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Vision is not enough; it must be combined with venture.
                        It is not enough to stare up the steps.  

         We must step up the stairs.
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PROMOTING PROGRESSIVE PHILANTHROPY

The Carnegie UK Trust has recently
commissioned a consultative study aimed at
increasing the impact of progressive
philanthropy in the UK. This report is intended
to inform a new programme on progressive
philanthropy to be launched by the Trust in
2006. The report is currently out for
consultation. 

Carnegie is convening a meeting of progressive
foundations at the Scottish Parliament on the
5th October, following the Carnegie Medal and
International Philanthropy Symposium. 
Speakers will include:

Alison Harker and Steven Burkeman, Carnegie
consultants
Barry Knight, Barrow Cadbury consultant
Chris Harris, Ford Foundation
Jane Wales, Global Philanthropy Forum
Adele Simmons, Global Philanthropy
Partnership.
For further information on our progressive philanthropy
programme, please contact Charlie McConnell at our Scottish office.
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Foreword

This has been a challenging and fascinating assignment.   We have had
the privilege of engaging with some of the best minds working in UK
philanthropy.   We have been struck by people’s willingness to speak
frankly, and by the depth of their concern to contribute to thinking
about the future of the field - especially about ways in which the
money devoted to it can be made more effective and achieve more in
terms of social change.   Almost regardless of the outcome of the
Carnegie initiative – henceforth ‘the Initiative’ - we believe that the
process of discussion will have been valuable and may lead to other
unintended debates and positive developments.

We are grateful to everyone who agreed to be interviewed, and hope
that our ‘Chatham House’ commitment to them has been met, in both
the letter and the spirit.   We also express our thanks to Charlie
McConnell at Carnegie UK with whom we have kept closely in contact
throughout the project, and who has been a stimulating and attentive
commissioner.   We are also grateful to Drs. Neil Carter and Janet
Lewis for their specialist advice on aspects of the report.

The usual disclaimers apply – any errors of fact or interpretation
which, despite our best efforts, remain in this Report are solely our
responsibility and we apologise for them before anyone points them
out.   Further, we do not pretend that our recommendations
necessarily represent a consensus view from those with whom we
spoke; there were almost 50 of them, and clearly there will be some
who will disagree with at least some of our recommendations.

A contemporary of Andrew Carnegie claimed in 1904 that If the
enormous volume of the philanthropy of the present day were wisely
directed it would, I believe, in the course of a few years, change the
face of England1.     Leaving aside Joseph Rowntree’s parochialism –
this Report is principally about the UK, and has been commissioned by
a foundation based in Scotland - it is in that general spirit, and with
the belief that the claim is even more relevant today, that we offer
our findings.

AH/SB
August 2005.

                                        
1 1904 Memorandum – see www.jrf.org.uk/centenary/memorandum.html 
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Executive Summary

This is a very short summary of a detailed Report.  We hope that most
people will try to read the full Report.

What this Report is about

1 The Carnegie UK Trust asked us to carry out a scoping study to
explore the extent of interest amongst progressive foundations and key
thinkers in their idea of a small ‘think tank’ centre to focus on
progressive philanthropy. We interviewed almost 50 people, including
representatives of 35 organisations, and a number of independent
thinkers (Appendix 3).

What it contains 

2 The Report describes the methodology (Section 2), and sets out
the roots of Carnegie UK’s concern (Section 3), the context in which it
has arisen, and the nature of the problem which Carnegie would like to
tackle (Section 4).  Because a new initiative would not begin in a
vacuum, we have identified and described over twenty other projects,
based here, elsewhere in Europe and in the US which might be felt to
impinge on the territory to be covered by the present initiative
(Section 5).

3 We then make a series of specific proposals, each of them
described in some detail (Section 6), identify potential difficulties
(Section 7), and describe how the initiative might be governed (Section
8), and implemented (Section 9). 

What we found

4 There have been many changes in the context in which
foundations in the UK, and the voluntary sector, now operate.  Those
who work with, or think deeply about, foundations, or other structures
of philanthropy are concerned about the voluntary sector’s increasing
dependence on statutory funding in the form of payment for service
delivery, its consequent diminished independence from government,
and a lack of motivating ‘fire in the belly’.  Foundations are also
worried that the sector’s rapid growth, set against the background of
increasing uncertainty about lottery funding, will prove unsustainable
and rebound on foundations.  
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5 In turn, some voluntary organisations which are supportive of
foundations are nevertheless critical as they perceive them as being
without passion, uninvolved, understaffed, oversubscribed,
unprofessional, isolated - with no challenge to or evolution in their
thinking or practice - and with a tendency to throw all risk on to the
grantee.  

6 People involved in philanthropy have in recent times been
involved in three debates. First, there are those who are concerned
about the amount of giving.  Second, there is a concern to improve the
processes used in giving money away.  Third, there is the concern,
shared by Carnegie UK in commissioning this study, to ensure that
foundation money focuses on the effective pursuit of greater social
justice as the key outcome.   

7 When one adds to all this foundations’ criticisms of their own,
disparate, sector, there is something of a crisis of confidence.  Against
this background, some people in UK foundations have looked enviously
at the achievements of some of the US foundations, and wondered
whether there are lessons to be learned.  There is a sense that UK
trusts are in danger of becoming too managerial, and have not been
concerned enough about the kinds of social changes they wish to
pursue.  Staff, increasingly drawn from the active voluntary sector and
impatient to work for change, express concerns about the extent to
which their trustees are ‘in touch’ and fully engaged.   This has led
some trusts to begin to withdraw from reactive grant making, and to
consider other ways of supporting work in which they are interested –
for example, commissioning work rather than making grants – a change
which has itself been criticised by others in the field who question the
basis of legitimacy of such an approach.

8 Considering ways forward, our interviewees were generally clear
that they wanted:

 Intellectual rigour underpinning trusts’ activities.

 ‘A space’ in which major issues about philanthropy can be
discussed but with input from thinkers and experts in different
disciplines from outside the trust world.  

 Research and development backing for new philanthropists. 

 A mapping facility of what already exists or is ongoing in the
philanthropic and voluntary sectors.
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 An initiative which will engage the time and interest of trustees,
as distinct from just staff. 

 A ‘bubbling philanthropic market place’ where different trusts
are able to contribute to thinking and learning according to their
experience, expertise and inclination.

 An initiative which will work alongside, rather than undermine or
compete with, the Association of Charitable Foundations.  

9 They did not want:

 More opportunities to talk exclusively with one another.

 More opportunities to focus on managerial issues, techniques of
grant making etc.

 To create an academic chair focusing on philanthropy, as this is
seen as vulnerable to capture by any host university, and too
restrictive in terms of its focus on one individual post-holder. 

 More exchange with the USA to the exclusion of involvement with
initiatives and people in other European countries.

 A ‘bricks and mortar’ centre for creative philanthropy - as
distinct from some kind of ‘virtual’ centre which provides an
opportunity for people to engage with one another in a variety of
ways (meetings, web dialogue, written exchange).

What we are suggesting

10 In the Report we describe four interlinked elements which,
cumulatively, amount to a ‘centre without walls’:

 A highly prestigious Spring School – an annual event ‘to die for’;
a ‘down-to-earth’ event which will give trustees and staff the
opportunity to engage with cutting edge thinkers and activists,
around major issues such as –

What is philanthropy for?  What do we mean by social justice?
What do the latest developments in science, medicine and social
science mean for philanthropy?  What have leading contemporary
philosophers, economists and theologians to say to the world of
philanthropy? What should be the relationship between
charity/philanthropy and the state?  What should be the
relationship between charity/philanthropy and the voluntary
sector?  



Stepping up the Stairs 10

 A multi-disciplinary centre for research on philanthropy, based
in a reputable university, led by someone at (at least) senior
lecturer level.

 A significant investment in writing about the big issues
impacting on the world of philanthropy, involving links with key
existing media. 

 A significant web presence, to support and link with the other
elements in the initiative.

In all of these instances, we have made specific proposals which
together with other material in the Report provide the basis of an
action-plan.

11 We have proposed governance arrangements which will, we feel,
be fit for purpose; simple; transparent & accountable; engage all
stakeholders, including other trusts; and can be renewable.  All
partners who are funding the Initiative should be asked to appoint a
trustee representative to a special committee (serviced by Carnegie
UK) which will be responsible for governance matters.  This committee
could have the power to co-opt others, including trusts’ staff if
considered appropriate, and would report to each of the partner’s
boards.   The special committee could appoint ‘champions’ for each
element of the Initiative, who would take a particular interest in the
Spring Schools/the Research Centre etc and report on their progress
and act as their ‘champion’ in main committee meetings.

12 Finally, we have suggested the appropriate staffing for the
Initiative, and outlined a budget which we believe can be raised from
approximately nine trusts.   We think that the Spring School should be
largely self-funding through a mixture of attendance fees and
sponsorship.  Research funding will be available from the usual sources
if the projects are well-designed and presented.  This funding will
complement surpluses generated via the Spring Schools, and through
fundraising for the main budget.  

13 In appendices we have described the Spring Schools proposal in
greater detail; set out a detailed estimated budget; listed
interviewees; described key web resources; and included a light-
hearted look at how the Initiative might change the situation for
progressive philanthropy in the future.
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14 In the remaining appendix, we have set out a possible timeline
for implementation.  This envisages that staff recruitment for the
Initiative will begin in the autumn of 2006, and that all the elements
will be in place by Spring 2009, when the first Spring School will be
held.

15 We conclude that these proposals, if sensitively implemented,
will find broad support amongst progressive people and institutions in
the field of philanthropy; that they are realistic and sustainable; and
that they will fulfil all the purposes set out as the remit for the centre
envisaged by the Carnegie UK Trust.  They will, we believe, change
progressive philanthropy in the UK greatly for the better – progressive
philanthropy will indeed, begin, in Václav Havel’s words, to ‘step up
the stairs’.

The Full Report follows overleaf.
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Stepping Up the Stairs

The Full Report

1 Remit 
1.1 Carnegie UK asked us to undertake scoping work to explore the
extent of interest amongst progressive foundations and key thinkers in
their idea of a small ‘think tank’ centre.   Carnegie’s thinking at the
point at which we were commissioned was that the centre would -

 Encourage ideas exchange around progressive and creative
philanthropy; 

 Support UK wide and international exchange and debate between
progressive philanthropists and foundations; 

 Publish on line bulletins to showcase good practice, sources of ideas
etc; 

 Provide a forum for new and existing innovative philanthropists/
foundations to meet and learn together;

 Run seminars/workshops etc on smart and progressive philanthropy.  

To what extent would progressive foundations feel such a centre would
be helpful?  Might they support it?  How would they feel about it being
based in Scotland?  

1.2 We were also asked to facilitate a workshop for CEOs and some
of their trustees from potential partners to discuss how best to take
the idea forward, but subsequently agreed with Charlie McConnell that
this would be better left until this Report had been submitted and
considered.

2 Methodology

2.1 The Report is based principally on conversations/interviews
with 48 key people, covering 35 organisations and a number of
independent consultants/thinkers (for a full list see Appendix 3),
augmented by considerable desk research & reading.   We were
provided with a list of suggested interviewees by Carnegie.  These
were drawn principally from those who had shown interest in related
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initiatives – in one case a study commissioned by the Barrow Cadbury
Trust focusing on inclusive communities; and in another, the self-
selected group of foundation directors which began a series of
meetings in January 2005 with a transatlantic gathering – under the
banner of ‘The Transatlantic Future Funders Forum’ - at the
Rensselaerville Institute in New York State and which has continued to
meet on this side of ‘the pond’2.

