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Abstract 
 
 In recent years, environment-related social issues have attracted increasing attention, 
which has resulted in increasing concern and provision of resources to environmental NGOs 
and foundations in China. However, the environment is still in general a marginal field for 
domestic foundations. There are significant differences in different areas and grant giving 
modes. This paper uses both qualitative and quantitative studies to examine foundations that 
give charitable grants to solve environmental problems in China. It looks at not only their 
background, financial status and project control, but also their granting method, logic, and 
relationship with grantees. By taking project grant-making cases of environmental 
foundations as an example, this report overviews four current popular grant giving modes. 
This report tries to discuss how environmental foundations can serve as both platform and 
driving force of the environmental protection movement in China, and its limits of doing 
these through investigating the basic situation of domestic environmental foundations. 
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I. Research Background and Significance   
 
According to the data of China Foundation Center, as of August 27, 2013, there are up to 
3302 foundations in Mainland China, and this number is still increasing. Nowadays, 
foundations have gradually become an important platform for collecting charitable resources 
in the society. Especially in the period of social transformation, plenty of spaces for non-
profit sector have been released. Foundations is developing under this circumstance, in which 
social environment and policy tend to be more supporting. Therefore, it is necessary to study 
the development of foundations in multiple dimensions in order to foster the sustainable and 
vibrant development of foundation industry.  
 
Foundations provide service for different fields according to their professional roles in 
specific spheres. The study on foundations from the aspect of their service dimensions can 
show us the distribution of donations in the public welfare undertakings and potential 
reservations for civic philanthropy. At present, studies in China focusing on the service 
dimensions of foundations are few, especially so are comprehensive studies on the current 
situation of foundations providing service for one specific field, for instance, environment.  
 
This study will focus on foundations involved in the field of environmental protection. In 
recent years, social issues concerning environmental problems have drawn increasing 
attention, and the public awareness of environmental protection has been on the rise. Data 
shows greater efforts have been made in the dimension of  environmental protection by 
foundations since the 1980s1. However, environmental foundations in general are marginal, 
only account for about 3% of all the foundations. In addition, the field of environmental 
protection is not included in the top ten most concerns fields, no matter it is for both public or 
private foundations2. 
 
At the same time, environmental protection has become an important field to non-
governmental organizations, among which environmental non-governmental organizations 
account for a relative large proportion. According to a survey by Tsinghua University in 
2004, NGOs involved in environmental protection accounted for 22.89% of the NGOs, 
ENGOs with environmental protection at its core mission only accounted to 1.15%, NGOs 
frequently involved in environmental protection and also engaged in other spheres 5.38%, 
and marginal ENGOs 16.36%. Thus, it can be inferred that there are nearly 3,000 exclusive 
ENGOs, and over 11,000 inclusive ENGOs, and nearly 30,000 marginal ENGOs, amounting 
to over 40,000 NGOs involved in the environmental protection undertakings.3 This number 
is still growing within recent years4. 
 
With regard to foundations, the gap between the mounting social demand and its insufficient 
professional supports urges us to pay more attention to the current situation of  the 
environmental foundations. 
                                                
1The	  Development	  of	  Chinese	  Foundations:	  An	  Independent	  Research	  Report	   in	  2011	  by	  Kang	  Xiaoguang,	  Feng	  Li,	  Cheng	  
Gang	  [M].	  Social	  Sciences	  Academic	  Press,	  2011:128	  
2Annual	  Report	  on	  China’s	  Philanthropy	  Development（2012）by	  Yang	  Tuan	  [M].Social	  Sciences	  Academic	  Press,2012:143	  
3China’s	  Environmental	  Protection	  NGO:	  the	  Value	  Foundation	  of	  Actions	  by	  Tao	  Chuanjin	  [J].	  Academia	  
Bimestris,2005,02:44-‐47	  
4	  Same	  as	  2.	  
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Moreover, more foundation professionals have realized that, if  foundations are willing to 
allocate resources in a more effective way, they need to shift their focus from the self-
operated ones to ones that provide grants. The latter type of foundations calls for adequate 
capital and a stable source of funds, or strong ability of fundraising. However, most 
foundations could not reach these requirements. A study on private foundations, conducted 
by the Civil Society Research Center of The Chinese University of Hong Kong and School of 
Philanthropy of SYSU in 2012, showed that only 8.9% foundations directly provided grants 
to NGOs5. In addtion, most private foundations operate projects on their own and do not 
entrust projects to the grassroot associations. Public foundations, with the legitimacy to 
mobilize the public and raise funds, should act as a mediation of turning social resources into 
public service by forming public philanthropic chains with  grassroots organizations. 
However, the fact is that, a large number of self-operated projects undermines public 
foundations’ specific roles of linking social resources and philanthropic organizations, and 
thus results in an inefficient allocation of public resources. 
 
Considering these problems, this study will try to look at their natures, roles, and limits as 
foundations impact on environmental problems in China. In this paper, the “environmental 
foundation” is defined as foundation giving attention to environmental problems, more 
specifically, ones that provide grants or operate projects for solving environment-related 
problems. 
 
This report will mainly focus on the following three aspects: 

• First, the basic condition of domestic environmental foundations. 
• Second, the financial situation of  domestic environment foundations. 
• Third, the granting models of domestic environment foundations.  

 
In general, many researches on China’s foundations provide individual description6. This 
report, however, uses sociological quantitative research and anthropological qualitative 
approaches, conducts empirical study of the above-mentioned aspects, and combines 
statistical description of a large sample of foundations with cases studies. In addition, the 
general data was updated in August 2014, but the major financial information was updated to 
2012, as some of the data in 2012 is lacking from China Foundations Center. Therefore, 
rather than a most updated data report, this research aims to show a comprehensive picture 
and its developing trend of environmental foundation in China. This report is intended to 
provide valuable knowledge for environmental foundations’ further development. 
 
