that disruption will accelerate for 

the foreseeable future.  This chapter explores some of 

WKe Ne\ IRUFes dULYLnJ dLsUXpWLRn� and WKe LPpaFW RI 

these technological changes on the charitable sector. 

to create, communicate, and connect on their own 

terms. This super-powered desire and ability to 

connect has created the acceleration and incidence 

RI WKe neWZRUN eIIeFW å WKe eIIeFW WKaW addLWLRnal 

users of a good or service have on the perceived 

value of that good or service to other people. The 

PeFKanLsPs RI LnćXenFe Ln WKLs neZ FRnWe[W aUe 

fundamentally different.

Within fundraising, there are many examples of the 

Za\s Ln ZKLFK WKe neWZRUN eIIeFW and a desLUe IRU 

convenience and immediacy has completely 

Xpended WUadLWLRnal dRnaWLRns and ZLll lLNel\ 

FRnWLnXe WR dR sR� 7Ke 201� $/6 ,Fe %XFNeW CKal-

lenge used virality, social currency, and celebrity 

power to raise more than $115 million in 2014 

(ALS Association, 2017). We’ve also seen the rise of 

“rage donations,” where the motivation to give 

stems from widely publicised, perceived political or 

social injustices. Examples of this include a 2018 

)aFeERRN )XndUaLseU WKaW UaLsed �200 86' IRU 

WKe nRnpURĆW 5$,C(6 �5eIXJee and ,PPLJUanW 

Center for Education and Legal Services) in 

UespRnse WR 8�6� 3UesLdenW 7UXPpès pRlLFLes sepa-

rating refugee children from their parents at the 

8�6� ERUdeU� an ,ndLeJRJR FaPpaLJn sWaUWed E\ WKe 

*LUl 6FRXWs WR UaLse EaFN �100�000 a dRnRU asNed 

the Girl Scouts to return because they welcome 

WUansJendeU JLUls �anJU\ dRnRUs UaLsed ���2�000�� 

and donations to the American Civil Liberties 

8nLRn ZKLFK UeaFKed �2� PLllLRn Ln MXsW Rne ZeeN-

end in response to a number of restrictive execu-

WLYe RUdeUs sLJned E\ 8�6� 3UesLdenW 'Rnald 7UXPp 

�6WaFN� 201��� :e ZLll alsR FRnWLnXe WR see e[aP-

ples lLNe WKe *R)Xnd0e FaPpaLJn WKaW UaLsed PRUe 

than $15 million for families affected by the 2018 

IaWal FRllLsLRn EeWZeen a sePL�WUaLleU WUXFN and a 

bus carrying members of the Humboldt Broncos 

MXnLRU KRFNe\ WeaP Ln 6asNaWFKeZan �HXPERldW 

%URnFRs -U� HRFNe\ $ssRFLaWLRn ,nF�� 201���

3eeU�WR�peeU LnćXenFe Kas EeFRPe LnJUaLned Ln WKe 

way technology is now designed and how it is used, 

and it has fundamentally changed the way we relate 

to each other. 

PROLIFERATION OF DATA 
VOLUME & AVAILABILITY

Data is everywhere. Massive amounts of real-time 

data are constantly being uploaded via mobile devic-

es, sensors and wearable technology such as Apple 

:aWFK� *RRJle *lass� and ĆWness Eands� 'aWa dULYes 

the new era of agnosticism and freedom from 

assumptions, which is both liberating and frightening. 

Data is already enabling problem-solving (e.g. Nest, 

2pen*RY�� LW ZLll KaYe a sLJnLĆFanW LPpaFW Rn KealWK-

care, manufacturing, and retail. 

The impact of data cannot be overestimated. 
Data will fuel more information, more account-
ability, and more competition. Data can change 
donor behaviour and preferences. Data can help 
build an accurate picture of the impact of the 
non-profit sector. 

7Ke 201� %XUN 'RnRU 6XUYe\ IRXnd WKaW �2 peUFenW 

of donors favour charities that communicate measur-

able progress on their charitable goals, up from 38 

peUFenW Rnl\ ĆYe \eaUs EeIRUe �%XUN� 201��� 7Ke 

desLUe WR PeasXUe Ls deĆnLWel\ Ln WKe ]eLWJeLsW and LW 

will only increase. Today, charities must provide 

constant access to sophisticated and accurate infor-

mation, presented well, about what they are doing 

and how they are progressing. With the abundance of 

data in the charitable sector, charities have new 

RppRUWXnLWLes WR aXJPenW WKeLU ZRUN ZLWK WeFKnRl-

ogy if they are willing to embrace and invest in it. 

6RPe e[aPples RI LnnRYaWLYe nRnpURĆWs XsLnJ daWa 

to drive change include the Tableau Foundation, 

which is using real-time data about malaria 

RXWEUeaNs WR PRELlL]e UesRXUFes and FRnWaLn WKe 

spread of the disease in Zambia, and MercyCorps,

which launched a data aggregation dashboard to 

JLYe LnsLJKW WR aLd ZRUNeUs RI ZKeUe Kelp Ls needed 

PRsW �6anJRNR\a� 'aYLs� 0aJnRnL� 3aFW� 	 'eFleU-

FT� 2019�� 'aWa and WeFKnRlRJ\ Fan Kelp FKaULWLes 

predict rather than react, identify the best solu-

tions for problems, measure their impact to engage 

dRnRUs� and LnFUease WKeLU eIĆFLenF\ and FapaFLW\� 

It’s possible to both capture and use more data 

through digital technologies.  Despite this, charities 

overall lag in the adoption of data technologies.

With digital fundraising expected to continue to 

JURZ� FKaULWLes aUe aW ULsN RI IXUWKeU IallLnJ EeKLnd 

and must consider building capacity as an urgent 

need.

CLOUD TECHNOLOGY

The “cloud” refers to a variety of internet-based 

computing services that had previously been man-

aged or accessed in-house. Cloud computing 

pURYLdes an\WLPe aFFess WR neWZRUNs� sWRUaJe� 

applications or services, and is more cost-effective 

than traditional models. Common examples are 

web-based email and document storage, and online 

constituent relationship management (CRM) data-

base systems commonly used by charities to 

manage donations and donor stewardship.

Not only is this a growing area of the economy but it 

allRZs nRnpURĆWs WR aFFess PRUe sWaEle� Xp�WR�daWe� 

and scalable technology services that are typically at 

lower costs and don’t require the technical expertise 

and hardware to manage in-house. In theory, this can 

enable charities to achieve economies of scale, while 

focusing on their mission and not worrying about 

building out IT infrastructure. This is an enabling 

factor that is the good news for charities.

PEER҃TO҃PEERĹ 
NEW MECHANISMS OF
INFLUENCE 

Internet-facilitated person-to-person interaction is 

WKe PRsW sLJnLĆFanW WUend WKaW Kas FRPe RXW RI WKe 

technology-propelled innovation of the last

decade. It serves to, among other things, enable the 

long tail of niche content, buyers and sellers, givers 

and receivers. This is a new environment where 

“peer-to-peer” (P2P) is a dominant mode of acting 

in and understanding the world, especially for 

\RXnJeU JeneUaWLRns� 6LWes lLNe 7ULp $dYLsRU and 

<elp Kelped pLRneeU WKe deFenWUalL]aWLRn RI 

reviews, paving the way for user-review based and 

peeU�WR�peeU pRZeUed dLsUXpWRUs lLNe $LUEnE� 8EeU� 

and 7asN5aEELW� 6RFLal sKaULnJ and alJRULWKPs 

anal\sLnJ LndLYLdXalsè and WKeLU sRFLal neWZRUNLnJ 

EeKaYLRXU LnćXenFe eYeU\WKLnJ IURP sKRppLnJ 

behaviour to the type of news people consume.

As a result of this trend, we see a transfer of authority 

and WUXsW WR IaPLl\ and IULends� and a EUeaNdRZn RI 

previously entrenched status quo authority struc-

WXUes� WKeUe Kas Eeen a sKLIW WR Rpen� sKaULnJ� and 

transparent interactions. Authority is distributed, 

ZKLFK Kas led WR WeFKnRlRJLes lLNe ElRFNFKaLn and 

FU\pWRFXUUenFLes WKaW FLUFXPYenW FenWUalL]ed aXWKRU-

LWLes sXFK as EanNs�

In the past, it was impossible for people who were 

spread across the globe to communicate with each 

other and form a community around niche interests. 

,nWeUneW IRUXPs and sRFLal neWZRUNs KaYe allRZed 

this to happen. A distribution of action has since 

ePeUJed å LW Fan Kappen êeYeU\ZKeUeë nRZ dXe WR 

apps and IRUXPs WKaW JalYanL]e FRPPXnLWLes aURXnd 

interests and passions.

:e nRZ lLYe ĆUPl\ Ln a FRnsXPeU�FenWULF� XseU�e[pe-

ULenFe dULYen� plaWIRUP�aJnRsWLF XnLYeUse å WKe EaU 

has been set high by Millennials and Gen Z. They want 



to create, communicate, and connect on their own 

terms. This super-powered desire and ability to 

connect has created the acceleration and incidence 

RI WKe neWZRUN eIIeFW å WKe eIIeFW WKaW addLWLRnal 

users of a good or service have on the perceived 

value of that good or service to other people. The 

PeFKanLsPs RI LnćXenFe Ln WKLs neZ FRnWe[W aUe 

fundamentally different.

Within fundraising, there are many examples of the 

Za\s Ln ZKLFK WKe neWZRUN eIIeFW and a desLUe IRU 

convenience and immediacy has completely 

Xpended WUadLWLRnal dRnaWLRns and ZLll lLNel\ 

FRnWLnXe WR dR sR� 7Ke 201� $/6 ,Fe %XFNeW CKal-

lenge used virality, social currency, and celebrity 

power to raise more than $115 million in 2014 

(ALS Association, 2017). We’ve also seen the rise of 

“rage donations,” where the motivation to give 

stems from widely publicised, perceived political or 

social injustices. Examples of this include a 2018 

)aFeERRN )XndUaLseU WKaW UaLsed �200 86' IRU 

WKe nRnpURĆW 5$,C(6 �5eIXJee and ,PPLJUanW 

Center for Education and Legal Services) in 

UespRnse WR 8�6� 3UesLdenW 7UXPpès pRlLFLes sepa-

rating refugee children from their parents at the 

8�6� ERUdeU� an ,ndLeJRJR FaPpaLJn sWaUWed E\ WKe 

*LUl 6FRXWs WR UaLse EaFN �100�000 a dRnRU asNed 

the Girl Scouts to return because they welcome 

WUansJendeU JLUls �anJU\ dRnRUs UaLsed ���2�000�� 

and donations to the American Civil Liberties 

8nLRn ZKLFK UeaFKed �2� PLllLRn Ln MXsW Rne ZeeN-

end in response to a number of restrictive execu-

WLYe RUdeUs sLJned E\ 8�6� 3UesLdenW 'Rnald 7UXPp 

�6WaFN� 201��� :e ZLll alsR FRnWLnXe WR see e[aP-

ples lLNe WKe *R)Xnd0e FaPpaLJn WKaW UaLsed PRUe 

than $15 million for families affected by the 2018 

IaWal FRllLsLRn EeWZeen a sePL�WUaLleU WUXFN and a 

bus carrying members of the Humboldt Broncos 

MXnLRU KRFNe\ WeaP Ln 6asNaWFKeZan �HXPERldW 

%URnFRs -U� HRFNe\ $ssRFLaWLRn ,nF�� 201���

3eeU�WR�peeU LnćXenFe Kas EeFRPe LnJUaLned Ln WKe 

way technology is now designed and how it is used, 

and it has fundamentally changed the way we relate 

to each other. 

P RO L I F E R AT I O N  O F  DATA  
92 / 8 0 (  	  $9$ , / $ % , / , 7 <

Data is everywhere. Massive amounts of real-time 

data are constantly being uploaded via mobile devic-

es, sensors and wearable technology such as Apple 

:aWFK� *RRJle *lass� and ĆWness Eands� 'aWa dULYes 

the new era of agnosticism and freedom from 

assumptions, which is both liberating and frightening. 

Data is already enabling problem-solving (e.g. Nest, 

2pen*RY�� LW ZLll KaYe a sLJnLĆFanW LPpaFW Rn KealWK-

care, manufacturing, and retail. 

The impact of data cannot be overestimated. 
Data will fuel more information, more account-
ability, and more competition. Data can change 
donor behaviour and preferences. Data can help 
build an accurate picture of the impact of the 
non-profit sector. 

7Ke 201� %XUN 'RnRU 6XUYe\ IRXnd WKaW �2 peUFenW 

of donors favour charities that communicate measur-

able progress on their charitable goals, up from 38 

peUFenW Rnl\ ĆYe \eaUs EeIRUe �%XUN� 201��� 7Ke 

desLUe WR PeasXUe Ls deĆnLWel\ Ln WKe ]eLWJeLsW and LW 

will only increase. Today, charities must provide 

constant access to sophisticated and accurate infor-

mation, presented well, about what they are doing 

and how they are progressing. With the abundance of 

peUsRnal LnIRUPaWLRn WR ĆnanFLal LnsWLWXWLRns and 

other parties within the transaction process, such 

as payment processors. Personal information must 

also be stored in a database for recurring transac-

tions, and other information associated with digital 

transactions such as purchasing habits and social 

media data may also be stored or transmitted. As 

digital usage grows and more data becomes avail-

aEle� NeepLnJ WKaW daWa pULYaWe and seFXUe ZLll 

continue to be of paramount concern for all 

sectors. With the European General Data Protec-

WLRn 5eJXlaWLRn �*'35� pULYaF\ UeJXlaWLRns lLNel\ 

WR LnćXenFe CanadLan pULYaF\ leJLslaWLRn� dRnRUs 

will expect to provide explicit consent for retention 

RI WKeLU peUsRnal and EanNLnJ LnIRUPaWLRn� and IXll 

transparency on how this information will be used.

Web security trends are not positive. According to 

Phys.org (2017), Google found that the number of 

KaFNed ZeEsLWes URse �2 peUFenW Ln 201� and WKaW 

WUend Kas sKRZn nR LndLFaWLRn RI slRZLnJ dRZn� HaFN-

eUs WaNe adYanWaJe RI ZeEsLWes WKaW Iall EeKLnd Ln 

cybersecurity measures, and website encryption is a 

Ne\ aUea WKaW FKaULWLes PXsW pa\ aWWenWLRn WR RU ULsN 

losing donors wary of providing information on an 

insecure site (not to mention the reputational damage 

RI a KaFNed sLWe��  )RU FKaULWLes and nRnpURĆWs WaNLnJ 

online donations, it is important they move their web-

sites from HTTP to HTTPS, which encrypts the web-

sLWe and all LnWeUaFWLRns WaNLnJ plaFe Rn LW�

�1% IURP 11 PLllLRn peRple� and .LFNsWaUWeU pURM-

ects have been funded by more than 14 million 

people (Crowdfunding, n.d.). GoFundMe has raised 

$5 billion in “donations” since 2010 from more than 

50 million people, and is on an incredible growth 

WUaMeFWRU\ å WKe FRPpan\ UaLsed �� ELllLRn EeWZeen 

2016 and 2018 alone (Lunden, 2016). Most 

personal philanthropy does not go to charities and 

is not receipted, a fact that nevertheless does not 

seem to have obstructed its meteoric growth. 

%laFNEaXd esWLPaWes WKaW Rnl\ 2���0 peUFenW RI 

FURZdIXnded PRne\ ZenW speFLĆFall\ WR FKaULWLes 

in 2013 (Hall et al., 2017). 

According to the 2017 Global Trends in Giving 

Report, 44 percent of those surveyed had donated 

to a crowdfunding campaign, and 16 percent of 

donors had fundraised for a crowdfunding cam-

paLJn ZLWKLn WKe lasW 12 PRnWKs �1RnpURĆW 7eFK IRU 

Good, 2017). 33 percent of those surveyed had 

donated to a P2P fundraising campaign and 18 

percent of donors had created a P2P fundraising 

FaPpaLJn ZLWKLn WKe lasW 12 PRnWKs �1RnpURĆW 

Tech for Good, 2017). 

The overall market of crowdfunding donations 
may be small now relative to overall charitable 
giving in Canada, but the for-profit platforms 
powering this new way of giving are growing at 
incredible speed. 

This, combined with changing demographics and 

dRnRU EeKaYLRXU� PaNes LW ZRUWK dLsFXssLnJ� 

According to AFP’s 2017 What Canadian Donors 

Want survey, 53 percent of respondents aged 

18-34, 43 percent of those aged 35-54, and 26 

percent of those over age 55 agreed with the state-

PenW� ê,n WKe IXWXUe� , WKLnN , ZLll Ee PRUe LnFlLned WR 

give directly to causes (through crowdfunding fund-

raising) than give to a charity.” (Bowyer, MacDonald, 

&. Ali, 2017). What’s more concerning is that 16 

percent of donors surveyed in 2018 reported that 

WKe\ dRnaWe less WR nRnpURĆWs EeFaXse WKe\ KaYe 

JLYen ĆnanFLall\ WR FURZdIXndLnJ FaPpaLJns �1Rn-

pURĆW 7eFK IRU *RRd� 201���

The success of crowdfunding is highlighting yet 

anRWKeU paUadR[� ZKLle dRnRUs seeN LnFUeasLnJ 

accountability for their gifts to the charitable sector, 

crowdfunded donations are often made impulsively 

without that due diligence, out of the belief that this 

approach eliminates unnecessary bureaucracy and 

WKaW WKe dLUeFW EeneĆFLaULes NnRZ EesW ZKaW WKe\ 

need� 8nIRUWXnaWel\� WKLs WUXsW Ls nRW alZa\s 

well-placed, and there are many reports of fraudulent 

crowdfunded campaigns, such as with a deceitful 

GoFundMe campaign by a couple in Pennsylvania, 

along with a homeless man, that raised $400,000 

Eased Rn a IaNe sWRU\ RI JeneURsLW\� 7Ke WULR ZeUe all 

charged criminally, and GoFundMe refunded all the 

money. (Helsel, 2018).  Crowdfunding also often 

addresses a particular person’s situation, rather than 

the broader and systemic issues behind it which natu-

rally are harder to solve. Therefore, crowdfunding is 

feeding into naïve “solutionism” approach to social 

problems while circumventing real, potentially 

long-lasting, and more complex problem solving.

NEED FOR INCREASED 
SECURITY AND PRIVACY

With the growth of digital donations, security and 

privacy are critical to ensure the trust necessary for 

the payment industry to continue to innovate. Digital 

payments typically require the transmission of 

so through a smartphone. We have passed the 

mobile tipping point for online giving. With more 

than three-quarters of Canadians using a smart-

phone (Canadian Radio-television and Telecommu-

nications Commission (CRTC), 2016), charities 

need WR sKLIW WR WKLnNLnJ PRELle ĆUsW� WKLs Peans 

desLJnLnJ RnlLne e[peULenFes ĆUsW IRU WKe PRELle 

user and then expanding the design to support 

desNWRp XseUs� 1Rn�pURĆWs WKaW dR nRW pULRULWL]e 

mobile technology and become early adopters of 

mobile payments in the coming years will struggle 

WR UePaLn UeleYanW �1RnpURĆW 7eFK IRU *RRd� 

2017). 

UBIQUITY OF SOCIAL MEDIA 
AND SOCIAL NETWORKS

Studies show that social media, and particularly 

)aFeERRN� Ls an LPpRUWanW JaWKeULnJ plaFe IRU 

donors of all ages who are already committed to a 

cause. For instance, 15 percent of Canadians who 

use social media report donating in response to a 

social media request. More than half are open to 

receiving such requests, although their response is 

dependenW Rn ERWK ZKR PaNes WKe UeTXesW and 

ZKaW WKe FaXse Ls �Hall� 0ende] 	 0asWeUsRn� 

2017). 18 percent of donors worldwide have given 

ONLINE GIVING IS ON 
THE RISE

:KLle CanadLans aUe PaNLnJ IeZeU FKaULWaEle 

donations overall, online giving increased 20.5 

percent per year on CanadaHelps' platform from 

200� WR 201�� /RRNLnJ aW JLYLnJ Ln WKe 8nLWed 

6WaWes� 2019 UeseaUFK IURP %laFNEaXd IRXnd WKaW� 

RYeU a ���PRnWK peULRd� RYeUall JLYLnJ JUeZ E\ 9 

percent while online giving grew 17 percent 

�0aF/RXJKlLn� /RnJĆeld� 	 9ellaNe� 2019��  7KLs Ls 

indicative of the ease of online giving and the rapid 

pace to which all commerce is moving to digital. 

Within online, mobile giving is rapidly increasing, 

having gone from 14 percent of online giving in 

2015 to 17 percent in 2016, and 6 percent of 

dRnRUs ZRUldZLde pUeIeU WR JLYe PRELle �1RnpURĆW 

Tech for Good, 2017).

Clearly, online giving is on a trajectory to become 

the dominant method of giving. The 2018 Global 

Trends in Giving report found that 54 percent of all 

dRnRUs pUeIeU JLYLnJ RnlLne �1RnpURĆW 7eFK IRU *RRd� 

2018) while other studies show that donors turn to 

online giving in the immediate aftermath of a disaster 

or large crisis (MacLaughlin, 2017). Online giving is 

increasing in all demographics: in 2015, 31 percent of 

respondents under 35 years of age had responded to 

at least one online appeal, but so had 26 percent of 

middle age and 28 percent of senior respondents. 72 

percent of Millennials and 62 percent of all donors say 

WKe\ pUeIeU JLYLnJ RnlLne �%XUN� 201��� (PaLl and 

sRFLal PedLa PaUNeWLnJ aUe LnFUeasLnJl\ ZKeUe dRnRUs 

leaUn aERXW FaXses RU aUe LnspLUed WR JLYe� �� peUFenW 

of online donors worldwide say that email most often 

LnspLUes WKeP WR JLYe and �� peUFenW sa\ WKe\ ĆUsW 

learned about a fundraising event through email 

�1RnpURĆW 7eFK IRU *RRd� 201���

A subset of online giving is mobile giving as mobile 

deYLFes RYeUWaNe desNWRps �0eeNeU� 201��� ,n 

Canada� PRELle daWa WUaIĆF ZLll JURZ ĆYeIRld IURP 

2016 to 2021 (Cisco, n.d.). Donors are not simply 

engaging and giving online but are increasingly doing 

data in the charitable sector, charities have new 

RppRUWXnLWLes WR aXJPenW WKeLU ZRUN ZLWK WeFKnRl-

ogy if they are willing to embrace and invest in it. 

6RPe e[aPples RI LnnRYaWLYe nRnpURĆWs XsLnJ daWa 

to drive change include the Tableau Foundation, 

which is using real-time data about malaria 

RXWEUeaNs WR PRELlL]e UesRXUFes and FRnWaLn WKe 

spread of the disease in Zambia, and MercyCorps, 

which launched a data aggregation dashboard to 

JLYe LnsLJKW WR aLd ZRUNeUs RI ZKeUe Kelp Ls needed 

PRsW �6anJRNR\a� 'aYLs� 0aJnRnL� 3aFW� 	 'eFleU-

FT� 2019�� 'aWa and WeFKnRlRJ\ Fan Kelp FKaULWLes 

predict rather than react, identify the best solu-

tions for problems, measure their impact to engage 

dRnRUs� and LnFUease WKeLU eIĆFLenF\ and FapaFLW\� 

It’s possible to both capture and use more data 

through digital technologies.  Despite this, charities 

overall lag in the adoption of data technologies.  

With digital fundraising expected to continue to 

JURZ� FKaULWLes aUe aW ULsN RI IXUWKeU IallLnJ EeKLnd 

and must consider building capacity as an urgent 

need.

CLOUD TECHNOLOGY

The “cloud” refers to a variety of internet-based 

computing services that had previously been man-

aged or accessed in-house. Cloud computing 

pURYLdes an\WLPe aFFess WR neWZRUNs� sWRUaJe� 

applications or services, and is more cost-effective 

than traditional models. Common examples are 

web-based email and document storage, and online 

constituent relationship management (CRM) data-

base systems commonly used by charities to 

manage donations and donor stewardship.

Not only is this a growing area of the economy but it 

allRZs nRnpURĆWs WR aFFess PRUe sWaEle� Xp�WR�daWe� 

and scalable technology services that are typically at 

lower costs and don’t require the technical expertise 

and hardware to manage in-house. In theory, this can 

enable charities to achieve economies of scale, while 

focusing on their mission and not worrying about 

building out IT infrastructure. This is an enabling 

factor that is the good news for charities.

PEER҃TO҃PEERĹ 
NEW MECHANISMS OF 
INFLUENCE 

Internet-facilitated person-to-person interaction is 

WKe PRsW sLJnLĆFanW WUend WKaW Kas FRPe RXW RI WKe 

technology-propelled innovation of the last 

decade. It serves to, among other things, enable the 

long tail of niche content, buyers and sellers, givers 

and receivers. This is a new environment where 

“peer-to-peer” (P2P) is a dominant mode of acting 

in and understanding the world, especially for 

\RXnJeU JeneUaWLRns� 6LWes lLNe 7ULp $dYLsRU and 

<elp Kelped pLRneeU WKe deFenWUalL]aWLRn RI 

reviews, paving the way for user-review based and 

peeU�WR�peeU pRZeUed dLsUXpWRUs lLNe $LUEnE� 8EeU� 

and 7asN5aEELW� 6RFLal sKaULnJ and alJRULWKPs 

anal\sLnJ LndLYLdXalsè and WKeLU sRFLal neWZRUNLnJ 

EeKaYLRXU LnćXenFe eYeU\WKLnJ IURP sKRppLnJ 

behaviour to the type of news people consume.

As a result of this trend, we see a transfer of authority 

and WUXsW WR IaPLl\ and IULends� and a EUeaNdRZn RI 

previously entrenched status quo authority struc-

WXUes� WKeUe Kas Eeen a sKLIW WR Rpen� sKaULnJ� and 

transparent interactions. Authority is distributed, 

ZKLFK Kas led WR WeFKnRlRJLes lLNe ElRFNFKaLn and 

FU\pWRFXUUenFLes WKaW FLUFXPYenW FenWUalL]ed aXWKRU-

LWLes sXFK as EanNs�

In the past, it was impossible for people who were 

spread across the globe to communicate with each 

other and form a community around niche interests. 

,nWeUneW IRUXPs and sRFLal neWZRUNs KaYe allRZed 

this to happen. A distribution of action has since 

ePeUJed å LW Fan Kappen êeYeU\ZKeUeë nRZ dXe WR 

apps and IRUXPs WKaW JalYanL]e FRPPXnLWLes aURXnd 

interests and passions.

:e nRZ lLYe ĆUPl\ Ln a FRnsXPeU�FenWULF� XseU�e[pe-

ULenFe dULYen� plaWIRUP�aJnRsWLF XnLYeUse å WKe EaU 

has been set high by Millennials and Gen Z. They want 

WKURXJK )aFeERRN IXndUaLsLnJ WRRls �1RnpURĆW 

Tech for Good, 2018). Millennials, for their part, 

aUe lLNel\ WR dRnaWe LI a FR�ZRUNeU asNs� and � 

percent of them have raised money through 

person-to-person fundraising platforms three or 

more times throughout a given year (Hall et al., 

2017).

Giving through social media is nascent at 8 percent, 

but 30 percent of Millennials give through social 

PedLa �%XUN� 201��� :LWK �� peUFenW RI WKe ZRUldès 

population over age 18 on social media, its fund-

UaLsLnJ pRZeU Ls LPPense� )aFeERRN� IRU e[aPple� 

raised $10 million in just two days for Nepal earth-

TXaNe UelLeI eIIRUWs �6WRne� 201���

RISE OF CROWDFUNDING 
AND A PREFERENCE FOR 
DIRECT ENGAGEMENT

Crowdfunding allows anyone to start their own 

fundraising initiative and invite others to donate or 

invest in it. It is a rapidly growing and pervasive 

PeWKRd RI peUsRnal pKLlanWKURp\� WKRXJK WKe sL]e 

RI WKe JlREal FURZdIXndLnJ PaUNeW depends Rn 

KRZ \RX aUe deĆnLnJ FURZdIXndLnJ� 7Ke FURZd-

IXndLnJ PaUNeW Zas esWLPaWed WR Ee ��� ELllLRn Ln 

2015, including P2P lending of $25 billion, reward 

and donation crowdfunding of $5.5 billion, and 

equity crowdfunding of $2.5 billion. $17 billion of 

that was in North America (CrowdExpert.com, 

201��� 7Ke :RUld %anN K\pRWKesL]es WKaW JlREal 

FURZdIXndLnJ RI all W\pes FRXld JURZ WR �9� ELllLRn 

by 2020 (infoDev, 2013).

Crowdfunding platforms have been growing at 

accelerated rates. Indiegogo has raised more than 

09



to create, communicate, and connect on their own 

terms. This super-powered desire and ability to 

connect has created the acceleration and incidence 

RI WKe neWZRUN eIIeFW å WKe eIIeFW WKaW addLWLRnal 

users of a good or service have on the perceived 

value of that good or service to other people. The 

PeFKanLsPs RI LnćXenFe Ln WKLs neZ FRnWe[W aUe 

fundamentally different.

Within fundraising, there are many examples of the 

Za\s Ln ZKLFK WKe neWZRUN eIIeFW and a desLUe IRU 

convenience and immediacy has completely 

Xpended WUadLWLRnal dRnaWLRns and ZLll lLNel\ 

FRnWLnXe WR dR sR� 7Ke 201� $/6 ,Fe %XFNeW CKal-

lenge used virality, social currency, and celebrity 

power to raise more than $115 million in 2014 

(ALS Association, 2017). We’ve also seen the rise of 

“rage donations,” where the motivation to give 

stems from widely publicised, perceived political or 

social injustices. Examples of this include a 2018 

)aFeERRN )XndUaLseU WKaW UaLsed �200 86' IRU 

WKe nRnpURĆW 5$,C(6 �5eIXJee and ,PPLJUanW 

Center for Education and Legal Services) in 

UespRnse WR 8�6� 3UesLdenW 7UXPpès pRlLFLes sepa-

rating refugee children from their parents at the 

8�6� ERUdeU� an ,ndLeJRJR FaPpaLJn sWaUWed E\ WKe 

*LUl 6FRXWs WR UaLse EaFN �100�000 a dRnRU asNed 

the Girl Scouts to return because they welcome 

WUansJendeU JLUls �anJU\ dRnRUs UaLsed ���2�000�� 

and donations to the American Civil Liberties 

8nLRn ZKLFK UeaFKed �2� PLllLRn Ln MXsW Rne ZeeN-

end in response to a number of restrictive execu-

WLYe RUdeUs sLJned E\ 8�6� 3UesLdenW 'Rnald 7UXPp 

�6WaFN� 201��� :e ZLll alsR FRnWLnXe WR see e[aP-

ples lLNe WKe *R)Xnd0e FaPpaLJn WKaW UaLsed PRUe 

than $15 million for families affected by the 2018 

IaWal FRllLsLRn EeWZeen a sePL�WUaLleU WUXFN and a 

bus carrying members of the Humboldt Broncos 

MXnLRU KRFNe\ WeaP Ln 6asNaWFKeZan �HXPERldW 

%URnFRs -U� HRFNe\ $ssRFLaWLRn ,nF�� 201���

3eeU�WR�peeU LnćXenFe Kas EeFRPe LnJUaLned Ln WKe 

way technology is now designed and how it is used, 

and it has fundamentally changed the way we relate 

to each other. 

P RO L I F E R AT I O N  O F  DATA  
92 / 8 0 (  	  $9$ , / $ % , / , 7 <

Data is everywhere. Massive amounts of real-time 

data are constantly being uploaded via mobile devic-

es, sensors and wearable technology such as Apple 

:aWFK� *RRJle *lass� and ĆWness Eands� 'aWa dULYes 

the new era of agnosticism and freedom from 

assumptions, which is both liberating and frightening. 