2.2 We augmented this list with others, including key thinkers,
people operating at an international level, trustees, people involved in
venture philanthropy and people from voluntary organisations with
experience of applying for funding from trusts.

2.3 Most of our interviews were conducted by one of us, on a face-
to-face basis, during the period from mid April to mid/late June 2005.
A few, because of time or geographic constraints, were conducted over
the phone.   In several instances, where we felt it would be
particularly helpful and where diaries permitted, they were conducted
by the two of us together.   We interviewed one person twice – at the
beginning and towards the end of the process.  Initially we worked
from a list of ‘trigger’ questions, but as the process developed, it
became one of testing out ideas which were emerging from other
interviews.   All interviews were conducted on the Chatham House
rule3.

2.4 In framing our early discussions, we were concerned to take the
notion of scoping literally – to see how far there was, in the opinion of
potential key stakeholders and influencers scope for the kind of
initiative mooted by Carnegie UK.   We did not, therefore, begin by
putting to them Carnegie’s specific ideas, but wanted to see how far
there was agreement on the question to which these ideas were
possible answers, and then to look at a range of possible answers.  We
subsequently checked out with later interviewees those answers which
received the warmest responses.   Predictably, perhaps, this has led us
to make proposals which are somewhat different from those envisaged
at the outset – but we believe that they will have a much better
chance of succeeding in the long run, and of being sustainable.  

                                        
2 See www.rinstitute.org/Center4Outcomes/Reports/1.27-%20AGENDA%20FINAL.pdf
and
www.rinstitute.org/Center4Outcomes/Reports/TRANSATLANTIC%20Rpt%20Revised%20FINAL1%20sen
t.pdf 
3 See www.riia.org/index.php?id=14 
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3 The Roots of Carnegie UK’s Concern

The Initiative is rooted in three discourses, as it were.

3.1 The first of these is around the critique in a polemical book by
Diana Leat and Helmut Anheier4, which challenges foundations to be
more imaginative, less short-term in their thinking, and more
strategic.  This argues that they are not playing to their potential as
independent social change agents, and that there is a need to review
the diversity of boards, to review missions and to develop a clearer
analysis of problems leading to a more imaginative approach to
solutions.

3.2 The second debate is emerging from the Transatlantic Future
Funders Forum, as mentioned above.  This is more explicitly political
and focuses on the relative ineffectiveness of US and UK liberal
foundations as compared with the US rightwing foundations.   In
summary, the liberal foundations are seen as tending to spread their
largesse too thinly, to be more short-termist and less holistic in their
approach.    

3.3 Finally, there is the work that consultant Barry Knight has
been doing for the Barrow Cadbury Trust, focusing on poverty and
social justice.   This is more about the analysis and therefore the
answers generated.   Most foundations spend their money on socially
ameliorative programmes as distinct from social action.   Knight
suggests that foundations should be less woolly in their analysis and
thereby be better equipped to attack structural problems5.

4 The Context & the Problem

4.1 The most superficial observer of the philanthropic scene in the
UK over the past two decades could not fail to notice major changes,
in foundations, and in the political context in which they are
operating.   By comparison with 20 years ago, foundations in the 21st

Century –

                                        
4 Anheier, H.K.  and Leat, D  From Charity to Creativity – Philanthropic Foundations in the 21st

Century.  Perspectives from Britain & Beyond, Comedia, Stroud, Nov 2002.

5 Knight, B  Social Justice, Poverty Reduction & Inclusive Communities, Centris, Newcastle upon
Tyne (unpublished at time of writing)
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 Have a more diverse leadership, with many being led by women,
and by people with experience as grant seekers, or in business, or
in public service.

 Operate in a (somewhat) more regulated environment. 

 Are more demanding of their ‘clients’ by way of monitoring and
evaluation requirements, and an increasing focus on ‘measurable
outcomes’.

 Are part of a more heterogeneous funding scene, involving
government, the corporate sector, venture philanthropists, the
Lottery, service contracts, and trading income.

 Have to cope with and respond to a very active government
which has made particular demands, or offered particular
encouragement to, the voluntary and charitable sector.

 Are more transparent in the way they operate.

4.2 At last count, there were fewer than 11,000 grant making trusts
in the UK6.   As ACF puts it:

UK trusts and foundations give about £2 billion in grants each
year to charities (which include universities and religious
organisations).  To this might be added around £280 million by a
dozen large operating charities which make grants in the course
of their work (e.g. Cancer Research, Oxfam).  About 70 per cent
of trusts and foundations give in the health and social welfare
fields.  30 per cent give to the arts and recreation and 9 per cent
give to causes related to religion.  About 7 per cent of their
funds are given internationally7.

4.3 But the total from trusts is only equivalent to about 8% of the
total income of the voluntary and charitable sector.    Increasingly, key
parts of the sector are dependent on money from government in return
for the delivery of services.    

4.4 However, the context is not just about statistics and institutional
changes; it is also about the issues and discourses which are
preoccupying those involved in the field.   Together these give a sense
of zeitgeist – of the backcloth against which any new initiative will be

                                        
6 See: www.acf.org.uk/trusts_facts.htm 
7 ibid
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launched, and which will have to be taken into account, if it is to
succeed.   These are the things we found that are concerning people
who work with, or think deeply about, foundations, or other
structures of philanthropy:

4.5 Concerns about the voluntary sector: First, the state of the
voluntary sector is of great concern.   Its increasing dependence on
statutory funding, in the form of payment for service delivery, leaves
philanthropists – and especially foundations – wondering about the
sector’s role, and in particular its independence and freedom to speak
out.   There is concern too about its passion, its ‘fire in the belly’.
For it is this which has traditionally motivated people to form
voluntary and community organisations, and then to take action to
correct some injustice which has made them angry, or fill some gap in
services which has moved them.   In a world where funding comes from
service contracts (or even from foundations which solicit work rather
than react to proposals), there is a danger that the passion is
neutralised, in the interests of financial survival.   People do what they
are paid to do, rather than what they care deeply about doing.

4.6 Ironically, at the same time, the rapid growth in the sector in
recent years has about it an air of longer term unsustainability, and
foundations worry that this will ultimately rebound on them, as
funders of last resort.   When this is combined - at time of writing -
with uncertainty about the direction which the Big Lottery Fund is
likely to take with respect to charitable funding, then it is easy to see
why foundations are troubled.

4.7 Concerns about foundations: Interestingly, similar criticisms
have been levelled at the philanthropic world by some voluntary
organisations who are very much in favour of grant-making foundations
but now see them as being without passion, uninvolved, and with a
tendency to throw all risk on to the grantee.  This makes organisations
feel that they are begging, but it also seems to indicate a lack of
interest in their work and in the issues which underpin it.  Foundations
are seen by some as understaffed, oversubscribed and unprofessional.
They are perceived as being isolated with no challenge to their
thinking and therefore no evolution in that thinking or in their
practice.  Some of our interviewees predicted that the significance of
philanthropic funding will decline because foundations are increasingly
out of touch with thinking about social change.  
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4.8 Foundations sometimes appear to carry a managerial load which
restricts their ability to visit applicants.  Yet they make increasing
demands on applicants, sometimes for proportionately little return.
This has at times appeared to make for an increasingly remote
relationship between grantees and foundations.

4.9 There was also concern expressed to us that, with exceptions,
foundations have failed to develop clear strategies for engaging with
black and minority ethnic voluntary sector organisations and the issues
which affect the communities they serve.

4.10 But concern about the state of foundations is not limited to those
in the grant-seeking communities; foundations themselves are troubled
about the direction and shape of their own ‘sector’ – while
acknowledging that its very disparateness makes it difficult to describe
it as a sector at all.  Increasingly people in foundations ask questions
about the meaning and role of philanthropy – and the extent to which
it is really just grant making, or something more than that.   

4.11 There seems to be something of a crisis of confidence - a growing
sense that the potential of UK philanthropy is far from being fulfilled –
that while foundation resources are small, they may be being applied
in a wasteful and out-of date manner.    This was perhaps most clearly
expressed in the polemic published in 2002 by Anheier and Leat8.
Perhaps the motivation for commissioning the work is as relevant as
anything the authors wrote in it.   In his foreword, Lord Smith of
Clifton writes:

The overwhelming bulk of activity and expenditure is
grotesquely and disproportionately biased in favour of England
relative to the other parts of the United Kingdom…The
transformation of the country into a multi-cultural society has
largely passed them by… On both counts, British foundations
seem to be locked in a time warp, increasingly lagging behind
modern developments

4.12 In the book, the authors point out that -

In the fields of social welfare and health (foundations’ highest
spending overall), with the exception of medical research,
government outspends foundations by about 100 to one.

                                        
8 Anheier and Leat, op cit
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4.13 In that context, the fact that –

About 70 per cent of trusts and foundations give in the health
and social welfare fields9.  

- is in itself cause for concern.   Is the marginal impact of such a small
proportion of the total resources needed in this field, likely to be as
great as it would be were it applied in fields less attractive to
government?  In one sense, this critique may be timely and
appropriate, if it represents a recognition that trusts in particular are
of modest significance in the scale of things, and that if they are to
play a distinctive and useful role, then they need to apply their funds
strategically; that if those funds are simply used as a marginal addition
to income from government for the delivery of services, then they will
be wasted.   At the heart of this is a major debate about how
foundation money, increased as it is by tax privileges provided by the
State, should relate to that State.10 

4.14 For some observers of philanthropy elsewhere in the world,
developments in the USA have been another source of frustration
about the failure, as they see it, of UK foundations to ‘raise their
game’.  The foundation sector is much more significant in the USA
anyway – not just because of the scale of the whole enterprise but
because historically, private money, usually channelled through
foundations, has been responsible for meeting needs which have
traditionally been met in the UK by the State.   But, despite the very
different context, and perhaps because of the ease of communication
(and lack of home grown alternatives), activists in the UK have looked
to the US for insight on foundations and their potential.   What they
have noticed in recent times is the effectiveness with which the public
policy agenda has been influenced by right wing foundations.   As a
group which monitors these foundations points out –

Each year, conservative foundations pour millions of dollars into
a broad range of conservative political organisations.  These
foundation gifts are remarkable for two principal reasons: first,
their sheer size and concentration; second, the willingness of
the foundations to promote a highly politicized agenda by
funding a broad range of organisations….  Conservative

                                        
9 See: www.acf.org.uk/trusts_facts.htm
10 One of us has written elsewhere about this (see e.g.
www.philanthropy.org.nz/conf2002.htm#Steven%20Burkeman )
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foundations invest efficiently and effectively.  They offer a
clearly articulated vision of their plan for America, and they
invest wisely to effect that vision.  They are comprehensive in
their funding strategies and extraordinarily generous in the size
of their donations11.

4.15 This has caused a number of leaders of progressive UK
foundations who are concerned that their grant making should have
impact to ask themselves whether UK foundations could not usefully
learn some lessons from the US rightwing foundations.  Some have
commented, however, that the situation in the US is very different
from the situation in the UK and that it is difficult to see where in the
UK one finds the equivalent of the US rightwing foundations.     

