Charity and Philanthropy;  Voluntarism and Altruism – ‘Thought piece’  for the Sessions  - Sharon Clancy 
Background and History

The word "charity" entered the English language through the Old French word "charité" which was derived from the Latin "caritas" meaning preciousness, dearness, high price, and implying Christian love of humankind  or unconditional love of others. At this stage, according to Raymond Williams, it was connected with the bible and the sense of ‘benevolence to neighbours, and specifically gifts to the needy’ (Williams, 1976, p.21), was at this stage connected with Christian love.
In medieval Europe during the 12th and 13th centuries, Latin Christendom underwent a charitable revolution.  Rich patrons founded many leprosaria and hospitals for the sick and poor. New confraternities and religious orders emerged with the primary mission of engaging in intensive charitable work. Some argue that this movement was spurred by economic and material forces, as well as a burgeoning urban culture. Other scholars argue that developments in spirituality and devotional culture were central. For still other scholars, medieval charity was primarily a way to elevate one's social status and affirm existing hierarchies of power (cf. Trustee board membership of charities today). 
The English Poor Laws were a system of poor relief which existed in England and Wales that developed out of late-medieval and Tudor-era laws being codified in 1587–98. The Poor Law system was in existence until the emergence of the modern welfare state after the Second World War. 
English Poor Law legislation can be traced back as far as 1536,https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/English_Poor_Laws - cite_note-4 when legislation was passed to deal with the impotent poor, although there is much earlier Tudor legislation dealing with the problems caused by vagrants and beggars. The history of the Poor Law in England and Wales is usually divided between two statutes, the Old Poor Law passed during the reign of Elizabeth I and the New Poor Law, passed in 1834, which significantly modified the existing system of poor relief. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]The sense of charity as an institution was established by the 17th century. ‘Charity begins at home’ was already a popular saying at this point. The notion of ‘taking charity’ – and the fear and wounded self-respect and damaged dignity it implies – also starts to appear around this time. Williams describes this as relating to ‘the interaction of charity and of class feelings, on both sides of the act’ (ibid, p.21). 
19th Century Charity and the New Poor Law
The later statute altered the Poor Law system from one which was administered haphazardly at a local parish level to a highly centralised system which encouraged the large-scale development of workhouses by Poor Law Unions. The 1832 Royal Commission into the Operation of the Poor Laws was set up following the widespread destruction and machine breaking of the rural Swing Riots. The report concluded that the existing Poor Laws undermined the prosperity of the country by interfering with the natural laws of supply and demand, that the existing means of poor relief allowed employers to force down wages, and, that poverty itself was inevitable. The Act in 1834, despite being labelled an "amendment act", completely overhauled the existing system and established a Poor Law Commission to oversee the national operation of the system. This included the coming together of small parishes into Poor Law Unions  and the building of workhouses in each union for the giving of poor relief. Although the aim of the legislation was to reduce costs to rate payers, one area not reformed was the method of financing of the Poor Law system which continued to be paid for by levying a "poor rate" on the property owning middle classes.
The abuses and shortcomings of the system are documented in the novels of Charles Dickens and Frances Trollope and later in People of the Abyss by Jack London. Despite the aspirations of the reformers, the New Poor Law was unable to make the Workhouse as bad as life outside. The primary problem was that in order to make the diet of the Workhouse inmates "less eligible" than what they could expect outside, it would be necessary to starve the inmates beyond an acceptable level. It was for this reason that other ways were found to deter entrance to the Workhouses. These measures ranged from the introduction of prison style uniforms to the segregation of 'inmates' into yards – there were normally male, female, boys' and girls' yards.
The Charity Organisation Societies were founded in England in 1869. In the early 1870s a handful of local societies were formed with the intention of restricting the distribution of outdoor relief to the elderly, ill or 'non-able bodied' and to force them to accept the workhouse test.