Data is already enabling problem-solving (e.g. Nest, 

2pen*RY�� LW ZLll KaYe a sLJnLĆFanW LPpaFW Rn KealWK-

care, manufacturing, and retail. 

The impact of data cannot be overestimated. 
Data will fuel more information, more account-
ability, and more competition. Data can change 
donor behaviour and preferences. Data can help 
build an accurate picture of the impact of the 
non-profit sector. 

7Ke 201� %XUN 'RnRU 6XUYe\ IRXnd WKaW �2 peUFenW 

of donors favour charities that communicate measur-

able progress on their charitable goals, up from 38 

peUFenW Rnl\ ĆYe \eaUs EeIRUe �%XUN� 201��� 7Ke 

desLUe WR PeasXUe Ls deĆnLWel\ Ln WKe ]eLWJeLsW and LW 

will only increase. Today, charities must provide 

constant access to sophisticated and accurate infor-

mation, presented well, about what they are doing 

and how they are progressing. With the abundance of 

peUsRnal LnIRUPaWLRn WR ĆnanFLal LnsWLWXWLRns and 

other parties within the transaction process, such 

as payment processors. Personal information must 

also be stored in a database for recurring transac-

tions, and other information associated with digital 

transactions such as purchasing habits and social 

media data may also be stored or transmitted. As 

digital usage grows and more data becomes avail-

aEle� NeepLnJ WKaW daWa pULYaWe and seFXUe ZLll 

continue to be of paramount concern for all 

sectors. With the European General Data Protec-

WLRn 5eJXlaWLRn �*'35� pULYaF\ UeJXlaWLRns lLNel\ 

WR LnćXenFe CanadLan pULYaF\ leJLslaWLRn� dRnRUs 

will expect to provide explicit consent for retention 

RI WKeLU peUsRnal and EanNLnJ LnIRUPaWLRn� and IXll 

transparency on how this information will be used.

Web security trends are not positive. According to 

Phys.org (2017), Google found that the number of 

KaFNed ZeEsLWes URse �2 peUFenW Ln 201� and WKaW 

WUend Kas sKRZn nR LndLFaWLRn RI slRZLnJ dRZn� HaFN-

eUs WaNe adYanWaJe RI ZeEsLWes WKaW Iall EeKLnd Ln 

cybersecurity measures, and website encryption is a 

Ne\ aUea WKaW FKaULWLes PXsW pa\ aWWenWLRn WR RU ULsN 

losing donors wary of providing information on an 

insecure site (not to mention the reputational damage 

RI a KaFNed sLWe��  )RU FKaULWLes and nRnpURĆWs WaNLnJ 

online donations, it is important they move their web-

sites from HTTP to HTTPS, which encrypts the web-

sLWe and all LnWeUaFWLRns WaNLnJ plaFe Rn LW�

�1% IURP 11 PLllLRn peRple� and .LFNsWaUWeU pURM-

ects have been funded by more than 14 million 

people (Crowdfunding, n.d.). GoFundMe has raised 

$5 billion in “donations” since 2010 from more than 

50 million people, and is on an incredible growth 

WUaMeFWRU\ å WKe FRPpan\ UaLsed �� ELllLRn EeWZeen 

2016 and 2018 alone (Lunden, 2016). Most 

personal philanthropy does not go to charities and 

is not receipted, a fact that nevertheless does not 

seem to have obstructed its meteoric growth. 

%laFNEaXd esWLPaWes WKaW Rnl\ 2���0 peUFenW RI 

FURZdIXnded PRne\ ZenW speFLĆFall\ WR FKaULWLes 

in 2013 (Hall et al., 2017). 

According to the 2017 Global Trends in Giving 

Report, 44 percent of those surveyed had donated 

to a crowdfunding campaign, and 16 percent of 

donors had fundraised for a crowdfunding cam-

paLJn ZLWKLn WKe lasW 12 PRnWKs �1RnpURĆW 7eFK IRU 

Good, 2017). 33 percent of those surveyed had 

donated to a P2P fundraising campaign and 18 

percent of donors had created a P2P fundraising 

FaPpaLJn ZLWKLn WKe lasW 12 PRnWKs �1RnpURĆW 

Tech for Good, 2017). 

The overall market of crowdfunding donations 
may be small now relative to overall charitable 
giving in Canada, but the for-profit platforms 
powering this new way of giving are growing at 
incredible speed. 

This, combined with changing demographics and 

dRnRU EeKaYLRXU� PaNes LW ZRUWK dLsFXssLnJ� 

According to AFP’s 2017 What Canadian Donors 

Want survey, 53 percent of respondents aged 

18-34, 43 percent of those aged 35-54, and 26 

percent of those over age 55 agreed with the state-

PenW� ê,n WKe IXWXUe� , WKLnN , ZLll Ee PRUe LnFlLned WR 

give directly to causes (through crowdfunding fund-

raising) than give to a charity.” (Bowyer, MacDonald, 

&. Ali, 2017). What’s more concerning is that 16 

percent of donors surveyed in 2018 reported that 

WKe\ dRnaWe less WR nRnpURĆWs EeFaXse WKe\ KaYe 

JLYen ĆnanFLall\ WR FURZdIXndLnJ FaPpaLJns �1Rn-

pURĆW 7eFK IRU *RRd� 201���

The success of crowdfunding is highlighting yet 

anRWKeU paUadR[� ZKLle dRnRUs seeN LnFUeasLnJ 

accountability for their gifts to the charitable sector, 

crowdfunded donations are often made impulsively 

without that due diligence, out of the belief that this 

approach eliminates unnecessary bureaucracy and 

WKaW WKe dLUeFW EeneĆFLaULes NnRZ EesW ZKaW WKe\ 

need� 8nIRUWXnaWel\� WKLs WUXsW Ls nRW alZa\s 

well-placed, and there are many reports of fraudulent 

crowdfunded campaigns, such as with a deceitful 

GoFundMe campaign by a couple in Pennsylvania, 

along with a homeless man, that raised $400,000 

Eased Rn a IaNe sWRU\ RI JeneURsLW\� 7Ke WULR ZeUe all 

charged criminally, and GoFundMe refunded all the 

money. (Helsel, 2018).  Crowdfunding also often 

addresses a particular person’s situation, rather than 

the broader and systemic issues behind it which natu-

rally are harder to solve. Therefore, crowdfunding is 

feeding into naïve “solutionism” approach to social 

problems while circumventing real, potentially 

long-lasting, and more complex problem solving.

NEED FOR INCREASED 
SECURITY AND PRIVACY

With the growth of digital donations, security and 

privacy are critical to ensure the trust necessary for 

the payment industry to continue to innovate. Digital 

payments typically require the transmission of 

so through a smartphone. We have passed the 

mobile tipping point for online giving. With more 

than three-quarters of Canadians using a smart-

phone (Canadian Radio-television and Telecommu-

nications Commission (CRTC), 2016), charities 

need WR sKLIW WR WKLnNLnJ PRELle ĆUsW� WKLs Peans 

desLJnLnJ RnlLne e[peULenFes ĆUsW IRU WKe PRELle 

user and then expanding the design to support 

desNWRp XseUs� 1Rn�pURĆWs WKaW dR nRW pULRULWL]e 

mobile technology and become early adopters of 

mobile payments in the coming years will struggle 

WR UePaLn UeleYanW �1RnpURĆW 7eFK IRU *RRd� 

2017). 

UBIQUITY OF SOCIAL MEDIA 
AND SOCIAL NETWORKS

Studies show that social media, and particularly 

)aFeERRN� Ls an LPpRUWanW JaWKeULnJ plaFe IRU 

donors of all ages who are already committed to a 

cause. For instance, 15 percent of Canadians who 

use social media report donating in response to a 

social media request. More than half are open to 

receiving such requests, although their response is 

dependenW Rn ERWK ZKR PaNes WKe UeTXesW and 

ZKaW WKe FaXse Ls �Hall� 0ende] 	 0asWeUsRn� 

2017). 18 percent of donors worldwide have given 

ONLINE GIVING IS ON 
THE RISE

:KLle CanadLans aUe PaNLnJ IeZeU FKaULWaEle 

donations overall, online giving increased 20.5 

percent per year on CanadaHelps' platform from 

200� WR 201�� /RRNLnJ aW JLYLnJ Ln WKe 8nLWed 

6WaWes� 2019 UeseaUFK IURP %laFNEaXd IRXnd WKaW� 

RYeU a ���PRnWK peULRd� RYeUall JLYLnJ JUeZ E\ 9 

percent while online giving grew 17 percent 

�0aF/RXJKlLn� /RnJĆeld� 	 9ellaNe� 2019��  7KLs Ls 

indicative of the ease of online giving and the rapid 

pace to which all commerce is moving to digital. 

Within online, mobile giving is rapidly increasing, 

having gone from 14 percent of online giving in 

2015 to 17 percent in 2016, and 6 percent of 

dRnRUs ZRUldZLde pUeIeU WR JLYe PRELle �1RnpURĆW 

Tech for Good, 2017).

Clearly, online giving is on a trajectory to become 

the dominant method of giving. The 2018 Global 

Trends in Giving report found that 54 percent of all 

dRnRUs pUeIeU JLYLnJ RnlLne �1RnpURĆW 7eFK IRU *RRd� 

2018) while other studies show that donors turn to 

online giving in the immediate aftermath of a disaster 

or large crisis (MacLaughlin, 2017). Online giving is 

increasing in all demographics: in 2015, 31 percent of 

respondents under 35 years of age had responded to 

at least one online appeal, but so had 26 percent of 

middle age and 28 percent of senior respondents. 72 

percent of Millennials and 62 percent of all donors say 

WKe\ pUeIeU JLYLnJ RnlLne �%XUN� 201��� (PaLl and 

sRFLal PedLa PaUNeWLnJ aUe LnFUeasLnJl\ ZKeUe dRnRUs 

leaUn aERXW FaXses RU aUe LnspLUed WR JLYe� �� peUFenW 

of online donors worldwide say that email most often 

LnspLUes WKeP WR JLYe and �� peUFenW sa\ WKe\ ĆUsW 

learned about a fundraising event through email 

�1RnpURĆW 7eFK IRU *RRd� 201���

A subset of online giving is mobile giving as mobile 

deYLFes RYeUWaNe desNWRps �0eeNeU� 201��� ,n 

Canada� PRELle daWa WUaIĆF ZLll JURZ ĆYeIRld IURP 

2016 to 2021 (Cisco, n.d.). Donors are not simply 

engaging and giving online but are increasingly doing 

data in the charitable sector, charities have new 

RppRUWXnLWLes WR aXJPenW WKeLU ZRUN ZLWK WeFKnRl-

ogy if they are willing to embrace and invest in it. 

6RPe e[aPples RI LnnRYaWLYe nRnpURĆWs XsLnJ daWa 

to drive change include the Tableau Foundation, 

which is using real-time data about malaria 

RXWEUeaNs WR PRELlL]e UesRXUFes and FRnWaLn WKe 

spread of the disease in Zambia, and MercyCorps, 

which launched a data aggregation dashboard to 

JLYe LnsLJKW WR aLd ZRUNeUs RI ZKeUe Kelp Ls needed 

PRsW �6anJRNR\a� 'aYLs� 0aJnRnL� 3aFW� 	 'eFleU-

FT� 2019�� 'aWa and WeFKnRlRJ\ Fan Kelp FKaULWLes 

predict rather than react, identify the best solu-

tions for problems, measure their impact to engage 

dRnRUs� and LnFUease WKeLU eIĆFLenF\ and FapaFLW\� 

It’s possible to both capture and use more data 

through digital technologies.  Despite this, charities 

overall lag in the adoption of data technologies.  

With digital fundraising expected to continue to 

JURZ� FKaULWLes aUe aW ULsN RI IXUWKeU IallLnJ EeKLnd 

and must consider building capacity as an urgent 

need.

CLOUD TECHNOLOGY

The “cloud” refers to a variety of internet-based 

computing services that had previously been man-

aged or accessed in-house. Cloud computing 

pURYLdes an\WLPe aFFess WR neWZRUNs� sWRUaJe� 

applications or services, and is more cost-effective 

than traditional models. Common examples are 

web-based email and document storage, and online 

constituent relationship management (CRM) data-

base systems commonly used by charities to 

manage donations and donor stewardship.

Not only is this a growing area of the economy but it 

allRZs nRnpURĆWs WR aFFess PRUe sWaEle� Xp�WR�daWe� 

and scalable technology services that are typically at 

lower costs and don’t require the technical expertise 

and hardware to manage in-house. In theory, this can 

enable charities to achieve economies of scale, while 

focusing on their mission and not worrying about 

building out IT infrastructure. This is an enabling 

factor that is the good news for charities.

PEER҃TO҃PEERĹ 
NEW MECHANISMS OF 
INFLUENCE 

Internet-facilitated person-to-person interaction is 

WKe PRsW sLJnLĆFanW WUend WKaW Kas FRPe RXW RI WKe 

technology-propelled innovation of the last 

decade. It serves to, among other things, enable the 

long tail of niche content, buyers and sellers, givers 

and receivers. This is a new environment where 

“peer-to-peer” (P2P) is a dominant mode of acting 

in and understanding the world, especially for 

\RXnJeU JeneUaWLRns� 6LWes lLNe 7ULp $dYLsRU and 

<elp Kelped pLRneeU WKe deFenWUalL]aWLRn RI 

reviews, paving the way for user-review based and 

peeU�WR�peeU pRZeUed dLsUXpWRUs lLNe $LUEnE� 8EeU� 

and 7asN5aEELW� 6RFLal sKaULnJ and alJRULWKPs 

anal\sLnJ LndLYLdXalsè and WKeLU sRFLal neWZRUNLnJ 

EeKaYLRXU LnćXenFe eYeU\WKLnJ IURP sKRppLnJ 

behaviour to the type of news people consume.

As a result of this trend, we see a transfer of authority 

and WUXsW WR IaPLl\ and IULends� and a EUeaNdRZn RI 

previously entrenched status quo authority struc-

WXUes� WKeUe Kas Eeen a sKLIW WR Rpen� sKaULnJ� and 

transparent interactions. Authority is distributed, 

ZKLFK Kas led WR WeFKnRlRJLes lLNe ElRFNFKaLn and 

FU\pWRFXUUenFLes WKaW FLUFXPYenW FenWUalL]ed aXWKRU-

LWLes sXFK as EanNs�

In the past, it was impossible for people who were 

spread across the globe to communicate with each 

other and form a community around niche interests. 

,nWeUneW IRUXPs and sRFLal neWZRUNs KaYe allRZed 

this to happen. A distribution of action has since 

ePeUJed å LW Fan Kappen êeYeU\ZKeUeë nRZ dXe WR 

apps and IRUXPs WKaW JalYanL]e FRPPXnLWLes aURXnd 

interests and passions.

:e nRZ lLYe ĆUPl\ Ln a FRnsXPeU�FenWULF� XseU�e[pe-

ULenFe dULYen� plaWIRUP�aJnRsWLF XnLYeUse å WKe EaU 

has been set high by Millennials and Gen Z. They want 

KEY AREAS OF IMPACT OF 
NEW TECHNOLOGIES IN THE 
CHARITABLE SPACE

WKURXJK )aFeERRN IXndUaLsLnJ WRRls �1RnpURĆW 

Tech for Good, 2018). Millennials, for their part, 

aUe lLNel\ WR dRnaWe LI a FR�ZRUNeU asNs� and � 

percent of them have raised money through 

person-to-person fundraising platforms three or 

more times throughout a given year (Hall et al., 

2017).

Giving through social media is nascent at 8 percent, 

but 30 percent of Millennials give through social 

PedLa �%XUN� 201��� :LWK �� peUFenW RI WKe ZRUldès 

population over age 18 on social media, its fund-

UaLsLnJ pRZeU Ls LPPense� )aFeERRN� IRU e[aPple� 

raised $10 million in just two days for Nepal earth-

TXaNe UelLeI eIIRUWs �6WRne� 201���

RISE OF CROWDFUNDING 
AND A PREFERENCE FOR 
DIRECT ENGAGEMENT

Crowdfunding allows anyone to start their own 

fundraising initiative and invite others to donate or 

invest in it. It is a rapidly growing and pervasive 

PeWKRd RI peUsRnal pKLlanWKURp\� WKRXJK WKe sL]e 

RI WKe JlREal FURZdIXndLnJ PaUNeW depends Rn 

KRZ \RX aUe deĆnLnJ FURZdIXndLnJ� 7Ke FURZd-

IXndLnJ PaUNeW Zas esWLPaWed WR Ee ��� ELllLRn Ln 

2015, including P2P lending of $25 billion, reward 

and donation crowdfunding of $5.5 billion, and 

equity crowdfunding of $2.5 billion. $17 billion of 

that was in North America (CrowdExpert.com, 

201��� 7Ke :RUld %anN K\pRWKesL]es WKaW JlREal 

FURZdIXndLnJ RI all W\pes FRXld JURZ WR �9� ELllLRn 

by 2020 (infoDev, 2013).

Crowdfunding platforms have been growing at 

accelerated rates. Indiegogo has raised more than 

10



to create, communicate, and connect on their own 

terms. This super-powered desire and ability to 

connect has created the acceleration and incidence 

RI WKe neWZRUN eIIeFW å WKe eIIeFW WKaW addLWLRnal 

users of a good or service have on the perceived 

value of that good or service to other people. The 

PeFKanLsPs RI LnćXenFe Ln WKLs neZ FRnWe[W aUe 

fundamentally different.

Within fundraising, there are many examples of the 

Za\s Ln ZKLFK WKe neWZRUN eIIeFW and a desLUe IRU 

convenience and immediacy has completely 

Xpended WUadLWLRnal dRnaWLRns and ZLll lLNel\ 

FRnWLnXe WR dR sR� 7Ke 201� $/6 ,Fe %XFNeW CKal-

lenge used virality, social currency, and celebrity 

power to raise more than $115 million in 2014 

(ALS Association, 2017). We’ve also seen the rise of 

“rage donations,” where the motivation to give 

stems from widely publicised, perceived political or 

social injustices. Examples of this include a 2018 

)aFeERRN )XndUaLseU WKaW UaLsed �200 86' IRU 

WKe nRnpURĆW 5$,C(6 �5eIXJee and ,PPLJUanW 

Center for Education and Legal Services) in 

UespRnse WR 8�6� 3UesLdenW 7UXPpès pRlLFLes sepa-

rating refugee children from their parents at the 

8�6� ERUdeU� an ,ndLeJRJR FaPpaLJn sWaUWed E\ WKe 

*LUl 6FRXWs WR UaLse EaFN �100�000 a dRnRU asNed 

the Girl Scouts to return because they welcome 

WUansJendeU JLUls �anJU\ dRnRUs UaLsed ���2�000�� 

and donations to the American Civil Liberties 

8nLRn ZKLFK UeaFKed �2� PLllLRn Ln MXsW Rne ZeeN-

end in response to a number of restrictive execu-

WLYe RUdeUs sLJned E\ 8�6� 3UesLdenW 'Rnald 7UXPp 

�6WaFN� 201��� :e ZLll alsR FRnWLnXe WR see e[aP-

ples lLNe WKe *R)Xnd0e FaPpaLJn WKaW UaLsed PRUe 

than $15 million for families affected by the 2018 

IaWal FRllLsLRn EeWZeen a sePL�WUaLleU WUXFN and a 

bus carrying members of the Humboldt Broncos 

MXnLRU KRFNe\ WeaP Ln 6asNaWFKeZan �HXPERldW 

%URnFRs -U� HRFNe\ $ssRFLaWLRn ,nF�� 201���

3eeU�WR�peeU LnćXenFe Kas EeFRPe LnJUaLned Ln WKe 

way technology is now designed and how it is used, 

and it has fundamentally changed the way we relate 

to each other. 

P RO L I F E R AT I O N  O F  DATA  
92 / 8 0 (  	  $9$ , / $ % , / , 7 <

Data is everywhere. Massive amounts of real-time 

data are constantly being uploaded via mobile devic-

es, sensors and wearable technology such as Apple 

:aWFK� *RRJle *lass� and ĆWness Eands� 'aWa dULYes 

the new era of agnosticism and freedom from 

assumptions, which is both liberating and frightening. 

Data is already enabling problem-solving (e.g. Nest, 

2pen*RY�� LW ZLll KaYe a sLJnLĆFanW LPpaFW Rn KealWK-

care, manufacturing, and retail. 

The impact of data cannot be overestimated. 
Data will fuel more information, more account-
ability, and more competition. Data can change 
donor behaviour and preferences. Data can help 
build an accurate picture of the impact of the 
non-profit sector. 

7Ke 201� %XUN 'RnRU 6XUYe\ IRXnd WKaW �2 peUFenW 

of donors favour charities that communicate measur-

able progress on their charitable goals, up from 38 

peUFenW Rnl\ ĆYe \eaUs EeIRUe �%XUN� 201��� 7Ke 

desLUe WR PeasXUe Ls deĆnLWel\ Ln WKe ]eLWJeLsW and LW 

will only increase. Today, charities must provide 

constant access to sophisticated and accurate infor-

mation, presented well, about what they are doing 

and how they are progressing. With the abundance of 

peUsRnal LnIRUPaWLRn WR ĆnanFLal LnsWLWXWLRns and 

other parties within the transaction process, such 

as payment processors. Personal information must 

also be stored in a database for recurring transac-

tions, and other information associated with digital 

transactions such as purchasing habits and social 

media data may also be stored or transmitted. As 

digital usage grows and more data becomes avail-

aEle� NeepLnJ WKaW daWa pULYaWe and seFXUe ZLll 

continue to be of paramount concern for all 

sectors. With the European General Data Protec-

WLRn 5eJXlaWLRn �*'35� pULYaF\ UeJXlaWLRns lLNel\ 

WR LnćXenFe CanadLan pULYaF\ leJLslaWLRn� dRnRUs 

will expect to provide explicit consent for retention 

RI WKeLU peUsRnal and EanNLnJ LnIRUPaWLRn� and IXll 

transparency on how this information will be used.

Web security trends are not positive. According to 

Phys.org (2017), Google found that the number of 

KaFNed ZeEsLWes URse �2 peUFenW Ln 201� and WKaW 

WUend Kas sKRZn nR LndLFaWLRn RI slRZLnJ dRZn� HaFN-

eUs WaNe adYanWaJe RI ZeEsLWes WKaW Iall EeKLnd Ln 

cybersecurity measures, and website encryption is a 

Ne\ aUea WKaW FKaULWLes PXsW pa\ aWWenWLRn WR RU ULsN 

losing donors wary of providing information on an 

insecure site (not to mention the reputational damage 

RI a KaFNed sLWe��  )RU FKaULWLes and nRnpURĆWs WaNLnJ 

online donations, it is important they move their web-

sites from HTTP to HTTPS, which encrypts the web-

sLWe and all LnWeUaFWLRns WaNLnJ plaFe Rn LW�

�1% IURP 11 PLllLRn peRple� and .LFNsWaUWeU pURM-

ects have been funded by more than 14 million 

people (Crowdfunding, n.d.). GoFundMe has raised 

$5 billion in “donations” since 2010 from more than 

50 million people, and is on an incredible growth 

WUaMeFWRU\ å WKe FRPpan\ UaLsed �� ELllLRn EeWZeen 

2016 and 2018 alone (Lunden, 2016). Most 

personal philanthropy does not go to charities and 

is not receipted, a fact that nevertheless does not 

seem to have obstructed its meteoric growth. 

%laFNEaXd esWLPaWes WKaW Rnl\ 2���0 peUFenW RI 

FURZdIXnded PRne\ ZenW speFLĆFall\ WR FKaULWLes 

in 2013 (Hall et al., 2017). 

According to the 2017 Global Trends in Giving 

Report, 44 percent of those surveyed had donated 

to a crowdfunding campaign, and 16 percent of 

donors had fundraised for a crowdfunding cam-

paLJn ZLWKLn WKe lasW 12 PRnWKs �1RnpURĆW 7eFK IRU 

Good, 2017). 33 percent of those surveyed had 

donated to a P2P fundraising campaign and 18 

percent of donors had created a P2P fundraising 

FaPpaLJn ZLWKLn WKe lasW 12 PRnWKs �1RnpURĆW 

Tech for Good, 2017). 

The overall market of crowdfunding donations 
may be small now relative to overall charitable 
giving in Canada, but the for-profit platforms 
powering this new way of giving are growing at 
incredible speed. 

This, combined with changing demographics and 

dRnRU EeKaYLRXU� PaNes LW ZRUWK dLsFXssLnJ� 

According to AFP’s 2017 What Canadian Donors 

Want survey, 53 percent of respondents aged 

18-34, 43 percent of those aged 35-54, and 26 

percent of those over age 55 agreed with the state-

PenW� ê,n WKe IXWXUe� , WKLnN , ZLll Ee PRUe LnFlLned WR 

give directly to causes (through crowdfunding fund-

raising) than give to a charity.” (Bowyer, MacDonald, 

&. Ali, 2017). What’s more concerning is that 16 

percent of donors surveyed in 2018 reported that 

WKe\ dRnaWe less WR nRnpURĆWs EeFaXse WKe\ KaYe 

JLYen ĆnanFLall\ WR FURZdIXndLnJ FaPpaLJns �1Rn-

pURĆW 7eFK IRU *RRd� 201���

The success of crowdfunding is highlighting yet 

anRWKeU paUadR[� ZKLle dRnRUs seeN LnFUeasLnJ 

accountability for their gifts to the charitable sector, 

crowdfunded donations are often made impulsively 

without that due diligence, out of the belief that this 

approach eliminates unnecessary bureaucracy and 

WKaW WKe dLUeFW EeneĆFLaULes NnRZ EesW ZKaW WKe\ 

need� 8nIRUWXnaWel\� WKLs WUXsW Ls nRW alZa\s 

well-placed, and there are many reports of fraudulent 

crowdfunded campaigns, such as with a deceitful 

GoFundMe campaign by a couple in Pennsylvania, 

along with a homeless man, that raised $400,000 

Eased Rn a IaNe sWRU\ RI JeneURsLW\� 7Ke WULR ZeUe all 

charged criminally, and GoFundMe refunded all the 

money. (Helsel, 2018).  Crowdfunding also often 

addresses a particular person’s situation, rather than 

the broader and systemic issues behind it which natu-

rally are harder to solve. Therefore, crowdfunding is 

feeding into naïve “solutionism” approach to social 

problems while circumventing real, potentially 

long-lasting, and more complex problem solving.

NEED FOR INCREASED 
SECURITY AND PRIVACY

With the growth of digital donations, security and 

privacy are critical to ensure the trust necessary for 

the payment industry to continue to innovate. Digital 

payments typically require the transmission of 

so through a smartphone. We have passed the 

mobile tipping point for online giving. With more 

than three-quarters of Canadians using a smart-

phone (Canadian Radio-television and Telecommu-

nications Commission (CRTC), 2016), charities 

need WR sKLIW WR WKLnNLnJ PRELle ĆUsW� WKLs Peans 

desLJnLnJ RnlLne e[peULenFes ĆUsW IRU WKe PRELle 

user and then expanding the design to support 

desNWRp XseUs� 1Rn�pURĆWs WKaW dR nRW pULRULWL]e 

mobile technology and become early adopters of 

mobile payments in the coming years will struggle 

WR UePaLn UeleYanW �1RnpURĆW 7eFK IRU *RRd� 

2017). 

UBIQUITY OF SOCIAL MEDIA 
AND SOCIAL NETWORKS

Studies show that social media, and particularly 

)aFeERRN� Ls an LPpRUWanW JaWKeULnJ plaFe IRU 

donors of all ages who are already committed to a 

cause. For instance, 15 percent of Canadians who 

use social media report donating in response to a 

social media request. More than half are open to 

receiving such requests, although their response is 

dependenW Rn ERWK ZKR PaNes WKe UeTXesW and 

ZKaW WKe FaXse Ls �Hall� 0ende] 	 0asWeUsRn� 

2017). 18 percent of donors worldwide have given 

ONLINE GIVING IS ON 
THE RISE

:KLle CanadLans aUe PaNLnJ IeZeU FKaULWaEle 

donations overall, online giving increased 20.5 

percent per year on CanadaHelps' platform from 

200� WR 201�� /RRNLnJ aW JLYLnJ Ln WKe 8nLWed 

6WaWes� 2019 UeseaUFK IURP %laFNEaXd IRXnd WKaW� 

RYeU a ���PRnWK peULRd� RYeUall JLYLnJ JUeZ E\ 9 

percent while online giving grew 17 percent 

�0aF/RXJKlLn� /RnJĆeld� 	 9ellaNe� 2019��  7KLs Ls 

indicative of the ease of online giving and the rapid 

pace to which all commerce is moving to digital. 

Within online, mobile giving is rapidly increasing, 

having gone from 14 percent of online giving in 

2015 to 17 percent in 2016, and 6 percent of 

dRnRUs ZRUldZLde pUeIeU WR JLYe PRELle �1RnpURĆW 

Tech for Good, 2017).

Clearly, online giving is on a trajectory to become 

the dominant method of giving. The 2018 Global 

Trends in Giving report found that 54 percent of all 

dRnRUs pUeIeU JLYLnJ RnlLne �1RnpURĆW 7eFK IRU *RRd� 

2018) while other studies show that donors turn to 

online giving in the immediate aftermath of a disaster 

or large crisis (MacLaughlin, 2017). Online giving is 

increasing in all demographics: in 2015, 31 percent of 

respondents under 35 years of age had responded to 

at least one online appeal, but so had 26 percent of 

middle age and 28 percent of senior respondents. 72 

percent of Millennials and 62 percent of all donors say 

WKe\ pUeIeU JLYLnJ RnlLne �%XUN� 201��� (PaLl and 

sRFLal PedLa PaUNeWLnJ aUe LnFUeasLnJl\ ZKeUe dRnRUs 

leaUn aERXW FaXses RU aUe LnspLUed WR JLYe� �� peUFenW 

of online donors worldwide say that email most often 

LnspLUes WKeP WR JLYe and �� peUFenW sa\ WKe\ ĆUsW 

learned about a fundraising event through email 

�1RnpURĆW 7eFK IRU *RRd� 201���

A subset of online giving is mobile giving as mobile 

deYLFes RYeUWaNe desNWRps �0eeNeU� 201��� ,n 

Canada� PRELle daWa WUaIĆF ZLll JURZ ĆYeIRld IURP 

2016 to 2021 (Cisco, n.d.). Donors are not simply 

engaging and giving online but are increasingly doing 

data in the charitable sector, charities have new 

RppRUWXnLWLes WR aXJPenW WKeLU ZRUN ZLWK WeFKnRl-

ogy if they are willing to embrace and invest in it. 

6RPe e[aPples RI LnnRYaWLYe nRnpURĆWs XsLnJ daWa 

to drive change include the Tableau Foundation, 

which is using real-time data about malaria 

RXWEUeaNs WR PRELlL]e UesRXUFes and FRnWaLn WKe 

spread of the disease in Zambia, and MercyCorps, 

which launched a data aggregation dashboard to 

JLYe LnsLJKW WR aLd ZRUNeUs RI ZKeUe Kelp Ls needed 

PRsW �6anJRNR\a� 'aYLs� 0aJnRnL� 3aFW� 	 'eFleU-

FT� 2019�� 'aWa and WeFKnRlRJ\ Fan Kelp FKaULWLes 

predict rather than react, identify the best solu-

tions for problems, measure their impact to engage 

dRnRUs� and LnFUease WKeLU eIĆFLenF\ and FapaFLW\� 

It’s possible to both capture and use more data 

through digital technologies.  Despite this, charities 

overall lag in the adoption of data technologies.  