4.16 Finally, in a number of forums and by various means, individual
foundations have begun to raise these issues.   The Barrow Cadbury
Trust has commissioned work in which Barry Knight, a consultant, was
asked to -

investigate the extent to which 15 independent charitable
foundations have a common interest in social justice, poverty
reduction, and inclusive communities.

4.17 In a recent article for Alliance magazine, Joseph Rowntree
Charitable Trust Secretary Stephen Pittam seeks to answer the
question – why more foundations don’t ‘try to contribute to solving
some of the major problems facing society?’.   He writes:

…if we look at the way in which our societies have been moving
in recent years it is hard to argue that any of us have been very
successful in effecting the kinds of changes that are needed.
There has of course been some progress here in the UK, but
there must also be a profound sense of disappointment that in
many areas there has been no significant change and in some
areas things have definitely got worse12.

4.18 In reflecting on the way they do their jobs, foundation people
tend to feel that they have focused enough in recent times on
managerialism – on such things as techniques for monitoring and

                                        
11 See: People For the American Way website at
www.pfaw.org/pfaw/general/default.aspx?oid=2052
12 Pittam, S Why does social justice so often lose out?  in Alliance Vol 10 no.  2, June 2005
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evaluation, or grant assessments, or simply ways of managing the flow
of requests for funding.   Such things will always be needed, but the
mechanisms for providing them are now readily available, not least
through the medium of the Association of Charitable Foundations,
which is now entering its second decade with an enhanced staff
capacity.  Some larger trusts would now acknowledge that they are
weighed down by the burden of due process, and that this has limited
their lightness of touch and step.  Smaller ones, on the other hand, are
overstretched in seeking to meet good practice obligations; there is a
fixed overhead in these obligations, and they are easier to handle with
a larger endowment.13  

4.19 It seems to us, and to many interviewees, that the focus on
matters managerial has had other consequences, which are material to
the present initiative.    There has been a tendency to focus internally,
rather than on the kind of social benefits which funders think they are
helping to achieve with their grants.    Managerialism has been in
tension with a sense of vision, of possibility, and in recent times,
managerialism has been winning.   Similarly, the emphasis on process
has tended to militate against taking risks, and thus against creativity;
funding has become ‘safer’.   But we found a real hunger to move away
from this, towards engagement with ‘big issues’, and for a more
intellectually rigorous approach than has been prevalent in recent
times14.

4.20 There are concerns which focus on the role of trustees as well.
Many trust staff feel that their trustee bodies can quickly become out
of touch with the issues with which they, as frontline staff, are
grappling.    Staff, led by chief executives, have increasingly joined
foundations after working with voluntary organisations, and they come
with experience which has shaped their views, and with abilities which
they want to apply.   Trustees, on the other hand, with notable
exceptions, tend to be appointed for their standing, or their contacts,
or because of who they represent, rather than for any considerable
experience or insight in relation to fields of trust activity.  They have
joined trustee boards, often believing it will not be a great demand on
their already heavily committed time, because they want to
                                        
13 It is interesting in this context that in the US, the very legitimacy of small foundations has been
challenged by a leading practitioner/thinker – see
www.smallfoundations.org/legislative_update/background___history/chronicle_editorials_1 
14 There is other evidence for this. An ACF lunchtime seminar on ‘Roles and Visions – Foundations in
the 21st Century’ held in June 2005 was oversubscribed, despite the room holding 70 people. Earlier
in the same month, a breakfast session at the Budapest European Foundations Centre gathering
with a related theme attracted 40 people.
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contribute, to ‘do good’, to ‘give back’.  Joining a body whose main
activity is making grants within agreed boundaries provides a clear and
potentially significant role.  In many instances, they do not have the
time, the opportunity or the background knowledge to engage in what
might be seen as more strategic activity.  For some, their engagement
with the foundation may be intermittent, so it can take a long time to
get to know their fellow trustees - they are unlikely to know trustees
from other foundations - and it is hard for them to keep up to date
with what is going on in the philanthropic world.  

4.21 The gulf between staff and trustees has various consequences.
First, staff tend to want to do more than write cheques, and this is
perhaps why one element in the zeitgeist is an increasing tendency for
larger trusts to move away from reactive grant making.  This is
justified as key to being strategic, though we have found awareness on
the part of a number of progressive foundations that this is not at all
the same thing; that one can be both reactive and strategic.   The
potential loss of contact with grant applicants which follows from this
approach brings with it the danger of losing a source of knowledge,
learning and legitimacy, not least for trustees, who learn most from
grant applications and can start to feel out of their depth without this
input.  Some foundations have expressed concern about the potential
long term implications of the choices being made by their colleagues. 

4.22 Second, where it happens, successful foundation cooperation –
which is likely to be critical for the success of the present initiative –
is, with notable exceptions, frequently staff-led and tends to occur
despite, or even behind the backs of, trustees.   

4.23 There is also the inevitable degree of ego, institutional pride,
and sometimes also a sense of ownership of a problem or a range of
needs.  Cumulatively, then, there are significant obstacles to effective
cooperation.

4.24 Many of the concerns described above are expressed in the
context of, broadly speaking, three - sometimes overlapping -
discourses about philanthropy at the moment, as shown in Figure 1 and
elaborated in paras. 4.25 to 4.28 below.
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Figure 1

4.25 First, there are those who are concerned about the amount of
giving.  Their principal concern is to encourage more wealthy people
and institutions to give more to charities and good causes, and in some
cases they encourage them to do this through setting up foundations.
The most obvious proponents of this are to be found in the Institute for
Philanthropy, and Philanthropy UK - the latter an off-shoot of the
Association of Charitable Foundations.   This debate focuses on the
principal input to the process - money, which in turn buys other key
inputs such as staff and expertise.

4.26 Second, there is a concern to improve the processes used in
giving money away - the degree of professionalism applied to
managing the money, deciding what to support, monitoring how well it
is spent, evaluating the impact of the grant, and the outputs from it.
As indicated in para. 4.18 above, ACF promotes this kind of approach
amongst its other activities.  It runs useful workshops on such issues as
monitoring and evaluation, accounts, choosing database software etc.
We have characterised this broadly as a ‘managerialist’ approach.
While foundations very much appreciate the value of what ACF does,
and want to support and reinforce it, there is a discernible reaction
against new initiatives following the same path. 

4.27 Related to this is the challenge posed by high net worth
individuals moving into philanthropy for the first time, wanting to
apply methods learned in their business life to the business of giving
money away – often labelled ‘venture philanthropy’.  Drawing on the

Managerialism
vs
Vision

Differently
targeted
philanthropy

More Philanthropy
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approaches used by venture capitalists, venture philanthropy is
typified by very careful pre-grant investigation, the use of a wider
range of funding tools – including loans – than is traditional, by a
hands-on relationship after money has been paid over, and by an
emphasis on measuring impact.   To the extent that the present
initiative focuses on social justice, venture philanthropy’s emphasis on
the measurement of impact poses particular challenges, given the
inherent difficulty of attributing, and then measuring, impact where
changes in public policy are the principal desired outcomes15.  While
there appear to be major differences between the venture
philanthropy approach, and that of endowed trusts, there are also
similarities, and much potential for mutual learning.

4.28 Third, there is the concern, shared by Carnegie UK in
commissioning this study, to ensure that foundation money is
applied in the effective pursuit of greater social justice as the key
outcome.   It is harder to point to 'spaces' in which this concern is
actively pursued - hence the suggestion from Carnegie UK that there
may be a gap to be filled.

4.29 It is, of course, important to recognise that UK progressive
foundations have achieved some major successes; it would be entirely
wrong to give the impression that progressive philanthropy in the UK
has failed to make any positive impact.   Indeed, the sense of
unfulfilled potential arises from the successes that a number of
foundations have had over the years.   As indicated in para. 4.27
above, the difficulties of measurement and attribution in this field are
well-known, but it is widely accepted that in their different areas of
concern, a number of progressive foundations have made a marked
impact for the good on UK society.   

4.30 There are even instances in which progressive foundations have
worked effectively together in order to achieve change - for example,
to name just a few, the Charity Know How initiative on civil society in
the new democracies of eastern and central Europe16, the Glidewell
Panel's report on the implications and effects of the government's
asylum legislation17, work on integrated education in Ireland, and work
on refugee issues.  It might be worth commissioning research to gain a
better understanding of the factors which appear to have been critical

                                        
15 See also Burkeman S., Funding Public Policy in www.mhfdn.org.uk/REPORT.pdf 
16 See www.allavida.org/ckh.html
17 See www.nottingham.ac.uk/law/hrlc/hrnews/oct96/asylum.htm
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in success.  

4.31 There are other initiatives in progress - for example, work in the
penal affairs field and the cooperation of London trusts around the
'fear and fashion' project on knives - where it is too early to judge the
extent to which they will be successful.  There are also cases in which
more effective change might have been achieved had foundations
chosen to work in partnership rather than working alone.  

5 What else is going on? 

Against this background, there are various initiatives in the UK and
elsewhere which perhaps address some of the problems about which
Carnegie UK and others are concerned – though none of them provides
a total answer.  But another initiative such as the subject of this study
would not be launched in a vacuum.   The organisations described here
variously provide examples of what is possible, or of what might best
be avoided, and which might be potential collaborators, useful
resources or, in a few instances, competitors.   For web addresses for
these organisations, please see Appendix 4. 

5.1 UK Organisations 

The Association of Charitable Foundations, through its director,
David Emerson, has been closely in touch with Carnegie UK’s thinking
as the Initiative has developed and is keen to maintain the relationship
that has been established and to cooperate in whatever ways are
appropriate.   Carnegie in turn, is keen to work with ACF on this.  A
number of interviewees expressed the strong view that nothing should
be done to undermine ACF’s position and those closely involved are
determined to avoid this.  

Philanthropy UK was set up by ACF in April 2001 as a three-year
project.  Its objective was to promote new philanthropy, particularly
among those with substantial resources, by

 Providing independent practical advice to would-be donors. 

 Networking among practitioners, researchers and advisers to
facilitate sharing of good practice. 

 Researching and documenting the motivations and concerns of
donors.
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Its future is being discussed, but in the meanwhile it is publishing a
very useful quarterly email bulletin ‘for all those interested in the
development of philanthropy’.  It tends to focus on news items -
rather than in-depth reflection on issues of the kind likely to be
covered by the present Initiative - and to provide links to online
resources.   The bulletin could be a useful means through which to
draw attention to the work which is likely to develop from this Report.

The Community Foundation Network (CFN) is the national network
linking, promoting and supporting over 60 community foundations
throughout England, Northern Ireland, Scotland & Wales.  Community
foundations promote local philanthropy, and thus CFN is a potential
partner in the Initiative, not least because some of its members
produce a kind of local research and development (R&D) which we
have been told is helpful for potential new philanthropists.

The Institute for Philanthropy, formerly based at University College
London but now independent, aims to increase the effective flow of
funds into UK charities.   It is presently in the throes of major staff
changes.   Its focus is clearly on ‘more philanthropy’ rather than
‘differently targeted philanthropy’, and it does not have a specific
interest in social justice or social change.   While some may perceive it
as a competitor, in reality it is unlikely to be, but it is would be helpful
to establish a positive relationship with the new Director when
appointed.