 
II. Methodology   
 
This research adopts both quantitative and qualitative methods to collect data. For 
quantitative data collecting method, it consists of real-time data from China Foundation 
Center and data collected from related literature and internet sources. Specific technical 
routes are as followed: 
                                                
5Non-‐public	  Fund	  Raising	  Foundation	  Capital	  Management	  and	  Use	  	  Status	  Research	  Report	  by	  Lai	  Weijun	  [M]/Annual	  
Report	  on	  China’s	  Philanthropy	  Development（2012）by	  Zhu	  Jiangang,	  Social	  Sciences	  Academic	  Press,2013:93	  
6The	  Analysis	  of	  China’s	  Foundation	  Development	  by	  Ge	  Daoshun,	  Shang	  Yusheng,	  Yang	  Tuan,	  Ma	  Xi	  Social	  [M].	  Sciences	  
Academic	  Press,2009:14	  
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(I) Select foundations classified as “environmental” as the object of this study among all the 
foundations included in the Foundation Center Network. 
 
(II) Input the following information about environmental foundations7: 
 
1. Basic characteristics: name, province, time of establishment, type, number of personnel, 
the scope of services. 
2. Financial situation: the original capital, the year-end net assets of 2012, annual income, 
and annual expenditure. 
3. Project status: the number of projects in 2012, and the operating modes of these projects. 
 
(III) Check the input data by sampling for many times to ensure its accuracy.  
 
(IV) Apply STATA, a statistical software, to make detailed statistical description of the input 
data. 
 
In addition to data analyzing, this report also takes heed of individual cases of funding. The 
semi-structural interviews on granting models of foundations had been done by the same 
research group during 2011-2012. For better understanding, this report extracts the essential 
outcome of these case studies. In this way, the existing and feasible modes of granting for 
environmental foundations have been discussed. 
 
 
III. The Basic Situation of Domestic Environmental Foundations 
 
According to the definition of environmental foundation in this study, we identified 107 such 
foundations existing, accounting only for 2.7% of the total number of domestic foundations7. 
In China, the field of environmental protection is not yet a major funding area for 
foundations. However, since the late 1980s, rising attentions were paid to environmental 
issues by the foundations. Since 2004, the number of environmental foundations was seen 
rapid growth. This rise is contributed by those private environmental foundations. In 2005, 
the number of private environmental foundations exceeded the public ones whose growth rate 
is climbing in general as well but was outpaced by the former.  
 
By the end of 2011, 85.5% of private foundations have been established since the Regulation 
on Foundation Administration has been released in 20048. Similarly, this structural trend in 
development of foundations can be seen among environmental foundations. 
 
Among 395 foundations established in 2011, the foundations whose priorities involve 
environment protection failed to rank in top ten (see Figure 1). As to all the foundations in 
China, the field of environmental protection was also excluded from the top ten fields in 2011 
(see Figure 2). 
 

                                                
7Data	  was	  input	  in	  August,	  2013	  and	  updated	  in	  August,	  2014.	  The	  majority	  financial	  and	  project	  information	  is	  of	  2012.	  A	  
few	  foundations	  lack	  information	  of	  2012,	  so	  corresponding	  information	  of	  2011	  was	  used.	  	  	  	  
8The	  Development	  of	  Chinese	  Foundations:An	  Independent	  Research	  Report	  in	  2011	  by	  Kang	  Xiaoguang,	  Feng	  Li,Cheng	  
Gang	  [M].Social	  Sciences	  Academic	  Press,2011:7	  
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Figure 1: Distribution of service priorities of foundations established in 2011 9 
 
 

 
Figure 2: Distribution of priorities of nationwide foundations10 
 
With regard to the fund-raising types of environmental foundations, private ones amount to 
55 while public ones 52, respectively 51.4% and 48.6% of the total. This ratio is close to that 
of nationwide foundations in 2011, with  public and private ones respectively accounting for 
46.3% and 53.8%. 
 
As for the fund-raising regions, domestic environmental foundations include local 
environmental foundations and national environmental foundations, respectively making up 
86% and 14%. 
 
As for the distribution of local foundations, the majority ones are located in eastern China 
(see Figure 3)11. Among the 92 environmental foundations, 55 are located in the eastern 
                                                
9Resource:The	  Development	  of	  Chinese	  Foundations:An	  Independent	  Research	  Report	  in	  2013	  from	  Foundations	  Center	  
Website	  [M].Social	  Sciences	  Academic	  Press,2013:6	  
10Source:	  the	  same	  as	  2.	  
11Eastern	  China	  includes:Beijing,	  Tianjin,	  Hebei,	  Liaoning,Shanghai,	  Jiangsu,	  Zhejiang,	  Fujian,	  Shandong,	  Guangdong,	  
Hainan	  11	  provinces	  (municipality	  );	  Middle	  China	  includes:	  Heilongjiang,	  Jilin,	  Shanxi,	  Anhui,	  Jiangxi,	  Henan,Hubei,Hunan	  8	  
provinces;	  Western	  China	  includes:	  Neimenggu,Guangxi,	  Chongqing,Sichuan,	  Guizhou,	  	  
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region, 9 in the middle region, and 28 in the western region, respectively make up 59.8%, 
9.8% and 30.4%. Four out of the top five provinces and municipalities in terms of the number 
of environment foundations they possess are located in the eastern region, namely Beijing, 
Guangdong, Zhejiang and Shanghai (see Table 1). Beijing has 25 environmental foundations, 
outnumbering that of other provinces, and then Guangdong follows with 16 ones. The 
environmental foundations in other provinces are less than 10.  
 

 
Figure 3: Regional distribution of environmental foundations 
 
 
Table 1: Provincial distribution of environmental foundations 
 

Province Region Environmental  
Foundations (#) 

 
  % 

Beijing  Eastern 16 17.4 

Guangdong Eastern 14 15.2 

Inner Mongolia  Western  7   7.6 

Zhejiang Eastern  6   6.5 

Shanghai Eastern  6   6.5 

Yunnan Western  5  5.4 

Hubei Middle  3  3.3 

Gansu Western  3  3.3 

Hainan Eastern  3  3.3 

Hebei Eastern  3  3.3 

Jiangsu Eastern  3  3.3 

                                                                                                                                                  
Yunnan,Xizang,Shanxi,Gansu,Qinghai,Ningxia	  and	  Xinjiang	  12	  provinces(autonomous	  region	  and	  municipality)	  
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Sichuan Western  3  3.3 

Tibet Western  3  3.3 

Fujian Eastern  2  2.2 

Guizhou Western  2  2.2 

Jilin Middle   2  2.2 

Jiangxi Middle   2  2.2 

Qinghai Western  2  2.2 

Shandong Eastern  2  2.2 

Anhui Middle   1  1.1 

Guangxi Western  1  1.1 

Hunan Middle   1  1.1 

Shaanxi Western  1  1.1 

Xinjiang Western  1  1.1 

Total  92 100 
 
This reflects the imbalanced distribution of domestic environmental foundations in terms of 
regions, with the eastern developed regions holding the majority and the middle and western 
regions possessing a small number of environmental foundations. This regional distribution 
status is consistent with that of national foundations12. 
 