With digital fundraising expected to continue to 

JURZ� FKaULWLes aUe aW ULsN RI IXUWKeU IallLnJ EeKLnd 

and must consider building capacity as an urgent 

need.

CLOUD TECHNOLOGY

The “cloud” refers to a variety of internet-based 

computing services that had previously been man-

aged or accessed in-house. Cloud computing 

pURYLdes an\WLPe aFFess WR neWZRUNs� sWRUaJe� 

applications or services, and is more cost-effective 

than traditional models. Common examples are 

web-based email and document storage, and online 

constituent relationship management (CRM) data-

base systems commonly used by charities to 

manage donations and donor stewardship.

Not only is this a growing area of the economy but it 

allRZs nRnpURĆWs WR aFFess PRUe sWaEle� Xp�WR�daWe� 

and scalable technology services that are typically at 

lower costs and don’t require the technical expertise 

and hardware to manage in-house. In theory, this can 

enable charities to achieve economies of scale, while 

focusing on their mission and not worrying about 

building out IT infrastructure. This is an enabling 

factor that is the good news for charities.

PEER҃TO҃PEERĹ 
NEW MECHANISMS OF 
INFLUENCE 

Internet-facilitated person-to-person interaction is 

WKe PRsW sLJnLĆFanW WUend WKaW Kas FRPe RXW RI WKe 

technology-propelled innovation of the last 

decade. It serves to, among other things, enable the 

long tail of niche content, buyers and sellers, givers 

and receivers. This is a new environment where 

“peer-to-peer” (P2P) is a dominant mode of acting 

in and understanding the world, especially for 

\RXnJeU JeneUaWLRns� 6LWes lLNe 7ULp $dYLsRU and 

<elp Kelped pLRneeU WKe deFenWUalL]aWLRn RI 

reviews, paving the way for user-review based and 

peeU�WR�peeU pRZeUed dLsUXpWRUs lLNe $LUEnE� 8EeU� 

and 7asN5aEELW� 6RFLal sKaULnJ and alJRULWKPs 

anal\sLnJ LndLYLdXalsè and WKeLU sRFLal neWZRUNLnJ 

EeKaYLRXU LnćXenFe eYeU\WKLnJ IURP sKRppLnJ 

behaviour to the type of news people consume.

As a result of this trend, we see a transfer of authority 

and WUXsW WR IaPLl\ and IULends� and a EUeaNdRZn RI 

previously entrenched status quo authority struc-

WXUes� WKeUe Kas Eeen a sKLIW WR Rpen� sKaULnJ� and 

transparent interactions. Authority is distributed, 

ZKLFK Kas led WR WeFKnRlRJLes lLNe ElRFNFKaLn and 

FU\pWRFXUUenFLes WKaW FLUFXPYenW FenWUalL]ed aXWKRU-

LWLes sXFK as EanNs�

In the past, it was impossible for people who were 

spread across the globe to communicate with each 

other and form a community around niche interests. 

,nWeUneW IRUXPs and sRFLal neWZRUNs KaYe allRZed 

this to happen. A distribution of action has since 

ePeUJed å LW Fan Kappen êeYeU\ZKeUeë nRZ dXe WR 

apps and IRUXPs WKaW JalYanL]e FRPPXnLWLes aURXnd 

interests and passions.

:e nRZ lLYe ĆUPl\ Ln a FRnsXPeU�FenWULF� XseU�e[pe-

ULenFe dULYen� plaWIRUP�aJnRsWLF XnLYeUse å WKe EaU 

has been set high by Millennials and Gen Z. They want 

WKURXJK )aFeERRN IXndUaLsLnJ WRRls �1RnpURĆW 

Tech for Good, 2018). Millennials, for their part, 

aUe lLNel\ WR dRnaWe LI a FR�ZRUNeU asNs� and � 

percent of them have raised money through 

person-to-person fundraising platforms three or 

more times throughout a given year (Hall et al., 

2017).

Giving through social media is nascent at 8 percent, 

but 30 percent of Millennials give through social 

PedLa �%XUN� 201��� :LWK �� peUFenW RI WKe ZRUldès 

population over age 18 on social media, its fund-

UaLsLnJ pRZeU Ls LPPense� )aFeERRN� IRU e[aPple� 

raised $10 million in just two days for Nepal earth-

TXaNe UelLeI eIIRUWs �6WRne� 201���

RISE OF CROWDFUNDING 
AND A PREFERENCE FOR 
DIRECT ENGAGEMENT

Crowdfunding allows anyone to start their own 

fundraising initiative and invite others to donate or 

invest in it. It is a rapidly growing and pervasive 

PeWKRd RI peUsRnal pKLlanWKURp\� WKRXJK WKe sL]e 

RI WKe JlREal FURZdIXndLnJ PaUNeW depends Rn 

KRZ \RX aUe deĆnLnJ FURZdIXndLnJ� 7Ke FURZd-

IXndLnJ PaUNeW Zas esWLPaWed WR Ee ��� ELllLRn Ln 

2015, including P2P lending of $25 billion, reward 

and donation crowdfunding of $5.5 billion, and 

equity crowdfunding of $2.5 billion. $17 billion of 

that was in North America (CrowdExpert.com, 

201��� 7Ke :RUld %anN K\pRWKesL]es WKaW JlREal 

FURZdIXndLnJ RI all W\pes FRXld JURZ WR �9� ELllLRn 

by 2020 (infoDev, 2013).

Crowdfunding platforms have been growing at 

accelerated rates. Indiegogo has raised more than 

11



to create, communicate, and connect on their own 

terms. This super-powered desire and ability to 

connect has created the acceleration and incidence 

RI WKe neWZRUN eIIeFW å WKe eIIeFW WKaW addLWLRnal 

users of a good or service have on the perceived 

value of that good or service to other people. The 

PeFKanLsPs RI LnćXenFe Ln WKLs neZ FRnWe[W aUe 

fundamentally different.

Within fundraising, there are many examples of the 

Za\s Ln ZKLFK WKe neWZRUN eIIeFW and a desLUe IRU 

convenience and immediacy has completely 

Xpended WUadLWLRnal dRnaWLRns and ZLll lLNel\ 

FRnWLnXe WR dR sR� 7Ke 201� $/6 ,Fe %XFNeW CKal-

lenge used virality, social currency, and celebrity 

power to raise more than $115 million in 2014 

(ALS Association, 2017). We’ve also seen the rise of 

“rage donations,” where the motivation to give 

stems from widely publicised, perceived political or 

social injustices. Examples of this include a 2018 

)aFeERRN )XndUaLseU WKaW UaLsed �200 86' IRU 

WKe nRnpURĆW 5$,C(6 �5eIXJee and ,PPLJUanW 

Center for Education and Legal Services) in 

UespRnse WR 8�6� 3UesLdenW 7UXPpès pRlLFLes sepa-

rating refugee children from their parents at the 

8�6� ERUdeU� an ,ndLeJRJR FaPpaLJn sWaUWed E\ WKe 

*LUl 6FRXWs WR UaLse EaFN �100�000 a dRnRU asNed 

the Girl Scouts to return because they welcome 

WUansJendeU JLUls �anJU\ dRnRUs UaLsed ���2�000�� 

and donations to the American Civil Liberties 

8nLRn ZKLFK UeaFKed �2� PLllLRn Ln MXsW Rne ZeeN-

end in response to a number of restrictive execu-

WLYe RUdeUs sLJned E\ 8�6� 3UesLdenW 'Rnald 7UXPp 

�6WaFN� 201��� :e ZLll alsR FRnWLnXe WR see e[aP-

ples lLNe WKe *R)Xnd0e FaPpaLJn WKaW UaLsed PRUe 

than $15 million for families affected by the 2018 

IaWal FRllLsLRn EeWZeen a sePL�WUaLleU WUXFN and a 

bus carrying members of the Humboldt Broncos 

MXnLRU KRFNe\ WeaP Ln 6asNaWFKeZan �HXPERldW 

%URnFRs -U� HRFNe\ $ssRFLaWLRn ,nF�� 201���

3eeU�WR�peeU LnćXenFe Kas EeFRPe LnJUaLned Ln WKe 

way technology is now designed and how it is used, 

and it has fundamentally changed the way we relate 

to each other. 

P RO L I F E R AT I O N  O F  DATA  
92 / 8 0 (  	  $9$ , / $ % , / , 7 <

Data is everywhere. Massive amounts of real-time 

data are constantly being uploaded via mobile devic-

es, sensors and wearable technology such as Apple 

:aWFK� *RRJle *lass� and ĆWness Eands� 'aWa dULYes 

the new era of agnosticism and freedom from 

assumptions, which is both liberating and frightening. 

Data is already enabling problem-solving (e.g. Nest, 

2pen*RY�� LW ZLll KaYe a sLJnLĆFanW LPpaFW Rn KealWK-

care, manufacturing, and retail. 

The impact of data cannot be overestimated. 
Data will fuel more information, more account-
ability, and more competition. Data can change 
donor behaviour and preferences. Data can help 
build an accurate picture of the impact of the 
non-profit sector. 

7Ke 201� %XUN 'RnRU 6XUYe\ IRXnd WKaW �2 peUFenW 

of donors favour charities that communicate measur-

able progress on their charitable goals, up from 38 

peUFenW Rnl\ ĆYe \eaUs EeIRUe �%XUN� 201��� 7Ke 

desLUe WR PeasXUe Ls deĆnLWel\ Ln WKe ]eLWJeLsW and LW 

will only increase. Today, charities must provide 

constant access to sophisticated and accurate infor-

mation, presented well, about what they are doing 

and how they are progressing. With the abundance of 

peUsRnal LnIRUPaWLRn WR ĆnanFLal LnsWLWXWLRns and 

other parties within the transaction process, such 

as payment processors. Personal information must 

also be stored in a database for recurring transac-

tions, and other information associated with digital 

transactions such as purchasing habits and social 

media data may also be stored or transmitted. As 

digital usage grows and more data becomes avail-

aEle� NeepLnJ WKaW daWa pULYaWe and seFXUe ZLll 

continue to be of paramount concern for all 

sectors. With the European General Data Protec-

WLRn 5eJXlaWLRn �*'35� pULYaF\ UeJXlaWLRns lLNel\ 

WR LnćXenFe CanadLan pULYaF\ leJLslaWLRn� dRnRUs 

will expect to provide explicit consent for retention 

RI WKeLU peUsRnal and EanNLnJ LnIRUPaWLRn� and IXll 

transparency on how this information will be used.

Web security trends are not positive. According to 

Phys.org (2017), Google found that the number of 

KaFNed ZeEsLWes URse �2 peUFenW Ln 201� and WKaW 

WUend Kas sKRZn nR LndLFaWLRn RI slRZLnJ dRZn� HaFN-

eUs WaNe adYanWaJe RI ZeEsLWes WKaW Iall EeKLnd Ln 

cybersecurity measures, and website encryption is a 

Ne\ aUea WKaW FKaULWLes PXsW pa\ aWWenWLRn WR RU ULsN 

losing donors wary of providing information on an 

insecure site (not to mention the reputational damage 

RI a KaFNed sLWe��  )RU FKaULWLes and nRnpURĆWs WaNLnJ 

online donations, it is important they move their web-

sites from HTTP to HTTPS, which encrypts the web-

sLWe and all LnWeUaFWLRns WaNLnJ plaFe Rn LW�

�1% IURP 11 PLllLRn peRple� and .LFNsWaUWeU pURM-

ects have been funded by more than 14 million 

people (Crowdfunding, n.d.). GoFundMe has raised 

$5 billion in “donations” since 2010 from more than 

50 million people, and is on an incredible growth 

WUaMeFWRU\ å WKe FRPpan\ UaLsed �� ELllLRn EeWZeen 

2016 and 2018 alone (Lunden, 2016). Most 

personal philanthropy does not go to charities and 

is not receipted, a fact that nevertheless does not 

seem to have obstructed its meteoric growth. 

%laFNEaXd esWLPaWes WKaW Rnl\ 2���0 peUFenW RI 

FURZdIXnded PRne\ ZenW speFLĆFall\ WR FKaULWLes 

in 2013 (Hall et al., 2017). 

According to the 2017 Global Trends in Giving 

Report, 44 percent of those surveyed had donated 

to a crowdfunding campaign, and 16 percent of 

donors had fundraised for a crowdfunding cam-

paLJn ZLWKLn WKe lasW 12 PRnWKs �1RnpURĆW 7eFK IRU 

Good, 2017). 33 percent of those surveyed had 

donated to a P2P fundraising campaign and 18 

percent of donors had created a P2P fundraising 

FaPpaLJn ZLWKLn WKe lasW 12 PRnWKs �1RnpURĆW 

Tech for Good, 2017). 

The overall market of crowdfunding donations 
may be small now relative to overall charitable 
giving in Canada, but the for-profit platforms 
powering this new way of giving are growing at 
incredible speed. 

This, combined with changing demographics and 

dRnRU EeKaYLRXU� PaNes LW ZRUWK dLsFXssLnJ� 

According to AFP’s 2017 What Canadian Donors 

Want survey, 53 percent of respondents aged 

18-34, 43 percent of those aged 35-54, and 26 

percent of those over age 55 agreed with the state-

PenW� ê,n WKe IXWXUe� , WKLnN , ZLll Ee PRUe LnFlLned WR 

give directly to causes (through crowdfunding fund-

raising) than give to a charity.” (Bowyer, MacDonald, 

&. Ali, 2017). What’s more concerning is that 16 

percent of donors surveyed in 2018 reported that 

WKe\ dRnaWe less WR nRnpURĆWs EeFaXse WKe\ KaYe 

JLYen ĆnanFLall\ WR FURZdIXndLnJ FaPpaLJns �1Rn-

pURĆW 7eFK IRU *RRd� 201���

The success of crowdfunding is highlighting yet 

anRWKeU paUadR[� ZKLle dRnRUs seeN LnFUeasLnJ 

accountability for their gifts to the charitable sector, 

crowdfunded donations are often made impulsively 

without that due diligence, out of the belief that this 

approach eliminates unnecessary bureaucracy and 

WKaW WKe dLUeFW EeneĆFLaULes NnRZ EesW ZKaW WKe\ 

need� 8nIRUWXnaWel\� WKLs WUXsW Ls nRW alZa\s 

well-placed, and there are many reports of fraudulent 

crowdfunded campaigns, such as with a deceitful 

GoFundMe campaign by a couple in Pennsylvania, 

along with a homeless man, that raised $400,000 

Eased Rn a IaNe sWRU\ RI JeneURsLW\� 7Ke WULR ZeUe all 

charged criminally, and GoFundMe refunded all the 

money. (Helsel, 2018).  Crowdfunding also often 

addresses a particular person’s situation, rather than 

the broader and systemic issues behind it which natu-

rally are harder to solve. Therefore, crowdfunding is 

feeding into naïve “solutionism” approach to social 

problems while circumventing real, potentially 

long-lasting, and more complex problem solving.

NEED FOR INCREASED 
SECURITY AND PRIVACY

With the growth of digital donations, security and 

privacy are critical to ensure the trust necessary for 

the payment industry to continue to innovate. Digital 

payments typically require the transmission of 

so through a smartphone. We have passed the 

mobile tipping point for online giving. With more 

than three-quarters of Canadians using a smart-

phone (Canadian Radio-television and Telecommu-

nications Commission (CRTC), 2016), charities 

need WR sKLIW WR WKLnNLnJ PRELle ĆUsW� WKLs Peans 

desLJnLnJ RnlLne e[peULenFes ĆUsW IRU WKe PRELle 

user and then expanding the design to support 

desNWRp XseUs� 1Rn�pURĆWs WKaW dR nRW pULRULWL]e 

mobile technology and become early adopters of 

mobile payments in the coming years will struggle 

WR UePaLn UeleYanW �1RnpURĆW 7eFK IRU *RRd� 

2017). 

UBIQUITY OF SOCIAL MEDIA 
AND SOCIAL NETWORKS

Studies show that social media, and particularly 

)aFeERRN� Ls an LPpRUWanW JaWKeULnJ plaFe IRU 

donors of all ages who are already committed to a 

cause. For instance, 15 percent of Canadians who 

use social media report donating in response to a 

social media request. More than half are open to 

receiving such requests, although their response is 

dependenW Rn ERWK ZKR PaNes WKe UeTXesW and 

ZKaW WKe FaXse Ls �Hall� 0ende] 	 0asWeUsRn� 

2017). 18 percent of donors worldwide have given 

ONLINE GIVING IS ON 
THE RISE

:KLle CanadLans aUe PaNLnJ IeZeU FKaULWaEle 

donations overall, online giving increased 20.5 

percent per year on CanadaHelps' platform from 

200� WR 201�� /RRNLnJ aW JLYLnJ Ln WKe 8nLWed 

6WaWes� 2019 UeseaUFK IURP %laFNEaXd IRXnd WKaW� 

RYeU a ���PRnWK peULRd� RYeUall JLYLnJ JUeZ E\ 9 

percent while online giving grew 17 percent 

�0aF/RXJKlLn� /RnJĆeld� 	 9ellaNe� 2019��  7KLs Ls 

indicative of the ease of online giving and the rapid 

pace to which all commerce is moving to digital. 

Within online, mobile giving is rapidly increasing, 

having gone from 14 percent of online giving in 

2015 to 17 percent in 2016, and 6 percent of 

dRnRUs ZRUldZLde pUeIeU WR JLYe PRELle �1RnpURĆW 

Tech for Good, 2017).

Clearly, online giving is on a trajectory to become 

the dominant method of giving. The 2018 Global 

Trends in Giving report found that 54 percent of all 

dRnRUs pUeIeU JLYLnJ RnlLne �1RnpURĆW 7eFK IRU *RRd� 

2018) while other studies show that donors turn to 

online giving in the immediate aftermath of a disaster 

or large crisis (MacLaughlin, 2017). Online giving is 

increasing in all demographics: in 2015, 31 percent of 

respondents under 35 years of age had responded to 

at least one online appeal, but so had 26 percent of 

middle age and 28 percent of senior respondents. 72 

percent of Millennials and 62 percent of all donors say 

WKe\ pUeIeU JLYLnJ RnlLne �%XUN� 201��� (PaLl and 

sRFLal PedLa PaUNeWLnJ aUe LnFUeasLnJl\ ZKeUe dRnRUs 

leaUn aERXW FaXses RU aUe LnspLUed WR JLYe� �� peUFenW 

of online donors worldwide say that email most often 

LnspLUes WKeP WR JLYe and �� peUFenW sa\ WKe\ ĆUsW 

learned about a fundraising event through email 

�1RnpURĆW 7eFK IRU *RRd� 201���

A subset of online giving is mobile giving as mobile 

deYLFes RYeUWaNe desNWRps �0eeNeU� 201��� ,n 

Canada� PRELle daWa WUaIĆF ZLll JURZ ĆYeIRld IURP 

2016 to 2021 (Cisco, n.d.). Donors are not simply 

engaging and giving online but are increasingly doing 

data in the charitable sector, charities have new 

RppRUWXnLWLes WR aXJPenW WKeLU ZRUN ZLWK WeFKnRl-

ogy if they are willing to embrace and invest in it. 

6RPe e[aPples RI LnnRYaWLYe nRnpURĆWs XsLnJ daWa 

to drive change include the Tableau Foundation, 

which is using real-time data about malaria 

RXWEUeaNs WR PRELlL]e UesRXUFes and FRnWaLn WKe 

spread of the disease in Zambia, and MercyCorps, 

which launched a data aggregation dashboard to 

JLYe LnsLJKW WR aLd ZRUNeUs RI ZKeUe Kelp Ls needed 

PRsW �6anJRNR\a� 'aYLs� 0aJnRnL� 3aFW� 	 'eFleU-

FT� 2019�� 'aWa and WeFKnRlRJ\ Fan Kelp FKaULWLes 

predict rather than react, identify the best solu-

tions for problems, measure their impact to engage 

dRnRUs� and LnFUease WKeLU eIĆFLenF\ and FapaFLW\� 

It’s possible to both capture and use more data 

through digital technologies.  Despite this, charities 

overall lag in the adoption of data technologies.  

With digital fundraising expected to continue to 

JURZ� FKaULWLes aUe aW ULsN RI IXUWKeU IallLnJ EeKLnd 

and must consider building capacity as an urgent 

need.

CLOUD TECHNOLOGY

The “cloud” refers to a variety of internet-based 

computing services that had previously been man-

aged or accessed in-house. Cloud computing 

pURYLdes an\WLPe aFFess WR neWZRUNs� sWRUaJe� 

applications or services, and is more cost-effective 

than traditional models. Common examples are 

web-based email and document storage, and online 

constituent relationship management (CRM) data-

base systems commonly used by charities to 

manage donations and donor stewardship.

Not only is this a growing area of the economy but it 

allRZs nRnpURĆWs WR aFFess PRUe sWaEle� Xp�WR�daWe� 

and scalable technology services that are typically at 

lower costs and don’t require the technical expertise 

and hardware to manage in-house. In theory, this can 

enable charities to achieve economies of scale, while 

focusing on their mission and not worrying about 

building out IT infrastructure. This is an enabling 

factor that is the good news for charities.

PEER҃TO҃PEERĹ 
NEW MECHANISMS OF 
INFLUENCE 

Internet-facilitated person-to-person interaction is 

WKe PRsW sLJnLĆFanW WUend WKaW Kas FRPe RXW RI WKe 

technology-propelled innovation of the last 

decade. It serves to, among other things, enable the 

long tail of niche content, buyers and sellers, givers 

and receivers. This is a new environment where 

“peer-to-peer” (P2P) is a dominant mode of acting 

in and understanding the world, especially for 

\RXnJeU JeneUaWLRns� 6LWes lLNe 7ULp $dYLsRU and 

<elp Kelped pLRneeU WKe deFenWUalL]aWLRn RI 

reviews, paving the way for user-review based and 

peeU�WR�peeU pRZeUed dLsUXpWRUs lLNe $LUEnE� 8EeU� 

and 7asN5aEELW� 6RFLal sKaULnJ and alJRULWKPs 

anal\sLnJ LndLYLdXalsè and WKeLU sRFLal neWZRUNLnJ 

EeKaYLRXU LnćXenFe eYeU\WKLnJ IURP sKRppLnJ 

behaviour to the type of news people consume.

As a result of this trend, we see a transfer of authority 

and WUXsW WR IaPLl\ and IULends� and a EUeaNdRZn RI 

previously entrenched status quo authority struc-

WXUes� WKeUe Kas Eeen a sKLIW WR Rpen� sKaULnJ� and 

transparent interactions. Authority is distributed, 

ZKLFK Kas led WR WeFKnRlRJLes lLNe ElRFNFKaLn and 

FU\pWRFXUUenFLes WKaW FLUFXPYenW FenWUalL]ed aXWKRU-

LWLes sXFK as EanNs�

In the past, it was impossible for people who were 

spread across the globe to communicate with each 

other and form a community around niche interests. 

,nWeUneW IRUXPs and sRFLal neWZRUNs KaYe allRZed 

this to happen. A distribution of action has since 

ePeUJed å LW Fan Kappen êeYeU\ZKeUeë nRZ dXe WR 

apps and IRUXPs WKaW JalYanL]e FRPPXnLWLes aURXnd 

interests and passions.

:e nRZ lLYe ĆUPl\ Ln a FRnsXPeU�FenWULF� XseU�e[pe-

ULenFe dULYen� plaWIRUP�aJnRsWLF XnLYeUse å WKe EaU 

has been set high by Millennials and Gen Z. They want 

WKURXJK )aFeERRN IXndUaLsLnJ WRRls �1RnpURĆW 

Tech for Good, 2018). Millennials, for their part, 

aUe lLNel\ WR dRnaWe LI a FR�ZRUNeU asNs� and � 

percent of them have raised money through 

person-to-person fundraising platforms three or 

more times throughout a given year (Hall et al., 

2017).

Giving through social media is nascent at 8 percent, 

but 30 percent of Millennials give through social 

PedLa �%XUN� 201��� :LWK �� peUFenW RI WKe ZRUldès 

population over age 18 on social media, its fund-

UaLsLnJ pRZeU Ls LPPense� )aFeERRN� IRU e[aPple� 

raised $10 million in just two days for Nepal earth-

TXaNe UelLeI eIIRUWs �6WRne� 201���

RISE OF CROWDFUNDING 
AND A PREFERENCE FOR 
DIRECT ENGAGEMENT

Crowdfunding allows anyone to start their own 

fundraising initiative and invite others to donate or 

invest in it. It is a rapidly growing and pervasive 

PeWKRd RI peUsRnal pKLlanWKURp\� WKRXJK WKe sL]e 

RI WKe JlREal FURZdIXndLnJ PaUNeW depends Rn 

KRZ \RX aUe deĆnLnJ FURZdIXndLnJ� 7Ke FURZd-

IXndLnJ PaUNeW Zas esWLPaWed WR Ee ��� ELllLRn Ln 

2015, including P2P lending of $25 billion, reward 

and donation crowdfunding of $5.5 billion, and 

equity crowdfunding of $2.5 billion. $17 billion of 

that was in North America (CrowdExpert.com, 

201��� 7Ke :RUld %anN K\pRWKesL]es WKaW JlREal 

FURZdIXndLnJ RI all W\pes FRXld JURZ WR �9� ELllLRn 

by 2020 (infoDev, 2013).

Crowdfunding platforms have been growing at 

accelerated rates. Indiegogo has raised more than 

12



�3aUWneUsKLp Rn $UWLĆFLal ,nWellLJenFe� 201��� $ 

growing list of tech companies are partnering with 

nRn�pURĆWs to further the use of AI in this space 

(Schaffer, 2017). For example, 81,C() Ls appl\LnJ 

elements of machine learning to private sector 

data through this partnership in order to create 

models that assist emergency response efforts 

�81,C()� 201��� )aFeERRN Ls pURYLdLnJ aJJUeJaW-

ed, real-time platform data for free to a handful of 

nRnpURĆWs sXFK as WKe $PeULFan 5ed CURss WR 

provide valuable information to provide disaster 

relief teams to help them determine where to dedi-

cate resources (O'Neil, 2017).

:KLle aUWLĆFLal LnWellLJenFe Ls alUead\ FKanJLnJ WKe 

way we live our lives on a daily basis, and the way it 

EeFRPes ePEedded Ln nRnpURĆW ZRUN and IXnd-

UaLsLnJ Ls lLNel\ WR JURZ� WKeUe UePaLns a ULsN Ln Uel\-

ing on algorithms. Algorithmic functions are based 

in logic and data, but there are many opportunities 

throughout the process to introduce or ignore bias. 

In addition, solving social problems requires 

nuance, social context, and understanding differing 

interpretations of fairness at which machines 

aUenèW lLNel\ WR e[Fel�

ME""A�IN� Ґ��ATBOT"ґ

Chatbots are a version of AI that enables users to 

êFKaWë ZLWK an aXWRPaWed s\sWeP E\ asNLnJ TXes-

tions and having the system determine and gener-

aWe WKe PRsW lLNel\ ansZeU� 7Ke\ enaEle EXsLnesses 

and nRnpURĆWs alLNe WR JLYe XseUs WKe LPPedLaWe 

responses they expect, without the burden of 

providing a constant customer service response. 

Chatbots can be embedded on messaging plat-

IRUPs lLNe )aFeERRN 0essenJeU� ([aPples RI nRn-

pURĆWs dRLnJ WKLs LnFlXde� Raheem.ai� a )aFeERRN 

Messenger bot for reporting and rating experiences 

ZLWK pRlLFe RIĆFeUs� ZKLFK pXElLFl\ UepRUWs anRn\-

PRXs daWa �5aKeeP $,� 201��� a FKaWERW sXUYe\ Xsed 

by The World Food Programme to gather information 

from migrants about local food prices and security in 

WKeLU KRPe FRPPXnLWLes �09$0%lRJ� 201��� WKe 

Climate Reality Project Xses a )aFeERRN 0essenJeU 

bot to alert subscribers to major events and offer 

aFWLRns WKe\ Fan WaNe Ln UespRnse �ClLPaWe 5ealLW\ 

3URMeFW� 201��� and HellR 9RWe, a chatbot from Fight 

IRU WKe )XWXUe Ln WKe 86 WKaW Xses We[W PessaJes and 

)aFeERRN PessenJeU WR send YRWeUs WKe LnIRUPaWLRn 

needed to vote such as polling locations and early 

YRWLnJ LnIRUPaWLRn �HellR9RWe� n�d��� 

In fundraising, chatbots provide opportunities to 

engage donors with a cause, soliciting donations and 

offering an interactive experience to learn about the 

cause or the impact of the donation. An international 

development charity, WaterAid, has developed a 

chatbot to connect donors to a villager in Sierra Leone 

and provides an interactive experience with messag-

es, videos, and photos of daily life and the impact of 

:aWeU$Ldès ZRUN Ln WKe FRPPXnLW\ �HREEs� 201���

VIRTUAL REALITY

$s 9LUWXal 5ealLW\ �95� FRnWLnXes WR Ee adRpWed Ln WKe 

mainstream, activities other than gaming may also 

EeFRPe ZLdel\�adRpWed applLFaWLRns� 9�CRPPeUFe� 

IRU e[aPple� LnWeJUaWes 95 LnWR WKe pXUFKasLnJ e[peUL-

ence to engage consumers with the product.

1Rn�pURĆWs aUe alUead\ XsLnJ 95 WR FRPPXnLFaWe WKe 

LPpRUWanFe RI WKeLU ZRUN �0aWWKeZs� 201��� 7Ke 

Sierra Club created an LPPeUsLYe 95 FlLPaWe FKanJe 

examples where successful bitcoin exchanges have 

Eeen KaFNed �6WLnFKFRPEe� 201��� 

BITCOIN AND 
CRYPTOCURRENCIES

Bitcoin, a cryptocurrency with a value determined 

E\ FRnsensXs UaWKeU WKan a FenWUal EanN s\sWeP RU 

political infrastructure, is becoming increasingly 

PaLnsWUeaP� 0an\ IRUZaUd�WKLnNLnJ nRn�pURĆWs 

are leveraging bitcoin and other cryptocurrencies 

IRU IXndUaLsLnJ å WKRXJK LW Ls FeUWaLnl\ nRW \eW PaLn-

stream. 

,n WKe 8nLWed 6WaWes� laUJe FKaULWLes sXFK as 7Ke 

5ed CURss� 8nLWed :a\ :RUldZLde� *UeenpeaFe� 

and Save the Children all accept bitcoin donations 

(Lamb, 2018). We also see examples of Bitcoin 

used for Canadian philanthropy. In Canada, Path-

ways to Education, a charity that helps low-income 

youth graduate high school, has been accepting 

Bitcoin donations since 2013 (Donate Bitcoin, 2017). 

Similarly, a 2017 Christmas crowdfunding event in 

Toronto raised more than $200,000 for Covenant 

HRXse 7RURnWR XsLnJ a deFenWUalL]ed ElRFNFKaLn WeFK-

nology that facilitated cryptocurrencies from around 

WKe ZRUld �0eUU\ 0eUNle� n�d��� ,n Canada� FKaULWLes 

can offer tax receipts for the value of these donations 

as LI WKe\ ZeUe a JLIW Ln NLnd� KRZeYeU� dRnRUs FannRW 

WaNe adYanWaJe RI WKe FapLWal JaLns e[ePpWLRns 

provided for gifts of other types of asset donations 

such as securities. (Financial Consumer Agency of 

Canada, 2018). 