New Philanthropy Capital (NPC) says of itself that it –

is a registered charity that seeks to develop and encourage more
effective philanthropy.  We work with donors and funders and
the voluntary and community sector, to increase the quality and
quantity of funding and other resources for charities that are
setting new standards in tackling deprivation, disadvantage and
degradation in the UK and around the world.

As such, there is a clear mutuality of interest with the Initiative – and,
indeed, it is for this reason that NPC people have been interviewed in
connection with this Report.   As we have suggested below, we do see
NPC as a possible partner, particularly in connection with the
expressed needs of venture philanthropists for ‘research and
development’ assistance of the kind that some larger endowed
foundations believe they can generate in-house.
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5.2 European Organisations

The European Foundation Centre (EFC) promotes foundations in
Europe, though the concept of a foundation elsewhere in Europe can
mean different things.   Of particular relevance to the Initiative is
EFC’s Philanthropy Institute Programme/Professionalism in
Philanthropy (PIP/PIP).   This 

…capacity-building programme organises symposiums, seminars,
roundtables, and academies that provide a strategic response to
the professional development needs of European foundations
and corporate funders.  PIP helps foundation board members,
staff and chief executives to increase their knowledge and
understanding of issues critical to foundations.  The events offer
a mix of peer learning opportunities and exchanges with experts
and academics.  

While there are possible links to be made with PIP/PIP, its focus is a
more inward looking one than that of the Initiative.   However, the
imminent change in leadership at EFC is expected to lead to major
changes in the way the organisation works, and it will make sense for
those who take the Initiative forward to keep in close touch with EFC
as things develop there.

The Network of European Foundations (NEF) describes itself in the
following terms:

Comprising eleven Europe-based foundations as its core, NEF
acts as an operational platform for the development of joint
initiatives by foundations and other types of organised
philanthropy as well as other giving programmes related to
Europe and the role of Europe on the global stage.  NEF was
created so as to strengthen the potential for cooperation
between foundations at European level.  NEF provides its
members with the ability to identify common goals and, as an
open structure, to join forces with other foundations in Europe
which may share similar concerns and objectives.

NEF’s membership includes foundations which would generally be
regarded as progressive, and NEF also demonstrates one of very few
models of cooperation between foundations in Europe.  On this basis,
it would be wise to keep lines open, with a view to possible future
cooperation.
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The European Venture Philanthropy Association (EVPA) is –

a membership organisation aimed at organisations and
individuals who either are practising venture philanthropy, are
interested in learning more about it or becoming more actively
involved with it.   The EVPA provides a forum for networking
with others in order to achieve common objectives.

To the extent that the Initiative will serve the needs and engage the
interest of venture philanthropists, it will be useful to keep in touch
with EVPA.

Academic Programmes:  The University of Bologna in Italy runs a
Master’s in International Studies in Philanthropy in collaboration with
the University of Indiana’s Center on Philanthropy (see 5.3 below),
drawing on resource people from other countries, including the US.
While the material emerging from the course is very interesting, it is
likely to be too academic to meet the needs of trustees and senior
staff of UK foundations, and it is very Italy-focused.   The funding
comes mainly from Italian foundations, except for the Mott
Foundation.  We are aware of other academic initiatives focusing on
Utrecht, Madrid, Cork, and Heidelberg, but have been unable to track
down information on the first two of these.  The last two are in the
very early gestation period, and the future of both is unclear.  

5.3 US Organisations

The Center on Philanthropy at Indiana University is an academic
centre aiming to increase understanding of philanthropy and improve
its practice through programmes in research, teaching, public service,
and public affairs.   As with other centres in this section, it is worth
keeping in touch with the thinking and material emerging from this
centre.   While its remit is much broader than social justice/change
philanthropy, it includes these issues.

The Center on Philanthropy and Civil Society (CPCS), part of the
Graduate Center of The City University of New York (CUNY) -
 

focuses on giving, volunteerism, and nonprofit entrepreneurship
by individual donors, foundations, and corporations in the
United States and around the world…CPCS is committed to
linking academic approaches with practitioner needs.
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Its international fellows programme is one with which the Initiative
might link.   There have only ever been two fellows from the UK
(Quintin Oliver in 1991 and Roland Doven in 1997).

The National Committee for Responsive Philanthropy (NCRP) focuses
on social justice philanthropy.   It has recently published Social Justice
Philanthropy: The Latest Trend or a Lasting Lens for Grantmaking?18

This -
explores how grantmakers define and apply the concept of social
justice to their work.  The report’s findings indicate that social
justice philanthropy is fraught with many definitional variations,
as well as disagreements on how to apply social justice concepts
to grantmaking.  While many agree that social justice
philanthropy is somehow concerned with a more equitable
redistribution of economic, political, and social power, there is
little consensus on what a more just society would look like, or
if philanthropy is capable of fostering these changes.

While NCRP is seen by some as being too radical even for radical US
foundations, it nevertheless engages thoughtfully with some of the
issues which will concern the Initiative, and should thus be ‘on the
radar’.

The International Human Rights Funders Group is 

an association of grantmakers devoted to supporting efforts to
achieve the rights enshrined in the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights and the treaties it has generated so that all
people may enjoy a truly and fully human existence.  

This is clearly a network with which those engaging with the Initiative
will wish to be in contact.

The Ford Foundation, through its Peace and Social Justice program, is
working with other foundations to help build the social justice
philanthropy movement.   One of its three strategies involves seeking –

to legitimize social justice philanthropy by developing a stronger
analytic capacity and literature on the field.  Projects now under
way include a benchmark study of social justice grant making,

                                        
18 See www.ncrp.org/downloads/Social_Justice%20Philanthropy-Executive_Summary.pdf 
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mapping social justice funders in the United States, a six-country
study of philanthropy for social justice in Muslim societies, a
comparative study (five countries) of the mechanics of
foundations and how they relate to outcomes of social justice,
and the creation of a monograph series on foundations and social
justice.  

In view of Ford’s longstanding interest in Europe, it will be important
to keep in touch with this area of its work.

The Aspen Institute Philanthropy Nonprofit Sector and Philanthropy
Program seeks to 

expand knowledge of the nonprofit sector and philanthropy
through research and dialogue focused on public policy
management and other important issues affecting the sector.
The program currently has four major initiatives: the Nonprofit
Sector Research Fund, Nonprofit Sector Strategy Group, Seminar
for Mid-America Foundation CEOs, and The State of America's
Nonprofit Sector project.  

It publishes a regular e-newsletter, The Aspen Philanthropy Letter,
which those engaging with the Initiative are likely to want to read and,
along with the following two entries, it is likely to be a medium
through which the work of the initiative can be promoted.

The McKinsey Quarterly, via its free web based edition, provides
access to articles from leading edge thinkers covering issues likely to
be of relevance to the Initiative.   It includes a special focus on
nonprofits, and in this context sometimes covers issues specifically of
relevance to people involved in philanthropy.    The Quarterly could
provide one of several useful channels for writing emerging from the
Initiative.

Social Edge is a program of the Skoll Foundation which seeks to -

1. Connect social entrepreneurs, their partners and allies to
discuss cutting-edge issues shaping the field 

2. Foster frank dialogue, mutual respect and a sense of
community among all in the sector 

3. Promote learning from the best, promising and disastrous
practices 
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Social Edge has become a site where social entrepreneurs,
nonprofit professionals, philanthropists and other practitioners
of the social sector connect to network, learn, inspire and share
resources.  The site strikes a balance between the visionary and
the practical, with its spirited discussions and online workshops
and features.  Social Edge remains committed to fostering frank
dialogue, building mutual respect and creating a sense of
community among those in the social sector.

Its ‘philanthropy portal’ provides a valuable link to people – principally
in the US – engaging in discussion about ‘big issues’ relevant to
philanthropy.

The Synergos Institute has a programme on Global Philanthropy &
Foundation Building.   This is part of the Institute's efforts to -

strengthen the institutional and financial capacity of
grantmaking foundations and other private social investment
organisations to support local efforts to reduce poverty, increase
equity and advance social justice.  Synergos offers programs that
strengthen the capacity of foundations in Africa, Asia and Latin
America to deliver high-impact support for civil society.
Synergos and its partners mobilize resources and bridge social
and economic divides to reduce poverty and increase equity
around the world.

An involvement with Synergos would be one of the easiest ways to
connect with key people working on issues relating to social change
philanthropy in these regions of the world.   There are already several
UK fellows, including one of the present authors and Caroline Hartnell,
editor of Alliance (qv).

The Association for Research on Nonprofit Organisations and
Voluntary Action (ARNOVA) is –

a neutral, open forum committed to strengthening the
research community in the emerging field of nonprofit and
philanthropic studies.  ARNOVA brings together both
theoretical and applied interests, helping scholars gain
insight into the day-to-day concerns of third-sector
organisations, while providing nonprofit professionals with
research they can use to improve the quality of life for
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citizens and communities.  Principal activities include an
annual conference, publications, electronic discussions and
special interest groups.  

The Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, ARNOVA’s journal, is
another useful outlet for research from the Initiative.  

Voluntas, the journal of the International Society for Third-Sector
Research, is potentially a leading outlet for research and writing
emerging from the Initiative.   

5.4 US/European Organisations

International Network on Strategic Philanthropy, among other
purposes - 

 will act as a decentralized think tank which develops
innovative approaches systematically and shares them with all
foundations through diverse deliverables and communication
channels;

 aims…to educate foundations to strategic program
management targeted at the greatest impact in society;

 will involve foundations that are driven by a clearly stated
mission, a definite strategy and an awareness for the
resources to be devoted in order to implement that strategy;

Its future is somewhat uncertain at time of writing, but to the extent
that it continues, it is a network with which the Initiative should
clearly be in contact.

5.5 Overview of Existing Initiatives

Given all this activity, it is right to ask whether a new initiative is
going to add anything of substance, or whether it would be better to
make more use of what is already there.  Our view is that some of the
existing initiatives cover complementary ground to that which is
envisaged in the current Initiative, and that others are not
immediately relevant.  But there is ‘space’ and a desire, as repeatedly
expressed to us, for ‘something’ which better meets the needs of
progressive philanthropy in the UK.  There are significant questions
still to be addressed in a UK context.
6 A way forward?
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How then can the significant questions best be addressed? For
example, what is philanthropy for?  What do we mean by social
justice? 

Where can those most involved in foundations focus on the big issues?
What is it in practical terms that can be done to increase the impact
of progressive philanthropy? The situation is complex and there is no
simple answer. A multi faceted response is required if a long term
solution is to be reached and a ‘bubbling philanthropic market place’
achieved. We are proposing a programme consisting of four mutually
interdependent elements, serving the needs of foundations and
venture philanthropists.

6.1 Our interviewees have, variously, expressed a desire for -

 Intellectual rigour, for solidity underpinning trusts’ activities.

 ‘A space’ in which major issues about philanthropy can be
discussed but with input from thinkers and experts in different
disciplines from outside the trust world.  

 Research and development backing for new philanthropists. 

 A mapping facility of what already exists or is ongoing in the
philanthropic and voluntary sectors.

 An initiative which will engage the time and interest of trustees,
as distinct from just staff; it is impossible to overemphasise the
extent to which interviewees feel that sustainable progress
depends on the full engagement of trustees.  Any initiative
which does not meet this test is bound to fail.