Also called the Associated Charities was a private charity that existed in the late 19th and early 20th centuries as a clearing house for information on the poor. The society was mainly concerned with distinction between the deserving poor and undeserving poor. The society believed that giving out charity without investigating the problems behind poverty created a class of citizens that would always be dependent on alms giving.
The conviction that relief promoted dependency was the basis for forming the Societies. Instead of offering direct relief, the societies addressed the cycle of poverty. Neighbourhood charity visitors taught the values of hard work and thrift to individuals and families. The COS set up centralized records and administrative services and emphasized objective investigations and professional training. There was a strong scientific emphasis as the charity visitors organized their activities and learned principles of practice and techniques of intervention from one another. The result led to the origin of social casework. Gradually, over the ensuing years, volunteer visitors began to be supplanted by paid staff.
Charity Organisation Societies were made up of charitable groups that used scientific philanthropy to help poor, distressed or deviant persons. The Societies considered themselves more than just alms givers. Their ultimate goal was to restore as much self-sufficiency and responsibility as an individual could manage. Through their activities, the Societies tended to be aware of the range of social services available in their communities.
Despite its claims that private charity would be superior to public welfare because it improved the moral character of the recipients, records show that only a minority of its relief recipients managed to become self-reliant, with the exit rate declining sharply the longer people were on relief. The exit rates are similar to those in late-20th-century public welfare programmes, despite the fact that COS granted relief only to recipients it deemed “worthy” and improvable. Furthermore, journals kept by the COS case workers and “friendly visitors” indicate that they were not on friendly terms with the relief recipients but described them in disparaging terms and interacted with them in an intrusive and presumptuous way. The COS was resented by the poor for its harshness, and its acronym was rendered by critics as “Cringe or Starve”.
In Britain, the Charity Organisation Society led by Helen Bosanquet and Octavia Hill was founded in London in 1869 and similarly supported the concept of self-help and limited government intervention to deal with the effects of poverty.  Hill and her colleagues firmly believed in supporting the individual within the home – much of Hill’s work focused on establishing family home visiting schemes and a self-sufficiency and self-help approach to tackling poverty and poor health.The organisation claimed to use "scientific principles to root out scroungers and target relief where it was most needed" (Rees, R., 2001, p.6).https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Charity_Organization_Society - cite_note-12 The Charity Organisation Society was renamed Family Welfare Association in 1946 and still operates today as Family Action, a registered family support charity.
Settlement Movement
The Settlement movement offered an innovation in parish-based welfare and also created a challenge to the power base of existing elites who managed the parish Poor Law system, in which ratepayers in each parish or union had to elect a Board of Guardians to supervise the workhouse, to collect the Poor Rate and to send reports to the Central Poor Law Commission. The settlements did this through their focus on educational welfare work, amongst other strands of activity. There were university extension classes in the arts and humanities, country holidays for children, literacy and dramatic societies, support for new migrants, legal training and advice – in fact, the seeds of much of the voluntary sector we recognise today. For example, Jewish settlers and mariners were amongst the socially disadvantaged, marginalised and excluded groups to benefit from a rich seam of support mechanisms and structures. 
Settlements began to develop across the UK. Initially confined to areas of London, other industrial cities then began to set up their own. By 1900, Birmingham, Glasgow, Manchester and Liverpool all had settlements, often linked to the city universities, and others followed in Sheffield, Bristol and Edinburgh. 
However, despite the fact that Toynbee Hall -  the ethos of which was much copied -  prided itself on embracing volunteers of all political and religious persuasions, the settlers were disputably distinct from the communities in which they resided – they lived in relative comfort in many instances, as graduates, from affluent family homes and with professional contacts, and they brought with them the knowledge and networks of these other communities which often created resentment not only amongst local people but also within the parish elite, many of whom did not share their background either. Some of the work the settlement charities undertook, such as youth clubs, were seen by such detractors as mechanisms for inculcating working class young people with the values and mores of the middle classes; and, liberal arts education was viewed as either destructive of existing working class cultures or of no practical benefit or use. The young graduates were even depicted in the press of the time as ‘prigs’, disconnected from local circumstances and moneyed, who misunderstood the working classes and the problems they faced.  