6RPe nRnpURĆWs KaYe FUeaWed WKeLU RZn FXUUenFLes WR 

Kelp IXnd WKeLU ZRUN� sXFK as the CleanWater Coin, 

created for Charity:Water (Clean Water Coin, n.d.), 

and another coin created by the RootProject, to 

sXppRUW anWL�pRYeUW\ ZRUN �5RRW3URMeFW� n�d���

Again, it’s too early to tell whether cryptocurrencies 

will gain wider adoption, but savvy charities may be 

able to reach a new type of donor by meeting them 

where they are at. 

video, in partnership with the Environmental 

Media Association and RYOT, with a celebrity 

narrator to help people understand the drastic 

changes in our climate and create a sense of urgen-

cy for their cause (Sierra Club, 2015). The Clinton 

*lREal ,nLWLaWLYe �C*,� Xsed 95 and )aFeERRNès 

360 video to broadcast their video, “Inside Impact: 

East Africa” to more than a million people to 

pURYLde an LnWLPaWe lRRN aW KRZ WKe C*, Ls enaElLnJ 

local social change in these East African communi-

WLes �ClLnWRn *lREal ,nLWLaWLYe� 201��� 7Ke 95 e[pe-

rience offers more than just images of impact, but 

provides donors with the opportunity to feel the 

effects of their contributions. It remains to be seen 

just how widely this technology will be adopted to 

tell stories in the coming years.

BLOCKCHAIN

5eFRJnL]ed Ln 201� E\ WKe :RUld (FRnRPLF )RUXP 

as one of the top 10 emerging technologies (Mercy 

CRUps� 201��� %lRFNFKaLn Ls a dLsWULEXWed RU deFen-

WUalL]ed ledJeU WeFKnRlRJ\� RU lLsW� RI all WUansaFWLRns 

aFURss a peUsRn�WR�peUsRn neWZRUN� ,W allRZs IRU 

transactions to be captured digitally, authenticat-

ed, and ensures that the transactions cannot be 

FKanJed� ,Ws pXUpRse Ls WR enKanFe eIĆFLenF\� WUXsW� 

and transparency with transactions and is the tech-

nology underlying Bitcoin and other cryptocurren-

FLes� %lRFNFKaLn Ls nRW MXsW IRU dLJLWal pa\PenW 

transactions, but has various other applications 

sXFK as sXEsFULpWLRns� UeFeLpWs� EanN aFFRXnWs� 

insurance policies, identity documents, and 

FRnWUaFWs� CanadLan EanNs KaYe alUead\ EeJXn WR 

e[plRUe ElRFNFKaLn WeFKnRlRJ\ IRU dLJLWal LdenWLW\� 

The technology is more secure and better at 

authentication compared to traditional systems, 

though the governance of the technology is not yet 

clear. 

The Ixo Foundation, based in South Africa, is using 

ElRFNFKaLn WeFKnRlRJ\ WR deYelRp êWKe L[R pURWRFRlë WR 

verify claims of impact. Data becomes part of a global 

LPpaFW ledJeU WKaW Fan Ee aFFessed E\ RUJanL]aWLRns� 

governments, and researchers, and then used by 

nRn�pURĆWs as pURRI WR sXppRUW IXndLnJ aUUanJe-

ments. An example of this in practice is the Amply 

Project, a mobile app enabled with the ixo protocol to 

WUaFN aWWendanFe Ln 6RXWK $IULFan pUe�sFKRRls� 7Ke 

teachers log children's attendance, which is then 

FRnĆUPed E\ an eYalXaWRU� and WKen a YeULĆed FlaLP Ls 

created. These claims are used to access government 

sXEsLdLes� WKe\ aUe PRUe aFFXUaWe� YeULĆed� and less 

time-consuming than previous paper-based methods 

(Ixo Foundation, n.d.). 

In 2017, the United Nations’ World Food Pro-
gramme used Ethereum Blockchain to pilot a 
system with Syrian refugees based in Jordan who 
were given cryptocurrency vouchers to trade at 
selected markets. The platform was successfully 
used to record and authenticate transfers for 
about 10,000 individuals (del Castillo, 2017).

Though there are a growing number of possible use 

cases, and many positive examples of the technology’s 

Xse� nRW all YRLFes aUe pRsLWLYe� %lRFNFKaLn pURMeFWs 

need more time to prove themselves, and cryptocur-

UenF\ PaUNeW Ls YRlaWLle� ,n an online article, Kai 

6WLnFKFRPEe aUJXes WKaW ElRFNFKaLn Ls nRW WKe XWRpLF 

ansZeU WKaW Ze KaYe Eeen lRRNLnJ IRU� 7Ke sXFFessIXl 

Xse RI ElRFNFKaLn� Ke aUJXes� sWLll UelLes Rn WUXsWLnJ 

other humans to follow through and to verify transac-

WLRns �EeFaXse a UeJXlaU XseU Ls XnlLNel\ WR Ee aEle WR 

verify them on their own), and there are a number of 

ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE

7Ke sLPplesW Za\ WR desFULEe $UWLĆFLal ,nWellLJenFe 

�$,� Ls XsLnJ WeFKnRlRJ\ WR peUIRUP WasNs and sRlYe 

problems that previously could only be done by 

humans. AI learns and improves over time on its 

RZn EeFaXse RI WKe leaUnLnJ and Ćne�WXnLnJ alJR-

rithms embedded in it. It is rapidly changing and 

improving, and is now relevant for (and increasing-

l\� essenWLal WR� WKe nRn�pURĆW seFWRU� 

Charities have a massive amount of data, most 
of which is not being leveraged. Effectively 
using AI to mine this data would be an opportu-
nity to increase and demonstrate charities’ 
impact (which donors are demanding more 
and more), speed up research, and build inter-
nal capacity. 

While an element of competitiveness will also exist 

due to scarce fundraising dollars, the shared desire 

for public good in the charitable sector opens up 

opportunities for data sharing that, combined with 

the power of AI, could be substantial for the sector.

$s WKe FRsW RI $, dURps� WeFKnRlRJ\�Eased nRnpURĆWs 

around the world are starting to use it. An example of 

WKLs Ls 3$:6� an RUJanL]aWLRn dedLFaWed WR FRPEaWLnJ 

poaching, which is employing modeling and machine 

leaUnLnJ WR Kelp paUN UanJeUs Pap RXW paWURl aUeas WR 

proactively respond to poaching threats (Derla, 

2016).

$s ZLWK an\ neZ WeFKnRlRJ\� WKe ULsN Ls WKaW LW ZLll nRW 

be accessible for social good purposes despite its 

pURPLse� dXe WR FRsW RU WR a laFN RI EURadl\ dLsWULEXWed 

NnRZ�KRZ� :LWK WKaW Ln PLnd� seYeUal WeFK JLanWs 

LnFlXdLnJ *RRJle� ,%0� 0LFURsRIW� )aFeERRN� and 

$Pa]Rn KaYe FUeaWed a 3aUWneUsKLp Rn $, WR %eneĆW 

People and Society with four goals: to develop and 

sKaUe EesW pUaFWLFes� pURYLde an Rpen and LnFlXsLYe 

plaWIRUP IRU dLsFXssLRn and enJaJePenW� adYanFe 

pXElLF XndeUsWandLnJ� and LdenWLI\ and IRsWeU aspLUa-

WLRnal eIIRUWs Ln $, IRU sRFLall\ EeneĆFLal pXUpRses 

peUsRnal LnIRUPaWLRn WR ĆnanFLal LnsWLWXWLRns and 

other parties within the transaction process, such 

as payment processors. Personal information must 

also be stored in a database for recurring transac-

tions, and other information associated with digital 

transactions such as purchasing habits and social 

media data may also be stored or transmitted. As 

digital usage grows and more data becomes avail-

aEle� NeepLnJ WKaW daWa pULYaWe and seFXUe ZLll 

continue to be of paramount concern for all 

sectors. With the European General Data Protec-

WLRn 5eJXlaWLRn �*'35� pULYaF\ UeJXlaWLRns lLNel\ 

WR LnćXenFe CanadLan pULYaF\ leJLslaWLRn� dRnRUs 

will expect to provide explicit consent for retention 

RI WKeLU peUsRnal and EanNLnJ LnIRUPaWLRn� and IXll 

transparency on how this information will be used.

Web security trends are not positive. According to 

Phys.org (2017), Google found that the number of 

KaFNed ZeEsLWes URse �2 peUFenW Ln 201� and WKaW 

WUend Kas sKRZn nR LndLFaWLRn RI slRZLnJ dRZn� HaFN-

eUs WaNe adYanWaJe RI ZeEsLWes WKaW Iall EeKLnd Ln 

cybersecurity measures, and website encryption is a 

Ne\ aUea WKaW FKaULWLes PXsW pa\ aWWenWLRn WR RU ULsN 

losing donors wary of providing information on an 

insecure site (not to mention the reputational damage 

RI a KaFNed sLWe��  )RU FKaULWLes and nRnpURĆWs WaNLnJ 

online donations, it is important they move their web-

sites from HTTP to HTTPS, which encrypts the web-

sLWe and all LnWeUaFWLRns WaNLnJ plaFe Rn LW�

�1% IURP 11 PLllLRn peRple� and .LFNsWaUWeU pURM-

ects have been funded by more than 14 million 

people (Crowdfunding, n.d.). GoFundMe has raised 

$5 billion in “donations” since 2010 from more than 

50 million people, and is on an incredible growth 

WUaMeFWRU\ å WKe FRPpan\ UaLsed �� ELllLRn EeWZeen 

2016 and 2018 alone (Lunden, 2016). Most 

personal philanthropy does not go to charities and 

is not receipted, a fact that nevertheless does not 

seem to have obstructed its meteoric growth. 

%laFNEaXd esWLPaWes WKaW Rnl\ 2���0 peUFenW RI 

FURZdIXnded PRne\ ZenW speFLĆFall\ WR FKaULWLes 

in 2013 (Hall et al., 2017). 

According to the 2017 Global Trends in Giving 

Report, 44 percent of those surveyed had donated 

to a crowdfunding campaign, and 16 percent of 

donors had fundraised for a crowdfunding cam-

paLJn ZLWKLn WKe lasW 12 PRnWKs �1RnpURĆW 7eFK IRU 

Good, 2017). 33 percent of those surveyed had 

donated to a P2P fundraising campaign and 18 

percent of donors had created a P2P fundraising 

FaPpaLJn ZLWKLn WKe lasW 12 PRnWKs �1RnpURĆW 

Tech for Good, 2017). 

The overall market of crowdfunding donations 
may be small now relative to overall charitable 
giving in Canada, but the for-profit platforms 
powering this new way of giving are growing at 
incredible speed. 

This, combined with changing demographics and 

dRnRU EeKaYLRXU� PaNes LW ZRUWK dLsFXssLnJ� 

According to AFP’s 2017 What Canadian Donors 

Want survey, 53 percent of respondents aged 

18-34, 43 percent of those aged 35-54, and 26 

percent of those over age 55 agreed with the state-

PenW� ê,n WKe IXWXUe� , WKLnN , ZLll Ee PRUe LnFlLned WR 

give directly to causes (through crowdfunding fund-

raising) than give to a charity.” (Bowyer, MacDonald, 

&. Ali, 2017). What’s more concerning is that 16 

percent of donors surveyed in 2018 reported that 

WKe\ dRnaWe less WR nRnpURĆWs EeFaXse WKe\ KaYe 

JLYen ĆnanFLall\ WR FURZdIXndLnJ FaPpaLJns �1Rn-

pURĆW 7eFK IRU *RRd� 201���

The success of crowdfunding is highlighting yet 

anRWKeU paUadR[� ZKLle dRnRUs seeN LnFUeasLnJ 

accountability for their gifts to the charitable sector, 

crowdfunded donations are often made impulsively 

without that due diligence, out of the belief that this 

approach eliminates unnecessary bureaucracy and 

WKaW WKe dLUeFW EeneĆFLaULes NnRZ EesW ZKaW WKe\ 

need� 8nIRUWXnaWel\� WKLs WUXsW Ls nRW alZa\s 

well-placed, and there are many reports of fraudulent 

crowdfunded campaigns, such as with a deceitful 

GoFundMe campaign by a couple in Pennsylvania, 

along with a homeless man, that raised $400,000 

Eased Rn a IaNe sWRU\ RI JeneURsLW\� 7Ke WULR ZeUe all 

charged criminally, and GoFundMe refunded all the 

money. (Helsel, 2018).  Crowdfunding also often 

addresses a particular person’s situation, rather than 

the broader and systemic issues behind it which natu-

rally are harder to solve. Therefore, crowdfunding is 

feeding into naïve “solutionism” approach to social 

problems while circumventing real, potentially 

long-lasting, and more complex problem solving.

NEED FOR INCREASED 
SECURITY AND PRIVACY

With the growth of digital donations, security and 

privacy are critical to ensure the trust necessary for 

the payment industry to continue to innovate. Digital 

payments typically require the transmission of 

so through a smartphone. We have passed the 

mobile tipping point for online giving. With more 

than three-quarters of Canadians using a smart-

phone (Canadian Radio-television and Telecommu-

nications Commission (CRTC), 2016), charities 

need WR sKLIW WR WKLnNLnJ PRELle ĆUsW� WKLs Peans 

desLJnLnJ RnlLne e[peULenFes ĆUsW IRU WKe PRELle 

user and then expanding the design to support 

desNWRp XseUs� 1Rn�pURĆWs WKaW dR nRW pULRULWL]e 

mobile technology and become early adopters of 

mobile payments in the coming years will struggle 

WR UePaLn UeleYanW �1RnpURĆW 7eFK IRU *RRd� 

2017). 

UBIQUITY OF SOCIAL MEDIA 
AND SOCIAL NETWORKS

Studies show that social media, and particularly 

)aFeERRN� Ls an LPpRUWanW JaWKeULnJ plaFe IRU 

donors of all ages who are already committed to a 

cause. For instance, 15 percent of Canadians who 

use social media report donating in response to a 

social media request. More than half are open to 

receiving such requests, although their response is 

dependenW Rn ERWK ZKR PaNes WKe UeTXesW and 

ZKaW WKe FaXse Ls �Hall� 0ende] 	 0asWeUsRn� 

2017). 18 percent of donors worldwide have given 

ONLINE GIVING IS ON 
THE RISE

:KLle CanadLans aUe PaNLnJ IeZeU FKaULWaEle 

donations overall, online giving increased 20.5 

percent per year on CanadaHelps' platform from 

200� WR 201�� /RRNLnJ aW JLYLnJ Ln WKe 8nLWed 

6WaWes� 2019 UeseaUFK IURP %laFNEaXd IRXnd WKaW� 

RYeU a ���PRnWK peULRd� RYeUall JLYLnJ JUeZ E\ 9 

percent while online giving grew 17 percent 

�0aF/RXJKlLn� /RnJĆeld� 	 9ellaNe� 2019��  7KLs Ls 

indicative of the ease of online giving and the rapid 

pace to which all commerce is moving to digital. 

Within online, mobile giving is rapidly increasing, 

having gone from 14 percent of online giving in 

2015 to 17 percent in 2016, and 6 percent of 

dRnRUs ZRUldZLde pUeIeU WR JLYe PRELle �1RnpURĆW 

Tech for Good, 2017).

Clearly, online giving is on a trajectory to become 

the dominant method of giving. The 2018 Global 

Trends in Giving report found that 54 percent of all 

dRnRUs pUeIeU JLYLnJ RnlLne �1RnpURĆW 7eFK IRU *RRd� 

2018) while other studies show that donors turn to 

online giving in the immediate aftermath of a disaster 

or large crisis (MacLaughlin, 2017). Online giving is 

increasing in all demographics: in 2015, 31 percent of 

respondents under 35 years of age had responded to 

at least one online appeal, but so had 26 percent of 

middle age and 28 percent of senior respondents. 72 

percent of Millennials and 62 percent of all donors say 

WKe\ pUeIeU JLYLnJ RnlLne �%XUN� 201��� (PaLl and 

sRFLal PedLa PaUNeWLnJ aUe LnFUeasLnJl\ ZKeUe dRnRUs 

leaUn aERXW FaXses RU aUe LnspLUed WR JLYe� �� peUFenW 

of online donors worldwide say that email most often 

LnspLUes WKeP WR JLYe and �� peUFenW sa\ WKe\ ĆUsW 

learned about a fundraising event through email 

�1RnpURĆW 7eFK IRU *RRd� 201���

A subset of online giving is mobile giving as mobile 

deYLFes RYeUWaNe desNWRps �0eeNeU� 201��� ,n 

Canada� PRELle daWa WUaIĆF ZLll JURZ ĆYeIRld IURP 

2016 to 2021 (Cisco, n.d.). Donors are not simply 

engaging and giving online but are increasingly doing 

WKURXJK )aFeERRN IXndUaLsLnJ WRRls �1RnpURĆW 

Tech for Good, 2018). Millennials, for their part, 

aUe lLNel\ WR dRnaWe LI a FR�ZRUNeU asNs� and � 

percent of them have raised money through 

person-to-person fundraising platforms three or 

more times throughout a given year (Hall et al., 

2017).

Giving through social media is nascent at 8 percent, 

but 30 percent of Millennials give through social 

PedLa �%XUN� 201��� :LWK �� peUFenW RI WKe ZRUldès 

population over age 18 on social media, its fund-

UaLsLnJ pRZeU Ls LPPense� )aFeERRN� IRU e[aPple� 

raised $10 million in just two days for Nepal earth-

TXaNe UelLeI eIIRUWs �6WRne� 201���

RISE OF CROWDFUNDING 
AND A PREFERENCE FOR 
DIRECT ENGAGEMENT

Crowdfunding allows anyone to start their own 

fundraising initiative and invite others to donate or 

invest in it. It is a rapidly growing and pervasive 

PeWKRd RI peUsRnal pKLlanWKURp\� WKRXJK WKe sL]e 

RI WKe JlREal FURZdIXndLnJ PaUNeW depends Rn 

KRZ \RX aUe deĆnLnJ FURZdIXndLnJ� 7Ke FURZd-

IXndLnJ PaUNeW Zas esWLPaWed WR Ee ��� ELllLRn Ln 

2015, including P2P lending of $25 billion, reward 

and donation crowdfunding of $5.5 billion, and 

equity crowdfunding of $2.5 billion. $17 billion of 

that was in North America (CrowdExpert.com, 

201��� 7Ke :RUld %anN K\pRWKesL]es WKaW JlREal 

FURZdIXndLnJ RI all W\pes FRXld JURZ WR �9� ELllLRn 

by 2020 (infoDev, 2013).

Crowdfunding platforms have been growing at 

accelerated rates. Indiegogo has raised more than 

13



�3aUWneUsKLp Rn $UWLĆFLal ,nWellLJenFe� 201��� $ 

growing list of tech companies are partnering with 

nRn�pURĆWs to further the use of AI in this space 

(Schaffer, 2017). For example, 81,C() Ls appl\LnJ 

elements of machine learning to private sector 

data through this partnership in order to create 

models that assist emergency response efforts 

�81,C()� 201��� )aFeERRN Ls pURYLdLnJ aJJUeJaW-

ed, real-time platform data for free to a handful of 

nRnpURĆWs sXFK as WKe $PeULFan 5ed CURss WR 

provide valuable information to provide disaster 

relief teams to help them determine where to dedi-

cate resources (O'Neil, 2017).

:KLle aUWLĆFLal LnWellLJenFe Ls alUead\ FKanJLnJ WKe 

way we live our lives on a daily basis, and the way it 

EeFRPes ePEedded Ln nRnpURĆW ZRUN and IXnd-

UaLsLnJ Ls lLNel\ WR JURZ� WKeUe UePaLns a ULsN Ln Uel\-

ing on algorithms. Algorithmic functions are based 

in logic and data, but there are many opportunities 

throughout the process to introduce or ignore bias. 

In addition, solving social problems requires 

nuance, social context, and understanding differing 

interpretations of fairness at which machines 

aUenèW lLNel\ WR e[Fel�

ME""A�IN� Ґ��ATBOT"ґ

Chatbots are a version of AI that enables users to 

êFKaWë ZLWK an aXWRPaWed s\sWeP E\ asNLnJ TXes-

tions and having the system determine and gener-

aWe WKe PRsW lLNel\ ansZeU� 7Ke\ enaEle EXsLnesses 

and nRnpURĆWs alLNe WR JLYe XseUs WKe LPPedLaWe 

responses they expect, without the burden of 

providing a constant customer service response. 

Chatbots can be embedded on messaging plat-

IRUPs lLNe )aFeERRN 0essenJeU� ([aPples RI nRn-

pURĆWs dRLnJ WKLs LnFlXde� Raheem.ai� a )aFeERRN 

Messenger bot for reporting and rating experiences 

ZLWK pRlLFe RIĆFeUs� ZKLFK pXElLFl\ UepRUWs anRn\-

PRXs daWa �5aKeeP $,� 201��� a FKaWERW sXUYe\ Xsed 

by The World Food Programme to gather information 

from migrants about local food prices and security in 

WKeLU KRPe FRPPXnLWLes �09$0%lRJ� 201��� WKe 

Climate Reality Project Xses a )aFeERRN 0essenJeU 

bot to alert subscribers to major events and offer 

aFWLRns WKe\ Fan WaNe Ln UespRnse �ClLPaWe 5ealLW\ 

3URMeFW� 201��� and HellR 9RWe, a chatbot from Fight 

IRU WKe )XWXUe Ln WKe 86 WKaW Xses We[W PessaJes and 

)aFeERRN PessenJeU WR send YRWeUs WKe LnIRUPaWLRn 

needed to vote such as polling locations and early 

YRWLnJ LnIRUPaWLRn �HellR9RWe� n�d��� 

In fundraising, chatbots provide opportunities to 

engage donors with a cause, soliciting donations and 

offering an interactive experience to learn about the 

cause or the impact of the donation. An international 

development charity, WaterAid, has developed a 

chatbot to connect donors to a villager in Sierra Leone 

and provides an interactive experience with messag-

es, videos, and photos of daily life and the impact of 

:aWeU$Ldès ZRUN Ln WKe FRPPXnLW\ �HREEs� 201���

VIRTUAL REALITY

$s 9LUWXal 5ealLW\ �95� FRnWLnXes WR Ee adRpWed Ln WKe 

mainstream, activities other than gaming may also 

EeFRPe ZLdel\�adRpWed applLFaWLRns� 9�CRPPeUFe� 

IRU e[aPple� LnWeJUaWes 95 LnWR WKe pXUFKasLnJ e[peUL-

ence to engage consumers with the product.

1Rn�pURĆWs aUe alUead\ XsLnJ 95 WR FRPPXnLFaWe WKe 

LPpRUWanFe RI WKeLU ZRUN �0aWWKeZs� 201��� 7Ke 

Sierra Club created an LPPeUsLYe 95 FlLPaWe FKanJe 

examples where successful bitcoin exchanges have 

Eeen KaFNed �6WLnFKFRPEe� 201��� 

BITCOIN AND 
CRYPTOCURRENCIES

Bitcoin, a cryptocurrency with a value determined 

E\ FRnsensXs UaWKeU WKan a FenWUal EanN s\sWeP RU 

political infrastructure, is becoming increasingly 

PaLnsWUeaP� 0an\ IRUZaUd�WKLnNLnJ nRn�pURĆWs 

are leveraging bitcoin and other cryptocurrencies 

IRU IXndUaLsLnJ å WKRXJK LW Ls FeUWaLnl\ nRW \eW PaLn-

stream. 

,n WKe 8nLWed 6WaWes� laUJe FKaULWLes sXFK as 7Ke 

5ed CURss� 8nLWed :a\ :RUldZLde� *UeenpeaFe� 

and Save the Children all accept bitcoin donations 

(Lamb, 2018). We also see examples of Bitcoin 

used for Canadian philanthropy. In Canada, Path-

ways to Education, a charity that helps low-income 

youth graduate high school, has been accepting 

Bitcoin donations since 2013 (Donate Bitcoin, 2017). 

Similarly, a 2017 Christmas crowdfunding event in 

Toronto raised more than $200,000 for Covenant 

HRXse 7RURnWR XsLnJ a deFenWUalL]ed ElRFNFKaLn WeFK-

nology that facilitated cryptocurrencies from around 

WKe ZRUld �0eUU\ 0eUNle� n�d��� ,n Canada� FKaULWLes 

can offer tax receipts for the value of these donations 

as LI WKe\ ZeUe a JLIW Ln NLnd� KRZeYeU� dRnRUs FannRW 

WaNe adYanWaJe RI WKe FapLWal JaLns e[ePpWLRns 

provided for gifts of other types of asset donations 

such as securities. (Financial Consumer Agency of 

Canada, 2018). 

6RPe nRnpURĆWs KaYe FUeaWed WKeLU RZn FXUUenFLes WR 

Kelp IXnd WKeLU ZRUN� sXFK as the CleanWater Coin, 

created for Charity:Water (Clean Water Coin, n.d.), 

and another coin created by the RootProject, to 

sXppRUW anWL�pRYeUW\ ZRUN �5RRW3URMeFW� n�d���

Again, it’s too early to tell whether cryptocurrencies 

will gain wider adoption, but savvy charities may be 

able to reach a new type of donor by meeting them 

where they are at. 

video, in partnership with the Environmental 

Media Association and RYOT, with a celebrity 

narrator to help people understand the drastic 

changes in our climate and create a sense of urgen-

cy for their cause (Sierra Club, 2015). The Clinton 

*lREal ,nLWLaWLYe �C*,� Xsed 95 and )aFeERRNès 

360 video to broadcast their video, “Inside Impact: 

East Africa” to more than a million people to 

pURYLde an LnWLPaWe lRRN aW KRZ WKe C*, Ls enaElLnJ 

local social change in these East African communi-

WLes �ClLnWRn *lREal ,nLWLaWLYe� 201��� 7Ke 95 e[pe-

rience offers more than just images of impact, but 

provides donors with the opportunity to feel the 

effects of their contributions. It remains to be seen 

just how widely this technology will be adopted to 

tell stories in the coming years.

BLOCKCHAIN

5eFRJnL]ed Ln 201� E\ WKe :RUld (FRnRPLF )RUXP 

as one of the top 10 emerging technologies (Mercy 

CRUps� 201��� %lRFNFKaLn Ls a dLsWULEXWed RU deFen-

WUalL]ed ledJeU WeFKnRlRJ\� RU lLsW� RI all WUansaFWLRns 

aFURss a peUsRn�WR�peUsRn neWZRUN� ,W allRZs IRU 

transactions to be captured digitally, authenticat-

ed, and ensures that the transactions cannot be 

FKanJed� ,Ws pXUpRse Ls WR enKanFe eIĆFLenF\� WUXsW� 

and transparency with transactions and is the tech-

nology underlying Bitcoin and other cryptocurren-

FLes� %lRFNFKaLn Ls nRW MXsW IRU dLJLWal pa\PenW 

transactions, but has various other applications 

sXFK as sXEsFULpWLRns� UeFeLpWs� EanN aFFRXnWs� 

insurance policies, identity documents, and 

FRnWUaFWs� CanadLan EanNs KaYe alUead\ EeJXn WR 

e[plRUe ElRFNFKaLn WeFKnRlRJ\ IRU dLJLWal LdenWLW\� 

The technology is more secure and better at 

authentication compared to traditional systems, 

though the governance of the technology is not yet 

clear. 

The Ixo Foundation, based in South Africa, is using 

ElRFNFKaLn WeFKnRlRJ\ WR deYelRp êWKe L[R pURWRFRlë WR 

verify claims of impact. Data becomes part of a global 

LPpaFW ledJeU WKaW Fan Ee aFFessed E\ RUJanL]aWLRns� 

governments, and researchers, and then used by 

nRn�pURĆWs as pURRI WR sXppRUW IXndLnJ aUUanJe-

ments. An example of this in practice is the Amply 

Project, a mobile app enabled with the ixo protocol to 

WUaFN aWWendanFe Ln 6RXWK $IULFan pUe�sFKRRls� 7Ke 

teachers log children's attendance, which is then 

FRnĆUPed E\ an eYalXaWRU� and WKen a YeULĆed FlaLP Ls 

created. These claims are used to access government 

sXEsLdLes� WKe\ aUe PRUe aFFXUaWe� YeULĆed� and less 

time-consuming than previous paper-based methods 

(Ixo Foundation, n.d.). 

In 2017, the United Nations’ World Food Pro-
gramme used Ethereum Blockchain to pilot a 
system with Syrian refugees based in Jordan who 
were given cryptocurrency vouchers to trade at 
selected markets. The platform was successfully 
used to record and authenticate transfers for 
about 10,000 individuals (del Castillo, 2017).

Though there are a growing number of possible use 

cases, and many positive examples of the technology’s 

Xse� nRW all YRLFes aUe pRsLWLYe� %lRFNFKaLn pURMeFWs 

need more time to prove themselves, and cryptocur-

UenF\ PaUNeW Ls YRlaWLle� ,n an online article, Kai 

6WLnFKFRPEe aUJXes WKaW ElRFNFKaLn Ls nRW WKe XWRpLF 

ansZeU WKaW Ze KaYe Eeen lRRNLnJ IRU� 7Ke sXFFessIXl 

Xse RI ElRFNFKaLn� Ke aUJXes� sWLll UelLes Rn WUXsWLnJ 

other humans to follow through and to verify transac-

WLRns �EeFaXse a UeJXlaU XseU Ls XnlLNel\ WR Ee aEle WR 

verify them on their own), and there are a number of 

ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE

7Ke sLPplesW Za\ WR desFULEe $UWLĆFLal ,nWellLJenFe 

�$,� Ls XsLnJ WeFKnRlRJ\ WR peUIRUP WasNs and sRlYe 

problems that previously could only be done by 

humans. AI learns and improves over time on its 

RZn EeFaXse RI WKe leaUnLnJ and Ćne�WXnLnJ alJR-

rithms embedded in it. It is rapidly changing and 

improving, and is now relevant for (and increasing-

l\� essenWLal WR� WKe nRn�pURĆW seFWRU� 

Charities have a massive amount of data, most 
of which is not being leveraged. Effectively 
using AI to mine this data would be an opportu-
nity to increase and demonstrate charities’ 
impact (which donors are demanding more 
and more), speed up research, and build inter-
nal capacity. 

While an element of competitiveness will also exist 

due to scarce fundraising dollars, the shared desire 

for public good in the charitable sector opens up 

opportunities for data sharing that, combined with 

the power of AI, could be substantial for the sector.

$s WKe FRsW RI $, dURps� WeFKnRlRJ\�Eased nRnpURĆWs 

around the world are starting to use it. An example of 

WKLs Ls 3$:6� an RUJanL]aWLRn dedLFaWed WR FRPEaWLnJ 

poaching, which is employing modeling and machine 

leaUnLnJ WR Kelp paUN UanJeUs Pap RXW paWURl aUeas WR 

proactively respond to poaching threats (Derla, 

2016).

$s ZLWK an\ neZ WeFKnRlRJ\� WKe ULsN Ls WKaW LW ZLll nRW 

be accessible for social good purposes despite its 

pURPLse� dXe WR FRsW RU WR a laFN RI EURadl\ dLsWULEXWed 

NnRZ�KRZ� :LWK WKaW Ln PLnd� seYeUal WeFK JLanWs 

LnFlXdLnJ *RRJle� ,%0� 0LFURsRIW� )aFeERRN� and 

$Pa]Rn KaYe FUeaWed a 3aUWneUsKLp Rn $, WR %eneĆW 

People and Society with four goals: to develop and 

sKaUe EesW pUaFWLFes� pURYLde an Rpen and LnFlXsLYe 

plaWIRUP IRU dLsFXssLRn and enJaJePenW� adYanFe 

pXElLF XndeUsWandLnJ� and LdenWLI\ and IRsWeU aspLUa-

WLRnal eIIRUWs Ln $, IRU sRFLall\ EeneĆFLal pXUpRses 

peUsRnal LnIRUPaWLRn WR ĆnanFLal LnsWLWXWLRns and 

other parties within the transaction process, such 

as payment processors. Personal information must 

also be stored in a database for recurring transac-

tions, and other information associated with digital 

transactions such as purchasing habits and social 

media data may also be stored or transmitted. As 

digital usage grows and more data becomes avail-

aEle� NeepLnJ WKaW daWa pULYaWe and seFXUe ZLll 

continue to be of paramount concern for all 

sectors. With the European General Data Protec-

WLRn 5eJXlaWLRn �*'35� pULYaF\ UeJXlaWLRns lLNel\ 

WR LnćXenFe CanadLan pULYaF\ leJLslaWLRn� dRnRUs 

will expect to provide explicit consent for retention 

RI WKeLU peUsRnal and EanNLnJ LnIRUPaWLRn� and IXll 

transparency on how this information will be used.