 A ‘bubbling philanthropic market place’ where different trusts
are able to contribute to thinking and learning according to their
experience, expertise and inclination.  

6.2 But most are clear that they do not want –

 More opportunities to talk exclusively with one another.

 More opportunities to focus on managerial issues, techniques of
grant making etc.

 To create an academic chair focusing on philanthropy, as this is
seen as vulnerable to capture by the host university, and too
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restrictive in terms of its focus on an individual post-holder (see
below).

 More exchange with the USA to the exclusion of involvement with
initiatives and people in other European countries.

 A ‘bricks and mortar’ centre for creative philanthropy - as
distinct from some kind of ‘virtual’ centre which provides an
opportunity for people to engage with one another in a variety of
ways (meetings, web dialogue, written exchange).

6.3 There is also a strong concern to work alongside the Association
of Charitable Foundations, and not in any way which could undermine
it.  While much of ACF’s own activity necessarily focuses on managerial
techniques, and facilitates communication between people working in
foundations, we gained the impression that it very much supports the
idea (see para. 6.1 above) of the ‘bubbling marketplace’ where there
is wide engagement in the variety of debates and thinking about the
future and direction of philanthropy.

6.4 The hunger on the part of people working in philanthropy in the
UK for – a somewhat undefined – change seems in part to be about a
desire to engage more fully with activists, with those actually doing
things in the voluntary/non-profit sector, but also with people in other
sectors and disciplines, and with those working in philanthropy beyond
these shores, in order to promote effective and sustainable foundation
engagement.

6.5 Of course, different people working in different contexts, have
expressed different needs.  In particular, we have been made aware
that the needs of the larger older permanent endowed foundations in
relation to progressive philanthropy are different from those of the
venture philanthropists. The larger foundations have adequate
institutional support, R&D, etc – indeed, they are at times swamped by
it.  This is not always true of smaller foundations; venture
philanthropists, often operating outside institutional structures,
express the need for R&D support.   The Initiative cannot be all things
to all those involved in all types of philanthropy, but there is much to
be gained in keeping venture philanthropy people engaged in it, and
for that to happen, it might be helpful to ensure that these R&D needs
are in some way catered for.  (As New Philanthropy Capital already
fulfils this function to some extent, Carnegie might form a mutually
beneficial relationship with it).
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6.6 In the long term, then, the Initiative could -

 Be instrumental in building a more confident socially progressive
philanthropy which is more ‘joined up’ and rooted in its thinking
whilst retaining the independence and individuality of trusts (and
of venture philanthropists).

 Contribute to trusts feeling more ‘in control’ of their own
agenda, rather than the current position where almost by default
they are in effect responding to government agendas.

 Help to strengthen the independent voice of the philanthropic
sector and enable it to speak on issues arising from its own work
with grantees, but which are of wider applicability.

Specific Proposals

6.7 A Space for Face to Face Exchange: Of all the ideas which we
have explored in our conversations with leading foundation directors,
trustees, thinkers etc, the idea which has generated most
enthusiasm is that of a summer school.   We use the term loosely: the
time of year is not important, though we think there may be real
advantages to holding it in the spring – henceforth, we have called it
‘The Spring School’.  This should be a prestigious event, on a Ditchley
model19, by invitation only, well serviced and aimed at establishing a
high level of thinking and debate.    We envisage this as an outward
focused ‘event to die for’ at which trustees and staff of UK
foundations, and venture philanthropists, will be able to listen to and
engage with leading-edge change-makers, policy-shapers, activists,
thinkers and scholars from around the world – the kinds of people
whom one would willingly pay significant sums to listen to, in the
certain knowledge that they will be stimulating and provocative, yet
‘down to earth’, and that one will come away with one's horizons
broadened, and thinking developed.

6.8 It is also important to be clear what the Spring School will not
be.   It will not, like the ACEVO summer schools20, focus only on the
needs of chief executives.   It will not, like the European Foundation
Centre Summer Academy, focus principally on people from the sector

                                        
19 See www.ditchley.co.uk/about/index.htm 
20 See www.acevo.org.uk/main/events.php?content=eventdetails&event=233&advanced=
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learning from others in the sector21.  

6.9 Held over anything from two to five days every year, in
comfortable and pleasant – though not inappropriately extravagant -
surroundings, conducive to study, reflection and conversation, the
Spring School will provide a unique opportunity for people from the
world of UK (and possibly also other European) philanthropy to come
away from their desks, to take time away from the fraught business of
getting the cash out of the door, and to think about the transcendent
issues which shape the world of philanthropy in the 21st century- for
example:

 What is philanthropy for?

 What do we mean by social justice? 

 What do the latest developments in science, medicine and
social science mean for philanthropy? 

 What have leading contemporary philosophers, economists
and theologians to say to the world of philanthropy? 

 What should be the relationship between charity/
philanthropy and the state?  

 What should be the relationship between charity/
philanthropy and the voluntary sector?  

6.10 Consideration might be given to making it a condition of
participation that both a staff member (usually but not always the
chief executive) and a trustee must attend, so that ideas generated
are taken back into the governing body of the organisation and do not
become the preserve of chief executives.  

6.11 We believe that, properly organised, the Spring School has
considerable income-earning potential, and that after a period of
initial pump priming, it will at least be financially self-sustaining.
Further detail on the Spring School proposal may be found in Appendix
1.

6.12 Between Spring Schools, we think it is important that debate
should be furthered via other opportunities and organisations such as
the Association of Charitable Foundations and through one or two,

                                        
21 See www.efc.be/projects/pippip/upcomingevents.htm#August%2031st%20-
%20September%202nd%202005%20Summer%20Academy%20Stockholm,%20Sweden 
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probably shorter and smaller-scale Spring School-type events each
year.  For the first time ever, then, there will be a space for trustees,
staff and others working in UK philanthropy to engage with critical ‘big
issues’.   

6.13 People need time to reflect, to learn, and the frequency of
events should take account of the needs of people who are already
feeling overburdened, or as one trustee put it, ‘sucked dry’.  Particular
efforts will be needed to make it attractive, and as easy as possible,
for trustees to participate in Spring Schools and related events.
Trustees are volunteers, often fitting in their responsibilities alongside
busy working and personal lives: one of the big challenges facing the
Initiative is to find imaginative ways to ensure as wide and as deep an
involvement by them as possible.

6.14 Strengthening Academic Input:  The hunger for more
intellectual rigour goes along with the absence in the UK of any centre
for the serious applied academic study of philanthropy – for research
which will address the ‘big questions’ and will help those involved in
progressive philanthropy to increase its impact on society.  This is as
distinct from -

 Academic work which focuses on encouraging more people to
give money away, or 

 academic work based in the UK which focuses on the study of
American philanthropy, or 

 academic work overseas which is highly abstract and theoretical,
or

 research based outside an academic setting which is specifically
tailored to meet the needs of potential funders in particular
sectors (such as, for example, that which is carried out by New
Philanthropy Capital).  

We have therefore explored ways in which this situation might be
remedied.

6.15 We have wrestled with the need to create something with the
permanence, sustainability and institutional standing to be able to
access research funds on the one hand, with, on the other, a degree of
flexibility, responsiveness and ownership on the part of the
philanthropic sector.  We think it is worth explaining in some detail
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how we have reached our conclusions.   

6.16 We are persuaded that simply funding a chair in a reputable
university will not meet the case (see para. 6.2 above); nor, as
explained below, will a free standing research fund run collectively by
foundations.   

6.17 While the idea of a chair is a superficially appealing idea, as we
reflected on it and discussed it with interviewees, a number of
problems became clear:

 The history of similar posts in other fields is that whatever the
intentions of the initiator, university priorities (the Research
Assessment Exercise) and imperatives take over and tend to
dictate its direction.   

 Such a post can by definition only be occupied by one person,
and unless the chair is set up on a rotating basis - in which case it
may be difficult to fill it with people of sufficient calibre - there
is a danger that only one perspective will be reflected in the
work undertaken.

 The costs involved are substantial, and there are doubts about
value for money.   

6.18 We also considered a scheme whereby Carnegie and its partner
foundations would make substantial initial contributions to a
Philanthropy Research Fund, to be augmented in the future by
contributions from other foundations and venture philanthropists.
However, we are persuaded that this will be difficult to sustain in the
long run, and that the lack of an identifiable academic institutional
base will make it less likely that it will be taken seriously by
researchers and research funders.

6.19 We therefore propose that a multi-disciplinary centre for
studies in philanthropy should be established in a reputable
university – henceforth ‘the Research Centre’. This will in effect be
the first serious long-term research programme focusing exclusively on
UK philanthropy.  We envisage that it might involve such disciplines as
business studies, economics, politics, philosophy, sociology, and law –
but that for particular purposes other disciplines might also become
involved.  It is important to emphasise that the use of the word
‘centre’ does not imply a very large organisation; it is merely a
conventional academic way of describing a focus on a particular
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theme.  A centre can be as big or as small as its progenitors require
and are able/willing to support financially.

6.20 We envisage that the director of the Research Centre would be
someone at (at least) senior lecturer level, based in one of the
disciplines listed above.  A proportion - perhaps half - of her/his time
would be ‘bought out’ in order to allow the person concerned to
devote sufficient time to the role.   It will be important to identify
someone who is keen and interested in the subject area. 

6.21 The Centre director would work to an advisory committee drawn
mainly from foundations, with representation from the host university.
This should help to ensure that the research programme is an applied
one, and of benefit to the progressive philanthropic sector, rather than
merely feeding the host university's need to meet academic publishing
requirements in order to boost its RAE rating, or simply focusing on
ways to encourage more people to give more money to ‘good causes’.

6.22 The research would be initiated by the committee working with
the director, but they could also respond to research proposals from
interested academics.  The overarching question against which
research proposals would be judged is –

To what extent will the research outcomes enable us to better
understand, and/or increase, the impact of philanthropy on
contemporary society?

Research funding would come both from the foundations and from
conventional research funding sources, including ESRC.  Requests to
ESRC would be strengthened by ‘pump priming’ funding from the
foundations.   

6.23 There is an inherent dilemma to be faced, however.  The reason
for this proposal is the absence of a body of serious academic research
on UK philanthropy.  This is both a cause and consequence of an
absence of scholars who have expressed an interest in the field.  Yet
good research will require quality people who are genuinely
interested.  Initially, at least, it will probably be wise to focus on
doctoral students who can be supported for a period of 3 years (fees
plus maintenance at standard ESRC rates), being supervised in the
appropriate part of the centre.  Over time, however, if this approach is
successful, there will be a body of post-doctoral academics with a
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track record and interest in the field.

6.24  In order to boost the academic standing of the Centre, and to
ensure that a range of appropriate intellects are encouraged to engage
with the issues, we also propose that there should be a 'visiting
professor in philanthropy' scheme, perhaps based on the lines of the
Carnegie Centenary Professorships scheme22.  One important
requirement of the position would be that the post holder would be
obliged to attend the annual Spring School, in order to strengthen the
link between the two initiatives.  We suggest, however, that it would
be best to wait before embarking on the visiting professor scheme until
the first research proposals have been funded; then it should be easier
to decide what kind of person is needed to fill the role.  Also, a visiting
professor appointment could be a very positive element in a major
research proposal to ESRC.

