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1
When I was asked to contribute to the Summer Academy and told the theme I had an instinctual response - Continuity and Change is what to talk about.  I am not sure what Leticia and Aza thought about this – I got the sense they may not have been thinking about this as an idea.  They didn’t ask me change the topic, though. 
2
When I came to think about what to say I reflected on why I had this instinctual response.  I can think of at least three reasons:

· JRCT has just celebrated its centenary which was an opportunity to reflect on 100 years of supporting social change, as well as to think about the future.  Continuity and Change have gone hand in hand throughout that period.  

· I remember immediately thinking about a book I read when a student by Peter Marris.  His evaluative research into programmes (mainly Ford Foundation funded programmes) into the effects of bereavement amongst widows in east London, slum clearance in Nigeria and America and American experiments in social reform led him to identify the concept of the conservative impulse – an instinctive impulse to restore the past.  He found that the concept applied almost universally to both individuals and organisations.  This led him to argue that the most effective change was always that that is rooted in the culture of an organisation.   

· Finally a reason I feel less good about but one that I think is real – a recognition that faced with the bewildering context in which we now work and in which we are trying to make an impact, I personally have a certain defensiveness about the new (and not so new) ideas that are swirling around the world of philanthropy – like spending down, giving up on responsive grantmaking, moving to more operational styles, venture philanthropy etc.  I suppose that this is the conservative impulse operating within me.  
Its not that I feel antagonistic to all these changes.  In fact JRCT is moving in some of these directions.  It’s more that I am not convinced that the new circumstances that we undoubtedly face demand a totally different style of operation from foundations – at least from a foundation like JRCT.  The ways in which a foundation like JRCT has played to its strengths over a long period have not all yet become irrelevant.  More importantly, the changes that we are making are rooted in our tradition.  Once again change and continuity go hand in hand.   
3 I mentioned I feel defensive about this.  I am by no means certain I am right.  Here’s one reason why.  
4 I mentioned the idea of ‘spending down’ as one idea I find difficult to accept.  In 2002 I wrote a passionate letter to my good friend, who is here today, John Healy.  I had recently heard rumours that Atlantic Philanthropies had decided to spend down.  From my point of view this felt disastrous.  In the three or four years up to this point JRCT had developed a close working relationship with Atlantic Philanthropies in funding some sensitive and contentious work in Northern Ireland, and also other work in the Republic of Ireland, in the UK, at the EU level, and in South Africa.  In most of these geographic contexts there was, and still is, no other funder of Atlantic Philanthropies’ size and capacity willing to engage on really contentious issues.   JRCT had been funding some of the work on human rights and conflict resolution for more than 30 years – longer than Atlantic was talking of remaining in existence.  You would have to be a very optimistic person to say the problems would all be solved in the next 20 years.  I made the claim that JRCT had been far more effective in its second 50 years than in its first.  Why spend down?

5 I received a wonderfully passionate response!  It is one that has not altered my view but it has made me think a lot.  John argued that Atlantic took the view that it could make more impact on these problems by investing heavily in the nonprofit organisations over 15 years than smaller sums over the long term.  Further there is a reasonable chance that future generations will create their own philanthropies which will be able to take up the issues.  And AP’s founder was closely involved and did not envisage the foundation becoming a perpetual organisation.  

6 Now it’s impossible to say who is right on this issue – there is no right answer.  We can all form our own view.  I don’t want to get into that discussion.  The point John made that caused me to think most deeply was John’s response to my assertion that JRCT had been more effective in its second fifty years than in its first.  He wrote:

I have no doubt that you are correct  … but I have to say that I believe that the Rowntree Trusts are the exception that proves the rule.  The number of foundations of which it can be said that they were more effective in their second fifty years than in their first is very few.  Sadly the landscape is littered with foundations, particularly large ones, which have become bureaucratic and ossified and which consistently fail to live up to their potential.  Those considerations weighed heavily on us as we pondered the future of our organisation. 
7 Wow!  This is an extremely powerful point, and one I had not even considered.  It made me think about how untypical the foundation people I regularly communicate with might be!  I know a lot of people who are constantly thinking about the most effective way to operate.  Could it be that we are in a minority?  We ought to take note of these wise words.  
8 Others have made similar points.  I was interested to read the point made by Katherine Fulton and Andrew Blau based on Edgar Schein’s work in the recent Cultivating Change in Philanthropy paper.  Schein reckons that the only time an organisation really learns is when the normal level of ‘learning anxiety’ is trumped by ‘survival anxiety’.  Among endowed philanthropic institutions there is almost never a threat that raises ‘survival anxiety’.  The result is a field in which there is limited (if any) feedback about donor performance and little real need to confront and share failure.

9 And when there is feedback – just listen to this from voluntary organisations surveyed in Britain for a recent Carnegie UK Trust report.  Foundations are seen as:

Being without passion, uninvolved, and with tendency to throw all risk on to the grantee.  Foundations are seen 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.