Web security trends are not positive. According to 

Phys.org (2017), Google found that the number of 

KaFNed ZeEsLWes URse �2 peUFenW Ln 201� and WKaW 

WUend Kas sKRZn nR LndLFaWLRn RI slRZLnJ dRZn� HaFN-

eUs WaNe adYanWaJe RI ZeEsLWes WKaW Iall EeKLnd Ln 

cybersecurity measures, and website encryption is a 

Ne\ aUea WKaW FKaULWLes PXsW pa\ aWWenWLRn WR RU ULsN 

losing donors wary of providing information on an 

insecure site (not to mention the reputational damage 

RI a KaFNed sLWe��  )RU FKaULWLes and nRnpURĆWs WaNLnJ 

online donations, it is important they move their web-

sites from HTTP to HTTPS, which encrypts the web-

sLWe and all LnWeUaFWLRns WaNLnJ plaFe Rn LW�

�1% IURP 11 PLllLRn peRple� and .LFNsWaUWeU pURM-

ects have been funded by more than 14 million 

people (Crowdfunding, n.d.). GoFundMe has raised 

$5 billion in “donations” since 2010 from more than 

50 million people, and is on an incredible growth 

WUaMeFWRU\ å WKe FRPpan\ UaLsed �� ELllLRn EeWZeen 

2016 and 2018 alone (Lunden, 2016). Most 

personal philanthropy does not go to charities and 

is not receipted, a fact that nevertheless does not 

seem to have obstructed its meteoric growth. 

%laFNEaXd esWLPaWes WKaW Rnl\ 2���0 peUFenW RI 

FURZdIXnded PRne\ ZenW speFLĆFall\ WR FKaULWLes 

in 2013 (Hall et al., 2017). 

According to the 2017 Global Trends in Giving 

Report, 44 percent of those surveyed had donated 

to a crowdfunding campaign, and 16 percent of 

donors had fundraised for a crowdfunding cam-

paLJn ZLWKLn WKe lasW 12 PRnWKs �1RnpURĆW 7eFK IRU 

Good, 2017). 33 percent of those surveyed had 

donated to a P2P fundraising campaign and 18 

percent of donors had created a P2P fundraising 

FaPpaLJn ZLWKLn WKe lasW 12 PRnWKs �1RnpURĆW 

Tech for Good, 2017). 

The overall market of crowdfunding donations 
may be small now relative to overall charitable 
giving in Canada, but the for-profit platforms 
powering this new way of giving are growing at 
incredible speed. 

This, combined with changing demographics and 

dRnRU EeKaYLRXU� PaNes LW ZRUWK dLsFXssLnJ� 

According to AFP’s 2017 What Canadian Donors 

Want survey, 53 percent of respondents aged 

18-34, 43 percent of those aged 35-54, and 26 

percent of those over age 55 agreed with the state-

PenW� ê,n WKe IXWXUe� , WKLnN , ZLll Ee PRUe LnFlLned WR 

give directly to causes (through crowdfunding fund-

raising) than give to a charity.” (Bowyer, MacDonald, 

&. Ali, 2017). What’s more concerning is that 16 

percent of donors surveyed in 2018 reported that 

WKe\ dRnaWe less WR nRnpURĆWs EeFaXse WKe\ KaYe 

JLYen ĆnanFLall\ WR FURZdIXndLnJ FaPpaLJns �1Rn-

pURĆW 7eFK IRU *RRd� 201���

The success of crowdfunding is highlighting yet 

anRWKeU paUadR[� ZKLle dRnRUs seeN LnFUeasLnJ 

accountability for their gifts to the charitable sector, 

crowdfunded donations are often made impulsively 

without that due diligence, out of the belief that this 

approach eliminates unnecessary bureaucracy and 

WKaW WKe dLUeFW EeneĆFLaULes NnRZ EesW ZKaW WKe\ 

need� 8nIRUWXnaWel\� WKLs WUXsW Ls nRW alZa\s 

well-placed, and there are many reports of fraudulent 

crowdfunded campaigns, such as with a deceitful 

GoFundMe campaign by a couple in Pennsylvania, 

along with a homeless man, that raised $400,000 

Eased Rn a IaNe sWRU\ RI JeneURsLW\� 7Ke WULR ZeUe all 

charged criminally, and GoFundMe refunded all the 

money. (Helsel, 2018).  Crowdfunding also often 

addresses a particular person’s situation, rather than 

the broader and systemic issues behind it which natu-

rally are harder to solve. Therefore, crowdfunding is 

feeding into naïve “solutionism” approach to social 

problems while circumventing real, potentially 

long-lasting, and more complex problem solving.

NEED FOR INCREASED 
SECURITY AND PRIVACY

With the growth of digital donations, security and 

privacy are critical to ensure the trust necessary for 

the payment industry to continue to innovate. Digital 

payments typically require the transmission of 

so through a smartphone. We have passed the 

mobile tipping point for online giving. With more 

than three-quarters of Canadians using a smart-

phone (Canadian Radio-television and Telecommu-

nications Commission (CRTC), 2016), charities 

need WR sKLIW WR WKLnNLnJ PRELle ĆUsW� WKLs Peans 

desLJnLnJ RnlLne e[peULenFes ĆUsW IRU WKe PRELle 

user and then expanding the design to support 

desNWRp XseUs� 1Rn�pURĆWs WKaW dR nRW pULRULWL]e 

mobile technology and become early adopters of 

mobile payments in the coming years will struggle 

WR UePaLn UeleYanW �1RnpURĆW 7eFK IRU *RRd� 

2017). 

UBIQUITY OF SOCIAL MEDIA 
AND SOCIAL NETWORKS

Studies show that social media, and particularly 

)aFeERRN� Ls an LPpRUWanW JaWKeULnJ plaFe IRU 

donors of all ages who are already committed to a 

cause. For instance, 15 percent of Canadians who 

use social media report donating in response to a 

social media request. More than half are open to 

receiving such requests, although their response is 

dependenW Rn ERWK ZKR PaNes WKe UeTXesW and 

ZKaW WKe FaXse Ls �Hall� 0ende] 	 0asWeUsRn� 

2017). 18 percent of donors worldwide have given 

ONLINE GIVING IS ON 
THE RISE

:KLle CanadLans aUe PaNLnJ IeZeU FKaULWaEle 

donations overall, online giving increased 20.5 

percent per year on CanadaHelps' platform from 

200� WR 201�� /RRNLnJ aW JLYLnJ Ln WKe 8nLWed 

6WaWes� 2019 UeseaUFK IURP %laFNEaXd IRXnd WKaW� 

RYeU a ���PRnWK peULRd� RYeUall JLYLnJ JUeZ E\ 9 

percent while online giving grew 17 percent 

�0aF/RXJKlLn� /RnJĆeld� 	 9ellaNe� 2019��  7KLs Ls 

indicative of the ease of online giving and the rapid 

pace to which all commerce is moving to digital. 

Within online, mobile giving is rapidly increasing, 

having gone from 14 percent of online giving in 

2015 to 17 percent in 2016, and 6 percent of 

dRnRUs ZRUldZLde pUeIeU WR JLYe PRELle �1RnpURĆW 

Tech for Good, 2017).

Clearly, online giving is on a trajectory to become 

the dominant method of giving. The 2018 Global 

Trends in Giving report found that 54 percent of all 

dRnRUs pUeIeU JLYLnJ RnlLne �1RnpURĆW 7eFK IRU *RRd� 

2018) while other studies show that donors turn to 

online giving in the immediate aftermath of a disaster 

or large crisis (MacLaughlin, 2017). Online giving is 

increasing in all demographics: in 2015, 31 percent of 

respondents under 35 years of age had responded to 

at least one online appeal, but so had 26 percent of 

middle age and 28 percent of senior respondents. 72 

percent of Millennials and 62 percent of all donors say 

WKe\ pUeIeU JLYLnJ RnlLne �%XUN� 201��� (PaLl and 

sRFLal PedLa PaUNeWLnJ aUe LnFUeasLnJl\ ZKeUe dRnRUs 

leaUn aERXW FaXses RU aUe LnspLUed WR JLYe� �� peUFenW 

of online donors worldwide say that email most often 

LnspLUes WKeP WR JLYe and �� peUFenW sa\ WKe\ ĆUsW 

learned about a fundraising event through email 

�1RnpURĆW 7eFK IRU *RRd� 201���

A subset of online giving is mobile giving as mobile 

deYLFes RYeUWaNe desNWRps �0eeNeU� 201��� ,n 

Canada� PRELle daWa WUaIĆF ZLll JURZ ĆYeIRld IURP 

2016 to 2021 (Cisco, n.d.). Donors are not simply 

engaging and giving online but are increasingly doing 

WKURXJK )aFeERRN IXndUaLsLnJ WRRls �1RnpURĆW 

Tech for Good, 2018). Millennials, for their part, 

aUe lLNel\ WR dRnaWe LI a FR�ZRUNeU asNs� and � 

percent of them have raised money through 

person-to-person fundraising platforms three or 

more times throughout a given year (Hall et al., 

2017).

Giving through social media is nascent at 8 percent, 

but 30 percent of Millennials give through social 

PedLa �%XUN� 201��� :LWK �� peUFenW RI WKe ZRUldès 

population over age 18 on social media, its fund-

UaLsLnJ pRZeU Ls LPPense� )aFeERRN� IRU e[aPple� 

raised $10 million in just two days for Nepal earth-

TXaNe UelLeI eIIRUWs �6WRne� 201���

RISE OF CROWDFUNDING 
AND A PREFERENCE FOR 
DIRECT ENGAGEMENT

Crowdfunding allows anyone to start their own 

fundraising initiative and invite others to donate or 

invest in it. It is a rapidly growing and pervasive 

PeWKRd RI peUsRnal pKLlanWKURp\� WKRXJK WKe sL]e 

RI WKe JlREal FURZdIXndLnJ PaUNeW depends Rn 

KRZ \RX aUe deĆnLnJ FURZdIXndLnJ� 7Ke FURZd-

IXndLnJ PaUNeW Zas esWLPaWed WR Ee ��� ELllLRn Ln 

2015, including P2P lending of $25 billion, reward 

and donation crowdfunding of $5.5 billion, and 

equity crowdfunding of $2.5 billion. $17 billion of 

that was in North America (CrowdExpert.com, 

201��� 7Ke :RUld %anN K\pRWKesL]es WKaW JlREal 

FURZdIXndLnJ RI all W\pes FRXld JURZ WR �9� ELllLRn 

by 2020 (infoDev, 2013).

Crowdfunding platforms have been growing at 

accelerated rates. Indiegogo has raised more than 

EMERGING TECHNOLOGIES PROMISE 
MORE CHANGE

There are a number of upcoming technologies that will affect the charitable sector further. 

It’s not yet clear to what extent, although there some early case studies and uses that promise 

to be impactful and potentially transformative.
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https://www.partnershiponai.org/


�3aUWneUsKLp Rn $UWLĆFLal ,nWellLJenFe� 201��� $ 

growing list of tech companies are partnering with 

nRn�pURĆWs to further the use of AI in this space 

(Schaffer, 2017). For example, 81,C() Ls appl\LnJ 

elements of machine learning to private sector 

data through this partnership in order to create 

models that assist emergency response efforts 

�81,C()� 201��� )aFeERRN Ls pURYLdLnJ aJJUeJaW-

ed, real-time platform data for free to a handful of 

nRnpURĆWs sXFK as WKe $PeULFan 5ed CURss WR 

provide valuable information to provide disaster 

relief teams to help them determine where to dedi-

cate resources (O'Neil, 2017).

:KLle aUWLĆFLal LnWellLJenFe Ls alUead\ FKanJLnJ WKe 

way we live our lives on a daily basis, and the way it 

EeFRPes ePEedded Ln nRnpURĆW ZRUN and IXnd-

UaLsLnJ Ls lLNel\ WR JURZ� WKeUe UePaLns a ULsN Ln Uel\-

ing on algorithms. Algorithmic functions are based 

in logic and data, but there are many opportunities 

throughout the process to introduce or ignore bias. 

In addition, solving social problems requires 

nuance, social context, and understanding differing 

interpretations of fairness at which machines 

aUenèW lLNel\ WR e[Fel�

ME""A�IN� Ґ��ATBOT"ґ

Chatbots are a version of AI that enables users to 

êFKaWë ZLWK an aXWRPaWed s\sWeP E\ asNLnJ TXes-

tions and having the system determine and gener-

aWe WKe PRsW lLNel\ ansZeU� 7Ke\ enaEle EXsLnesses 

and nRnpURĆWs alLNe WR JLYe XseUs WKe LPPedLaWe 

responses they expect, without the burden of 

providing a constant customer service response. 

Chatbots can be embedded on messaging plat-

IRUPs lLNe )aFeERRN 0essenJeU� ([aPples RI nRn-

pURĆWs dRLnJ WKLs LnFlXde� Raheem.ai� a )aFeERRN 

Messenger bot for reporting and rating experiences 

ZLWK pRlLFe RIĆFeUs� ZKLFK pXElLFl\ UepRUWs anRn\-

PRXs daWa �5aKeeP $,� 201��� a FKaWERW sXUYe\ Xsed 

by The World Food Programme to gather information 

from migrants about local food prices and security in 

WKeLU KRPe FRPPXnLWLes �09$0%lRJ� 201��� WKe 

Climate Reality Project Xses a )aFeERRN 0essenJeU 

bot to alert subscribers to major events and offer 

aFWLRns WKe\ Fan WaNe Ln UespRnse �ClLPaWe 5ealLW\ 

3URMeFW� 201��� and HellR 9RWe, a chatbot from Fight 

IRU WKe )XWXUe Ln WKe 86 WKaW Xses We[W PessaJes and 

)aFeERRN PessenJeU WR send YRWeUs WKe LnIRUPaWLRn 

needed to vote such as polling locations and early 

YRWLnJ LnIRUPaWLRn �HellR9RWe� n�d��� 

In fundraising, chatbots provide opportunities to 

engage donors with a cause, soliciting donations and 

offering an interactive experience to learn about the 

cause or the impact of the donation. An international 

development charity, WaterAid, has developed a 

chatbot to connect donors to a villager in Sierra Leone 

and provides an interactive experience with messag-

es, videos, and photos of daily life and the impact of 

:aWeU$Ldès ZRUN Ln WKe FRPPXnLW\ �HREEs� 201���

VIRTUAL REALITY

$s 9LUWXal 5ealLW\ �95� FRnWLnXes WR Ee adRpWed Ln WKe 

mainstream, activities other than gaming may also 

EeFRPe ZLdel\�adRpWed applLFaWLRns� 9�CRPPeUFe� 

IRU e[aPple� LnWeJUaWes 95 LnWR WKe pXUFKasLnJ e[peUL-

ence to engage consumers with the product.

1Rn�pURĆWs aUe alUead\ XsLnJ 95 WR FRPPXnLFaWe WKe 

LPpRUWanFe RI WKeLU ZRUN �0aWWKeZs� 201��� 7Ke 

Sierra Club created an LPPeUsLYe 95 FlLPaWe FKanJe 

examples where successful bitcoin exchanges have 

Eeen KaFNed �6WLnFKFRPEe� 201��� 

BITCOIN AND 
CRYPTOCURRENCIES

Bitcoin, a cryptocurrency with a value determined 

E\ FRnsensXs UaWKeU WKan a FenWUal EanN s\sWeP RU 

political infrastructure, is becoming increasingly 

PaLnsWUeaP� 0an\ IRUZaUd�WKLnNLnJ nRn�pURĆWs 

are leveraging bitcoin and other cryptocurrencies 

IRU IXndUaLsLnJ å WKRXJK LW Ls FeUWaLnl\ nRW \eW PaLn-

stream. 

,n WKe 8nLWed 6WaWes� laUJe FKaULWLes sXFK as 7Ke 

5ed CURss� 8nLWed :a\ :RUldZLde� *UeenpeaFe� 

and Save the Children all accept bitcoin donations 

(Lamb, 2018). We also see examples of Bitcoin 

used for Canadian philanthropy. In Canada, Path-

ways to Education, a charity that helps low-income 

youth graduate high school, has been accepting 

Bitcoin donations since 2013 (Donate Bitcoin, 2017). 

Similarly, a 2017 Christmas crowdfunding event in 

Toronto raised more than $200,000 for Covenant 

HRXse 7RURnWR XsLnJ a deFenWUalL]ed ElRFNFKaLn WeFK-

nology that facilitated cryptocurrencies from around 

WKe ZRUld �0eUU\ 0eUNle� n�d��� ,n Canada� FKaULWLes 

can offer tax receipts for the value of these donations 

as LI WKe\ ZeUe a JLIW Ln NLnd� KRZeYeU� dRnRUs FannRW 

WaNe adYanWaJe RI WKe FapLWal JaLns e[ePpWLRns 

provided for gifts of other types of asset donations 

such as securities. (Financial Consumer Agency of 

Canada, 2018). 

6RPe nRnpURĆWs KaYe FUeaWed WKeLU RZn FXUUenFLes WR 

Kelp IXnd WKeLU ZRUN� sXFK as the CleanWater Coin, 

created for Charity:Water (Clean Water Coin, n.d.), 

and another coin created by the RootProject, to 

sXppRUW anWL�pRYeUW\ ZRUN �5RRW3URMeFW� n�d���

Again, it’s too early to tell whether cryptocurrencies 

will gain wider adoption, but savvy charities may be 

able to reach a new type of donor by meeting them 

where they are at. 

video, in partnership with the Environmental 

Media Association and RYOT, with a celebrity 

narrator to help people understand the drastic 

changes in our climate and create a sense of urgen-

cy for their cause (Sierra Club, 2015). The Clinton 

*lREal ,nLWLaWLYe �C*,� Xsed 95 and )aFeERRNès 

360 video to broadcast their video, “Inside Impact: 

East Africa” to more than a million people to 

pURYLde an LnWLPaWe lRRN aW KRZ WKe C*, Ls enaElLnJ 

local social change in these East African communi-

WLes �ClLnWRn *lREal ,nLWLaWLYe� 201��� 7Ke 95 e[pe-

rience offers more than just images of impact, but 

provides donors with the opportunity to feel the 

effects of their contributions. It remains to be seen 

just how widely this technology will be adopted to 

tell stories in the coming years.

BLOCKCHAIN

5eFRJnL]ed Ln 201� E\ WKe :RUld (FRnRPLF )RUXP 

as one of the top 10 emerging technologies (Mercy 

CRUps� 201��� %lRFNFKaLn Ls a dLsWULEXWed RU deFen-

WUalL]ed ledJeU WeFKnRlRJ\� RU lLsW� RI all WUansaFWLRns 

aFURss a peUsRn�WR�peUsRn neWZRUN� ,W allRZs IRU 

transactions to be captured digitally, authenticat-

ed, and ensures that the transactions cannot be 

FKanJed� ,Ws pXUpRse Ls WR enKanFe eIĆFLenF\� WUXsW� 

and transparency with transactions and is the tech-

nology underlying Bitcoin and other cryptocurren-

FLes� %lRFNFKaLn Ls nRW MXsW IRU dLJLWal pa\PenW 

transactions, but has various other applications 

sXFK as sXEsFULpWLRns� UeFeLpWs� EanN aFFRXnWs� 

insurance policies, identity documents, and 

FRnWUaFWs� CanadLan EanNs KaYe alUead\ EeJXn WR 

e[plRUe ElRFNFKaLn WeFKnRlRJ\ IRU dLJLWal LdenWLW\� 

The technology is more secure and better at 

authentication compared to traditional systems, 

though the governance of the technology is not yet 

clear. 

The Ixo Foundation, based in South Africa, is using 

ElRFNFKaLn WeFKnRlRJ\ WR deYelRp êWKe L[R pURWRFRlë WR 

verify claims of impact. Data becomes part of a global 

LPpaFW ledJeU WKaW Fan Ee aFFessed E\ RUJanL]aWLRns� 

governments, and researchers, and then used by 

nRn�pURĆWs as pURRI WR sXppRUW IXndLnJ aUUanJe-

ments. An example of this in practice is the Amply 

Project, a mobile app enabled with the ixo protocol to 

WUaFN aWWendanFe Ln 6RXWK $IULFan pUe�sFKRRls� 7Ke 

teachers log children's attendance, which is then 

FRnĆUPed E\ an eYalXaWRU� and WKen a YeULĆed FlaLP Ls 

created. These claims are used to access government 

sXEsLdLes� WKe\ aUe PRUe aFFXUaWe� YeULĆed� and less 

time-consuming than previous paper-based methods 

(Ixo Foundation, n.d.). 

In 2017, the United Nations’ World Food Pro-
gramme used Ethereum Blockchain to pilot a 
system with Syrian refugees based in Jordan who 
were given cryptocurrency vouchers to trade at 
selected markets. The platform was successfully 
used to record and authenticate transfers for 
about 10,000 individuals (del Castillo, 2017).

Though there are a growing number of possible use 

cases, and many positive examples of the technology’s 

Xse� nRW all YRLFes aUe pRsLWLYe� %lRFNFKaLn pURMeFWs 

need more time to prove themselves, and cryptocur-

UenF\ PaUNeW Ls YRlaWLle� ,n an online article, Kai 

6WLnFKFRPEe aUJXes WKaW ElRFNFKaLn Ls nRW WKe XWRpLF 

ansZeU WKaW Ze KaYe Eeen lRRNLnJ IRU� 7Ke sXFFessIXl 

Xse RI ElRFNFKaLn� Ke aUJXes� sWLll UelLes Rn WUXsWLnJ 

other humans to follow through and to verify transac-

WLRns �EeFaXse a UeJXlaU XseU Ls XnlLNel\ WR Ee aEle WR 

verify them on their own), and there are a number of 

ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE

7Ke sLPplesW Za\ WR desFULEe $UWLĆFLal ,nWellLJenFe 

�$,� Ls XsLnJ WeFKnRlRJ\ WR peUIRUP WasNs and sRlYe 

problems that previously could only be done by 

humans. AI learns and improves over time on its 

RZn EeFaXse RI WKe leaUnLnJ and Ćne�WXnLnJ alJR-

rithms embedded in it. It is rapidly changing and 

improving, and is now relevant for (and increasing-

l\� essenWLal WR� WKe nRn�pURĆW seFWRU� 

Charities have a massive amount of data, most 
of which is not being leveraged. Effectively 
using AI to mine this data would be an opportu-
nity to increase and demonstrate charities’ 
impact (which donors are demanding more 
and more), speed up research, and build inter-
nal capacity. 

While an element of competitiveness will also exist 

due to scarce fundraising dollars, the shared desire 

for public good in the charitable sector opens up 

opportunities for data sharing that, combined with 

the power of AI, could be substantial for the sector.

$s WKe FRsW RI $, dURps� WeFKnRlRJ\�Eased nRnpURĆWs 

around the world are starting to use it. An example of 

WKLs Ls 3$:6� an RUJanL]aWLRn dedLFaWed WR FRPEaWLnJ 

poaching, which is employing modeling and machine 

leaUnLnJ WR Kelp paUN UanJeUs Pap RXW paWURl aUeas WR 

proactively respond to poaching threats (Derla, 

2016).

$s ZLWK an\ neZ WeFKnRlRJ\� WKe ULsN Ls WKaW LW ZLll nRW 

be accessible for social good purposes despite its 

pURPLse� dXe WR FRsW RU WR a laFN RI EURadl\ dLsWULEXWed 

NnRZ�KRZ� :LWK WKaW Ln PLnd� seYeUal WeFK JLanWs 

LnFlXdLnJ *RRJle� ,%0� 0LFURsRIW� )aFeERRN� and 

$Pa]Rn KaYe FUeaWed a 3aUWneUsKLp Rn $, WR %eneĆW 

People and Society with four goals: to develop and 

sKaUe EesW pUaFWLFes� pURYLde an Rpen and LnFlXsLYe 

plaWIRUP IRU dLsFXssLRn and enJaJePenW� adYanFe 

pXElLF XndeUsWandLnJ� and LdenWLI\ and IRsWeU aspLUa-

WLRnal eIIRUWs Ln $, IRU sRFLall\ EeneĆFLal pXUpRses 

peUsRnal LnIRUPaWLRn WR ĆnanFLal LnsWLWXWLRns and 

other parties within the transaction process, such 

as payment processors. Personal information must 

also be stored in a database for recurring transac-

tions, and other information associated with digital 

transactions such as purchasing habits and social 

media data may also be stored or transmitted. As 

digital usage grows and more data becomes avail-

aEle� NeepLnJ WKaW daWa pULYaWe and seFXUe ZLll 

continue to be of paramount concern for all 

sectors. With the European General Data Protec-

WLRn 5eJXlaWLRn �*'35� pULYaF\ UeJXlaWLRns lLNel\ 

WR LnćXenFe CanadLan pULYaF\ leJLslaWLRn� dRnRUs 

will expect to provide explicit consent for retention 

RI WKeLU peUsRnal and EanNLnJ LnIRUPaWLRn� and IXll 

transparency on how this information will be used.

Web security trends are not positive. According to 

Phys.org (2017), Google found that the number of 

KaFNed ZeEsLWes URse �2 peUFenW Ln 201� and WKaW 

WUend Kas sKRZn nR LndLFaWLRn RI slRZLnJ dRZn� HaFN-

eUs WaNe adYanWaJe RI ZeEsLWes WKaW Iall EeKLnd Ln 

cybersecurity measures, and website encryption is a 

Ne\ aUea WKaW FKaULWLes PXsW pa\ aWWenWLRn WR RU ULsN 

losing donors wary of providing information on an 

insecure site (not to mention the reputational damage 

RI a KaFNed sLWe��  )RU FKaULWLes and nRnpURĆWs WaNLnJ 

online donations, it is important they move their web-

sites from HTTP to HTTPS, which encrypts the web-

sLWe and all LnWeUaFWLRns WaNLnJ plaFe Rn LW�

�1% IURP 11 PLllLRn peRple� and .LFNsWaUWeU pURM-

ects have been funded by more than 14 million 

people (Crowdfunding, n.d.). GoFundMe has raised 

$5 billion in “donations” since 2010 from more than 

50 million people, and is on an incredible growth 

WUaMeFWRU\ å WKe FRPpan\ UaLsed �� ELllLRn EeWZeen 

2016 and 2018 alone (Lunden, 2016). Most 

personal philanthropy does not go to charities and 

is not receipted, a fact that nevertheless does not 

seem to have obstructed its meteoric growth. 

%laFNEaXd esWLPaWes WKaW Rnl\ 2���0 peUFenW RI 

FURZdIXnded PRne\ ZenW speFLĆFall\ WR FKaULWLes 

in 2013 (Hall et al., 2017). 

According to the 2017 Global Trends in Giving 

Report, 44 percent of those surveyed had donated 

to a crowdfunding campaign, and 16 percent of 

donors had fundraised for a crowdfunding cam-

paLJn ZLWKLn WKe lasW 12 PRnWKs �1RnpURĆW 7eFK IRU 

Good, 2017). 33 percent of those surveyed had 

donated to a P2P fundraising campaign and 18 

percent of donors had created a P2P fundraising 

FaPpaLJn ZLWKLn WKe lasW 12 PRnWKs �1RnpURĆW 

Tech for Good, 2017). 

The overall market of crowdfunding donations 
may be small now relative to overall charitable 
giving in Canada, but the for-profit platforms 
powering this new way of giving are growing at 
incredible speed. 

This, combined with changing demographics and 

dRnRU EeKaYLRXU� PaNes LW ZRUWK dLsFXssLnJ� 

According to AFP’s 2017 What Canadian Donors 

Want survey, 53 percent of respondents aged 

18-34, 43 percent of those aged 35-54, and 26 

percent of those over age 55 agreed with the state-

PenW� ê,n WKe IXWXUe� , WKLnN , ZLll Ee PRUe LnFlLned WR 

give directly to causes (through crowdfunding fund-

raising) than give to a charity.” (Bowyer, MacDonald, 

&. Ali, 2017). What’s more concerning is that 16 

percent of donors surveyed in 2018 reported that 

WKe\ dRnaWe less WR nRnpURĆWs EeFaXse WKe\ KaYe 

JLYen ĆnanFLall\ WR FURZdIXndLnJ FaPpaLJns �1Rn-

pURĆW 7eFK IRU *RRd� 201���

The success of crowdfunding is highlighting yet 

anRWKeU paUadR[� ZKLle dRnRUs seeN LnFUeasLnJ 

accountability for their gifts to the charitable sector, 

crowdfunded donations are often made impulsively 

without that due diligence, out of the belief that this 

approach eliminates unnecessary bureaucracy and 

WKaW WKe dLUeFW EeneĆFLaULes NnRZ EesW ZKaW WKe\ 

need� 8nIRUWXnaWel\� WKLs WUXsW Ls nRW alZa\s 

well-placed, and there are many reports of fraudulent 

crowdfunded campaigns, such as with a deceitful 

GoFundMe campaign by a couple in Pennsylvania, 

along with a homeless man, that raised $400,000 

Eased Rn a IaNe sWRU\ RI JeneURsLW\� 7Ke WULR ZeUe all 

charged criminally, and GoFundMe refunded all the 

money. (Helsel, 2018).  Crowdfunding also often 

addresses a particular person’s situation, rather than 

the broader and systemic issues behind it which natu-

rally are harder to solve. Therefore, crowdfunding is 

feeding into naïve “solutionism” approach to social 

problems while circumventing real, potentially 

long-lasting, and more complex problem solving.

NEED FOR INCREASED 
SECURITY AND PRIVACY

With the growth of digital donations, security and 

privacy are critical to ensure the trust necessary for 

the payment industry to continue to innovate. Digital 

payments typically require the transmission of 

so through a smartphone. We have passed the 

mobile tipping point for online giving. With more 

than three-quarters of Canadians using a smart-

phone (Canadian Radio-television and Telecommu-

nications Commission (CRTC), 2016), charities 

need WR sKLIW WR WKLnNLnJ PRELle ĆUsW� WKLs Peans 

desLJnLnJ RnlLne e[peULenFes ĆUsW IRU WKe PRELle 

user and then expanding the design to support 

desNWRp XseUs� 1Rn�pURĆWs WKaW dR nRW pULRULWL]e 

mobile technology and become early adopters of 

mobile payments in the coming years will struggle 

WR UePaLn UeleYanW �1RnpURĆW 7eFK IRU *RRd� 

2017). 

UBIQUITY OF SOCIAL MEDIA 
AND SOCIAL NETWORKS

Studies show that social media, and particularly 

)aFeERRN� Ls an LPpRUWanW JaWKeULnJ plaFe IRU 

donors of all ages who are already committed to a 

cause. For instance, 15 percent of Canadians who 

use social media report donating in response to a 

social media request. More than half are open to 

receiving such requests, although their response is 

dependenW Rn ERWK ZKR PaNes WKe UeTXesW and 

ZKaW WKe FaXse Ls �Hall� 0ende] 	 0asWeUsRn� 

2017). 18 percent of donors worldwide have given 

ONLINE GIVING IS ON 
THE RISE

:KLle CanadLans aUe PaNLnJ IeZeU FKaULWaEle 

donations overall, online giving increased 20.5 

percent per year on CanadaHelps' platform from 

200� WR 201�� /RRNLnJ aW JLYLnJ Ln WKe 8nLWed 

6WaWes� 2019 UeseaUFK IURP %laFNEaXd IRXnd WKaW� 

RYeU a ���PRnWK peULRd� RYeUall JLYLnJ JUeZ E\ 9 

percent while online giving grew 17 percent 

�0aF/RXJKlLn� /RnJĆeld� 	 9ellaNe� 2019��  7KLs Ls 

indicative of the ease of online giving and the rapid 

pace to which all commerce is moving to digital. 