6.25 There are dangers to be avoided in any proposal to work with a
university, given the financial pressures on them.  Care needs to be
taken in the selection of the host university, not least because some
universities are known to be much more bureaucratic and difficult to
deal with, and to operate within, than others.  University overhead
charges, as funders of university research know, can be very heavy and
sometimes concealed; this also needs careful scrutiny as candidate
universities are identified, and as negotiations proceed.  It is therefore
suggested that negotiations with a university, once chosen, should be
led by someone with an appropriate background who can ‘drive a hard
bargain’.

6.26 There is an obvious inconsistency in the idea of a university-
based Centre, when set against our rejection of a ‘bricks and mortar’
centre for creative philanthropy (see para. 6.2 above).   We have
firmly rejected the idea of an expensive, unsustainable and (inevitably
to some) inaccessible physical resource as the basis of the Initiative.
But we also recognise that if the academic element in it is to be taken
seriously; if it is to establish a degree of permanence without
constantly struggling to fund a separate infrastructure; and if it is to
be able to access mainstream research funding, then it needs to be
based in an excellent university - possibly a Scottish member of the
prestigious and research-focused Russell Group23. Interviewees
expressed no concerns about locating such a Centre in Scotland.

                                        
22 See www.carnegie-trust.org/pdf_files/Carnegie_Centenary_Professorships.pdf 
23 See www.russellgroup.ac.uk/index1.html 
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6.27 We are aware that there may be existing models of research
programmes which have sought to satisfy similar criteria – to be closely
linked to or based in a respectable academic institution, but to avoid
capture by the institution; and to serve the needs of the commissioning
organisations rather than the needs of the academy.   These should be
explored to see if there are lessons to be learned from them.

6.28 The outcomes of research, and material emerging from the
Spring School will be key elements in the next initiative (see para. 6.29
below), and the outcomes of the research programme could sensibly
contribute to the agendas of the Spring Schools.

6.29 Spaces for Written Exchange: There is, we perceive, a need for
a significant investment in writing about the big issues impacting on
the world of philanthropy.  However, launching new journals is a
high-risk and costly business.  Instead, we suggest that Carnegie and
its partners should build on existing media for serious discussion of
these issues.  This could be done by entering into negotiations with,
for example, Alliance24, the quarterly magazine for philanthropy and
social investment worldwide, Voluntas25 - the leading journal of
voluntary sector research - and The Guardian newspaper, with the
intention of encouraging them to significantly expand their coverage of
major issues affecting UK philanthropy, and, especially in the first two
cases, to rapidly grow their regular circulation amongst UK trustees,
staff and venture philanthropists.   

6.30 Alliance is the only magazine focusing on philanthropy and social
change.  It has a small circulation in the UK, and is read mainly
overseas.  Along with the printed quarterly magazine, it runs a
website, Alliance Extra26 with additional material.  It is very highly
regarded, but its content is international in nature, which may tend to
make it less attractive to many UK foundations and venture
philanthropists.  It does, however, include UK content27; if it
broadened its UK readership, it is likely that it would receive and run
more such content.

                                        
24 See www.allavida.org/alliance/alliancehome.html
Disclosure of interest: one of the writers, Steven Burkeman, is a board member of Allavida, the
organisation which publishes Alliance.
25 See www.jhu.edu/~istr/pubs/voluntas/ 
26 See www.allavida.org/alliance/allianceextra.html 
27 See, for example, the June 2005 issue focusing on social justice philanthropy, which includes
articles by Professor Gary Craig of Hull University, Steve Pittam of the Joseph Rowntree Charitable
Trust, and Jo Andrews of the Sigrid Rausing Foundation.
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6.31 We propose that Alliance is the obvious existing journal to carry
material emanating from the Initiative – from the Spring Schools, from
the new Research Centre – and other material intended to stimulate
debate around the issues listed, for example, in para. 6.9 above.  As
the first step in a programme to encourage written exchange about
major issues affecting UK philanthropy, we propose that Carnegie
should negotiate with Alliance on the basis of a limited period during
which -

 Alliance would produce an 8-page UK supplement 

 Copies of the magazine will be provided free of charge for all
ACF members to help broaden the debate across the wider
philanthropic sector; followed by – 

 a further period during which a subsidised subscription will be
available.  

6.32 Alliance estimates the costs of producing a special UK
supplement, and mailing the thus expanded magazine to ACF members
as approximately £10,000 over a year, including follow-up marketing;
detailed figures are available.   It (Alliance) would be willing then to
carry the costs of a substantially reduced subscription rate over a
limited period to be agreed.

6.33 Alliance would also be happy to explore with The Guardian the
possibility of an agreement whereby selected content from the
magazine is regularly taken by the newspaper, possibly, but not
necessarily, in the context of its regular Wednesday Society
supplement.

6.34 A relationship with Voluntas, the journal of the International
Society for Third-Sector Research, would be a potentially useful asset,
as Voluntas is an obvious outlet for articles etc emerging from the
Research Centre and/or the Spring School.  Indeed, such limited work
as has been done on UK foundations has been published there.
6.35 A Space for Virtual Exchange: There should be a significant and
user-friendly web presence to provide a virtual space for written
exchange about these issues and to facilitate exchange and learning
between meetings.  All material emerging from the Initiative should be
made readily available on the web, and debate about such papers
should be encouraged, not least to engage the active interest of
trustees and others who might not be able to participate in person in
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the Spring Schools, or in the work of the Research Centre - though it
should not be regarded as an adequate substitute for their physical
presence.  The full range of web options should be considered,
including email groups28, the availability of downloadable learning
resources, and the use of wikis29.

6.36 The Full Programme: What is proposed, then, is a mutually
interdependent programme consisting of four major elements, serving
the needs of traditional foundations and venture philanthropists, as
shown in Figure 2.  It is intrinsic to our proposals that there will be a
great deal of interaction between all these elements – ideas for
research are likely to surface from the Spring Schools, and people from
the Research Centre will be involved in, though not predominate at,
the Schools.  Both elements will feed in to the written programme (see
below) and all will make heavy use of an excellent web facility.

Figure 2

                                        
28 See, for example, google groups at http://groups-
beta.google.com/support/bin/answer.py?answer=7882&topic=245 
29  A wiki is a publicly editable website which allows its visitors to collaborate by editing its pages.

1) Spring School

2) Multi-
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7 Potential Difficulties

7.1 We have tried to identify potential pitfalls in implementing these
ideas, in the hope that by identifying them, they might be more easily
avoided, or overcome.    The key areas in which there are potential
difficulties are as follows:

 The need to establish a clear and shared vision for the Initiative:
different stakeholders have different expectations - those from a
venture philanthropy background want different things than
those from an endowed trust background.    The Initiative cannot
be all things to all people, but the adoption and announcement
of a vision will help to clarify this to all concerned.

 Establishing and maintaining the ‘culture’ of the initiative so
that it remains outward looking and yet enables philanthropy to
be ‘rooted’.

 The need to establish a real partnership with other foundations:
Carnegie will need to be clear about the terms on which it is
seeking to partner with other foundations.   There will be
considerable work involved in developing useful partnership
arrangements.   In order to avoid undue delay, Carnegie may
need to make the running, possibly involving the Barrow Cadbury
Trust at an early stage (as the work which Cadbury has
commissioned is leading to similar ‘answers’).    This might
involve doing the initial work on the first Spring School. A
carefully organised and facilitated workshop involving potential
partners may help to clarify these issues.

 Engaging fully with trustees:  it is essential for the viability and
sustainability of the Initiative that it secures ‘buy-in’ from
trustees and does not become a staff-only activity.  Trustee
involvement is key to the long term success of the initiative.
Carnegie could set an example by involving its trustees in very
prominent roles from the outset

 Coping with inevitable egos/professional jealousies etc.   These
could easily derail the Initiative, insofar as it depends on
partnership: Carnegie needs to be generous, modest, inclusive
and outward looking in its approach in order to minimise such
dangers.  It should not appear to be ‘empire building’.
Helpfully, it has already expressed its willingness not to ‘brand’
the Initiative.  
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 Ensuring sustainability: Carnegie should adopt a developmental
approach, needing patience, and allowing organic growth to take
place based on learning and experience gained at each stage.

 Establishing governance: we explore this in Section 8 below.

 Ensuring financial viability: an efficient and effective secretariat
will be needed, and there will be an expectation amongst
potential partner foundations that Carnegie will itself make a
substantial contribution to these costs.   ‘Projects’ such as the
Spring School can be separately funded (and we have had
indications of potential support for different elements of the
proposal).

 Establishing the international – especially European - dimension:
a strong view has been expressed that there ought to be a
European dimension to this initiative.  The contrary view is that
incorporating the European view might slow things up.  While we
are sympathetic to this, we feel that the European perspective
should not be ignored - discussions with European bodies should
be maintained throughout the development process and beyond.
This is in addition to maintaining the useful Transatlantic
dialogue which already exists.

8 Governance

8.1 It is desirable that any governing mechanism should be -

 Fit for purpose

 Simple

 Transparent & accountable

 Able to engage all stakeholders

 Renewable

8.2 In this case, we think there are in essence three options.  First,
Carnegie UK could take on governance responsibility for the
Initiative, keeping its partners informed of progress and reporting
on all four elements in its annual review and accounts.   This would
not be in the spirit of a true partnership initiative in which there is
joint ownership and, by implication, shared responsibility for
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governance.   It might, however, be a necessary transitional position
during the earliest stages.

8.3 Second, all partners who are funding the Initiative could be
asked to appoint a trustee representative to a special committee
(serviced by Carnegie UK) which would be responsible for
governance matters.   This has the advantage of engaging partners at
trustee level – something which is in any case important and difficult
to accomplish.  This committee could have the power to co-opt others,
including staff from the trusts represented, if considered appropriate.
It would report to each of the partner’s boards. The special committee
could appoint ‘champions’ for each element of the Initiative, who
would take a particular interest in the Spring Schools/the Research
Centre etc and report on their progress and act as their ‘champion’ in
main committee meetings.

8.4 Finally, Carnegie UK could itself determine which individuals,
representing partner foundations – and, conceivably, others – it
wanted to be part of a governing body.   If Carnegie decides to go
down this path, then we would have suggestions to make as to who
might usefully be asked to participate.

8.5 Our view is that the second option most nearly meets the
criteria listed above, and that the power to co-opt will ensure that
the committee can ensure the range of skills needed.    If required,
we can advise on terms of reference when the time is appropriate.
We envisage that Carnegie UK would be responsible for -

 Holding and accounting for all funds.

 Reporting on the overall work.

 Staffing (though not necessarily recruitment, which would be a
shared responsibility).

8.6 In the hopefully unlikely event of disagreements, it is important
that ultimate ‘ownership’ is clear, and that this stage it seems to us
that this has to rest with Carnegie UK – though, in the spirit of true
partnership, it will clearly not wish to act as if it were the owner.
Legal agreements with partners should be established once the basic
structures have been agreed.
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9 Towards a Business Plan

9.1 Implementation: How, then, is the Initiative to take shape?  How
is it to be paid for?  How can it be made sustainable?  Its initial and
ultimate success depends on three key factors:

 The long term commitment of Carnegie UK.

 The commitment of at least six other progressive foundations.