Some of its [Toynbee Hall] critics – among them many well-known East End clergymen – complain that the young men to be found there are mostly prigs (‘Hear, Say and See, Written Notes by a Parson’s  Pen’ East End News,  30 September, 1890 – cited in Bradley, K., 2007, p.7)
Even Hilda Cashmore, a former university lecturer and passionate founder warden of the Bristol University settlement, who had extensive experience of the settlements in both Bristol and Manchester between 1911 and 1937, commented that residents tended to ‘plunge out at intervals into another world where they are no more of it than they were before, except that they are physically nearer’ (Cashmore, H., 1921, p.2).
The ‘friendship method’, in particular, caused considerable concern, being seen by external critics as lacking clarity of purpose or, worse, social experimentation. Important internal commentators such as William Beveridge, who was Sub-Warden at Toynbee Hall from 1905 to 1905, did not approve of this approach, commenting that it was ‘all about doing things for other people and other people’s children’ (Harris, J., quoted in Voluntary Action History paper, 2005, p. 4).
Other charitable bodies, such as the Charity Organisation Society favoured limited government intervention and made clear distinctions between the deserving and the undeserving poor. Hill et al argued that the settlement approach was unverifiable in terms of outcomes and was beset by vagueness and confusion of mission. When the settlements hit back, they made the point that their actions were audacious and acting for real change and commented on the unlikelihood that the COS Council members would be ‘”personally familiar with the needs of the poor’’’ (Barnett, cited in Voluntary Action History paper, 2005, p.3).
It could be argued that this period is represented by idealism. ‘Idealism provided a powerful philosophical foundation for the spirit of altruism, self-sacrifice and obligation which seized the governing and intellectual classes in the last quarter of the 19th century’ and that the State’s purpose ‘was not to enhance national power or cultural identity but to ensure the spiritual and material well-being of its citizens’ (Stapleton, 2005).
Criticisms of charity 
As the settlement movement perhaps demonstrated, poverty and social injustice cannot be addressed through private good will and philanthropy.  If the services of the private sector and the voluntary sector are represented as essentially preferable to state provision, there is a danger that the voluntary sector becomes a provider of what were formerly state provided services, that expectations of the services it can actually provide are unreasonably high and that its independence and ability to ask difficult questions and to campaign on unpopular and deeply intractable social issues is chronically compromised.  Whilst the public sector has been subject to active scrutiny of its services and stringent accountability measures, if the voluntary sector is expected to engage in service delivery to support the policies underpinning current government thinking (such as Big Society, Giving etc), one has to ask where the lines of accountability now fall and who will take the blame if such a massive shift in service delivery does not work.
The Conservative Government’s emphasis seems to be on a return to concepts of volunteering, personal enterprise/ self- reliance and philanthropy, moving away from an organised voluntary sector or collective activism. This represents a considerable paradigm shift for swathes of the voluntary sector who have stayed true to their campaigning roots. 
What is clear is that the voluntary sector, a pivot of the Big Society, is experiencing huge difficulties in meeting the challenge, because voluntarism rarely functions in isolation from the state......It is pious optimism to suggest that private philanthropy will suddenly appear in the same proportion, or in the same places, as the disappearing public purse (Hopkin, 2011, http://www.socialsciencespace.com/2011/02/the-big-society-or-back-to-little-societies/).
Critics of charitable giving contend that simply transferring gifts or money to disadvantaged people has negative long-term effects.
A philosophical critique of charity can be found in Oscar Wilde's The Soul of Man, where he calls it "a ridiculously inadequate mode of partial restitution…usually accompanied by some impertinent attempt on the part of the sentimentalist to tyrannise over [the poors'] private lives", as well as a remedy that prolongs the "disease" of poverty, rather than curing it. 