Within online, mobile giving is rapidly increasing, 

having gone from 14 percent of online giving in 

2015 to 17 percent in 2016, and 6 percent of 

dRnRUs ZRUldZLde pUeIeU WR JLYe PRELle �1RnpURĆW 

Tech for Good, 2017).

Clearly, online giving is on a trajectory to become 

the dominant method of giving. The 2018 Global 

Trends in Giving report found that 54 percent of all 

dRnRUs pUeIeU JLYLnJ RnlLne �1RnpURĆW 7eFK IRU *RRd� 

2018) while other studies show that donors turn to 

online giving in the immediate aftermath of a disaster 

or large crisis (MacLaughlin, 2017). Online giving is 

increasing in all demographics: in 2015, 31 percent of 

respondents under 35 years of age had responded to 

at least one online appeal, but so had 26 percent of 

middle age and 28 percent of senior respondents. 72 

percent of Millennials and 62 percent of all donors say 

WKe\ pUeIeU JLYLnJ RnlLne �%XUN� 201��� (PaLl and 

sRFLal PedLa PaUNeWLnJ aUe LnFUeasLnJl\ ZKeUe dRnRUs 

leaUn aERXW FaXses RU aUe LnspLUed WR JLYe� �� peUFenW 

of online donors worldwide say that email most often 

LnspLUes WKeP WR JLYe and �� peUFenW sa\ WKe\ ĆUsW 

learned about a fundraising event through email 

�1RnpURĆW 7eFK IRU *RRd� 201���

A subset of online giving is mobile giving as mobile 

deYLFes RYeUWaNe desNWRps �0eeNeU� 201��� ,n 

Canada� PRELle daWa WUaIĆF ZLll JURZ ĆYeIRld IURP 

2016 to 2021 (Cisco, n.d.). Donors are not simply 

engaging and giving online but are increasingly doing 

WKURXJK )aFeERRN IXndUaLsLnJ WRRls �1RnpURĆW 

Tech for Good, 2018). Millennials, for their part, 

aUe lLNel\ WR dRnaWe LI a FR�ZRUNeU asNs� and � 

percent of them have raised money through 

person-to-person fundraising platforms three or 

more times throughout a given year (Hall et al., 

2017).

Giving through social media is nascent at 8 percent, 

but 30 percent of Millennials give through social 

PedLa �%XUN� 201��� :LWK �� peUFenW RI WKe ZRUldès 

population over age 18 on social media, its fund-

UaLsLnJ pRZeU Ls LPPense� )aFeERRN� IRU e[aPple� 

raised $10 million in just two days for Nepal earth-

TXaNe UelLeI eIIRUWs �6WRne� 201���

RISE OF CROWDFUNDING 
AND A PREFERENCE FOR 
DIRECT ENGAGEMENT

Crowdfunding allows anyone to start their own 

fundraising initiative and invite others to donate or 

invest in it. It is a rapidly growing and pervasive 

PeWKRd RI peUsRnal pKLlanWKURp\� WKRXJK WKe sL]e 

RI WKe JlREal FURZdIXndLnJ PaUNeW depends Rn 

KRZ \RX aUe deĆnLnJ FURZdIXndLnJ� 7Ke FURZd-

IXndLnJ PaUNeW Zas esWLPaWed WR Ee ��� ELllLRn Ln 

2015, including P2P lending of $25 billion, reward 

and donation crowdfunding of $5.5 billion, and 

equity crowdfunding of $2.5 billion. $17 billion of 

that was in North America (CrowdExpert.com, 

201��� 7Ke :RUld %anN K\pRWKesL]es WKaW JlREal 

FURZdIXndLnJ RI all W\pes FRXld JURZ WR �9� ELllLRn 

by 2020 (infoDev, 2013).

Crowdfunding platforms have been growing at 

accelerated rates. Indiegogo has raised more than 

15

https://nonprofitquarterly.org/2017/05/18/tech-giants-join-forces-nonprofits-establish-share-ai-best-practices/
https://www.unicef.org/media/media_95005.html
https://www.philanthropy.com/article/Facebook-Offers-Charities-Free/240279
http://raheem.ai/
http://mvam.org/2017/08/07/our-experiment-using-facebook-chatbots-to-improve-humanitarian-assistance/
https://www.climaterealityproject.org/blog/we-made-robot-good-not-evil
https://www.hello.vote/
https://content.sierraclub.org/press-releases/2015/10/sierra-club-and-ryot-release-first-virtual-reality-climate-change-psa


�3aUWneUsKLp Rn $UWLĆFLal ,nWellLJenFe� 201��� $ 

growing list of tech companies are partnering with 

nRn�pURĆWs to further the use of AI in this space 

(Schaffer, 2017). For example, 81,C() Ls appl\LnJ 

elements of machine learning to private sector 

data through this partnership in order to create 

models that assist emergency response efforts 

�81,C()� 201��� )aFeERRN Ls pURYLdLnJ aJJUeJaW-

ed, real-time platform data for free to a handful of 

nRnpURĆWs sXFK as WKe $PeULFan 5ed CURss WR 

provide valuable information to provide disaster 

relief teams to help them determine where to dedi-

cate resources (O'Neil, 2017).

:KLle aUWLĆFLal LnWellLJenFe Ls alUead\ FKanJLnJ WKe 

way we live our lives on a daily basis, and the way it 

EeFRPes ePEedded Ln nRnpURĆW ZRUN and IXnd-

UaLsLnJ Ls lLNel\ WR JURZ� WKeUe UePaLns a ULsN Ln Uel\-

ing on algorithms. Algorithmic functions are based 

in logic and data, but there are many opportunities 

throughout the process to introduce or ignore bias. 

In addition, solving social problems requires 

nuance, social context, and understanding differing 

interpretations of fairness at which machines 

aUenèW lLNel\ WR e[Fel�

ME""A�IN� Ґ��ATBOT"ґ

Chatbots are a version of AI that enables users to 

êFKaWë ZLWK an aXWRPaWed s\sWeP E\ asNLnJ TXes-

tions and having the system determine and gener-

aWe WKe PRsW lLNel\ ansZeU� 7Ke\ enaEle EXsLnesses 

and nRnpURĆWs alLNe WR JLYe XseUs WKe LPPedLaWe 

responses they expect, without the burden of 

providing a constant customer service response. 

Chatbots can be embedded on messaging plat-

IRUPs lLNe )aFeERRN 0essenJeU� ([aPples RI nRn-

pURĆWs dRLnJ WKLs LnFlXde� Raheem.ai� a )aFeERRN 

Messenger bot for reporting and rating experiences 

ZLWK pRlLFe RIĆFeUs� ZKLFK pXElLFl\ UepRUWs anRn\-

PRXs daWa �5aKeeP $,� 201��� a FKaWERW sXUYe\ Xsed 

by The World Food Programme to gather information 

from migrants about local food prices and security in 

WKeLU KRPe FRPPXnLWLes �09$0%lRJ� 201��� WKe 

Climate Reality Project Xses a )aFeERRN 0essenJeU 

bot to alert subscribers to major events and offer 

aFWLRns WKe\ Fan WaNe Ln UespRnse �ClLPaWe 5ealLW\ 

3URMeFW� 201��� and HellR 9RWe, a chatbot from Fight 

IRU WKe )XWXUe Ln WKe 86 WKaW Xses We[W PessaJes and 

)aFeERRN PessenJeU WR send YRWeUs WKe LnIRUPaWLRn 

needed to vote such as polling locations and early 

YRWLnJ LnIRUPaWLRn �HellR9RWe� n�d��� 

In fundraising, chatbots provide opportunities to 

engage donors with a cause, soliciting donations and 

offering an interactive experience to learn about the 

cause or the impact of the donation. An international 

development charity, WaterAid, has developed a 

chatbot to connect donors to a villager in Sierra Leone 

and provides an interactive experience with messag-

es, videos, and photos of daily life and the impact of 

:aWeU$Ldès ZRUN Ln WKe FRPPXnLW\ �HREEs� 201���

VIRTUAL REALITY

$s 9LUWXal 5ealLW\ �95� FRnWLnXes WR Ee adRpWed Ln WKe 

mainstream, activities other than gaming may also 

EeFRPe ZLdel\�adRpWed applLFaWLRns� 9�CRPPeUFe� 

IRU e[aPple� LnWeJUaWes 95 LnWR WKe pXUFKasLnJ e[peUL-

ence to engage consumers with the product.

1Rn�pURĆWs aUe alUead\ XsLnJ 95 WR FRPPXnLFaWe WKe 

LPpRUWanFe RI WKeLU ZRUN �0aWWKeZs� 201��� 7Ke 

Sierra Club created an LPPeUsLYe 95 FlLPaWe FKanJe 

examples where successful bitcoin exchanges have 

Eeen KaFNed �6WLnFKFRPEe� 201��� 

BITCOIN AND 
CRYPTOCURRENCIES

Bitcoin, a cryptocurrency with a value determined 

E\ FRnsensXs UaWKeU WKan a FenWUal EanN s\sWeP RU 

political infrastructure, is becoming increasingly 

PaLnsWUeaP� 0an\ IRUZaUd�WKLnNLnJ nRn�pURĆWs 

are leveraging bitcoin and other cryptocurrencies 

IRU IXndUaLsLnJ å WKRXJK LW Ls FeUWaLnl\ nRW \eW PaLn-

stream. 

,n WKe 8nLWed 6WaWes� laUJe FKaULWLes sXFK as 7Ke 

5ed CURss� 8nLWed :a\ :RUldZLde� *UeenpeaFe� 

and Save the Children all accept bitcoin donations 

(Lamb, 2018). We also see examples of Bitcoin 

used for Canadian philanthropy. In Canada, Path-

ways to Education, a charity that helps low-income 

youth graduate high school, has been accepting 

Bitcoin donations since 2013 (Donate Bitcoin, 2017). 

Similarly, a 2017 Christmas crowdfunding event in 

Toronto raised more than $200,000 for Covenant 

HRXse 7RURnWR XsLnJ a deFenWUalL]ed ElRFNFKaLn WeFK-

nology that facilitated cryptocurrencies from around 

WKe ZRUld �0eUU\ 0eUNle� n�d��� ,n Canada� FKaULWLes 

can offer tax receipts for the value of these donations 

as LI WKe\ ZeUe a JLIW Ln NLnd� KRZeYeU� dRnRUs FannRW 

WaNe adYanWaJe RI WKe FapLWal JaLns e[ePpWLRns 

provided for gifts of other types of asset donations 

such as securities. (Financial Consumer Agency of 

Canada, 2018). 

6RPe nRnpURĆWs KaYe FUeaWed WKeLU RZn FXUUenFLes WR 

Kelp IXnd WKeLU ZRUN� sXFK as the CleanWater Coin, 

created for Charity:Water (Clean Water Coin, n.d.), 

and another coin created by the RootProject, to 

sXppRUW anWL�pRYeUW\ ZRUN �5RRW3URMeFW� n�d���

Again, it’s too early to tell whether cryptocurrencies 

will gain wider adoption, but savvy charities may be 

able to reach a new type of donor by meeting them 

where they are at. 

video, in partnership with the Environmental 

Media Association and RYOT, with a celebrity 

narrator to help people understand the drastic 

changes in our climate and create a sense of urgen-

cy for their cause (Sierra Club, 2015). The Clinton 

*lREal ,nLWLaWLYe �C*,� Xsed 95 and )aFeERRNès 

360 video to broadcast their video, “Inside Impact: 

East Africa” to more than a million people to 

pURYLde an LnWLPaWe lRRN aW KRZ WKe C*, Ls enaElLnJ 

local social change in these East African communi-

WLes �ClLnWRn *lREal ,nLWLaWLYe� 201��� 7Ke 95 e[pe-

rience offers more than just images of impact, but 

provides donors with the opportunity to feel the 

effects of their contributions. It remains to be seen 

just how widely this technology will be adopted to 

tell stories in the coming years.

BLOCKCHAIN

5eFRJnL]ed Ln 201� E\ WKe :RUld (FRnRPLF )RUXP 

as one of the top 10 emerging technologies (Mercy 

CRUps� 201��� %lRFNFKaLn Ls a dLsWULEXWed RU deFen-

WUalL]ed ledJeU WeFKnRlRJ\� RU lLsW� RI all WUansaFWLRns 

aFURss a peUsRn�WR�peUsRn neWZRUN� ,W allRZs IRU 

transactions to be captured digitally, authenticat-

ed, and ensures that the transactions cannot be 

FKanJed� ,Ws pXUpRse Ls WR enKanFe eIĆFLenF\� WUXsW� 

and transparency with transactions and is the tech-

nology underlying Bitcoin and other cryptocurren-

FLes� %lRFNFKaLn Ls nRW MXsW IRU dLJLWal pa\PenW 

transactions, but has various other applications 

sXFK as sXEsFULpWLRns� UeFeLpWs� EanN aFFRXnWs� 

insurance policies, identity documents, and 

FRnWUaFWs� CanadLan EanNs KaYe alUead\ EeJXn WR 

e[plRUe ElRFNFKaLn WeFKnRlRJ\ IRU dLJLWal LdenWLW\� 

The technology is more secure and better at 

authentication compared to traditional systems, 

though the governance of the technology is not yet 

clear. 

The Ixo Foundation, based in South Africa, is using 

ElRFNFKaLn WeFKnRlRJ\ WR deYelRp êWKe L[R pURWRFRlë WR 

verify claims of impact. Data becomes part of a global 

LPpaFW ledJeU WKaW Fan Ee aFFessed E\ RUJanL]aWLRns� 

governments, and researchers, and then used by 

nRn�pURĆWs as pURRI WR sXppRUW IXndLnJ aUUanJe-

ments. An example of this in practice is the Amply 

Project, a mobile app enabled with the ixo protocol to 

WUaFN aWWendanFe Ln 6RXWK $IULFan pUe�sFKRRls� 7Ke 

teachers log children's attendance, which is then 

FRnĆUPed E\ an eYalXaWRU� and WKen a YeULĆed FlaLP Ls 

created. These claims are used to access government 

sXEsLdLes� WKe\ aUe PRUe aFFXUaWe� YeULĆed� and less 

time-consuming than previous paper-based methods 

(Ixo Foundation, n.d.). 

In 2017, the United Nations’ World Food Pro-
gramme used Ethereum Blockchain to pilot a 
system with Syrian refugees based in Jordan who 
were given cryptocurrency vouchers to trade at 
selected markets. The platform was successfully 
used to record and authenticate transfers for 
about 10,000 individuals (del Castillo, 2017).

Though there are a growing number of possible use 

cases, and many positive examples of the technology’s 

Xse� nRW all YRLFes aUe pRsLWLYe� %lRFNFKaLn pURMeFWs 

need more time to prove themselves, and cryptocur-

UenF\ PaUNeW Ls YRlaWLle� ,n an online article, Kai 

6WLnFKFRPEe aUJXes WKaW ElRFNFKaLn Ls nRW WKe XWRpLF 

ansZeU WKaW Ze KaYe Eeen lRRNLnJ IRU� 7Ke sXFFessIXl 

Xse RI ElRFNFKaLn� Ke aUJXes� sWLll UelLes Rn WUXsWLnJ 

other humans to follow through and to verify transac-

WLRns �EeFaXse a UeJXlaU XseU Ls XnlLNel\ WR Ee aEle WR 

verify them on their own), and there are a number of 

ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE

7Ke sLPplesW Za\ WR desFULEe $UWLĆFLal ,nWellLJenFe 

�$,� Ls XsLnJ WeFKnRlRJ\ WR peUIRUP WasNs and sRlYe 

problems that previously could only be done by 

humans. AI learns and improves over time on its 

RZn EeFaXse RI WKe leaUnLnJ and Ćne�WXnLnJ alJR-

rithms embedded in it. It is rapidly changing and 

improving, and is now relevant for (and increasing-

l\� essenWLal WR� WKe nRn�pURĆW seFWRU� 

Charities have a massive amount of data, most 
of which is not being leveraged. Effectively 
using AI to mine this data would be an opportu-
nity to increase and demonstrate charities’ 
impact (which donors are demanding more 
and more), speed up research, and build inter-
nal capacity. 

While an element of competitiveness will also exist 

due to scarce fundraising dollars, the shared desire 

for public good in the charitable sector opens up 

opportunities for data sharing that, combined with 

the power of AI, could be substantial for the sector.

$s WKe FRsW RI $, dURps� WeFKnRlRJ\�Eased nRnpURĆWs 

around the world are starting to use it. An example of 

WKLs Ls 3$:6� an RUJanL]aWLRn dedLFaWed WR FRPEaWLnJ 

poaching, which is employing modeling and machine 

leaUnLnJ WR Kelp paUN UanJeUs Pap RXW paWURl aUeas WR 

proactively respond to poaching threats (Derla, 

2016).

$s ZLWK an\ neZ WeFKnRlRJ\� WKe ULsN Ls WKaW LW ZLll nRW 

be accessible for social good purposes despite its 

pURPLse� dXe WR FRsW RU WR a laFN RI EURadl\ dLsWULEXWed 

NnRZ�KRZ� :LWK WKaW Ln PLnd� seYeUal WeFK JLanWs 

LnFlXdLnJ *RRJle� ,%0� 0LFURsRIW� )aFeERRN� and 

$Pa]Rn KaYe FUeaWed a 3aUWneUsKLp Rn $, WR %eneĆW 

People and Society with four goals: to develop and 

sKaUe EesW pUaFWLFes� pURYLde an Rpen and LnFlXsLYe 

plaWIRUP IRU dLsFXssLRn and enJaJePenW� adYanFe 

pXElLF XndeUsWandLnJ� and LdenWLI\ and IRsWeU aspLUa-

WLRnal eIIRUWs Ln $, IRU sRFLall\ EeneĆFLal pXUpRses 

peUsRnal LnIRUPaWLRn WR ĆnanFLal LnsWLWXWLRns and 

other parties within the transaction process, such 

as payment processors. Personal information must 

also be stored in a database for recurring transac-

tions, and other information associated with digital 

transactions such as purchasing habits and social 

media data may also be stored or transmitted. As 

digital usage grows and more data becomes avail-

aEle� NeepLnJ WKaW daWa pULYaWe and seFXUe ZLll 

continue to be of paramount concern for all 

sectors. With the European General Data Protec-

WLRn 5eJXlaWLRn �*'35� pULYaF\ UeJXlaWLRns lLNel\ 

WR LnćXenFe CanadLan pULYaF\ leJLslaWLRn� dRnRUs 

will expect to provide explicit consent for retention 

RI WKeLU peUsRnal and EanNLnJ LnIRUPaWLRn� and IXll 

transparency on how this information will be used.

Web security trends are not positive. According to 

Phys.org (2017), Google found that the number of 

KaFNed ZeEsLWes URse �2 peUFenW Ln 201� and WKaW 

WUend Kas sKRZn nR LndLFaWLRn RI slRZLnJ dRZn� HaFN-

eUs WaNe adYanWaJe RI ZeEsLWes WKaW Iall EeKLnd Ln 

cybersecurity measures, and website encryption is a 

Ne\ aUea WKaW FKaULWLes PXsW pa\ aWWenWLRn WR RU ULsN 

losing donors wary of providing information on an 

insecure site (not to mention the reputational damage 

RI a KaFNed sLWe��  )RU FKaULWLes and nRnpURĆWs WaNLnJ 

online donations, it is important they move their web-

sites from HTTP to HTTPS, which encrypts the web-

sLWe and all LnWeUaFWLRns WaNLnJ plaFe Rn LW�

�1% IURP 11 PLllLRn peRple� and .LFNsWaUWeU pURM-

ects have been funded by more than 14 million 

people (Crowdfunding, n.d.). GoFundMe has raised 

$5 billion in “donations” since 2010 from more than 

50 million people, and is on an incredible growth 

WUaMeFWRU\ å WKe FRPpan\ UaLsed �� ELllLRn EeWZeen 

2016 and 2018 alone (Lunden, 2016). Most 

personal philanthropy does not go to charities and 

is not receipted, a fact that nevertheless does not 

seem to have obstructed its meteoric growth. 

%laFNEaXd esWLPaWes WKaW Rnl\ 2���0 peUFenW RI 

FURZdIXnded PRne\ ZenW speFLĆFall\ WR FKaULWLes 

in 2013 (Hall et al., 2017). 

According to the 2017 Global Trends in Giving 

Report, 44 percent of those surveyed had donated 

to a crowdfunding campaign, and 16 percent of 

donors had fundraised for a crowdfunding cam-

paLJn ZLWKLn WKe lasW 12 PRnWKs �1RnpURĆW 7eFK IRU 

Good, 2017). 33 percent of those surveyed had 

donated to a P2P fundraising campaign and 18 

percent of donors had created a P2P fundraising 

FaPpaLJn ZLWKLn WKe lasW 12 PRnWKs �1RnpURĆW 

Tech for Good, 2017). 

The overall market of crowdfunding donations 
may be small now relative to overall charitable 
giving in Canada, but the for-profit platforms 
powering this new way of giving are growing at 
incredible speed. 

This, combined with changing demographics and 

dRnRU EeKaYLRXU� PaNes LW ZRUWK dLsFXssLnJ� 

According to AFP’s 2017 What Canadian Donors 

Want survey, 53 percent of respondents aged 

18-34, 43 percent of those aged 35-54, and 26 

percent of those over age 55 agreed with the state-

PenW� ê,n WKe IXWXUe� , WKLnN , ZLll Ee PRUe LnFlLned WR 

give directly to causes (through crowdfunding fund-

raising) than give to a charity.” (Bowyer, MacDonald, 

&. Ali, 2017). What’s more concerning is that 16 

percent of donors surveyed in 2018 reported that 

WKe\ dRnaWe less WR nRnpURĆWs EeFaXse WKe\ KaYe 

JLYen ĆnanFLall\ WR FURZdIXndLnJ FaPpaLJns �1Rn-

pURĆW 7eFK IRU *RRd� 201���

The success of crowdfunding is highlighting yet 

anRWKeU paUadR[� ZKLle dRnRUs seeN LnFUeasLnJ 

accountability for their gifts to the charitable sector, 

crowdfunded donations are often made impulsively 

without that due diligence, out of the belief that this 

approach eliminates unnecessary bureaucracy and 

WKaW WKe dLUeFW EeneĆFLaULes NnRZ EesW ZKaW WKe\ 

need� 8nIRUWXnaWel\� WKLs WUXsW Ls nRW alZa\s 

well-placed, and there are many reports of fraudulent 

crowdfunded campaigns, such as with a deceitful 

GoFundMe campaign by a couple in Pennsylvania, 

along with a homeless man, that raised $400,000 

Eased Rn a IaNe sWRU\ RI JeneURsLW\� 7Ke WULR ZeUe all 

charged criminally, and GoFundMe refunded all the 

money. (Helsel, 2018).  Crowdfunding also often 

addresses a particular person’s situation, rather than 

the broader and systemic issues behind it which natu-

rally are harder to solve. Therefore, crowdfunding is 

feeding into naïve “solutionism” approach to social 

problems while circumventing real, potentially 

long-lasting, and more complex problem solving.

NEED FOR INCREASED 
SECURITY AND PRIVACY

With the growth of digital donations, security and 

privacy are critical to ensure the trust necessary for 

the payment industry to continue to innovate. Digital 

payments typically require the transmission of 

so through a smartphone. We have passed the 

mobile tipping point for online giving. With more 

than three-quarters of Canadians using a smart-

phone (Canadian Radio-television and Telecommu-

nications Commission (CRTC), 2016), charities 

need WR sKLIW WR WKLnNLnJ PRELle ĆUsW� WKLs Peans 

desLJnLnJ RnlLne e[peULenFes ĆUsW IRU WKe PRELle 

user and then expanding the design to support 

desNWRp XseUs� 1Rn�pURĆWs WKaW dR nRW pULRULWL]e 

mobile technology and become early adopters of 

mobile payments in the coming years will struggle 

WR UePaLn UeleYanW �1RnpURĆW 7eFK IRU *RRd� 

2017). 

UBIQUITY OF SOCIAL MEDIA 
AND SOCIAL NETWORKS

Studies show that social media, and particularly 

)aFeERRN� Ls an LPpRUWanW JaWKeULnJ plaFe IRU 

donors of all ages who are already committed to a 

cause. For instance, 15 percent of Canadians who 

use social media report donating in response to a 

social media request. More than half are open to 

receiving such requests, although their response is 

dependenW Rn ERWK ZKR PaNes WKe UeTXesW and 

ZKaW WKe FaXse Ls �Hall� 0ende] 	 0asWeUsRn� 

2017). 18 percent of donors worldwide have given 

ONLINE GIVING IS ON 
THE RISE

:KLle CanadLans aUe PaNLnJ IeZeU FKaULWaEle 

donations overall, online giving increased 20.5 

percent per year on CanadaHelps' platform from 

200� WR 201�� /RRNLnJ aW JLYLnJ Ln WKe 8nLWed 

6WaWes� 2019 UeseaUFK IURP %laFNEaXd IRXnd WKaW� 

RYeU a ���PRnWK peULRd� RYeUall JLYLnJ JUeZ E\ 9 

percent while online giving grew 17 percent 

�0aF/RXJKlLn� /RnJĆeld� 	 9ellaNe� 2019��  7KLs Ls 

indicative of the ease of online giving and the rapid 

pace to which all commerce is moving to digital. 

Within online, mobile giving is rapidly increasing, 

having gone from 14 percent of online giving in 

2015 to 17 percent in 2016, and 6 percent of 

dRnRUs ZRUldZLde pUeIeU WR JLYe PRELle �1RnpURĆW 

Tech for Good, 2017).

Clearly, online giving is on a trajectory to become 

the dominant method of giving. The 2018 Global 

Trends in Giving report found that 54 percent of all 

dRnRUs pUeIeU JLYLnJ RnlLne �1RnpURĆW 7eFK IRU *RRd� 

2018) while other studies show that donors turn to 

online giving in the immediate aftermath of a disaster 

or large crisis (MacLaughlin, 2017). Online giving is 

increasing in all demographics: in 2015, 31 percent of 

respondents under 35 years of age had responded to 

at least one online appeal, but so had 26 percent of 

middle age and 28 percent of senior respondents. 72 

percent of Millennials and 62 percent of all donors say 

WKe\ pUeIeU JLYLnJ RnlLne �%XUN� 201��� (PaLl and 

sRFLal PedLa PaUNeWLnJ aUe LnFUeasLnJl\ ZKeUe dRnRUs 

leaUn aERXW FaXses RU aUe LnspLUed WR JLYe� �� peUFenW 

of online donors worldwide say that email most often 

LnspLUes WKeP WR JLYe and �� peUFenW sa\ WKe\ ĆUsW 

learned about a fundraising event through email 

�1RnpURĆW 7eFK IRU *RRd� 201���

A subset of online giving is mobile giving as mobile 

deYLFes RYeUWaNe desNWRps �0eeNeU� 201��� ,n 

Canada� PRELle daWa WUaIĆF ZLll JURZ ĆYeIRld IURP 

2016 to 2021 (Cisco, n.d.). Donors are not simply 

engaging and giving online but are increasingly doing 

WKURXJK )aFeERRN IXndUaLsLnJ WRRls �1RnpURĆW 

Tech for Good, 2018). Millennials, for their part, 

aUe lLNel\ WR dRnaWe LI a FR�ZRUNeU asNs� and � 

percent of them have raised money through 

person-to-person fundraising platforms three or 

more times throughout a given year (Hall et al., 

2017).

Giving through social media is nascent at 8 percent, 

but 30 percent of Millennials give through social 

PedLa �%XUN� 201��� :LWK �� peUFenW RI WKe ZRUldès 

population over age 18 on social media, its fund-

UaLsLnJ pRZeU Ls LPPense� )aFeERRN� IRU e[aPple� 

raised $10 million in just two days for Nepal earth-

TXaNe UelLeI eIIRUWs �6WRne� 201���

RISE OF CROWDFUNDING 
AND A PREFERENCE FOR 
DIRECT ENGAGEMENT

Crowdfunding allows anyone to start their own 

fundraising initiative and invite others to donate or 

invest in it. It is a rapidly growing and pervasive 

PeWKRd RI peUsRnal pKLlanWKURp\� WKRXJK WKe sL]e 

RI WKe JlREal FURZdIXndLnJ PaUNeW depends Rn 

KRZ \RX aUe deĆnLnJ FURZdIXndLnJ� 7Ke FURZd-

IXndLnJ PaUNeW Zas esWLPaWed WR Ee ��� ELllLRn Ln 

2015, including P2P lending of $25 billion, reward 

and donation crowdfunding of $5.5 billion, and 

equity crowdfunding of $2.5 billion. $17 billion of 

that was in North America (CrowdExpert.com, 

201��� 7Ke :RUld %anN K\pRWKesL]es WKaW JlREal 

FURZdIXndLnJ RI all W\pes FRXld JURZ WR �9� ELllLRn 

by 2020 (infoDev, 2013).

Crowdfunding platforms have been growing at 

accelerated rates. Indiegogo has raised more than 

16

https://content.sierraclub.org/press-releases/2015/10/sierra-club-and-ryot-release-first-virtual-reality-climate-change-psa
https://www.facebook.com/clintonglobalinitiative/videos/10153250212525318/
https://www.blockchainforsocialimpact.com/ixo-foundation/
https://medium.com/@kaistinchcombe/decentralized-and-trustless-crypto-paradise-is-actually-a-medieval-hellhole-c1ca122efdec
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�3aUWneUsKLp Rn $UWLĆFLal ,nWellLJenFe� 201��� $ 

growing list of tech companies are partnering with 

nRn�pURĆWs to further the use of AI in this space 

(Schaffer, 2017). For example, 81,C() Ls appl\LnJ 

elements of machine learning to private sector 

data through this partnership in order to create 

models that assist emergency response efforts 

�81,C()� 201��� )aFeERRN Ls pURYLdLnJ aJJUeJaW-

ed, real-time platform data for free to a handful of 

nRnpURĆWs sXFK as WKe $PeULFan 5ed CURss WR 

provide valuable information to provide disaster 

relief teams to help them determine where to dedi-

cate resources (O'Neil, 2017).

:KLle aUWLĆFLal LnWellLJenFe Ls alUead\ FKanJLnJ WKe 

way we live our lives on a daily basis, and the way it 

EeFRPes ePEedded Ln nRnpURĆW ZRUN and IXnd-

UaLsLnJ Ls lLNel\ WR JURZ� WKeUe UePaLns a ULsN Ln Uel\-

ing on algorithms. Algorithmic functions are based 

in logic and data, but there are many opportunities 

throughout the process to introduce or ignore bias. 

In addition, solving social problems requires 

nuance, social context, and understanding differing 

interpretations of fairness at which machines 

aUenèW lLNel\ WR e[Fel�

ME""A�IN� Ґ��ATBOT"ґ

Chatbots are a version of AI that enables users to 

êFKaWë ZLWK an aXWRPaWed s\sWeP E\ asNLnJ TXes-

tions and having the system determine and gener-

aWe WKe PRsW lLNel\ ansZeU� 7Ke\ enaEle EXsLnesses 

and nRnpURĆWs alLNe WR JLYe XseUs WKe LPPedLaWe 

responses they expect, without the burden of 

providing a constant customer service response. 