 
IV. The Financial Situation of Domestic Environmental Foundations 
 
As a key member of the non-profit sector, foundations can support other non-profit 
organizations with a large amount of funds. It is necessary to look at their financial strength, 
fund-raising channels and sources, and the allocation of funds of foundations, which 
constitute the basis for operating and funding projects. 
 
(I) The Original Funds and the Year-end Net Assets of 2012 
 
Data shows that the original total funds of nationwide environmental foundations reach 1.48 
billion yuan, with the year-end net assets of 2012 included, amount to 4.64 billion yuan, 
whose increase rate of assets is 9.4 times higher than that of the original total funds. 
Excluding the extremes, 50% environmental foundations have seen assets increased less than 
1.7 times (see Table 2). 
 
Table 2: The original funds and the year-end net assets of 2012 of domestic 
environmental foundations 
                                                
12The	  Development	  of	  Chinese	  Foundations	  Report	  in	  2011	  by	  Liang	  Yucheng	  [M]./	  Annual	  Report	  on	  China’s	  Civic	  
Philanthropy	  Development（2011）by	  Zhu	  Jiangang,	  Social	  Sciences	  Academic	  Press,2012:42	  
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Unit: RMB 

 Total value  Average 
value 

Median 
value 

 Minimum 
value 

Maximum 
value 

Original funds 1,482,650,000 14,680,000  4,000,000   2,000,000 500,000,000 

The year-end net 
assets of 2012 

4,642,734,000 50,464,000 8,491,000   95,000 889,852,000 

Increased times 
of Assets 

——   94,000   17,000    500   4,449,000 

 
To compare the overall financial status between public and private environmental 
foundations (see table 3), it can be concluded that private foundations are higher than public 
fund raising foundations in terms of original funds and year-end total net assets of 2012. 
However, though the former’s average value is higher than the later one on the mentioned 
two financial factors, they are amplified by extremes. In terms of median values, the public 
ones outpace the private ones. Thus, what can be concluded is that the overall financial scale 
of private environmental foundations is larger than that of the public ones while the public 
ones share more balanced financial strength compared with that of private ones. As to fund 
growth, the public ones enjoy a 2.2 times increase of the median value, higher than that of the 
private ones. This indicates that the public ones, though with less total assets than the private 
ones, have faster growth rate of total assets, thanks to their longer time of operation which 
provides them more time for asset accumulation. As for the overall situation of domestic 
foundations by 2011, the public fund-raising foundations outperform the private ones in 
terms of the total value and average value of both the original funds and year-end net asset13. 
With the continuous development of the private foundations, the private environmental ones 
will play a greater role in reserving assets for funding the environmental protection. 
 
Table 3: Comparison of overall financial status between public and non-public fund-
raising environmental foundations 
 
Unit: Yuan 

 Type Total value  Average 
value 

Median 
value 

 Minimum 
value 

Maximum 
value 

Original 
funds 

 Public  345,450,000 7,050,000  4,000,000   4,000,000 50,000,000 

Non-public 1,137,200,000 21,869,000  2,000,000     2,000,000 500,000,000 

The year-
end net 
assets of 
2012 

 Public  2,051,400,000 46,623,000 10,003,000  441,000 570,917,000 

Non-public 2,591,334,000 53,986,000  5,567,000   95,000 889,852,000 

Increased  Public  ——    61,000 22,000 600  714,000 

                                                
13The	  Development	  of	  Chinese	  Foundations	  Report	  by	  Liu	  Zhongxiang	  (2012)	  [M].	  Social	  Sciences	  Academic	  Press,	  2013:	  13、
20	  
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times of  
Assets 

Non-public ——   124,000 14,000 500 4,449,000 

 
Differences of financial scales among environmental foundations in various regions can be 
seen in Table 4. The original total fund of environmental foundations in eastern regions 
amounts to 330 million yuan and the average value is 6.326 million yuan, both higher than 
those of foundations in middle and western regions. In terms of the year-end net assets of 
2012, the total value and average value of environmental foundations in western regions are 
respectively 1.16 billion yuan and 60.954 million yuan, both higher than those of foundations 
in the middle and eastern regions. This demonstrates the evident increase of assets in 
foundations in western regions. Environmental foundations in the middle regions ranks first 
with regard to the median value concerning the year-end net assets of 2012. As to the 
increased times of assets, the average value and median value of environmental foundations 
in the western regions are higher than those of foundations in the middle and eastern regions. 
Generally speaking, most of capital resources are observed inclining to flow into 
environmental foundations in the western regions in recent years. 
 
Table 4: The statistical value of original fund and the year-end net assets of 2012 of 
environmental foundations in eastern, middle, and western regions 
 
Unit: Yuan 
 
 Region Total value  Average 

value 
Median 
value 

 Minimum 
value 

Maximum 
value 

Original funds Eastern  328,950,000 6,326,000 3,000,000  2,000,000 100,000,000 

Middle  50,200,000 5,578,000 4,000,000  2,000,000 16,000,000 

Western  105,500,000 4,220,000 4,000,000  2,000,000 10,000,000 

The year-end 
net assets of 
2012 

Eastern  927,890,000 18,937,000 5,280,000  225,000 219,211,000 

Middle  140,185,000 15,576,000 9,085,000   95,000 67,874,000 

Western  1,158,122,00
0 

60,954,000 7,518,000 1,835,000 889,852,000 

Increased times 
of  Assets 

Eastern  ——   35,000 15,000   1,000 206,000 

Middle  ——   24,000 16,000 500 65,000 

Western  ——  266,000 21,000 5,000 4,449,000 
 
Notes: the calculated samples are local environmental foundations. 
 