Friedrich Engels, in his 1845 treatise on the condition of the working class in England, points out that charitable giving, whether by governments or individuals, is often seen by the givers as a means to conceal suffering that is unpleasant to see. Engels quotes from a letter to the editor of an English newspaper who complains that: 
‘streets are haunted by swarms of beggars, who try to awaken the pity of the passers-by in a most shameless and annoying manner, by exposing their tattered clothing, sickly aspect, and disgusting wounds and deformities. I should think that when one not only pays the poor-rate, but also contributes largely to the charitable institutions, one had done enough to earn a right to be spared such disagreeable and impertinent molestations’.
The English bourgeoisie, Engels concludes,
‘is charitable out of self-interest; it gives nothing outright, but regards its gifts as a business matter, makes a bargain with the poor, saying: "If I spend this much upon benevolent institutions, I thereby purchase the right not to be troubled any further, and you are bound thereby to stay in your dusky holes and not to irritate my tender nerves by exposing your misery. You shall despair as before, but you shall despair unseen, this I require, this I purchase with my subscription of twenty pounds for the infirmary!" It is infamous, this charity of a Christian bourgeois!’
Evolution of the Welfare State  - ‘Not a charity but a right’
The Poor Law system fell into decline at the beginning of the 20th century owing to factors such as the introduction of the Liberal welfare reforms and the availability of other sources of assistance from friendly societies and trade unions, as well as piecemeal reforms which bypassed the Poor Law system. The Poor Law system was not formally abolished until the National Assistance Act 1948, with parts of the law remaining on the books until 1967. 
R.H. Tawney, an outstanding social educator and President of the Workers Educational Association (WEA) from 1928-44, insisted that education, social organisation and education must go hand in hand with political equality to achieve the democratisation of society. He supported some of the thinking which helped create the Welfare State and spans its evolution,  the shift from 19th century moral philosophy and Christian, or missionary rhetoric, arguing, instead, for equality of economic and social power:
‘Democracy is unstable as a political system as long as it remains a political system and nothing more, instead of being, as it should be, not only a form of government but a type of society, and a manner of life which is in harmony with that type. To make it a type of society requires an advance along two lines. It involves, in the first place, the resolute elimination of all forms of special privilege which favour some groups and depress others, whether their source be differences of environment, of education, or of pecuniary income. It involves, in the second place, the conversion of economic power, now often an irresponsible tyrant, into a servant of society, working within clearly defined limits and accountable for its actions to a public authority.’ (Tawney, ‘Equality’, 1931 – 1938 edition, p.30)
Tawney studied modern history at Balliol College, Oxford. After graduating from Oxford in 1903, he and his friend William Beveridge lived at Toynbee Hall, the first Settlement and by then the home of the recently formed Workers Educational Association (created in 1903). The experience was to have a profound effect upon him. He realised that charity was insufficient and major structural change was required to bring about social justice for the poor. 
Whilst Tawney remained a regular Churchgoer, in keeping with his social radicalism, Tawney came to regard the Church of England as a “class institution, making respectful salaams to property and gentility and with too little faith in its own creed to call a spade a spade in the vulgar manner of the New Testament”.  
Two of Tawney's books stand out as his most influential social criticism:http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/R._H._Tawney - cite_note-Cannon.2C_J._1997_p._909-28 The Acquisitive Society (1920), Richard Crossman's “socialist bible”, and Equality (1931), “his seminal work”. The former, one of his most widely read books, criticised the selfish individualism of modern society. Capitalism, he insisted, encourages acquisitiveness and thereby corrupts everyone. In the latter book, Tawney argues for an egalitarian society. Religion and the Rise of Capitalism (1926) was perhaps his greatest work and made his reputation as an historian. It explored the relationship between Protestantism and economic development in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. Tawney “bemoaned the division between commerce and social morality brought about by the Protestant Reformation, leading as it did to the subordination of Christian teaching to the pursuit of material wealth”. 