Chatbots can be embedded on messaging plat-

IRUPs lLNe )aFeERRN 0essenJeU� ([aPples RI nRn-

pURĆWs dRLnJ WKLs LnFlXde� Raheem.ai� a )aFeERRN 

Messenger bot for reporting and rating experiences 

ZLWK pRlLFe RIĆFeUs� ZKLFK pXElLFl\ UepRUWs anRn\-

PRXs daWa �5aKeeP $,� 201��� a FKaWERW sXUYe\ Xsed 

by The World Food Programme to gather information 

from migrants about local food prices and security in 

WKeLU KRPe FRPPXnLWLes �09$0%lRJ� 201��� WKe 

Climate Reality Project Xses a )aFeERRN 0essenJeU 

bot to alert subscribers to major events and offer 

aFWLRns WKe\ Fan WaNe Ln UespRnse �ClLPaWe 5ealLW\ 

3URMeFW� 201��� and HellR 9RWe, a chatbot from Fight 

IRU WKe )XWXUe Ln WKe 86 WKaW Xses We[W PessaJes and 

)aFeERRN PessenJeU WR send YRWeUs WKe LnIRUPaWLRn 

needed to vote such as polling locations and early 

YRWLnJ LnIRUPaWLRn �HellR9RWe� n�d��� 

In fundraising, chatbots provide opportunities to 

engage donors with a cause, soliciting donations and 

offering an interactive experience to learn about the 

cause or the impact of the donation. An international 

development charity, WaterAid, has developed a 

chatbot to connect donors to a villager in Sierra Leone 

and provides an interactive experience with messag-

es, videos, and photos of daily life and the impact of 

:aWeU$Ldès ZRUN Ln WKe FRPPXnLW\ �HREEs� 201���

VIRTUAL REALITY

$s 9LUWXal 5ealLW\ �95� FRnWLnXes WR Ee adRpWed Ln WKe 

mainstream, activities other than gaming may also 

EeFRPe ZLdel\�adRpWed applLFaWLRns� 9�CRPPeUFe� 

IRU e[aPple� LnWeJUaWes 95 LnWR WKe pXUFKasLnJ e[peUL-

ence to engage consumers with the product.

1Rn�pURĆWs aUe alUead\ XsLnJ 95 WR FRPPXnLFaWe WKe 

LPpRUWanFe RI WKeLU ZRUN �0aWWKeZs� 201��� 7Ke 

Sierra Club created an LPPeUsLYe 95 FlLPaWe FKanJe 

examples where successful bitcoin exchanges have 

Eeen KaFNed �6WLnFKFRPEe� 201��� 

BITCOIN AND 
CRYPTOCURRENCIES

Bitcoin, a cryptocurrency with a value determined 

E\ FRnsensXs UaWKeU WKan a FenWUal EanN s\sWeP RU 

political infrastructure, is becoming increasingly 

PaLnsWUeaP� 0an\ IRUZaUd�WKLnNLnJ nRn�pURĆWs 

are leveraging bitcoin and other cryptocurrencies 

IRU IXndUaLsLnJ å WKRXJK LW Ls FeUWaLnl\ nRW \eW PaLn-

stream. 

,n WKe 8nLWed 6WaWes� laUJe FKaULWLes sXFK as 7Ke 

5ed CURss� 8nLWed :a\ :RUldZLde� *UeenpeaFe� 

and Save the Children all accept bitcoin donations 

(Lamb, 2018). We also see examples of Bitcoin 

used for Canadian philanthropy. In Canada, Path-

ways to Education, a charity that helps low-income 

youth graduate high school, has been accepting 

Bitcoin donations since 2013 (Donate Bitcoin, 2017). 

Similarly, a 2017 Christmas crowdfunding event in 

Toronto raised more than $200,000 for Covenant 

HRXse 7RURnWR XsLnJ a deFenWUalL]ed ElRFNFKaLn WeFK-

nology that facilitated cryptocurrencies from around 

WKe ZRUld �0eUU\ 0eUNle� n�d��� ,n Canada� FKaULWLes 

can offer tax receipts for the value of these donations 

as LI WKe\ ZeUe a JLIW Ln NLnd� KRZeYeU� dRnRUs FannRW 

WaNe adYanWaJe RI WKe FapLWal JaLns e[ePpWLRns 

provided for gifts of other types of asset donations 

such as securities. (Financial Consumer Agency of 

Canada, 2018). 

6RPe nRnpURĆWs KaYe FUeaWed WKeLU RZn FXUUenFLes WR 

Kelp IXnd WKeLU ZRUN� sXFK as the CleanWater Coin, 

created for Charity:Water (Clean Water Coin, n.d.), 

and another coin created by the RootProject, to 

sXppRUW anWL�pRYeUW\ ZRUN �5RRW3URMeFW� n�d���

Again, it’s too early to tell whether cryptocurrencies 

will gain wider adoption, but savvy charities may be 

able to reach a new type of donor by meeting them 

where they are at. 

video, in partnership with the Environmental 

Media Association and RYOT, with a celebrity 

narrator to help people understand the drastic 

changes in our climate and create a sense of urgen-

cy for their cause (Sierra Club, 2015). The Clinton 

*lREal ,nLWLaWLYe �C*,� Xsed 95 and )aFeERRNès 

360 video to broadcast their video, “Inside Impact: 

East Africa” to more than a million people to 

pURYLde an LnWLPaWe lRRN aW KRZ WKe C*, Ls enaElLnJ 

local social change in these East African communi-

WLes �ClLnWRn *lREal ,nLWLaWLYe� 201��� 7Ke 95 e[pe-

rience offers more than just images of impact, but 

provides donors with the opportunity to feel the 

effects of their contributions. It remains to be seen 

just how widely this technology will be adopted to 

tell stories in the coming years.

BLOCKCHAIN

5eFRJnL]ed Ln 201� E\ WKe :RUld (FRnRPLF )RUXP 

as one of the top 10 emerging technologies (Mercy 

CRUps� 201��� %lRFNFKaLn Ls a dLsWULEXWed RU deFen-

WUalL]ed ledJeU WeFKnRlRJ\� RU lLsW� RI all WUansaFWLRns 

aFURss a peUsRn�WR�peUsRn neWZRUN� ,W allRZs IRU 

transactions to be captured digitally, authenticat-

ed, and ensures that the transactions cannot be 

FKanJed� ,Ws pXUpRse Ls WR enKanFe eIĆFLenF\� WUXsW� 

and transparency with transactions and is the tech-

nology underlying Bitcoin and other cryptocurren-

FLes� %lRFNFKaLn Ls nRW MXsW IRU dLJLWal pa\PenW

transactions, but has various other applications 

sXFK as sXEsFULpWLRns� UeFeLpWs� EanN aFFRXnWs� 

insurance policies, identity documents, and 

FRnWUaFWs� CanadLan EanNs KaYe alUead\ EeJXn WR 

e[plRUe ElRFNFKaLn WeFKnRlRJ\ IRU dLJLWal LdenWLW\� 

The technology is more secure and better at 

authentication compared to traditional systems, 

though the governance of the technology is not yet

clear. 

The Ixo Foundation, based in South Africa, is using 

ElRFNFKaLn WeFKnRlRJ\ WR deYelRp êWKe L[R pURWRFRlë WR 

verify claims of impact. Data becomes part of a global 

LPpaFW ledJeU WKaW Fan Ee aFFessed E\ RUJanL]aWLRns� 

governments, and researchers, and then used by 

nRn�pURĆWs as pURRI WR sXppRUW IXndLnJ aUUanJe-

ments. An example of this in practice is the Amply 

Project, a mobile app enabled with the ixo protocol to 

WUaFN aWWendanFe Ln 6RXWK $IULFan pUe�sFKRRls� 7Ke 

teachers log children's attendance, which is then 

FRnĆUPed E\ an eYalXaWRU� and WKen a YeULĆed FlaLP Ls 

created. These claims are used to access government 

sXEsLdLes� WKe\ aUe PRUe aFFXUaWe� YeULĆed� and less 

time-consuming than previous paper-based methods 

(Ixo Foundation, n.d.). 

In 2017, the United Nations’ World Food Pro-
gramme used Ethereum Blockchain to pilot a 
system with Syrian refugees based in Jordan who 
were given cryptocurrency vouchers to trade at 
selected markets. The platform was successfully 
used to record and authenticate transfers for 
about 10,000 individuals (del Castillo, 2017).

Though there are a growing number of possible use 

cases, and many positive examples of the technology’s 

Xse� nRW all YRLFes aUe pRsLWLYe� %lRFNFKaLn pURMeFWs 

need more time to prove themselves, and cryptocur-

UenF\ PaUNeW Ls YRlaWLle� ,n an online article, Kai 

6WLnFKFRPEe aUJXes WKaW ElRFNFKaLn Ls nRW WKe XWRpLF 

ansZeU WKaW Ze KaYe Eeen lRRNLnJ IRU� 7Ke sXFFessIXl 

Xse RI ElRFNFKaLn� Ke aUJXes� sWLll UelLes Rn WUXsWLnJ 

other humans to follow through and to verify transac-

WLRns �EeFaXse a UeJXlaU XseU Ls XnlLNel\ WR Ee aEle WR 

verify them on their own), and there are a number of 

ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE

7Ke sLPplesW Za\ WR desFULEe $UWLĆFLal ,nWellLJenFe 

�$,� Ls XsLnJ WeFKnRlRJ\ WR peUIRUP WasNs and sRlYe 

problems that previously could only be done by 

humans. AI learns and improves over time on its 

RZn EeFaXse RI WKe leaUnLnJ and Ćne�WXnLnJ alJR-

rithms embedded in it. It is rapidly changing and 

improving, and is now relevant for (and increasing-

l\� essenWLal WR� WKe nRn�pURĆW seFWRU� 

Charities have a massive amount of data, most 
of which is not being leveraged. Effectively
using AI to mine this data would be an opportu-
nity to increase and demonstrate charities’ 
impact (which donors are demanding more 
and more), speed up research, and build inter-
nal capacity.

While an element of competitiveness will also exist

due to scarce fundraising dollars, the shared desire 

for public good in the charitable sector opens up 

opportunities for data sharing that, combined with 

the power of AI, could be substantial for the sector.

$s WKe FRsW RI $, dURps� WeFKnRlRJ\�Eased nRnpURĆWs 

around the world are starting to use it. An example of 

WKLs Ls 3$:6� an RUJanL]aWLRn dedLFaWed WR FRPEaWLnJ 

poaching, which is employing modeling and machine 

leaUnLnJ WR Kelp paUN UanJeUs Pap RXW paWURl aUeas WR 

proactively respond to poaching threats (Derla, 

2016).

$s ZLWK an\ neZ WeFKnRlRJ\� WKe ULsN Ls WKaW LW ZLll nRW

be accessible for social good purposes despite its 

pURPLse� dXe WR FRsW RU WR a laFN RI EURadl\ dLsWULEXWed 

NnRZ�KRZ� :LWK WKaW Ln PLnd� seYeUal WeFK JLanWs 

LnFlXdLnJ *RRJle� ,%0� 0LFURsRIW� )aFeERRN� and 

$Pa]Rn KaYe FUeaWed a 3aUWneUsKLp Rn $, WR %eneĆW 

People and Society with four goals: to develop and 

sKaUe EesW pUaFWLFes� pURYLde an Rpen and LnFlXsLYe 

plaWIRUP IRU dLsFXssLRn and enJaJePenW� adYanFe 

pXElLF XndeUsWandLnJ� and LdenWLI\ and IRsWeU aspLUa-

WLRnal eIIRUWs Ln $, IRU sRFLall\ EeneĆFLal pXUpRses 

https://www.pathwaystoeducation.ca/donate-bitcoin
https://merrymerkle.com/
http://www.cleanwatercoin.org/
https://www.rootproject.co/


SOME FINAL THOUGHTS

$s Ze KaYe seen� WKe FXUUenW pKLlanWKURpLF FRnWe[W Ls FKaUaFWeUL]ed E\ WKe FRnWLnXed peUYa-

sLYeness and JURZWK RI dLJLWal WeFKnRlRJ\ and FXlWXUe� UedXFed JLYLnJ E\ 0LllennLals� LnFUeas-

LnJ IUaJPenWaWLRn Ln WKe RnlLne IXndUaLsLnJ spaFe� WKe ULsLnJ Xse and deYelRpPenW RI aUWLĆFLal 

LnWellLJenFe and RWKeU ePeUJLnJ WeFKnRlRJLes lLNe ElRFNFKaLn Ln all aspeFWs RI lLIe� and WKe 

increasing use of data to drive decisions amid the context of growing regulation and consum-

er concerns about data ownership and data privacy. 

As the world has become digital, we have seen an unequal adoption of new technologies 

between sectors. It is clear that charities are going to need to develop new competencies and 

capabilities to adapt or reinvent their roles and service in the digital age in order to survive 

and WKULYe� 7Kese neZ FRPpeWenFLes ZLll LnYRlYe WKe aFTXLsLWLRn and LnWeJUaWLRn RI sLJnLĆFanW 

dLJLWal sNLlls and XndeUsWandLnJ WKURXJKRXW WKe RUJanL]aWLRn Ln RUdeU WR Ee aEle WR EeneĆW 

from the changes and opportunities in the donor environment. The boundaries around the 

charitable space are more porous and the emerging competition will simply dictate adoption 

and change as the only choice, or else. Boards across all categories of charities will need to 

aEandRn WKe saIe WKLnNLnJ RI WKe pasW and pXsK IRU FKanJe and ULsN WaNLnJ IRU WKe saNe RI WKe 

lRnJ�WeUP YLaELlLW\ RI WKe YeU\ RUJanL]aWLRns WKe\ aUe enWUXsWed WR JRYeUn�

,W Ls WePpWLnJ WR WKLnN WKaW WeFKnRlRJ\ dePRFUaWL]es aFFess WR sXFFess and sFale� EXW WKLs Ls 

only partially true. Access needs to be paired with expertise in order to be leveraged, and dig-

LWal and WeFKnRlRJ\ NnRZledJe Ls e[pensLYe and KLJKl\ sRXJKW�aIWeU and ZLll Ee eYen PRUe sR 

Ln WKe IXWXUe� WKe pURFXUePenW RI WalenW ZLll Ee WKe ELJJesW LssXe�

7KLs Ls WKe neZ nRUPal� and LW Ls LPpRUWanW IRU FKaULWLes WR XndeUsWand WKe need WR UeFRnĆJ-

ure priorities and disrupt themselves as they are disrupted from the outside. In an environ-

ment where failing and learning is usually not easily accepted, this is especially hard 

for charities.

But charities simply must change their strategies to meet changing donor needs, and be pre-

pared to challenge deeply held assumptions and surface and challenge their own sacred 

cows.

Increasingly, new donors may not care what is and is not a charity, and will be more open to 

sRFLal enWeUpULses and IRU�pURĆWs ZKR aUe seen as PaNLnJ a sRFLal LPpaFW� 7Ke ElendLnJ RI 

PaUNeW and nRn�PaUNeW RUJanL]aWLRns Pa\ WULJJeU FKanJes Ln UepRUWLnJ� ĆnanFe� and UeJXla-

WLRns� EXW LWès FleaU WKaW FKaULWLes need WR FUeaWe an eYen pla\LnJ Ćeld Ln RUdeU WR sXFFessIXll\ 

pXUsXe WKeLU PLssLRns aPLd neZ and sRPeWLPes EeWWeU ĆnanFed enWUanWs LnWR WKe êFKaULWaEleë 

space. 

$s /XF\ %eUnKRl]� 'LUeFWRU� 'LJLWal CLYLl 6RFLeW\ /aE� 6WanIRUd CenWeU Rn 3KLlanWKURp\ and 

Civil Society notes:

CKaULWLes å WKe RULJLnal sRFLal enWeUpULses å KaYe a sLJnLĆFanW RppRUWXnLW\ WR sFale WKeLU 

impact on and in the world through technology. This opportunity, however, can only be real-

L]ed LI FKaULWLes WaNe aFWLRn� and WKe lLPLWed WeFKnRlRJ\ FRPpeWenF\ pURĆles RI Pan\ sPall 

FKaULWLes WRda\ Peans WKeLU sXFFess aW WKLs Ls nRW a slaP dXnN� CKaULWLes PXsW deFLsLYel\ and 

XUJenWl\ EUeaN WKeLU RZn sWaWXs TXR paWWeUns RI WKLnNLnJ and ePEUaFe FKanJe� leaUnLnJ 

�ZKLFK LnYRlYes IaLlLnJ and ULsN WaNLnJ�� and LnnRYaWLRn� ,I WKe\ dRnèW� WKe FXUUenW EURadeU 

trends which I have just described, along with the general blurring of forms and purposes, 

leaves them vulnerable.

In the new, fast-changing, and ambiguous world of social change where we see a conver-

JenFe RI WeFKnRlRJ\ and pK\sLFal ZRUld� FKaULWLes need WR PaNe a Fase IRU WKeLU LPpRUWanFe 

with renewed vigour and conviction, using new tools, methodologies, and competencies. As 

sRFLeWal asseWs RI alPRsW XnTXanWLĆaEle LPpRUW and as eIIeFWLYe aJenWs RI sRFLal FKanJe� FKaU-

LWLes PXsW FRnWLnXe WR ĆJKW IRU aFFXUaWe pXElLF peUFepWLRns RI WKeLU ZRUN� 7KeUe aUe Pan\ 

neZ WRRls WR Kelp WKeP dR WKaW å LW Ls Xp WR WKeP and WKeLU ERaUds WR ePEaUN Rn WKe pURFess 

RI dLJLWal WUansIRUPaWLRn� 7KLs Ls a paWK RI LnYesWPenW� leaUnLnJ� and ULsN�WaNLnJ� EXW alsR RI 

sLJnLĆFanW pRWenWLal XpsLde IRU FKaULWLes and WKe FaXses WKe\ aUe enJaJed Ln�

�3aUWneUsKLp Rn $UWLĆFLal ,nWellLJenFe� 201��� $ 

growing list of tech companies are partnering with 

nRn�pURĆWs to further the use of AI in this space 

(Schaffer, 2017). For example, 81,C() Ls appl\LnJ 

elements of machine learning to private sector 

data through this partnership in order to create 

models that assist emergency response efforts 

�81,C()� 201��� )aFeERRN Ls pURYLdLnJ aJJUeJaW-

ed, real-time platform data for free to a handful of 

nRnpURĆWs sXFK as WKe $PeULFan 5ed CURss WR 

provide valuable information to provide disaster 

relief teams to help them determine where to dedi-

cate resources (O'Neil, 2017).

:KLle aUWLĆFLal LnWellLJenFe Ls alUead\ FKanJLnJ WKe 

way we live our lives on a daily basis, and the way it 

EeFRPes ePEedded Ln nRnpURĆW ZRUN and IXnd-

UaLsLnJ Ls lLNel\ WR JURZ� WKeUe UePaLns a ULsN Ln Uel\-

ing on algorithms. Algorithmic functions are based 

in logic and data, but there are many opportunities 

throughout the process to introduce or ignore bias. 

In addition, solving social problems requires 

nuance, social context, and understanding differing 

interpretations of fairness at which machines 

aUenèW lLNel\ WR e[Fel�

ME""A�IN� Ґ��ATBOT"ґ

Chatbots are a version of AI that enables users to 

êFKaWë ZLWK an aXWRPaWed s\sWeP E\ asNLnJ TXes-

tions and having the system determine and gener-

aWe WKe PRsW lLNel\ ansZeU� 7Ke\ enaEle EXsLnesses 

and nRnpURĆWs alLNe WR JLYe XseUs WKe LPPedLaWe 

responses they expect, without the burden of 

providing a constant customer service response. 

Chatbots can be embedded on messaging plat-

IRUPs lLNe )aFeERRN 0essenJeU� ([aPples RI nRn-

pURĆWs dRLnJ WKLs LnFlXde� Raheem.ai� a )aFeERRN 

Messenger bot for reporting and rating experiences 

ZLWK pRlLFe RIĆFeUs� ZKLFK pXElLFl\ UepRUWs anRn\-

PRXs daWa �5aKeeP $,� 201��� a FKaWERW sXUYe\ Xsed 

by The World Food Programme to gather information 

from migrants about local food prices and security in 

WKeLU KRPe FRPPXnLWLes �09$0%lRJ� 201��� WKe 

Climate Reality Project Xses a )aFeERRN 0essenJeU 

bot to alert subscribers to major events and offer 

aFWLRns WKe\ Fan WaNe Ln UespRnse �ClLPaWe 5ealLW\ 

3URMeFW� 201��� and HellR 9RWe, a chatbot from Fight 

IRU WKe )XWXUe Ln WKe 86 WKaW Xses We[W PessaJes and 

)aFeERRN PessenJeU WR send YRWeUs WKe LnIRUPaWLRn 

needed to vote such as polling locations and early 

YRWLnJ LnIRUPaWLRn �HellR9RWe� n�d��� 

In fundraising, chatbots provide opportunities to 

engage donors with a cause, soliciting donations and 

offering an interactive experience to learn about the 

cause or the impact of the donation. An international 

development charity, WaterAid, has developed a 

chatbot to connect donors to a villager in Sierra Leone 

and provides an interactive experience with messag-

es, videos, and photos of daily life and the impact of 

:aWeU$Ldès ZRUN Ln WKe FRPPXnLW\ �HREEs� 201���

VIRTUAL REALITY

$s 9LUWXal 5ealLW\ �95� FRnWLnXes WR Ee adRpWed Ln WKe 

mainstream, activities other than gaming may also 

EeFRPe ZLdel\�adRpWed applLFaWLRns� 9�CRPPeUFe� 

IRU e[aPple� LnWeJUaWes 95 LnWR WKe pXUFKasLnJ e[peUL-

ence to engage consumers with the product.

1Rn�pURĆWs aUe alUead\ XsLnJ 95 WR FRPPXnLFaWe WKe 

LPpRUWanFe RI WKeLU ZRUN �0aWWKeZs� 201��� 7Ke 

Sierra Club created an LPPeUsLYe 95 FlLPaWe FKanJe 

examples where successful bitcoin exchanges have 

Eeen KaFNed �6WLnFKFRPEe� 201��� 

BITCOIN AND 
CRYPTOCURRENCIES

Bitcoin, a cryptocurrency with a value determined 

E\ FRnsensXs UaWKeU WKan a FenWUal EanN s\sWeP RU 

political infrastructure, is becoming increasingly 

PaLnsWUeaP� 0an\ IRUZaUd�WKLnNLnJ nRn�pURĆWs 

are leveraging bitcoin and other cryptocurrencies 

IRU IXndUaLsLnJ å WKRXJK LW Ls FeUWaLnl\ nRW \eW PaLn-

stream. 

,n WKe 8nLWed 6WaWes� laUJe FKaULWLes sXFK as 7Ke 

5ed CURss� 8nLWed :a\ :RUldZLde� *UeenpeaFe� 

and Save the Children all accept bitcoin donations 

(Lamb, 2018). We also see examples of Bitcoin 

used for Canadian philanthropy. In Canada, Path-

ways to Education, a charity that helps low-income 

youth graduate high school, has been accepting 

Bitcoin donations since 2013 (Donate Bitcoin, 2017).

Similarly, a 2017 Christmas crowdfunding event in 

Toronto raised more than $200,000 for Covenant 

HRXse 7RURnWR XsLnJ a deFenWUalL]ed ElRFNFKaLn WeFK-

nology that facilitated cryptocurrencies from around 

WKe ZRUld �0eUU\ 0eUNle� n�d��� ,n Canada� FKaULWLes 

can offer tax receipts for the value of these donations 

as LI WKe\ ZeUe a JLIW Ln NLnd� KRZeYeU� dRnRUs FannRW

WaNe adYanWaJe RI WKe FapLWal JaLns e[ePpWLRns 

provided for gifts of other types of asset donations 

such as securities. (Financial Consumer Agency of 

Canada, 2018). 

6RPe nRnpURĆWs KaYe FUeaWed WKeLU RZn FXUUenFLes WR 

Kelp IXnd WKeLU ZRUN� sXFK as the CleanWater Coin, 

created for Charity:Water (Clean Water Coin, n.d.), 

and another coin created by the RootProject, to 

sXppRUW anWL�pRYeUW\ ZRUN �5RRW3URMeFW� n�d���

Again, it’s too early to tell whether cryptocurrencies 

will gain wider adoption, but savvy charities may be 

able to reach a new type of donor by meeting them 

where they are at. 

video, in partnership with the Environmental 

Media Association and RYOT, with a celebrity 

narrator to help people understand the drastic 

changes in our climate and create a sense of urgen-

cy for their cause (Sierra Club, 2015). The Clinton 

*lREal ,nLWLaWLYe �C*,� Xsed 95 and )aFeERRNès 

360 video to broadcast their video, “Inside Impact: 

East Africa” to more than a million people to 

pURYLde an LnWLPaWe lRRN aW KRZ WKe C*, Ls enaElLnJ 

local social change in these East African communi-

WLes �ClLnWRn *lREal ,nLWLaWLYe� 201��� 7Ke 95 e[pe-

rience offers more than just images of impact, but 

provides donors with the opportunity to feel the 

effects of their contributions. It remains to be seen 

just how widely this technology will be adopted to 

tell stories in the coming years.

BLOCKCHAIN

5eFRJnL]ed Ln 201� E\ WKe :RUld (FRnRPLF )RUXP 

as one of the top 10 emerging technologies (Mercy 

CRUps� 201��� %lRFNFKaLn Ls a dLsWULEXWed RU deFen-

WUalL]ed ledJeU WeFKnRlRJ\� RU lLsW� RI all WUansaFWLRns 

aFURss a peUsRn�WR�peUsRn neWZRUN� ,W allRZs IRU 

transactions to be captured digitally, authenticat-

ed, and ensures that the transactions cannot be 

FKanJed� ,Ws pXUpRse Ls WR enKanFe eIĆFLenF\� WUXsW� 

and transparency with transactions and is the tech-

nology underlying Bitcoin and other cryptocurren-

FLes� %lRFNFKaLn Ls nRW MXsW IRU dLJLWal pa\PenW

transactions, but has various other applications 

sXFK as sXEsFULpWLRns� UeFeLpWs� EanN aFFRXnWs� 

insurance policies, identity documents, and 

FRnWUaFWs� CanadLan EanNs KaYe alUead\ EeJXn WR 

e[plRUe ElRFNFKaLn WeFKnRlRJ\ IRU dLJLWal LdenWLW\� 

The technology is more secure and better at 

authentication compared to traditional systems, 

though the governance of the technology is not yet

clear. 

The Ixo Foundation, based in South Africa, is using 

ElRFNFKaLn WeFKnRlRJ\ WR deYelRp êWKe L[R pURWRFRlë WR 

verify claims of impact. Data becomes part of a global 

LPpaFW ledJeU WKaW Fan Ee aFFessed E\ RUJanL]aWLRns� 

governments, and researchers, and then used by 

nRn�pURĆWs as pURRI WR sXppRUW IXndLnJ aUUanJe-

ments. An example of this in practice is the Amply 

Project, a mobile app enabled with the ixo protocol to 

WUaFN aWWendanFe Ln 6RXWK $IULFan pUe�sFKRRls� 7Ke 

teachers log children's attendance, which is then 

FRnĆUPed E\ an eYalXaWRU� and WKen a YeULĆed FlaLP Ls 

created. These claims are used to access government 

sXEsLdLes� WKe\ aUe PRUe aFFXUaWe� YeULĆed� and less 

time-consuming than previous paper-based methods 

(Ixo Foundation, n.d.). 

In 2017, the United Nations’ World Food Pro-
gramme used Ethereum Blockchain to pilot a 
system with Syrian refugees based in Jordan who 
were given cryptocurrency vouchers to trade at 
selected markets. The platform was successfully 
used to record and authenticate transfers for 
about 10,000 individuals (del Castillo, 2017).

Though there are a growing number of possible use 

cases, and many positive examples of the technology’s 

Xse� nRW all YRLFes aUe pRsLWLYe� %lRFNFKaLn pURMeFWs 

need more time to prove themselves, and cryptocur-

UenF\ PaUNeW Ls YRlaWLle� ,n an online article, Kai 

6WLnFKFRPEe aUJXes WKaW ElRFNFKaLn Ls nRW WKe XWRpLF 

ansZeU WKaW Ze KaYe Eeen lRRNLnJ IRU� 7Ke sXFFessIXl 

Xse RI ElRFNFKaLn� Ke aUJXes� sWLll UelLes Rn WUXsWLnJ 

other humans to follow through and to verify transac-

WLRns �EeFaXse a UeJXlaU XseU Ls XnlLNel\ WR Ee aEle WR 

verify them on their own), and there are a number of 

ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE

7Ke sLPplesW Za\ WR desFULEe $UWLĆFLal ,nWellLJenFe 

�$,� Ls XsLnJ WeFKnRlRJ\ WR peUIRUP WasNs and sRlYe 

problems that previously could only be done by 

humans. AI learns and improves over time on its 

RZn EeFaXse RI WKe leaUnLnJ and Ćne�WXnLnJ alJR-

rithms embedded in it. It is rapidly changing and 

improving, and is now relevant for (and increasing-

l\� essenWLal WR� WKe nRn�pURĆW seFWRU� 

Charities have a massive amount of data, most 
of which is not being leveraged. Effectively
using AI to mine this data would be an opportu-
nity to increase and demonstrate charities’ 
impact (which donors are demanding more 
and more), speed up research, and build inter-
nal capacity.

While an element of competitiveness will also exist

due to scarce fundraising dollars, the shared desire 

for public good in the charitable sector opens up 

opportunities for data sharing that, combined with 

the power of AI, could be substantial for the sector.

$s WKe FRsW RI $, dURps� WeFKnRlRJ\�Eased nRnpURĆWs 

around the world are starting to use it. An example of 

WKLs Ls 3$:6� an RUJanL]aWLRn dedLFaWed WR FRPEaWLnJ 

poaching, which is employing modeling and machine 

leaUnLnJ WR Kelp paUN UanJeUs Pap RXW paWURl aUeas WR 

proactively respond to poaching threats (Derla, 

2016).

$s ZLWK an\ neZ WeFKnRlRJ\� WKe ULsN Ls WKaW LW ZLll nRW

be accessible for social good purposes despite its 

pURPLse� dXe WR FRsW RU WR a laFN RI EURadl\ dLsWULEXWed 

NnRZ�KRZ� :LWK WKaW Ln PLnd� seYeUal WeFK JLanWs 

LnFlXdLnJ *RRJle� ,%0� 0LFURsRIW� )aFeERRN� and 

$Pa]Rn KaYe FUeaWed a 3aUWneUsKLp Rn $, WR %eneĆW 

People and Society with four goals: to develop and 

sKaUe EesW pUaFWLFes� pURYLde an Rpen and LnFlXsLYe 

plaWIRUP IRU dLsFXssLRn and enJaJePenW� adYanFe 

pXElLF XndeUsWandLnJ� and LdenWLI\ and IRsWeU aspLUa-

WLRnal eIIRUWs Ln $, IRU sRFLall\ EeneĆFLal pXUpRses 
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SOME FINAL THOUGHTS

$s Ze KaYe seen� WKe FXUUenW pKLlanWKURpLF FRnWe[W Ls FKaUaFWeUL]ed E\ WKe FRnWLnXed peUYa-

sLYeness and JURZWK RI dLJLWal WeFKnRlRJ\ and FXlWXUe� UedXFed JLYLnJ E\ 0LllennLals� LnFUeas-

LnJ IUaJPenWaWLRn Ln WKe RnlLne IXndUaLsLnJ spaFe� WKe ULsLnJ Xse and deYelRpPenW RI aUWLĆFLal 

LnWellLJenFe and RWKeU ePeUJLnJ WeFKnRlRJLes lLNe ElRFNFKaLn Ln all aspeFWs RI lLIe� and WKe 

increasing use of data to drive decisions amid the context of growing regulation and consum-

er concerns about data ownership and data privacy. 