 A ‘multi-level buy-in’ from participating foundations – in
particular from both chief executives and trustees.

9.2 These factors need to underpin all steps taken to implement the
initiative, from the very beginning.   We propose the following -

9.2.1 Once this Report has been accepted by Carnegie Trustees, it
should be made available as necessary to potential partners.

9.2.2 Expectations have inevitably been raised by the interviews with
so many key people in the field.   Carnegie UK should keep these
people posted while internal discussions proceed.  It is suggested that
this might be done through periodic newsletters/emails.   

9.2.3 Potential partners should be invited to a workshop to consider
their involvement.  At this stage, it is important to be clear that what
is ‘on the table’ for discussion is a set of specific proposals rather than
this Report.   At the same time, for the partnership to be a real one, it
should be clear that these proposals are there for debate and
amendment.    By the end of the workshop, those attending will be in a
better position to consider their potential involvement.

9.2.4 The authors would expect to be able, as resource people and
possibly facilitators, to further explain as necessary the basis of
particular recommendations.   For the most part, these in any case
reflect and take account of what people have said – so one would
expect to find considerable sympathy with what is proposed.   

9.2.5 At this point, approximately a dozen potential partners have
been identified, some of whom would be able to contribute financially;
there are others who would be keen to become involved in other ways.
We have not felt it appropriate to identify these by name here.
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9.2.6 Desirable outcomes from the workshop are agreements on -

 Specific proposals for implementation.

 Preliminary membership of a launch group of trusts.

 An approximate time scale for implementation of the Initiative.

 The nature of any partnership.

 Possible financial commitments.

 Outline governance arrangements.

 The date of the first meeting of the launch group.

9.2.7 There will inevitably be a period of time during which financial
commitments to the Initiative are firmed up and receive necessary
trustee approvals etc.  Once the funding is in place, staff recruitment
should begin.

9.3 Staffing: It is assumed that the Initiative will be a major focus for
Carnegie UK over the coming years and that the Director and trustees
of the Trust will play a major role in ‘fronting’ it.  It is suggested that
they be supported by two permanent staff in the first instance (both
posts to have high quality PA support).  

9.3.1  The organiser of the Spring Schools is likely to be someone with
good interpersonal skills, with good knowledge of the philanthropic
sector, and an accomplished writer and communicator.

9.3.2 The coordinator for the Initiative will have extremely good
organisational and strategic skills.  S/he will work closely with the
director of the Research Centre, and will be responsible for liaising
with bodies such as Alliance, Voluntas, New Philanthropy Capital
(assuming a partnership arrangement is made with them) and with any
other partners, in conjunction with the Director of the Trust and the
trustees.  

9.4 The Budget

9.4.1 Assumptions

 In the first instance, there will be two fulltime executive posts -
a coordinator for the whole initiative, and someone with specific
responsibility for the Spring Schools.
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 There will be an arrangement with a senior lecturer/reader at an
agreed university who will coordinate the research programme
(with an appropriate level of administrative support).  

 There will be two fulltime support posts.

 Premises will be provided as ‘help in kind’ by Carnegie.

 The running costs of each individual Spring School will be met by
fees and possibly sponsorship – as indicated above, we believe
that the Spring Schools have considerable income-generating
potential.

 Once fully operational, the programme will initially run for five
years, and during the 5th year it, and its costs etc, will be
reviewed.

9.4.2 On this basis we think that the initial costs of staff and office,
including the costs of the Spring School organiser and support, will
amount to approximately £250k pa.   We believe that it is realistic to
aim at raising approximately £265k pa via contributions from
approximately nine trusts.  We have not attempted at this stage to
work out detailed figures in respect of the Spring School or the
Research Centre.  While both will be expensive, the Spring School
should become largely self-funding through a mixture of attendance
fees and sponsorship.  Research funding will be available from the
usual sources if the projects are well-designed and presented.  This
funding will complement surpluses generated via the Spring Schools,
and through fundraising for the main budget.  

9.5 Implementation

We have attached a suggested timeline for implementation - see
Appendix 5.

10 Conclusion

We believe that our proposals pass several critical tests.  

 First, sensitively implemented, they should find broad support
amongst progressive people and institutions in the field of
philanthropy.  

 Second, they are realistic and sustainable.   
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 Third, they will fulfil all the purposes set out as the remit for the
centre envisaged by the Carnegie UK Trust (see para. 1.1).  They
amount, in effect, to a ‘centre without walls’.  

We hope that Carnegie UK Trustees share our sense of excitement
about these proposals; once they are implemented, progressive
philanthropy in the UK will, we believe, be greatly changed for the
better – it will indeed, begin, in Václav Havel’s words, to ‘step up the
stairs’.
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Appendix 1:  The Spring Schools

We propose that-

The Spring School should involve between 50 and 70 people.   We
envisage that those attending as participants (as distinct from
speakers) will include –

 Chief executives. 

 One or two trustees from each participating trust. 

 Venture philanthropists, plus their chief executives. 

 Invited outsiders, including representatives from European
organisations, and significant thinkers from the voluntary sector.

It be held over 2 to 5 days, to include at least two full days of ‘work’.

Selection criteria be put in place for the selection of all the
participants.  They would need to be people who –

 Are concerned about the big philanthropic questions.

 Have influence in the field.

 Have shown a commitment to exploring the difficult questions.

 Are likely to further the discussions outside the Spring School
setting.

 Have access to arenas outside the philanthropic one.

 Have something significant to add to the proceedings of the
Spring School.

Consideration might be given to ‘rationing’ places so that an individual
cannot attend more than, say, three years in every five.    

The speakers should be first class people in their own fields, with
international reputations who could stretch the thinking, be
inspirational and motivating.  Ideally they would remain present for
the whole of the School and participate fully in all the proceedings.

The atmosphere should be one which encourages open debate.    The
setting would be conducive to relaxed discussion, outside London,
easily accessible, comfortable but not too luxurious.  It would be good
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to keep the same location so that in time the School is associated with
one place.   The event itself should not be too formal, not totally in
the style of formal presentations (lectures), but designed to promote
thinking and encourage people to exchange ideas, debate, discuss in a
group which is large enough (but not too large) to allow free exchange,
as well as in smaller group sessions.  

The Spring School should be organised to a very high standard.
Carnegie UK should be ultimately responsible for every aspect of its
running through the appointment of an Organiser for the Spring
Schools, (though consideration might be given to commissioning a
professional firm to arrange the event).  The special committee with
governance responsibility for the Initiative would retain governance
responsibility for the Schools and would maintain a strategic overview,
taking particular account of the advice of those who are appointed
from their number to be champions of the Spring Schools. Those
attending would not be required to carry out any preparatory or follow
up work, though there would be opportunities to read in advance, and
papers would be made available afterwards.   The cost would be high
to indicate the significance of the event and the likely price of those
brought in from outside as speakers.

The agenda for the School should be fed, but not dominated, by the
Research Centre and vice versa.  Papers and any outcomes of each
school should be reported in writing, perhaps via the publishing
initiative described reporting paras. 6.29-6.34, and certainly via the
website.  In due course consideration might be given to a conference,
held, say, every five years, bringing together those who have attended
the schools during the previous five years with those who have carried
out research as part of the research programme.

Funding & branding: the first Spring School is likely to attract support
from a range of funders, following a lead from Carnegie UK.  The
Spring Schools should have their own identity and the ‘branding’ should
be distinctive and different from the rest of the Initiative. The
branding should make clear who is supporting the School.
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Appendix 2: Estimated Budget for first year of operation.

EXPENDITURE £
Staff costs

Salary: Co-ordinator 40,000
Salary: PA 25,000

     Salary: Spring School Organiser 50,000
Salary: PA 25,000

  National Insurance 14,080
  Pensions 18,900

  Staff Training 2,000
  Travel 6,000

  Recruitment 5,000
TOTAL Staff costs 185,980

Consultancy  Costs
Consultancy fees & expenses, say 20,000

TOTAL Consultancy costs 20,000

Office/Premises costs
  Rent and rates 10,000
  Heat and Light 1,000

  Cleaning 2,500
  Repairs and security 1,000

TOTAL Office/Premises costs 14,500

Running costs
  Postage 1,500

  Printing and photocopying 3,000
  Marketing and publicity 3,000

  Stationery and other consumables 2,000
  Publications and subscriptions 1,000

  Telephone and Internet 2,000
  Insurance 1,000

  Health and Safety 500
  Equipment maintenance 500

TOTAL Running costs 14,500

Capital items
  Office Equipment 5,000

  Computer Equipment 5,000
TOTAL Capital items 10,000

Other expenditure
  Accountancy/Audit 500

  Other professional fees (e.g.  legal fees) 1,000
  Evaluation and monitoring 3,000
TOTAL Other expenditure 4,500
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TOTAL EXPENDITURE 249,480
INCOME

Grants and donations 264,500
TOTAL INCOME 264,500

SURPLUS/DEFICIT (Inc - Exp) 15,020

Notes:
1. Salary levels will vary according to whether the posts are based in, say,
London or Dunfermline.

2. We have not calculated a budget for the Spring School, though we think that
every effort should be made to make this self-funding, through fees and
sponsorship.

3. We have not included in the above budget:

3.1 a figure of £10,000 for the Alliance element in its first year (see
paras. 6.31 to 6.33 in the body of the Report); a detailed breakdown of this
has been provided for Carnegie UK

3.2 the costs of the Research Centre which are estimated as approx.
£50,000 in its first year, covering the cost of the director, support costs, and
the costs of the first year of one PhD student.  These costs will grow as the
research portfolio grows, and they will need to be funded by the foundation
partners in the initiative and/or raised from research funders such as ESRC. 

3.3 the costs of the website.  Initially, we expect that it will be
rudimentary and thus inexpensive; by the second year, however, significant
design costs etc are likely to be incurred.

4. No earned or sponsorship income is shown as we envisage that this would be
part of the separate Spring School budget which we do not feel in a position to
calculate at this point.