 
(II) Donation Income 
 
This part is intended to focus on the donation income of environmental foundation. Donation 
is important source to the income of environmental foundation, which takes up a proportion 
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of 72.4% in total income on average, which is much higher than other incomes (investment 
income, service income, governmental allowance which take up a proportion of  8.0%, 0.4%, 
and 3.7% in total income on average respectively). 
 
Therefore, donation income is the operation motive power to environmental foundations (also 
include other types of foundations). When we further investigate different donation subjects 
(table 5), first, we can find the main donation comes from domestic organizations and 
institutes, which takes up a proportion of 63.6% in total on average; second, it is the donation 
of domestic individuals which takes up a proportion of 17.2% in total on average; while 
overseas organizations and institutes and individuals take up 4.1% and 0.9% respectively on 
average. A conclusion can be drawn that the donation of foundations mainly come from 
domestic, among which, mainly from organizations. 
 
Meanwhile, we can also see that, the donation source quantity of public fund raising 
foundation is more than non-public fund raising one. The donation proportions of the later 
received from overseas individuals and organizations and institutes are 0.009% and 0.3% in 
total respectively, which is far less than the former. This proves that the donation of private 
foundations rely more on domestic and particularly organizations, comparatively their 
donation from overseas is less.  
 
In respect to regional environmental foundations, the eastern region received more domestic 
institutes and organizations’ donation sources which totals 27 million Yuan and takes up a 
proportion of 66.1% in total. These figures are all higher than the ones in middle and western 
environmental foundations. While the foundations in the middle regions rely more on 
domestic individuals’ donation which takes up 44.7% and it is far higher than that of the 
other two regions. 
 
Table 5: Structural Compare of 2012 Annual Donation Income of Different Types of 
Foundation  
 

Type of 
Foundation 

Domestic Individual Domestic 
Organization 

Overseas 
Individual 

Overseas 
Organization 

Total 
amount 

% Total amount % Total 
amount 

% Total 
amount 

% 

Overall 218,649,000 17.2 1,402,423,000 63.6 5,392,000 0.9 107,140,000 4.1 

Type of 
Donation 

        

Public Fund 
Raising 

149,505,000 15.3 759,204,000 63.2 5,370,000 1.9 105,495,000 8.2 

Non-Public Fund 
Raising 

 69,144,000 19.0 643,219,000 63.9   22,000 0.0
09 

  1,645,000 0.3 

Region in China         

Eastern  46,748,000 16.1 271,724,000 66.1 2,814,000 0.1 57,182,000 3.4 

Middle  61,662,000 44.7  14,308,000 21.7   0.0 0.0   348,000 0.3 
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Western   9,453,000 12.8 130,638,000 63.1 1,480,000 4.1  4,165,000 9.5 

 
Notes:  
The calculation of this table is based on 4 main donation sources of foundation only and other 
sources of donation is excluded. Therefore the sum up of different donation sources 
proportion is less than 100%. 
The samples used to compare are regional environmental foundations.  
 
 
(III) Annual Expenditure 
 
The total expenditure of domestic environmental foundations in 2012 is 1.41 billion Yuan 
(table 6). By comparison, substantial differences are shown on overall expenditure between 
public and non-public fund raising foundations which are 1 billion and 410 million 
respectively. Regional differences are seen on expenditures as well. The overall expenditure 
of eastern, middle, western regional environmental foundations are 3,700 million, 700 million 
and 2,600 million, respectively.   
 
Table 6: Comparison of Annual Expenditure of Different Foundations (2012) 

Type of 
Foundation 

Expenditure on Civic 
Philanthropy  

Salary Welfare 
Expenditure  

Administration 
Expenditure 

Total Expenditure 

Total amount % Total 
amount 

% Total 
amount 

% Total amount 

Overall 1,331,943,000 80.3 34,444,000 4.2 30,168,000 5.8 1,412,187,000 

Type of 
Donation 

       

Public Fund 
Raising 

 938,755,000 78.4  28,201,000 5.1 22,278,000  5.5  998,296,000 

Non-Public Fund 
Raising 

393,188,000 82.1   6,243,000 3.3  7,890,000 6.1  413,891,000 

Region of China        

Eastern  337,536,000 82.3  12,759,000 5.0  8,225,000 8.2  365,000,000 

Middle   67,102,000 72.4   1,318,000 6.7  1,002,000 4.6   72,354,000 

Western  249,412,000 82.4   2,880,000 2.6  6,614,000 3.7  262,019,000 

 
Notes:  
1.The calculation of this table is based on 3 main expenditures of foundation only and other 
type of expenditures are excluded. Therefore the sum up of different expenditures proportion 
is less than 100%. 
2.The samples used to compare are regional environmental foundations.  
 
 
V. Projects Launch Facts of Domestic Environmental Foundations   
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Another focus of this report is projects operating of environmental foundations. When 
operating projects, to use capital effectively is the key. Moreover, only successful project 
operation can raise more fund and make the public trust it and then willing to donate14. This 
part examines project operating status of domestic environmental foundations on macro level.  
 
 (I) The Overall Project Launch Facts of Environmental Foundation 
 
Take 2012 for instance, there are 107 environmental foundations and they have 545 projects 
in total for the year. The foundation that has the most projects has 34. And the average 
project number is 7. The median value is 5. The most commonly there are 4-5 projects (table 
7). If we compare the project operating status of different type of donation environmental 
foundations, we can see that the average project numbers are higher than the overall 
foundations level. Meanwhile, the distribution of projects in different districts and domestic 
overall foundation projects indicates a structure as “eastern>western>central”15. 
 
Table 7: Projects for Different Types of Environmental Foundations (2012)  
 

Type of Foundation Total 
Number 

Average 
Value 

Median 
Value 

Maximum 
Value 

Overall 545 7.0 5 34 

Type of Donation     

Public Fund 
Raising 

285 7.0 5 31 

Non-Public Fund 
Raising 

260 7.0 5 34 

Region in China     

Eastern 251 6.4 5 24 

Middle  29 3.2 2  7 

Western 129 7.6 5 34 
 
Note:  
1.The calculated samples are the foundations which have project information only.  
2.The samples used to compare are regional environmental foundations.  
 