Both works reflected Tawney’s Christian moral values, “exercised a profound influence” in Britain and abroad, and “anticipated the Welfare state”. As Dr. David Ormrod, of the University of Kent, stresses, “intermittent opposition from the Churches to the new idolatry of wealth surfaced from time to time but no individual critics have arisen with a combination of political wisdom, historical insight and moral force to match that of R.H. Tawney, the prophet who denounced acquisitiveness”. 

William Beveridge’s report in 1942 was the foundation of the post war Labour government’s welfare state. That being:
"a concept of government in which the state plays a key role in the protection and promotion of the economic and social well-being of its citizens. It is based on the principles of equality of opportunity, equitable distribution of wealth, and public responsibility for those unable to avail themselves of the minimal provisions for a good life. The general term may cover a variety of forms of economic and social organization."
 Politically, as a country with a system of representative democracy, we are bound to vote for our elected representatives according to their policy platforms. We can vote them out, we can lobby them, we can argue with them.
The state is the means by which we organise ourselves democratically and in relation to the sensible distribution of wealth and wellbeing. The state, according to Beveridge, places upon us the responsibility to participate, to work and to care for others but, if we are incapacitated, it will care for and maintain us.
So what happens when the state is reduced and those democratic structures we’ve always understood lose their power?
Philanthropy 
Instances of philanthropy commonly overlap with instances of charity, though not all charity is philanthropy, or vice versa. The difference commonly cited is that charity relieves the pains of social problems, whereas philanthropy attempts to solve those problems at their root causes (the difference between giving a hungry person a fish, and teaching them how to fish – the notion of capacity building). A person who practices philanthropy is called a philanthropist.
The word was first coined as an adjective by the playwright Aeschylus in Prometheus Bound (5th century BC), to describe Prometheus' character as "humanity loving" (philanthropos tropos), for having given to the earliest proto-humans who had no culture, fire (symbolizing technological civilization) and "blind hope" (optimism). Together, they would be used to improve the human condition, to save mankind from destruction. Thus humans were distinguished from all other animals by being a civilization with the power to complete their own creation through education (self-development) and culture (civic development), expressed in good works benefiting others.
As the historian JFC Harrison stated, philanthropy and politics are intimately connected. 
‘A Laissez faire economy is also cruel and unjust. Supply and demand, as the regulating principle of wages, is clearly inequitable, for the competition between capital and labour is always weighted against labour’ (Harrison, 1961,p. 98) and  ‘schemes for profit sharing and the like are impossible under laissez faire and in any case are too late and do not go to the root of the matter. Like private philanthropy it is utterly inadequate to deal with the pressing problems of our society’ (Harrison, ibid, p.99). 
Contemporary Interpretations 
The Institute of Economic Affairs published a report in 2012 called "Sock Puppets: How the government lobbies itself and why", which criticised the phenomenon of governments funding charities which then lobby the government for changes which the government wanted all along.
The Limits of Trickle-Down Philanthropy  - Sunday, 10 January 2016, Truthout Interview with Linsey McGoey, author of No Such Thing as a Free Gift: The Gates Foundation and the Price of Philanthropy – provides the latest, thought-provoking critique. McGoey states that:
‘One hundred years ago there was enormous skepticism in the UK and the US over whether charitable giving was sufficient for meeting the needs of the most marginalized and impoverished in society. Clement Attlee, the former British prime minister, encompassed this view. As one of his biographers put it: ‘Charity, says Clem, is a cold grey loveless thing. If a rich man wants to help the poor, he should pay his taxes gladly, not dole out money at whim.’ Attlee wrote in 1920 that a ‘A right established by law, such as that to an old age pension, is less galling than an allowance made by a rich man to a poor one.’ Such views had become commonplace by the mid-twentieth century. What’s surprising is how neglected they are today. Charitable giving is seen as sacrosanct, even while the failures of private charity to make dents in growing economic inequality or to curb escalating poverty in America grow more obvious. Any force in society that’s seen as inviolable or irreproachable is worrying, whether it’s unaccountable big government or unaccountable big philanthropy’.  