5. Our estimate of likely income from grants etc is based on what we think
certain individual trusts may, under the right circumstances, be willing to
commit. 
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Appendix 3: Interviewees 

Name Organisation

Jo Andrews Sigrid Rausing Trust
Maknun Gamaledin Ashami Consultant
Maggie Baxter Womankind Worldwide & City Parochial Foundation 
Beth Breeze Institute for Philanthropy
Judith Brodie Impetus Trust
Audrey Bronstein Oxfam/UK Poverty Programme
Martin Brookes New Philanthropy Capital
David Carrington Consultant (formerly PPP & Baring Foundations)
Elizabeth Cham Philanthropy Australia
Tim Cook formerly City Parochial Foundation
David Cutler Baring Foundation
Stephen Dawson Impetus Trust
Tzeggai Yohannes Deres Evelyn Oldfield Unit & City Parochial Foundation
Kathleen Duncan Lloyds TSB E&W Foundation
Fiona Ellis Northern Rock Foundation
David Emerson Association of Charitable Foundations
Caroline Fiennes New Philanthropy Capital
Leo Finn Northern Rock Foundation
Luke Fitzherbert Directory of Social Change
Michelle Giddens Bridges Fund
Colin Greer New World Foundation
Phoebe Griffith Barrow Cadbury Trust
Andrew Gunn Joseph Rowntree Charitable Trust
Jo Habib FunderFinder
Stephen Hammersley Community Foundation Network
Jeremy Hardie Esmée Fairbairn Foundation
Nigel Harris New Philanthropy Capital
Tony Henfrey Northern Rock Foundation
Ewan Hunter Hunter Foundation
Margaret Hyde Esmée Fairbairn Foundation
Peter Kilgarriff Lankelly Foundation
Avila Kilmurray Community Foundation for Northern Ireland
Barry Knight Centris
Diana Leat Centre for Civil Society, London School of Economics
Theresa Lloyd Consultant (formerly Philanthropy UK)
Bharat Mehta City Parochial Foundation
Andrew Muirhead Lloyds TSB Scotland Foundation
Ray Murphy Charles Stewart Mott Foundation
Steve Pittam Joseph Rowntree Charitable Trust
Giles Ruck Scottish Community Foundation
Krishna Sarda Council for Ethnic Minority Voluntary Organisations

& Ethnic Minority Foundation
Sukhvinder Stubbs Barrow Cadbury Trust
Heather Swailes Allen Lane Foundation
Clare Thomas Bridge House Trust
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Anthony Tomei  Nuffield Foundation
Julia Unwin Baring Foundation & former Charity Commissioner
Danielle Walker Palmour Friends Provident Foundation
Peter Wheeler New Philanthropy Capital

The following organisations were represented by interviewees (in addition to
individual consultants etc interviewed):

Allen Lane Foundation
Association of Charitable Foundations
Baring Foundation
Barrow Cadbury Trust
Bridge House Trust
Bridges Fund
Centre for Civil Society, London School of Economics
Centris
Charles Stewart Mott Foundation
City Parochial Foundation
Community Foundation for Northern Ireland
Community Foundation Network
Council for Ethnic Minority Voluntary Organisations/Ethnic Minority Foundation
Directory of Social Change
Esmée Fairbairn Foundation
Evelyn Oldfield Unit 
Friends Provident Foundation
FunderFinder
Hunter Foundation
Impetus Trust
Institute for Philanthropy
Joseph Rowntree Charitable Trust
Lankelly Foundation
Lloyds TSB E&W Foundation
Lloyds TSB Scotland Foundation
New Philanthropy Capital
New World Foundation
Northern Rock Foundation
Nuffield Foundation
Oxfam
Philanthropy Australia
Scottish Community Foundation
Sigrid Rausing Trust
Womankind Worldwide 
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Appendix 4: key resources.

UK Organisations 
Association of Charitable Foundations www.acf.org.uk/
Community Foundation Network www.communityfoundations.org.uk/
Institute for Philanthropy www.instituteforphilanthropy.org.uk/home.html
New Philanthropy Capital www.philanthropycapital.org/
Philanthropy UK www.philanthropyuk.org/

European Organisations
European Foundation Centre www.efc.be/
European Venture Philanthropy Association www.evpa.eu.com/
Network of European Foundations www.nef-web.org/
University of Bologna www.misp.it/english_04/index-english.htm

US Organisations
Aspen Institute Philanthropy Nonprofit Sector
& Philanthropy Program 

www.aspeninstitute.org/Programt1.asp?i=74

Association for Research on Nonprofit
Organisations & Voluntary Action (ARNOVA) 

www.arnova.org/association_over.php

Center on Philanthropy & Civil Society www.philanthropy.org/about/index.html
Center on Philanthropy at Indiana University www.philanthropy.iupui.edu/
Ford Foundation www.fordfound.org/program/peace_main.cfm
International Human Rights Funders Group www.hrfunders.org
McKinsey Quarterly www.mckinseyquarterly.com/
National Committee for Responsive
Philanthropy 

www.ncrp.org/index.asp

Nonprofit & Voluntary Sector Quarterly http://nvs.sagepub.com/
Social Edge www.socialedge.org/philanthropy/
Synergos Institute www.synergos.org/globalphilanthropy/
Voluntas www.jhu.edu/~istr/pubs/voluntas/

US/European Organisations
International Network on Strategic
Philanthropy

www.insp.efc.be/

 

http://www.acf.org.uk/
http://www.communityfoundations.org.uk/
http://www.instituteforphilanthropy.org.uk/home.html
http://www.philanthropycapital.org/
http://www.philanthropyuk.org/
http://www.efc.be/
http://www.evpa.eu.com/
http://www.nef-web.org/
http://www.misp.it/english_04/index-english.htm
http://www.aspeninstitute.org/Programt1.asp?i=74
http://www.arnova.org/association_over.php
http://www.philanthropy.org/about/index.html
http://www.philanthropy.iupui.edu/
http://www.fordfound.org/program/peace_main.cfm
http://www.hrfunders.org/
http://www.mckinseyquarterly.com/
http://www.ncrp.org/index.asp
http://nvs.sagepub.com/
http://www.socialedge.org/philanthropy/
http://www.synergos.org/globalphilanthropy/
http://www.jhu.edu/~istr/pubs/voluntas/
http://www.insp.efc.be/


Stepping up the Stairs 57

Appendix 5:   Possible Timeline for Implementation

The following timeline may appear to be cautious; based on experience, we believe it is realistic.

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Oct Nov Dec Jan/Feb. Mar/Apr/May June/July Sep/Oct Feb Apr Dec Oct May
Future 
Funders 
Forum 
meets in 
Edinburgh 

to discuss 

Stepping
Up 
the Stairs
(SUtS).

Carnegie
UK 
Board 
considers 

SUtS.

SUtS
is 
published.

Workshop on 
implementation, 

to involve 
potential 
partners, 
including 
trustees.

Negotiations 
with 
potential 
foundation
etc.
partners. 

Begin
recruitment
of Initiative
coordinator.

Negotiations
with
written 
outlets & 
potential 
university 
partners.

Launch.

Initiative
coordinator
in post.

Remaining
staff
Recruitment 

begins. 

Spring
School
staff in 
post. 

Alliance
publishes
1st UK
supplement.

CUK
moves
to
new 
building.

Web site
is
launched.

Research
Centre
Opens.

First
Spring
School.
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Appendix 6: So how might things look some years down the line? 

So how might things look some years down the line? On a lighter note, we have
been fortunate, through prescience, or time travel, to obtain a copy of an op-ed
piece published in a future edition of the Financial Times.  We are not sure of the
exact date, but we think it is at some point in the first half of the next decade.
We think that reading this gives a good sense of what the present initiative has
begun to achieve, and we therefore include the article in full.

When, on BBC Radio 4’s Today programme last week, presenter James Naughtie asked the Prime Minister
for his views on the activities of progressive UK foundations, you could hear the sound of a Rubicon being
crossed.  Only a few years ago, the idea that David Cameron – or any other prime minister - would know or
even care about what UK foundations got up to, was unthinkable.   Whereas in the United States, you can
hardly open a newspaper without reading about foundations, though it’s the ones on the right who are
usually credited with changing the climate of ideas there.   Indeed, visiting professor of philanthropy at
Edinburgh University, Fred Jones recalls politicians and senior civil servants being asked about foundations
back in 2004.  There were those in Scotland and Northern Ireland who understood what was being talked
about – but in Whitehall, there were blank looks and the buck was quickly passed on to someone else who
was just as ignorant.  That’s all changed now.  So what exactly has changed, and how did it happen? What is
it that makes governments take notice of foundations now when they took no notice in the past?  

First, it seems that the progressive foundations recognised that by working together they could achieve more
than they had by working separately.    Stimulated by an initiative launched by a number of UK trusts, they
began to gather at the now regular ‘Spring Schools’ held every Easter at St Georges House, Windsor.
Foundation executives had been used to talking to each other, of course – but for the first time here was an
event geared specifically to involving their boards of trustees, and to engaging them with cutting edge
thinkers and people at the peak of achievement in all sorts of fields – politics, social science, philosophy,
genetics, industry – all have featured in recent spring schools.   “At the beginning”, says Carnegie director
Charlie McConnell, “it was a struggle to get trustees to give up the time – now we have to fight them off”.
The Spring Schools provided a setting in which new friendships and alliances were formed, and because
they were based around board members as well as senior staff, they’ve proved more sustainable and
effective than they would have been if, for example, a couple of chief executives did a deal over pre-dinner
drinks – just before one of them moves on to higher things.  

But the Spring Schools have been part of a wider strategy.   They link closely to a long term academic
programme based at Wellknown University, overseen by Professor Bloggs.    She works alongside a visiting
chair in philanthropy, and a panel of people from the foundations themselves – trustees and chief executives
– who have commissioned a series of groundbreaking studies designed to assist the UK foundations to do a
better job;  to understand processes of social change so that their grants can be more effective in achieving it.
Allied to this, the partner trusts have invested in the written word – both print and the web – so that there are
now avenues for progressive foundation people to share ideas and debate the big issues with which they are
grappling.   Another quality newspaper now carries a regular column on what the foundations are up to.  

“The whole scene has changed” says Terowne Trust director, Susan Smith.  “As the director of a
progressive trust, I used to feel fairly isolated – now I feel that we are part of a bubbling market place of
ideas.   To change the metaphor, we used to plough our own furrow – now our first thought is: we could
really change this – which other foundations shall we work with this time?  And because of the Spring
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Schools, the university stuff, the writing – we know who to call, we know we’re on the same wavelength, and
we know we can achieve much more together than we ever could by working alone.”

And that, of course, is why Prime Minister Cameron knows what foundations are up to.  Because they’ve
started to make things happen, and his government doesn’t always like those things.   For example,
progressive education received a huge boost when several foundations working together decided to take up
the academy challenge – from having been the preserve of the conservative and religious right, suddenly
government found itself faced with a gift horse which some of its supporters would have preferred to stare in
the face: the opportunity to create schools with a focus on humanitarian concerns and, yes, even humanism.
So: now, when foundations pay, governments sit up and take notice.

Looking back on the last decade of change, Charlie McConnell says “In one sense we were part of what the
academics call ‘a paradigm shift’.   The old model had foundations focusing on innovation, which once
demonstrated to be effective, would be picked up on, and taken to scale by government, while foundations
moved on to funding new innovations.  But that wasn’t working any more – for a start, after the election of
New Labour in 1997, it tended to be government which did the innovation, and for the last 20 years we’ve
seen the traditional recipients of foundation largesse becoming, in effect, service delivery agents for
government.  So we had to think hard about the most useful role for foundation cash”.    

And of course, the new path hasn’t been universally popular.   Those voluntary sector organisations which
used to get foundation cash now complain that – unless they can show that they are committed to change,
which may mean biting the government’s feeding hand – foundation cash is off limits to them.  So the
foundation initiative has led many of them to change, to develop campaigning ‘arms’ while in most cases
continuing to take the government’s money.  

But there have been another surprising results of the initiative.   Cooperation with European foundations is
increasing and there has been a measurable growth in foundation cash, mainly because new foundations
have been created.    Association of Charitable Foundations director David Emerson says “We are picking
up lots of new members from new foundations set up by younger people who weren’t interested in the old
model – but now that they can see that their money can help to achieve real social change, and that there
are exciting opportunities to work with others who are of like mind – well, that seems to be encouraging
them to move into the field, with new money, all focused on change”.    

And this month, the UK progressives received what some of them feel is the ultimate accolade; US left-of-
centre foundations have asked to visit to meet them to explore how they did it.   
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