(II) Different Type of Projects Launch Facts 
 
Foundations have two different type of projects. The first type is self-running/operational 
project, which means the foundation staffs are in charge and participate in the operation and 
executive of the projects to provide target population with direct civic philanthropy service. 
The other type is grant-making project, which means foundations provide target population 
                                                
14	  Foundation	  Guideline	  by	  Tao	  Chuanjin,	  Liu	  Zhongxiang	  [M].	  China	  Society	  Press,2011:3	  
15	  The	  Development	  of	  Chinese	  Foundations	  Report	  in	  2011	  by	  Liang	  Yucheng	  [M]./	  Annual	  Report	  on	  China’s	  Civic	  
Philanthropy	  Development（2011）by	  Zhu	  Jiangang,	  Social	  Sciences	  Academic	  Press,2012:46	  
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with indirect service by granting the third party NGO to carry out civic philanthropy projects 
instead of staffs taking part in operation and executive of them.  

 
According to the statistic result of American Foundation Center in 2011, among 81,777 
foundations in the U.S. of the year, the quantity of operational foundations only takes up 6% 
while the granting foundations (including independent foundations, cooperation foundations, 
and community foundation) take up a proportion of 94%16. Obviously, in the U.S.A., granting 
foundations have become main subjects. On contrast, the granting projects of domestic 
foundations are mainly self-operational. However, more foundation practitioners have been 
aware that only through granting the third party can better guarantee the use of funds and 
efficiency of project operation, thus to foster resource allocation of foundation and social 
organizations and promote the division of civic philanthropy industry to a more professional 
level.  

 
Looking at the granting priority of domestic foundations of environmental, generally 
speaking, most foundations, including private and public ones are program operation oriented 
(Figure 4). As it shows, 76.9% environmental foundations exclusively operate self-run 
program in recent years and merely 2.6% of them operating grants. The foundations that 
practice both operational programs and grant making take up 20.5%, among which, 
operational program oriented foundations takes up 15.4%, and grant making oriented 
foundations take up 3.8%. The foundations which are balance both on operational programs 
and grants making take up 1.3%. In other words, operational program oriented (it means 
those who have operational program only or whose programs are mainly operational ones) 
foundation merely take up 6.4%. From this structure, significantly unicity is shown in 
program operation mode of environmental foundation. 
 
Most of the environmental foundations intend to design and practice program by themselves 
instead of leaving them to professional people. The proportion of those who do grant making 
is considerably small. This structure reflect that environmental foundations show the same 
“program oriented” mode on program giving.  The disadvantage of this mode is foundations 
spending its main energy on program operation and it becomes difficult for them to grow to 
big scale. Meanwhile, they are forming competition with other massive grass-root program 
organizations, which would be hard for them to play a role of granting and supporting 
mainstream17.  In addition, if foundations do everything, from fund raising to capital 
operation, program operation and even the last program evaluation, financial management 
problem will easily arose due to mingle identity18. 

                                                
16	  Resource:	  Key	  facts	  on	  U.S.	  Foundation	  2013	  Edition	  [EB/OL]	  
http://foundationcenter.org/gainknowledge/research/keyfacts2013/	  
17	  Foundations	  Outline	  by	  Wang	  Ming,	  Xu	  Yushan	  [J].	  China	  Non-‐profit	  Review,	  2008,01:16-‐54	  
18	  The	  Analysis	  of	  China’s	  Foundation	  Development	  by	  Ge	  Daoshun,	  Shang	  Yusheng,	  Yang	  Tuan,	  Ma	  Xi	  Social	  [M].	  Sciences	  
Academic	  Press,2009:	  199	  
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Figure 4: Different types of projects launch fact of environmental foundation 
 
 
In 2012, there are 483 self-operational programs in environmental foundations. Averagely, 
each foundation has 6.4 programs. While there are only 62 granting programs and each 
foundation has 3.4 programs on average. The former total is approximately 7.8 times of the 
later one. Distinguished difference was observed (table 8).  These results suggest that the 
private fund raising environmental foundation intends adopt granting program operation 
mode which is more efficient at present. Through giving to the third civic philanthropy 
institute to provide indirect service to target population. It should be said that, this gradual 
transfer of operational mode from self-operation to grant making reflects the vitality of non-
public fund raising environmental foundations.   
 
To observe environmental foundations in different regions, among the programs that operated 
by environmental foundation in the middle and western China, operational programs have the 
absolute advantage which take up 96.6% and 99.2% respectively. While the environmental 
foundations in eastern are seen to have some grant making programs which takes up 17.1%, 
however, on the whole foundations give the first place to operational programs.  
 
 
Table 8: Projects statistic of different type of environmental foundations (2012) 
 
Type of 
foundation  

Operational Project Funding Project Total 

 Total % Average Tot
al 

% Average Tot
al 

% Average 

Total 483 88.6 6.4 62 11.4  3.4 545 100 7.0 

Type of 
Donation 

         

Public Fund 
Raising 

269 94.4 6.6 16  5.6  2.3 285 100 7.2 
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Non-Public 
Fund 
Raising 

214 82.3 6.1 46 17.7  4.2 260 100 7.3 

Region of 
China 

         

East 208 82.9 5.3 43 17.1  4.3 251 100 6.4 

Middle  28 96.6 3.1  1  3.4 1  29 100 3.2 

Western 128 99.2 7.5  1  0.8 1 129 100 7.6 

 
Notes:  
1.The calculated samples are the foundations that have project information only.  
2.The samples used to compare are regional environmental foundations.  
 
 
(III) The Grant Making Mode of Environmental Foundations  
 
Granting a non-governmental organizations is not simply “spending money” to foundations. 
Though they do not necessarily design and execute program themselves, selecting a good 
program to grant also requires valid and adequate knowledge of civic philanthropy19. Existed 
research shows that there are many different types of grant making mode of foundations. 
Generally speaking, these types are defined according to the role foundations play during its 
interaction with targeted granting organizations. Different granting modes also reflect 
different understandings and practice orientation of foundations towards civic philanthropy 
career20.  
 