10 We cannot ignore these issues.  Those of us that are advocates for continuity of the philanthropic world had better take note.  If we want continuity we had better be open to change.
11 I am delighted that Diana Leat and Helmut Anheir decided to include a profile of JRCT in their book ‘Creative Philanthropy’ and even more delighted that they suggested that this is a term that might have applied to JRCT’s work from its beginning.  I am not sure that we live up to this accolade.  There is a lot in the final section of the book where I feel that we fall far short.  But if we can leave this aside for the time being, I would like to focus on five of the features of JRCT that I think may have helped us manage change over the longterm.  In doing this I have drawn on some of the conclusions that Diana has found from her study.  I recognise that some of these points are specific to JRCT but many are more general and are illustrative of the strengths that foundations can play to:
· Values underpin everything.  Gerry Salole opened this conference by talking about the need for foundations to discover a moral compass.  I was fascinated by Diana and Helmut articulating in their book that a value based vision lay at the root of much creative philanthropy.  I really like the quote from Emmett Carson that every grant reflects a social value.  It is a huge strength for JRCT that the foundation has a strong value base.  We are very clear about our commitment to values of social justice, equality, and solidarity and conflict resolution.  It must be easier to manage change if it’s on the basis of a re-interpretation of how the values apply to a changed environment.  This is an area where it is easier for a Trust like JRCT emerging from a religious tradition.
· Governance (and staffing).  I want to say something about governance as I think this is important.  Board members play a huge role in setting and maintaining the ethos of a foundation.  In relation to the challenge posed by the survey mentioned above, the question has to be asked - are we bringing sufficient diversity into the Boards of foundations?  Is there a good gender mix, and representation from minorities?  If we are to continue to be relevant then bringing diverse interests and perspectives into decision-making is important.  
JRCT has tried hard to do this, within the limitations of its Deed, and to enhance the Board’s experience by co-opting an even broader range of interests onto our programme committees.  This contributes to our aim of being a living, listening and learning organisation.  Thus the Committee driving our work in the field of racial justice almost becomes a microcosm of the pluralist multi-cultural society we are aiming to create.  These arguments apply to staffing as well.                 
I am constantly struck by colleagues saying their Boards are a hindrance to taking an adventurous approach.  One factor in the success of right wing foundations in the USA has been identified as the unity of purpose of board members and staff.  Engaging board members in the work of the foundation, and building that unity of purpose is something that more progressive foundations need to pay attention to.

· Entrepreneurial approach.  We need a vision for what we want to achieve and a strategy for getting there, but one of the strengths of the foundation world is that we can be flexible, light of foot, adventurous and opportunist.    We are in danger of losing our effectiveness if we tie our focus down to tightly.   It is our experience that social change is not a linear process but more akin to a patchwork.  At JRCT we want to be open to people with passion who are thinking creatively.  Our role tends to be one of ‘informed discernment’.  If we decide to back a person or organisation, then we try to liberate them to get on with the work, building a relationship that respects our relative roles, but is as close to an equal partnership as it can be.  Part of our role is to be a critical friend, offering a challenge if the work appears to be straying off target. 

We find ourselves funding organisations operating on both the outside and inside tracks – groups working to influence government policy and legislation in the short to medium term, as well as groups working to a long term vision and proposing radical solutions.  
To work in this way requires us to be non bureaucratic, transparent and always open to new approaches.  I was fascinated in the discussion in Diana’s book about creative foundation’s requiring leadership rather than management.  We certainly operate a very loose management structure giving freedom to staff to network, analyse what is needed and to work with their Committee to get on with the job.  We also have to find ways to communicate the message about what we about so that we continue to be a place that people with creative ideas know that they can approach.
· Looking to the long term.  One of the strengths of foundation world is that it is not constrained by the short termism that dominates the political and corporate worlds.  We are able to look at change over a longer time period.  For example at JRCT we have been engaged with issues of migration, integration and race for nearly 40 years.  During that time our programme has been constantly changing to address changing circumstances, but here has been a consistency of purpose based on the clear value base of the Trust.  We haven’t kept moving the goalposts.  I liked the metaphor used on the book by one of Diana’s respondents who said that working for change is a bit like a football match – a massive amount of preparation and buildup work for the occasional goal.  Taking the long view is critical, but is always in tension with the question of when it is time to move on.  
· Systems of self-critical review.  We are often good at evaluating the work of others.  There is almost no pressure for us to be as rigorous in looking at our own work.  I am not sure that we have found the right ways to build reviews into our work, but we have experimented with a number of options:

· Decennial Review – built into our deed is a requirement that every ten years we take stock, and ask the fundamental question – is there still a reason why JRCT should exist?  We take the exercise seriously, using the opportunity to take a radical look at what we are doing.  The pace of change seems to be quickening, and the question has been raised as to whether we should review our overall direction more often.
· Impact Assessments – in several of our programmes we have commissioned impact assessments every five years or so.  These are to evaluate the success of the groups that we fund or the work we have commissioned, but to look at what impact the overall Trust programme has had.

· Effectiveness Study – we have undertaken an effectiveness study, aimed at assessing the quality of the service that we as Trust offer.  The survey was undertaken independently and sought the views of both those that had been successful in their applications to the Trust as well as those that had not.  Satisfaction rates, were perhaps understandably, high but we learned a lot from the exercise.  Our intention is to repeat the exercise at regular intervals.

12 It would be possible to comment on so much more.  These are just five examples of the factors that I am conscious have been important at JRCT in attempting to maintain a radical vision over a long period. 
13 What I have portrayed is a model of perpetual change rooted in the values and experience of the Trust.  For JRCT it allows us to play to our strengths and use a variety of tools available to us.  I am conscious that this is not a model that describes a total change of direction or a dramatic shift of emphasis.  As we have heard there are times when such shifts are appropriate.  Every organisation needs to re-generate itself.  What I have argued for is for foundations that anticipate having a long term role to root change in continuity.
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