And ‘I emphasize that "philanthrocapitalism" is not new - it's simply a resuscitation of the belief, forged in the 17th and 18th centuries by thinkers such as Bernard Mandeville and Adam Smith, that private enterprise can yield public benefits. What is unusual is that the media and public are largely accepting the bullish triumphalism of the new breed of philanthrocapitalists who suggest, wrongly, that their effort to marry private interest with social welfare is somehow unprecedented. Albert Hirschman's The Passions and the Interests is instructive here. He returns to Mandeville and Smith's writing and points out that both thinkers called explicitly for government regulation to ensure that private enterprise doesn't solely profit producers at the expense of the public. Philanthrocapitalists have been trying to "save the world" for over 300 years. What's new today is that we accept on faith that their trickle-down philanthropic efforts represent an improvement over the past’.
McGoey also talks about current philanthropists. On Bill Clinton she writes ‘I talk about Bill Clinton's links to Frank Giustra, a Canadian philanthropist who exploited his links to Clinton to win lucrative mining contracts. Giustra has been very upfront about viewing his own generosity as "profitable" for himself personally. I point to him as a good example of the new breed of "liminal pioneers," my term for donors who purposefully straddle the borders of public benefit and private gain, maintaining that their own enrichment will inevitably serve the welfare of the larger public’.
In terms of what society receives in return for the enormous tax credits given to the wealthiest Americans for the billions of dollars (collectively) given to their own and other foundations, McGoey claims we gain ‘collective absolution’. This could also apply in the UK. 
She goes on to say:
‘There's a widespread assumption that private donors are filling the void fostered by receding states. But state spending is not retracting in many wealthy nations - it's simply being channeled through more private providers. What the Gates Foundation spends yearly on global health is a miniscule portion of what the US government spends on overseas health aid. In many ways, the new philanthropists punch above their weight: reaping praise for gains in global poverty reduction or health outcomes that stem more from redistributive tax and regulatory policies during the mid-century, and more recently from rising living standards in BRIC nations such as China, rather than from handouts offered by billionaire donors’.
On wealth and power she says: ‘During the recent Paris climate summit, a widely circulated photo showed Gates on the main stage flanked on his left by [Canadian Prime Minister] Justin Trudeau and on his right by [US President] Barack Obama, [French President] François Hollande and [Indian Prime Minister] Narendra Modi. There's no doubt that Gates commands the prestige and status of a head of state. It's clear we're entering an age where great wealth is seen as an imprimatur of the right to lead, even if one has no democratic mandate to do so. What's perplexing is how many on the left salute the arrival of the new plutocratic era. Patience with flawed democracies might be ebbing, but the answer surely shouldn't be unchecked deference to the very rich, however heartwarming their acts of altruism may seem’.
Her final comment summarises some of my own concerns with the spectre of charity and philanthropy: 
‘Why do people across the political spectrum largely view Gates’ power as something unimpeachable? One reason might be the way that charity resonates with our highest ideals of human love and self-sacrifice. The sociologist Darren Thiel and I term this the ‘charismatic advantage’ of large-scale giving – perceptions of personal heroism and selflessness that shroud benefactors in a sort of protective armor, insulating them from scrutiny in a way that other powerful actors, such as governments, are not shielded. Piercing this philanthropic armor was a goal of my book’.   


See Raymond Williams (1976:2015), Keywords, Oxford University Press: Oxford for his delineation of Charity, pp. 20 – 22
He does not tackle Philanthropy, Voluntarism and Altruism 