Basing on a previous research of private foundations namely “make the best use of money, 
effective philanthropy” made by Center for Civil Society Studies of Chinese University of 
Hongkong and School of Philanthropy of Sun Yat-sen University, gave a systematic thinking 
on type of grant giving by analyzing classic cases according to the relationship between 
foundations and the granted organizations. Several ideal grant giving modes are concluded. 
These grant giving modes are based on the observation of private foundations. Many of the 
cases consisted with the common modes, which can be utilized for variety types of 
foundations. 
 
We will use the several classic granting modes as framework with individual cases, to discuss 
the current practices of granting of domestic environmental foundation. Nevertheless, 
different grant giving modes are always overlapping and coexisting. Different grant giving 
modes can never be absolute since the grant made by a foundation may possess several 
different properties due to its complicated interactive relation with the granted organization. 
Therefore, to define any grant giving of foundation as one certain type is neither possible nor 

                                                
19Foundation	  Guideline	  by	  Tao	  Chuanjin,	  Liu	  Zhongxiang	  [M].	  China	  Society	  Press,2011:216	  
20	  Ostrower,	   F.	   (2006).	   "Foundation	   approaches	   to	   effectiveness:	   A	   typology."	  Nonprofit	   and	   voluntary	   sector	   quarterly	  
35(3):	  510-‐516	  
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scientific. When we are discussing granting cases under certain grant giving mode 
accordingly, precisely speaking we are discussing the main features of this mode. 
 
1. Purchasing Services 
 
“Purchasing service” is a commonly seen grant giving mode in all foundations including 
environmental ones. In this mode, the foundations provide capital support for the granted 
organizations. These organizations carry out works and execute program according to the 
requirements and standards of foundations who support them in special filed. Meanwhile, 
they accept supervision and evaluation of foundations. On the perspective of working relation 
between foundation and the granted organizations, the key feature of this mode is that the 
foundations have clear priorities. They design and lead the direction of this grant giving. In 
designed granting frame of foundation, the recipient candidates decide whether to apply for 
grant according to its working field and prove how well it can perform under the guideline of 
foundations. By purchasing service, the foundations realize their goals. 
 
“Purchasing service” mode could be either passive or active. In the former situation, the 
foundations do not investigate or seek those organizations who need support. They just wait 
for them to apply. Frankly speaking, this passive grant giving is more like individual 
financial support. The foundations does not concern about the project result. While in the 
active situation, the foundations invest a lot of time to investigate what issue area should they 
fund a, find out potential candidates, and carefully observe the execution process and 
capability of recipient. In this case, the foundations may take some risks, and look for more 
definite results21. 
 
For instance, “ecological community/green community building pilot granting project” 
supported by Vantone Foundation is a classic sample of this mode22. 
 
Carrying out this “green community building pilot granting project”, Vantone Foundation 
took ecological community building as its core working field, namely supporting relative 
non-governmental service institutes to set their foot on basic level community. In this case, 
the foundation occupied dominance in leading this “purchasing service” project; it planned, 
steered, and supported those organizations who can realize its target. However, the values 
and working methods of the grantee are not necessarily the same as that of foundations. 
Therefore, as it was shown in the cooperation between Vantone Foundation and community 
who participate in operation service center together, sometimes divergence even conflict 
occurred. It could be disagreement on various things, from how to write a post to the whole 
idea of community.  

 
It is true that even grantees possess professions, they may be not completely consistent with 
the value of foundation who support them. Or on the contrast, some organizations may share 
the same values and goals with the foundation, yet their ability cannot reach the requirements 
made by the later. Thus, when purchasing service, the foundation need to carefully balance 
the values and ideas and working competence of the organization who apply for grant to 
maximize the interest of grant giving. When fronting conflicts, it is very necessary for both 
                                                
21	  Leat,	   D.	   (1995).	   "British	   foundations:	   the	   organization	   and	   management	   of	   grant-‐making."	   Voluntas:	   International	  
Journal	  of	  Voluntary	  and	  Nonprofit	  Organizations	  6(3):	  317-‐329	  
22	  Individual	   case	   resource:	   National	   Non-‐public	   Fund	   Raising	   Foundations	   Individual	   Case	   Collections	   by	   School	   of	  
Philanthropy	  of	  Sun	  Yat-‐sen	  University	  
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parties to set up effective communication. 
 
2. Project Support 
 
The second grant giving mode can be described as “project support”.  In this mode, the key 
feature is that the foundations put no restrictions on what non-governmental organizations’ 
and other social institutes’ program design. Once they decide to give, they simply support 
NGOs financially, or by providing materials or human resource. The program is leaded by 
the grantees. Foundations is playing a supporting role. In this “project support” mode, 
restrictions and controls of foundation to recipient are relatively low. Nevertheless, the 
analysis of recipient’s financial status and evaluation of project effectiveness shall not be 
excluded. This mode is similar to “foundations finance the recipients to do what recipients 
want to do”.  

 
This “project support” mode is perfectly explained by the support provided by See 
Foundation (SEE) to China Mangrove Conservation Network (CMCN)23.	   
 
In 2009, SEE conducted special investigation in order to select proper target object. SEE set 
up cooperation partnership with CMCN due to its rich project experiences and excellent 
teamwork capability. During this period, the cooperation between CMCN and entrepreneurs 
in Southern China is facilitated on the platform of SEE. In 2009, an entrepreneur in Southern 
China named Jinsong Chen who is highly concern about the living status of Heritiera 
littoralis Dryand hopes to protect them. Considering CMCN has rich experiences on 
protecting mangrove, SEE provided a communication platform for both parties and facilitated 
their cooperation base on this. On 17th December, 2009, SEE Southern Branch was set up. At 
the same day, it passed the first ecological environmental project: Heritiera littoralis Dryand. 
Ancient Woods Protection and Cultivation Project at Baguang Administration District, 
Kuichong Town, Longgang, Shenzhen and grant CMCN to push forward the proceeding of 
this project.  
 
