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Thank you all for being here, and for this opportunity for me to share perspectives on how funders support
the work that you and others are doing. 
First rule of funding: first, do no harm. 

1. funders are of different types. 

Those who understand that the world changed in 2010, and those who don’t. 2010 ushered in an era of•
induced austerity. The state is now absent from key areas of help, and this is not likely to come back any
time soon. 
Those who stay and those who go. Much work needs long term, incremental change, not short-term•
seedcorn funding expectations. Some funders are neophile, always seeking innovation, easily bored. There
has been great practice and theory from, for example, Esmee Fairbairn. 
Those who manage their knowledge of a sector well, and those who give in relative ignorance, or nostalgia.•
This is often linked to whether funders are or aren’t willing to talk to other funders to deepen their
understanding. Failure to do this creates extra work for applicants, wasting time and money. 
Those who deal with symptoms and those who deal with causes, structures and policy issues. In the field of•
diversity and education, structural issues count for a lot. 
In 2016, Culham St Gabriel’s Trust had a strategic review and took a conscious decision to recognise the•
‘new normal’, to stick with key issues incrementally, to share our knowledge of the sector, and to ‘go
upstream’ to tackle structural issues as well as helping individuals. 
Groups working in the field of diversity have choices about the type of funders they can approach. •

2. funders have duties. 

In addition to their legal and regulatory duties, funders working in diversity do in my opinion have a range of
other duties or obligations:

To break out of the binary trap of either ‘advancing religion’ or ‘not doing god’. Both alternatives are•
unhelpful: they blunt a charity’s capacity to respond helpfully and relevantly. 
To think about the end user more than we think about our own procedures. Some funders, working in the•
same field, use different application systems, different deadlines and cycles, for the same work. This imposes
extra chores on hard pressed individuals and networks. Why do we do that? We should stop it. Now. 
To look for the person with courage. •



To know and understand the sector: not only what it is, but what it could become; and to share these•
insights with each other strategically. 
To know and understand the times: including having the courage to recognise that some interventions•
could make things worse before they make things better. This could be particularly true in issues-raising
work. 
To foster relationships but keep some distance and openness. Not to make a virtue of ignorance and call it•
objectivity. 
To do fewer, bigger, better things. •
To realise that not everything can be or should be scaled up: some beautiful things can happen in specific•
places for a while, and then they are gone, and sometimes that is OK. 
To realise that when things do need scaling up or long-term sustainable support, this challenges Trustees to•
change our thinking accordingly. For example, funders who ‘don’t support core costs or salaries’ need to
think seriously about how this might be negatively influencing the outcomes we want to see –
sustainability, clear planning, high standards, resilience. 
To be open always to the seventh wave, the idea that comes from nowhere. •

3. thoughts for applicants and grantees. 

This is not advice! My observations are based on conversations with applicants and grantees, and listening to
your insights. 

You can distinguish between activity and impact: between ‘100 people came to the event’, ‘they loved our•
resources’, and ‘the change was …’. In general, funders are more interested in the impact, as it affects adults
and children. 
You can resist to pressure to ‘demonstrate impact’ in the short term. In the field of diversity and attitudinal•
change, we can never know who we may have helped or saved, and if we do know, it takes time (I do
realise that the above two points are to some extent contradicting each other!) 
Explaining your theory of change – what is the problem, how it can be addressed, how and why one’s plan•
might work in context – is key to being clear about why a grant is justified. 
You can share the bad news as well as the good. For example, if there are some sectors, contexts, or•
pockets where prejudice is not being faced up to, or getting worse after your intervention, you can say so
without it reflecting badly on you. That way, we all learn something. 

We can see the funder-funded relationship, at its best, as a virtuous cycle, in which not only money changes
hands; also intelligence, hope, courage, capacity, wisdom and resilience can be part of the exchange. As these
social goods move around, they can rise in value, and the whole community benefits. This happens almost
regardless of whether any specific funded ‘objectives’ are ‘achieved’ – although we would not want to ignore
that!  