As the world has become digital, we have seen an unequal adoption of new technologies 

between sectors. It is clear that charities are going to need to develop new competencies and 

capabilities to adapt or reinvent their roles and service in the digital age in order to survive 

and WKULYe� 7Kese neZ FRPpeWenFLes ZLll LnYRlYe WKe aFTXLsLWLRn and LnWeJUaWLRn RI sLJnLĆFanW 

dLJLWal sNLlls and XndeUsWandLnJ WKURXJKRXW WKe RUJanL]aWLRn Ln RUdeU WR Ee aEle WR EeneĆW 

from the changes and opportunities in the donor environment. The boundaries around the 

charitable space are more porous and the emerging competition will simply dictate adoption 

and change as the only choice, or else. Boards across all categories of charities will need to 

aEandRn WKe saIe WKLnNLnJ RI WKe pasW and pXsK IRU FKanJe and ULsN WaNLnJ IRU WKe saNe RI WKe 

lRnJ�WeUP YLaELlLW\ RI WKe YeU\ RUJanL]aWLRns WKe\ aUe enWUXsWed WR JRYeUn�

,W Ls WePpWLnJ WR WKLnN WKaW WeFKnRlRJ\ dePRFUaWL]es aFFess WR sXFFess and sFale� EXW WKLs Ls 

only partially true. Access needs to be paired with expertise in order to be leveraged, and dig-

LWal and WeFKnRlRJ\ NnRZledJe Ls e[pensLYe and KLJKl\ sRXJKW�aIWeU and ZLll Ee eYen PRUe sR 

Ln WKe IXWXUe� WKe pURFXUePenW RI WalenW ZLll Ee WKe ELJJesW LssXe�

7KLs Ls WKe neZ nRUPal� and LW Ls LPpRUWanW IRU FKaULWLes WR XndeUsWand WKe need WR UeFRnĆJ-

ure priorities and disrupt themselves as they are disrupted from the outside. In an environ-

ment where failing and learning is usually not easily accepted, this is especially hard

for charities.

But charities simply must change their strategies to meet changing donor needs, and be pre-

pared to challenge deeply held assumptions and surface and challenge their own sacred 

cows.

Increasingly, new donors may not care what is and is not a charity, and will be more open to 

sRFLal enWeUpULses and IRU�pURĆWs ZKR aUe seen as PaNLnJ a sRFLal LPpaFW� 7Ke ElendLnJ RI 

PaUNeW and nRn�PaUNeW RUJanL]aWLRns Pa\ WULJJeU FKanJes Ln UepRUWLnJ� ĆnanFe� and UeJXla-

WLRns� EXW LWès FleaU WKaW FKaULWLes need WR FUeaWe an eYen pla\LnJ Ćeld Ln RUdeU WR sXFFessIXll\ 

pXUsXe WKeLU PLssLRns aPLd neZ and sRPeWLPes EeWWeU ĆnanFed enWUanWs LnWR WKe êFKaULWaEleë 

space. 

$s /XF\ %eUnKRl]� 'LUeFWRU� 'LJLWal CLYLl 6RFLeW\ /aE� 6WanIRUd CenWeU Rn 3KLlanWKURp\ and 

Civil Society notes:

CKaULWLes å WKe RULJLnal sRFLal enWeUpULses å KaYe a sLJnLĆFanW RppRUWXnLW\ WR sFale WKeLU 

impact on and in the world through technology. This opportunity, however, can only be real-

L]ed LI FKaULWLes WaNe aFWLRn� and WKe lLPLWed WeFKnRlRJ\ FRPpeWenF\ pURĆles RI Pan\ sPall 

FKaULWLes WRda\ Peans WKeLU sXFFess aW WKLs Ls nRW a slaP dXnN� CKaULWLes PXsW deFLsLYel\ and 

XUJenWl\ EUeaN WKeLU RZn sWaWXs TXR paWWeUns RI WKLnNLnJ and ePEUaFe FKanJe� leaUnLnJ 

�ZKLFK LnYRlYes IaLlLnJ and ULsN WaNLnJ�� and LnnRYaWLRn� ,I WKe\ dRnèW� WKe FXUUenW EURadeU 

trends which I have just described, along with the general blurring of forms and purposes, 

leaves them vulnerable.

In the new, fast-changing, and ambiguous world of social change where we see a conver-

JenFe RI WeFKnRlRJ\ and pK\sLFal ZRUld� FKaULWLes need WR PaNe a Fase IRU WKeLU LPpRUWanFe 

with renewed vigour and conviction, using new tools, methodologies, and competencies. As 

sRFLeWal asseWs RI alPRsW XnTXanWLĆaEle LPpRUW and as eIIeFWLYe aJenWs RI sRFLal FKanJe� FKaU-

LWLes PXsW FRnWLnXe WR ĆJKW IRU aFFXUaWe pXElLF peUFepWLRns RI WKeLU ZRUN� 7KeUe aUe Pan\ 

neZ WRRls WR Kelp WKeP dR WKaW å LW Ls Xp WR WKeP and WKeLU ERaUds WR ePEaUN Rn WKe pURFess 

RI dLJLWal WUansIRUPaWLRn� 7KLs Ls a paWK RI LnYesWPenW� leaUnLnJ� and ULsN�WaNLnJ� EXW alsR RI 

sLJnLĆFanW pRWenWLal XpsLde IRU FKaULWLes and WKe FaXses WKe\ aUe enJaJed Ln�

�3aUWneUsKLp Rn $UWLĆFLal ,nWellLJenFe� 201��� $ 

growing list of tech companies are partnering with 

nRn�pURĆWs to further the use of AI in this space 

(Schaffer, 2017). For example, 81,C() Ls appl\LnJ 

elements of machine learning to private sector 

data through this partnership in order to create 

models that assist emergency response efforts 

�81,C()� 201��� )aFeERRN Ls pURYLdLnJ aJJUeJaW-

ed, real-time platform data for free to a handful of 

nRnpURĆWs sXFK as WKe $PeULFan 5ed CURss WR 

provide valuable information to provide disaster 

relief teams to help them determine where to dedi-

cate resources (O'Neil, 2017).

:KLle aUWLĆFLal LnWellLJenFe Ls alUead\ FKanJLnJ WKe 

way we live our lives on a daily basis, and the way it 

EeFRPes ePEedded Ln nRnpURĆW ZRUN and IXnd-

UaLsLnJ Ls lLNel\ WR JURZ� WKeUe UePaLns a ULsN Ln Uel\-

ing on algorithms. Algorithmic functions are based 

in logic and data, but there are many opportunities 

throughout the process to introduce or ignore bias. 

In addition, solving social problems requires 

nuance, social context, and understanding differing 

interpretations of fairness at which machines 

aUenèW lLNel\ WR e[Fel�

ME""A�IN� Ґ��ATBOT"ґ

Chatbots are a version of AI that enables users to 

êFKaWë ZLWK an aXWRPaWed s\sWeP E\ asNLnJ TXes-

tions and having the system determine and gener-

aWe WKe PRsW lLNel\ ansZeU� 7Ke\ enaEle EXsLnesses 

and nRnpURĆWs alLNe WR JLYe XseUs WKe LPPedLaWe 

responses they expect, without the burden of 

providing a constant customer service response. 

Chatbots can be embedded on messaging plat-

IRUPs lLNe )aFeERRN 0essenJeU� ([aPples RI nRn-

pURĆWs dRLnJ WKLs LnFlXde� Raheem.ai� a )aFeERRN 

Messenger bot for reporting and rating experiences 

ZLWK pRlLFe RIĆFeUs� ZKLFK pXElLFl\ UepRUWs anRn\-

PRXs daWa �5aKeeP $,� 201��� a FKaWERW sXUYe\ Xsed 

by The World Food Programme to gather information 

from migrants about local food prices and security in 

WKeLU KRPe FRPPXnLWLes �09$0%lRJ� 201��� WKe 

Climate Reality Project Xses a )aFeERRN 0essenJeU 

bot to alert subscribers to major events and offer 

aFWLRns WKe\ Fan WaNe Ln UespRnse �ClLPaWe 5ealLW\ 

3URMeFW� 201��� and HellR 9RWe, a chatbot from Fight 

IRU WKe )XWXUe Ln WKe 86 WKaW Xses We[W PessaJes and 

)aFeERRN PessenJeU WR send YRWeUs WKe LnIRUPaWLRn 

needed to vote such as polling locations and early 

YRWLnJ LnIRUPaWLRn �HellR9RWe� n�d��� 

In fundraising, chatbots provide opportunities to 

engage donors with a cause, soliciting donations and 

offering an interactive experience to learn about the 

cause or the impact of the donation. An international 

development charity, WaterAid, has developed a 

chatbot to connect donors to a villager in Sierra Leone 

and provides an interactive experience with messag-

es, videos, and photos of daily life and the impact of 

:aWeU$Ldès ZRUN Ln WKe FRPPXnLW\ �HREEs� 201���

VIRTUAL REALITY

$s 9LUWXal 5ealLW\ �95� FRnWLnXes WR Ee adRpWed Ln WKe 

mainstream, activities other than gaming may also 

EeFRPe ZLdel\�adRpWed applLFaWLRns� 9�CRPPeUFe� 

IRU e[aPple� LnWeJUaWes 95 LnWR WKe pXUFKasLnJ e[peUL-

ence to engage consumers with the product.

1Rn�pURĆWs aUe alUead\ XsLnJ 95 WR FRPPXnLFaWe WKe 

LPpRUWanFe RI WKeLU ZRUN �0aWWKeZs� 201��� 7Ke 

Sierra Club created an LPPeUsLYe 95 FlLPaWe FKanJe 

examples where successful bitcoin exchanges have 

Eeen KaFNed �6WLnFKFRPEe� 201��� 

BITCOIN AND 
CRYPTOCURRENCIES

Bitcoin, a cryptocurrency with a value determined 

E\ FRnsensXs UaWKeU WKan a FenWUal EanN s\sWeP RU 

political infrastructure, is becoming increasingly 

PaLnsWUeaP� 0an\ IRUZaUd�WKLnNLnJ nRn�pURĆWs 

are leveraging bitcoin and other cryptocurrencies 

IRU IXndUaLsLnJ å WKRXJK LW Ls FeUWaLnl\ nRW \eW PaLn-

stream. 

,n WKe 8nLWed 6WaWes� laUJe FKaULWLes sXFK as 7Ke 

5ed CURss� 8nLWed :a\ :RUldZLde� *UeenpeaFe� 

and Save the Children all accept bitcoin donations 

(Lamb, 2018). We also see examples of Bitcoin 

used for Canadian philanthropy. In Canada, Path-

ways to Education, a charity that helps low-income 

youth graduate high school, has been accepting 

Bitcoin donations since 2013 (Donate Bitcoin, 2017).

Similarly, a 2017 Christmas crowdfunding event in 

Toronto raised more than $200,000 for Covenant 

HRXse 7RURnWR XsLnJ a deFenWUalL]ed ElRFNFKaLn WeFK-

nology that facilitated cryptocurrencies from around 

WKe ZRUld �0eUU\ 0eUNle� n�d��� ,n Canada� FKaULWLes 

can offer tax receipts for the value of these donations 

as LI WKe\ ZeUe a JLIW Ln NLnd� KRZeYeU� dRnRUs FannRW

WaNe adYanWaJe RI WKe FapLWal JaLns e[ePpWLRns 

provided for gifts of other types of asset donations 

such as securities. (Financial Consumer Agency of 

Canada, 2018). 

6RPe nRnpURĆWs KaYe FUeaWed WKeLU RZn FXUUenFLes WR 

Kelp IXnd WKeLU ZRUN� sXFK as the CleanWater Coin, 

created for Charity:Water (Clean Water Coin, n.d.), 

and another coin created by the RootProject, to 

sXppRUW anWL�pRYeUW\ ZRUN �5RRW3URMeFW� n�d���

Again, it’s too early to tell whether cryptocurrencies 

will gain wider adoption, but savvy charities may be 

able to reach a new type of donor by meeting them 

where they are at. 

video, in partnership with the Environmental 

Media Association and RYOT, with a celebrity 

narrator to help people understand the drastic 

changes in our climate and create a sense of urgen-

cy for their cause (Sierra Club, 2015). The Clinton 

*lREal ,nLWLaWLYe �C*,� Xsed 95 and )aFeERRNès 

360 video to broadcast their video, “Inside Impact: 

East Africa” to more than a million people to 

pURYLde an LnWLPaWe lRRN aW KRZ WKe C*, Ls enaElLnJ 

local social change in these East African communi-

WLes �ClLnWRn *lREal ,nLWLaWLYe� 201��� 7Ke 95 e[pe-

rience offers more than just images of impact, but 

provides donors with the opportunity to feel the 

effects of their contributions. It remains to be seen 

just how widely this technology will be adopted to 

tell stories in the coming years.

BLOCKCHAIN

5eFRJnL]ed Ln 201� E\ WKe :RUld (FRnRPLF )RUXP 

as one of the top 10 emerging technologies (Mercy 

CRUps� 201��� %lRFNFKaLn Ls a dLsWULEXWed RU deFen-

WUalL]ed ledJeU WeFKnRlRJ\� RU lLsW� RI all WUansaFWLRns 

aFURss a peUsRn�WR�peUsRn neWZRUN� ,W allRZs IRU 

transactions to be captured digitally, authenticat-

ed, and ensures that the transactions cannot be 

FKanJed� ,Ws pXUpRse Ls WR enKanFe eIĆFLenF\� WUXsW� 

and transparency with transactions and is the tech-

nology underlying Bitcoin and other cryptocurren-

FLes� %lRFNFKaLn Ls nRW MXsW IRU dLJLWal pa\PenW

transactions, but has various other applications 

sXFK as sXEsFULpWLRns� UeFeLpWs� EanN aFFRXnWs� 

insurance policies, identity documents, and 

FRnWUaFWs� CanadLan EanNs KaYe alUead\ EeJXn WR 

e[plRUe ElRFNFKaLn WeFKnRlRJ\ IRU dLJLWal LdenWLW\� 

The technology is more secure and better at 

authentication compared to traditional systems, 

though the governance of the technology is not yet

clear. 

The Ixo Foundation, based in South Africa, is using 

ElRFNFKaLn WeFKnRlRJ\ WR deYelRp êWKe L[R pURWRFRlë WR 

verify claims of impact. Data becomes part of a global 

LPpaFW ledJeU WKaW Fan Ee aFFessed E\ RUJanL]aWLRns� 

governments, and researchers, and then used by 

nRn�pURĆWs as pURRI WR sXppRUW IXndLnJ aUUanJe-

ments. An example of this in practice is the Amply 

Project, a mobile app enabled with the ixo protocol to 

WUaFN aWWendanFe Ln 6RXWK $IULFan pUe�sFKRRls� 7Ke 

teachers log children's attendance, which is then 

FRnĆUPed E\ an eYalXaWRU� and WKen a YeULĆed FlaLP Ls 

created. These claims are used to access government 

sXEsLdLes� WKe\ aUe PRUe aFFXUaWe� YeULĆed� and less 

time-consuming than previous paper-based methods 

(Ixo Foundation, n.d.). 

In 2017, the United Nations’ World Food Pro-
gramme used Ethereum Blockchain to pilot a 
system with Syrian refugees based in Jordan who 
were given cryptocurrency vouchers to trade at 
selected markets. The platform was successfully 
used to record and authenticate transfers for 
about 10,000 individuals (del Castillo, 2017).

Though there are a growing number of possible use 

cases, and many positive examples of the technology’s 

Xse� nRW all YRLFes aUe pRsLWLYe� %lRFNFKaLn pURMeFWs 

need more time to prove themselves, and cryptocur-

UenF\ PaUNeW Ls YRlaWLle� ,n an online article, Kai 

6WLnFKFRPEe aUJXes WKaW ElRFNFKaLn Ls nRW WKe XWRpLF 

ansZeU WKaW Ze KaYe Eeen lRRNLnJ IRU� 7Ke sXFFessIXl 

Xse RI ElRFNFKaLn� Ke aUJXes� sWLll UelLes Rn WUXsWLnJ 

other humans to follow through and to verify transac-

WLRns �EeFaXse a UeJXlaU XseU Ls XnlLNel\ WR Ee aEle WR 

verify them on their own), and there are a number of 

ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE

7Ke sLPplesW Za\ WR desFULEe $UWLĆFLal ,nWellLJenFe 

�$,� Ls XsLnJ WeFKnRlRJ\ WR peUIRUP WasNs and sRlYe 

problems that previously could only be done by 

humans. AI learns and improves over time on its 

RZn EeFaXse RI WKe leaUnLnJ and Ćne�WXnLnJ alJR-

rithms embedded in it. It is rapidly changing and 

improving, and is now relevant for (and increasing-

l\� essenWLal WR� WKe nRn�pURĆW seFWRU� 

Charities have a massive amount of data, most 
of which is not being leveraged. Effectively
using AI to mine this data would be an opportu-
nity to increase and demonstrate charities’ 
impact (which donors are demanding more 
and more), speed up research, and build inter-
nal capacity.

While an element of competitiveness will also exist

due to scarce fundraising dollars, the shared desire 

for public good in the charitable sector opens up 

opportunities for data sharing that, combined with 

the power of AI, could be substantial for the sector.

$s WKe FRsW RI $, dURps� WeFKnRlRJ\�Eased nRnpURĆWs 

around the world are starting to use it. An example of 

WKLs Ls 3$:6� an RUJanL]aWLRn dedLFaWed WR FRPEaWLnJ 

poaching, which is employing modeling and machine 

leaUnLnJ WR Kelp paUN UanJeUs Pap RXW paWURl aUeas WR 

proactively respond to poaching threats (Derla, 

2016).

$s ZLWK an\ neZ WeFKnRlRJ\� WKe ULsN Ls WKaW LW ZLll nRW

be accessible for social good purposes despite its 

pURPLse� dXe WR FRsW RU WR a laFN RI EURadl\ dLsWULEXWed 

NnRZ�KRZ� :LWK WKaW Ln PLnd� seYeUal WeFK JLanWs 

LnFlXdLnJ *RRJle� ,%0� 0LFURsRIW� )aFeERRN� and 

$Pa]Rn KaYe FUeaWed a 3aUWneUsKLp Rn $, WR %eneĆW 

People and Society with four goals: to develop and 

sKaUe EesW pUaFWLFes� pURYLde an Rpen and LnFlXsLYe 

plaWIRUP IRU dLsFXssLRn and enJaJePenW� adYanFe 

pXElLF XndeUsWandLnJ� and LdenWLI\ and IRsWeU aspLUa-

WLRnal eIIRUWs Ln $, IRU sRFLall\ EeneĆFLal pXUpRses 

Our dependence on digital data and infrastructure is now complete. Even if you don’t do 
everything online or on mobile, non-profits, foundations, and donors are digitally depen-
dent. The most important thing about this is everything—because digital doesn’t work 
the way analog does. It presents us with new opportunities and new responsibilities. 
(Shelnutt, 2017).
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growing list of tech companies are partnering with 

nRn�pURĆWs to further the use of AI in this space 

(Schaffer, 2017). For example, 81,C() Ls appl\LnJ 

elements of machine learning to private sector 

data through this partnership in order to create 

models that assist emergency response efforts 

�81,C()� 201��� )aFeERRN Ls pURYLdLnJ aJJUeJaW-

ed, real-time platform data for free to a handful of 

nRnpURĆWs sXFK as WKe $PeULFan 5ed CURss WR 

provide valuable information to provide disaster 

relief teams to help them determine where to dedi-

cate resources (O'Neil, 2017).

:KLle aUWLĆFLal LnWellLJenFe Ls alUead\ FKanJLnJ WKe 

way we live our lives on a daily basis, and the way it 

EeFRPes ePEedded Ln nRnpURĆW ZRUN and IXnd-

UaLsLnJ Ls lLNel\ WR JURZ� WKeUe UePaLns a ULsN Ln Uel\-

ing on algorithms. Algorithmic functions are based 

in logic and data, but there are many opportunities 

throughout the process to introduce or ignore bias. 

In addition, solving social problems requires 

nuance, social context, and understanding differing 

interpretations of fairness at which machines 

aUenèW lLNel\ WR e[Fel�

ME""A�IN� Ґ��ATBOT"ґ

Chatbots are a version of AI that enables users to 

êFKaWë ZLWK an aXWRPaWed s\sWeP E\ asNLnJ TXes-

tions and having the system determine and gener-

aWe WKe PRsW lLNel\ ansZeU� 7Ke\ enaEle EXsLnesses 

and nRnpURĆWs alLNe WR JLYe XseUs WKe LPPedLaWe 

responses they expect, without the burden of 

providing a constant customer service response. 

Chatbots can be embedded on messaging plat-

IRUPs lLNe )aFeERRN 0essenJeU� ([aPples RI nRn-

pURĆWs dRLnJ WKLs LnFlXde� Raheem.ai� a )aFeERRN 

Messenger bot for reporting and rating experiences 

ZLWK pRlLFe RIĆFeUs� ZKLFK pXElLFl\ UepRUWs anRn\-

PRXs daWa �5aKeeP $,� 201��� a FKaWERW sXUYe\ Xsed 

by The World Food Programme to gather information 

from migrants about local food prices and security in 

WKeLU KRPe FRPPXnLWLes �09$0%lRJ� 201��� WKe 

Climate Reality Project Xses a )aFeERRN 0essenJeU 

bot to alert subscribers to major events and offer 

aFWLRns WKe\ Fan WaNe Ln UespRnse �ClLPaWe 5ealLW\ 

3URMeFW� 201��� and HellR 9RWe, a chatbot from Fight 

IRU WKe )XWXUe Ln WKe 86 WKaW Xses We[W PessaJes and 

)aFeERRN PessenJeU WR send YRWeUs WKe LnIRUPaWLRn 

needed to vote such as polling locations and early 

YRWLnJ LnIRUPaWLRn �HellR9RWe� n�d��� 

In fundraising, chatbots provide opportunities to 

engage donors with a cause, soliciting donations and 

offering an interactive experience to learn about the 

cause or the impact of the donation. An international 

development charity, WaterAid, has developed a 

chatbot to connect donors to a villager in Sierra Leone 

and provides an interactive experience with messag-

es, videos, and photos of daily life and the impact of 

:aWeU$Ldès ZRUN Ln WKe FRPPXnLW\ �HREEs� 201���

VIRTUAL REALITY

$s 9LUWXal 5ealLW\ �95� FRnWLnXes WR Ee adRpWed Ln WKe 

mainstream, activities other than gaming may also 

EeFRPe ZLdel\�adRpWed applLFaWLRns� 9�CRPPeUFe� 

IRU e[aPple� LnWeJUaWes 95 LnWR WKe pXUFKasLnJ e[peUL-

ence to engage consumers with the product.

1Rn�pURĆWs aUe alUead\ XsLnJ 95 WR FRPPXnLFaWe WKe 

LPpRUWanFe RI WKeLU ZRUN �0aWWKeZs� 201��� 7Ke 

Sierra Club created an LPPeUsLYe 95 FlLPaWe FKanJe 

examples where successful bitcoin exchanges have 

Eeen KaFNed �6WLnFKFRPEe� 201��� 

BITCOIN AND 
CRYPTOCURRENCIES

Bitcoin, a cryptocurrency with a value determined 

E\ FRnsensXs UaWKeU WKan a FenWUal EanN s\sWeP RU 

political infrastructure, is becoming increasingly 

PaLnsWUeaP� 0an\ IRUZaUd�WKLnNLnJ nRn�pURĆWs 

are leveraging bitcoin and other cryptocurrencies 

IRU IXndUaLsLnJ å WKRXJK LW Ls FeUWaLnl\ nRW \eW PaLn-

stream. 

,n WKe 8nLWed 6WaWes� laUJe FKaULWLes sXFK as 7Ke 

5ed CURss� 8nLWed :a\ :RUldZLde� *UeenpeaFe� 

and Save the Children all accept bitcoin donations 

(Lamb, 2018). We also see examples of Bitcoin 

used for Canadian philanthropy. In Canada, Path-

ways to Education, a charity that helps low-income 

youth graduate high school, has been accepting 

Bitcoin donations since 2013 (Donate Bitcoin, 2017). 

Similarly, a 2017 Christmas crowdfunding event in 

Toronto raised more than $200,000 for Covenant 

HRXse 7RURnWR XsLnJ a deFenWUalL]ed ElRFNFKaLn WeFK-

nology that facilitated cryptocurrencies from around 

WKe ZRUld �0eUU\ 0eUNle� n�d��� ,n Canada� FKaULWLes 

can offer tax receipts for the value of these donations 

as LI WKe\ ZeUe a JLIW Ln NLnd� KRZeYeU� dRnRUs FannRW 

WaNe adYanWaJe RI WKe FapLWal JaLns e[ePpWLRns 

provided for gifts of other types of asset donations 

such as securities. (Financial Consumer Agency of 

Canada, 2018). 

6RPe nRnpURĆWs KaYe FUeaWed WKeLU RZn FXUUenFLes WR 

Kelp IXnd WKeLU ZRUN� sXFK as the CleanWater Coin, 

created for Charity:Water (Clean Water Coin, n.d.), 

and another coin created by the RootProject, to 

sXppRUW anWL�pRYeUW\ ZRUN �5RRW3URMeFW� n�d���

Again, it’s too early to tell whether cryptocurrencies 

will gain wider adoption, but savvy charities may be 

able to reach a new type of donor by meeting them 

where they are at. 

video, in partnership with the Environmental 

Media Association and RYOT, with a celebrity 

narrator to help people understand the drastic 

changes in our climate and create a sense of urgen-

cy for their cause (Sierra Club, 2015). The Clinton 

*lREal ,nLWLaWLYe �C*,� Xsed 95 and )aFeERRNès 

360 video to broadcast their video, “Inside Impact: 

East Africa” to more than a million people to 

pURYLde an LnWLPaWe lRRN aW KRZ WKe C*, Ls enaElLnJ 

local social change in these East African communi-

WLes �ClLnWRn *lREal ,nLWLaWLYe� 201��� 7Ke 95 e[pe-

rience offers more than just images of impact, but 

provides donors with the opportunity to feel the 

effects of their contributions. It remains to be seen 

just how widely this technology will be adopted to 

tell stories in the coming years.

BLOCKCHAIN

5eFRJnL]ed Ln 201� E\ WKe :RUld (FRnRPLF )RUXP 

as one of the top 10 emerging technologies (Mercy 

CRUps� 201��� %lRFNFKaLn Ls a dLsWULEXWed RU deFen-

WUalL]ed ledJeU WeFKnRlRJ\� RU lLsW� RI all WUansaFWLRns 

aFURss a peUsRn�WR�peUsRn neWZRUN� ,W allRZs IRU 

transactions to be captured digitally, authenticat-

ed, and ensures that the transactions cannot be 

FKanJed� ,Ws pXUpRse Ls WR enKanFe eIĆFLenF\� WUXsW� 

and transparency with transactions and is the tech-

nology underlying Bitcoin and other cryptocurren-

FLes� %lRFNFKaLn Ls nRW MXsW IRU dLJLWal pa\PenW 

transactions, but has various other applications 

sXFK as sXEsFULpWLRns� UeFeLpWs� EanN aFFRXnWs� 

insurance policies, identity documents, and 

FRnWUaFWs� CanadLan EanNs KaYe alUead\ EeJXn WR 

e[plRUe ElRFNFKaLn WeFKnRlRJ\ IRU dLJLWal LdenWLW\� 

The technology is more secure and better at 

authentication compared to traditional systems, 

though the governance of the technology is not yet 

clear. 

The Ixo Foundation, based in South Africa, is using 

ElRFNFKaLn WeFKnRlRJ\ WR deYelRp êWKe L[R pURWRFRlë WR 

verify claims of impact. Data becomes part of a global 

LPpaFW ledJeU WKaW Fan Ee aFFessed E\ RUJanL]aWLRns� 

governments, and researchers, and then used by 

nRn�pURĆWs as pURRI WR sXppRUW IXndLnJ aUUanJe-

ments. An example of this in practice is the Amply 

Project, a mobile app enabled with the ixo protocol to 

WUaFN aWWendanFe Ln 6RXWK $IULFan pUe�sFKRRls� 7Ke 

teachers log children's attendance, which is then 

FRnĆUPed E\ an eYalXaWRU� and WKen a YeULĆed FlaLP Ls 

created. These claims are used to access government 

sXEsLdLes� WKe\ aUe PRUe aFFXUaWe� YeULĆed� and less 

time-consuming than previous paper-based methods 

(Ixo Foundation, n.d.). 

In 2017, the United Nations’ World Food Pro-
gramme used Ethereum Blockchain to pilot a 
system with Syrian refugees based in Jordan who 
were given cryptocurrency vouchers to trade at 
selected markets. The platform was successfully 
used to record and authenticate transfers for 
about 10,000 individuals (del Castillo, 2017).

Though there are a growing number of possible use 

cases, and many positive examples of the technology’s 

Xse� nRW all YRLFes aUe pRsLWLYe� %lRFNFKaLn pURMeFWs 

need more time to prove themselves, and cryptocur-

UenF\ PaUNeW Ls YRlaWLle� ,n an online article, Kai 

6WLnFKFRPEe aUJXes WKaW ElRFNFKaLn Ls nRW WKe XWRpLF 

ansZeU WKaW Ze KaYe Eeen lRRNLnJ IRU� 7Ke sXFFessIXl 

Xse RI ElRFNFKaLn� Ke aUJXes� sWLll UelLes Rn WUXsWLnJ 

other humans to follow through and to verify transac-

WLRns �EeFaXse a UeJXlaU XseU Ls XnlLNel\ WR Ee aEle WR 

verify them on their own), and there are a number of 

ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE

7Ke sLPplesW Za\ WR desFULEe $UWLĆFLal ,nWellLJenFe 

�$,� Ls XsLnJ WeFKnRlRJ\ WR peUIRUP WasNs and sRlYe 

problems that previously could only be done by 

humans. AI learns and improves over time on its 

RZn EeFaXse RI WKe leaUnLnJ and Ćne�WXnLnJ alJR-

rithms embedded in it. It is rapidly changing and 

improving, and is now relevant for (and increasing-

l\� essenWLal WR� WKe nRn�pURĆW seFWRU� 

Charities have a massive amount of data, most 
of which is not being leveraged. Effectively 
using AI to mine this data would be an opportu-
nity to increase and demonstrate charities’ 
impact (which donors are demanding more 
and more), speed up research, and build inter-
nal capacity. 

While an element of competitiveness will also exist 

due to scarce fundraising dollars, the shared desire 

for public good in the charitable sector opens up 

opportunities for data sharing that, combined with 

the power of AI, could be substantial for the sector.

$s WKe FRsW RI $, dURps� WeFKnRlRJ\�Eased nRnpURĆWs 

around the world are starting to use it. An example of 

WKLs Ls 3$:6� an RUJanL]aWLRn dedLFaWed WR FRPEaWLnJ 

poaching, which is employing modeling and machine 

leaUnLnJ WR Kelp paUN UanJeUs Pap RXW paWURl aUeas WR 

proactively respond to poaching threats (Derla, 

2016).

$s ZLWK an\ neZ WeFKnRlRJ\� WKe ULsN Ls WKaW LW ZLll nRW 

be accessible for social good purposes despite its 

pURPLse� dXe WR FRsW RU WR a laFN RI EURadl\ dLsWULEXWed 

NnRZ�KRZ� :LWK WKaW Ln PLnd� seYeUal WeFK JLanWs 

LnFlXdLnJ *RRJle� ,%0� 0LFURsRIW� )aFeERRN� and 

$Pa]Rn KaYe FUeaWed a 3aUWneUsKLp Rn $, WR %eneĆW 

People and Society with four goals: to develop and 

sKaUe EesW pUaFWLFes� pURYLde an Rpen and LnFlXsLYe 

plaWIRUP IRU dLsFXssLRn and enJaJePenW� adYanFe 

pXElLF XndeUsWandLnJ� and LdenWLI\ and IRsWeU aspLUa-

WLRnal eIIRUWs Ln $, IRU sRFLall\ EeneĆFLal pXUpRses 
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