During this period, CMCN had considerable freedom on the project and SEE did not give any 
proposition to them. After proceeding this project, SEE additionally supported CMCN 
several projects at the same time due to the excellent performance of its teamwork. 
  
Compare to “service purchasing” mode, “project support” mode requires more shared values 
and equality between two parties. Therefore granters and grantees could maintain smoother 
relationships, with more frequent and all-round interactions. Their conflicts and divisions are 
comparatively fewer. As a matter of fact, this mode is a transitional status between “service 
purchasing” and “partnership strategy” which is going to be discussed in the following.  
  
 
3. Partnership Strategy 
 
The third mode of grant giving can be described as “partnership strategy”. It tries to build a 
long term cooperation between foundations and recipients. The aim of this partnership, is to 
help NGOs to help them to grow. It is rather common to finance administration fees of 

                                                
23 Individual	   case	   resource:	   National	   Non-‐public	   Fund	   Raising	   Foundations	   Individual	   Case	   Collections	   by	   School	   of	  
Philanthropy	  of	  Sun	  Yat-‐sen	  University	  
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grassroots associations, by which, to reach the goal of maintaining their organizational 
operation and sustainable development. Besides administration fund, the foundation also 
actively help NGOs to promote its ability building. “To accompany the growth of 
organization” is the most important idea and creed. 

 
Global Green Grants Fund (GGF) giving money to grassroots associations is a classic 
sampl24.	   
 
GGF aims to provide small amount grant to grass root environmental activities in developing 
country. It started to cultivate grassroots associations and support environmental protection 
development within communities in China since 1998. GGF believes that foundation shall 
take at least 3 years non-stop follow-up to support sustainable growth of an organization. 
Thus, its grant is gradual. With the development and improvement of organization’s abilities, 
GGF escalate its support to the grantee. It set up capital allocation to match the growth of 
organizations to avoid excessive giving which would cause counter-productive. Besides, 
GGF introduces more resources for these organizations.  

 
GGF also maintained close relationship with the grantees. It shows much patience. For 
example, it is common that at the very beginning, NGO might have various things to 
improve. Rather than a “perfect” partner, what GGF more concerns about is whether this 
partner has strong will and potential to achieve.  

 
There are two distinguished features about “partnership strategy” mode. Firstly, the 
relationship between foundation and recipient is relatively long term. As the idea of long term 
support of GGF, it kept following up and accompany grass root organization for more than 3 
years. Meanwhile, the concrete grant giving strategy of GGF is staged. With the development 
of organization and improvement of ability, GGF’s grant is increasing at the same time. 
When the organization grow to certain stage, GGF helps it to set up a bridge with other grant 
makers to seek supports more extensively. Secondly, this grant giving is omnibearing. 
Besides financial support, GGF also pay attention to train staff ability of the organization 
including leadership, finance management and ability of writing. All above mentioned is 
aimed to explore the potential of staff and help institutes to realize a sustainable development.  

 
It is fair to say that in “partnership strategy” mode, the grant giving of foundations has taken 
care of both external environment (capital) and internal environment (organization staff) of 
recipient and play a role of “partner” instead of simply “grant maker” or “instructor”. 
“Partnership strategy” has eluded the dilemma that resulted by “service purchasing” mode to 
a large extent.  
 
4. Incubation and Cultivation 
 
 “Incubation and Cultivation” is a newer and more omnibearing grant giving mode that 
environmental foundations can adopt. In “partnership strategy” mode, the recipient who has 
become partner of the foundations normally is a developing organization. However, in the 
mode of “incubation and cultivation”, many of the grantees are developed organizations. The 

                                                
24 Individual	   case	   resource:	   National	   Non-‐public	   Fund	   Raising	   Foundations	   Individual	   Case	   Collections	   by	   School	   of	  
Philanthropy	  of	  Sun	  Yat-‐sen	  University	  
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foundations is more likely playing a role of “catalyst”	  25. Foundations’ role could be 
consulting and advisory, or supervising, or cooperative partner. These two parties could have 
discussed together about organizations’ strategy, talent cultivation or even facilitating office 
places etc. Foundations need to understand the core problems and their needs of grantees’ 
organization. It can turn the philanthropic action plan which stays at merely good proposer 
stage or a group of philanthropic supporters who has philanthropic dream into real 
philanthropic teamwork or actual organization.   

 
In the field of environment, last century the “Green Revolution” project lead by Rockefeller 
Foundation is considered to be a classic case and this report shall not give extra illustration26. 
 
As similar examples are rare, while to better illustrate this mode, an example of non-
environmental case is intended to present in this paper. The project namely “the Disables 
Social Enterprise Incubation”of ZhengWeining Charity Foundation is a classic sample of 
“incubation and cultivation” mode. During the course of incubating and cultivating “the 
Disables Social Enterprise”, the foundation provided this new born enterprise with all-around 
supports, including finance, program operating, human resources, techniques, and so on. 
Multiple social resources were activated for this disable mothers company. In addition, they 
even bring policy preferential for local social enterprise by taking the advantage of 
foundation leader’s influence.  Besides of this, “Black Apple Civic Philanthropy Project” 
operated by a new foundation named China Beijing United Foundation also shared similar 
features of this mode. By establishing its own platform, this foundation raised a small amount 
project starting fund for a civic philanthropy team who mainly serve university students and 
metropolis office workers to support young men to realize their civic philanthropy dreams 
and urge more people to participate in civic philanthropy activities. 

 
In “Incubation and Cultivation” mode, the foundation can been seen as a nursery, 
accompanying the project during the whole course from “zero” to “birth”, from “small” to 
“big”. The foundations participate in from strategy planning, team building, facility 
construction, to constantly providing capital, staff training, and network building, 
dissemination, and second-round fundraising etc. By providing these supplement, 
foundations cultivate and “nurture” the grantees. However, this mode is rarely seen in 
environmental priority.  
 
Above all, environmental foundation is an important type of foundations whose grant giving 
mode may also have the features of above mentioned modes. It is true that grant making 
foundations have been the mainstream in most developed countries. However, the domestic 
studies on the way of grant giving are still at its very beginning. This is a reflection of 
domestic foundation development course. Those foundations who conduct project funding 
will still be the mainstay of domestic foundations in the future.  
 
 
VI. Conclusion  

                                                
25	  Fleishman	  J	  L.	  The	  Foundation:	  The	  Great	  American	  Secret;	  how	  Private	  Wealth	  is	  Changing	  the	  World[M].	  PublicAffairs	  
Store,	  2009:60.	  
26Individual	   case	   resource:	  Edited	   from	  selected	  version	  of	  Casebook	   for	   the	  Foundation:	  A	  Great	  American	  Secret–How	  
Private	  Wealth	  is	  Changing	  the	  World,	  translated	  by	  Ziya	  
[EB/OL]http://www.naradafoundation.org/sys/html/lm_23/2009-‐12-‐31/140423.htm。	  
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After a quantitative research in the field of domestic environment foundation, it can be 
concluded that environment protection field is still a rather marginal area for most fundations. 
As we can see, increasing NGOs begin to serve for environment protection issues, their 
demand for funds and support will continue to expand. This urges the envoronmental 
foundations, especially those who center on granting, to expand capital scale and improve 
organizational capability. Otherwise the developemt of ENGOs will be greatly restricted and 
then further discourages appeals from the public on environmental protection. 
 
The development of environmental foundations also largely has been influcing the genernal 
development of the whole foundations industry. Ever since 2004, the private foundations 
have exceeded the public fund raising foundations no matter on quantity or growth rate and 
have become the main part of environmental foundations. Moreover, this tendency can also 
be seen on the compare of total assets in recent years. However, with regarding to income, 
the public foundations maintain richer resources, while the private foundations lacks service 
incomes and government subsidy which results in higher dependence on donation, of which,  
particularly domestic donation resources. There is still a long way to go for the private 
foundations to grow their financial strength comprehensively. 
 
Regional differences are shown among environmental foundations as that of national 
foundations as well. The environmental foundations in the eastern are remarkably more than 
that of the middle and western regions, no matter on the number of foundations, original 
capital scale, or  project quantity. Besides, distinguished regional tendentiousness is 
displayed on resource distribution. In the middle and western China, environmental issues 
such as land desertification, water pollution, and reduced biodiversity have become 
increasingly prominent, which calls for environmental protection and ENGOs cultivation 
more urgently than that in the eastern China.  Furthermore, people in poverty mainly live in 
the middle and western China, which means the launch of environmental protection work 
would have a direct impact on local achievements of shaking off poverty.  We also found that 
the regional foundations are the main parts in domestic environmental foundations, which 
enlightens us to accelerate the establishment and the development of environmental 
foundations in the central and western China. 
 
In respect to project operating mode, environmental foundations are mainly operating in self-
operation mode at present. More than 70% environmental foundations have operational 
projects only. As important member in foundation industry, how to transit from self-
operational to grant making mode is profound question that require in-depth thinking to 
domestic environmental foundations. When we compare these two modes, we can find that 
certain ratio of grant making projects are seen among the projects of private environmental 
foundations. More generally, this indicates that private environmental foundations has 
powerful driving force to transit from self-operation to grant making. In this case, public 
funding foundations are more like an operational philanthropic organization, making its 
efforts to earn external capital support and operate civic philanthropy activities directly as it 
needs. Public funding foundations present themselves to the public and earn their trust to 
attract donation by completing civic philanthropy projects with high level and good quality 
performance. While private foundations is more secured on capital. What they are focusing is 
how to manage this money and how to use them. They are playing a role of civic 
philanthropy capital provider. What they need to is to select partner, and then provide them 
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with money and supervise them27. It should not be said that public fund raising environmental 
foundations are naturally playing the role of “all-can athlete” and private environmental 
foundations are born to have the advantages of being grant giving type. Environmental 
foundations to environment issue area is like foundations to the whole civic philanthropy 
industry, whose specialties are fund raising and grant giving. While the NGOs who focus on 
environment protection know better about reality needs since they are rooting in community 
and can provide more specific service. Thus, regardless public or private environmental 
foundations, they should transform to grant maker who can play the role of civic philanthropy 
resources provider whole heatedly and release more resources and space from project 
operation to give to NGOs at basic level. We believe this is an ideal role that environmental 
foundations can play in the whole civic philanthropy ecological system. Additionally, it is 
more beneficial to foster the professionalism division of environment protection civic 
philanthropy career. 
 
Obviously, successful transition to grant making mode can not eliminate problem. How to 
effectively give grant is to be considered after. There are several different modes for 
foundations to give grant to NGOs or projects. One commonly seen mode is “service 
purchasing”, whose granting is relatively short term and it is foundations who play the 
leading role. Another is “project support” mode. Compare to service purchasing, in this mode 
the recipients enjoy higher autonomy.  
Speaking further,  more closer modes namely “partnership strategy” and “Incubation and 
Cultivation” may existed between the foundations and the recipient organizations, in which 
foundations not only provide capital support, but also give omnibearing supports on all 
aspects including organization construction, staff training and even foster the forming of the 
organization. In both of these two modes, foundations and recipients interact with each other 
more closely and their cooperation also last longer. The foundations in these two modes are 
playing the role of “partner” or even “nursery”.    
 
The adoption of these grant giving modes has close relation with the mission, values and 
ideas, financial status, and relation with recipients of the foundations. And different grant 
giving mode may also result in different social value. Nevertheless, environmental 
foundations should base on its current status to choose a strategy that can maximize social 
values according to the development of the recipients. 

 
Overall, to expect environmental foundations to largely increase market share in short time is 
not possible. We should focus on the quality instead of quantity of current existed 
environmental foundations, be more specific, their ability building, particularly the 
improvement of fund raising, granting, and strategy making. Confronting arising attentions 
on environment protection issue from NGOs and the public, improvement of the abilities of 
environmental foundation must be put on the agenda. 
 

                                                
27	  The	  Analysis	  of	  China’s	  Foundation	  Development	  by	  Ge	  Daoshun,	  Shang	  Yusheng,	  Yang	  Tuan,	  Ma	  Xi	  Social	  [M].	  Sciences	  
Academic	  Press,	  2009:136	  
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