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[Abstract]

This essay examines the persistent and penetrating role of
philanthropy in the institutional life of Western Europe.

Whatever knowledge has been gained in the collective survival of Homo
sapiens, our species derives its authority over history from a purpose more
significant than simply the survival of the fittest or the maximization of
individual udlities. Our shared history expresses surprisingly consistent
levels of organized compassion. Altruism and philanthropy, born of
individual need, persist in collectivities. This is a study of public policy
outcomes at those interstices where religious, political, and economic forces
have taken shape, however transient, as human institutions or collectivities.
The analysis yields a more comprehensive understanding of how public policy
is made, particularly the unique comparative context of the new European
Union. The individual and social choices made within this continuing process
tell us a great deal about both the philanthropic impulse and the major
institutions which comprise European life at the end of the twentieth century.

The description of each important institutional intersection--religion
and philanthropy in France, politics and philanthropy in Germany, and
economics and philanthropy in England--is framed within the institution of
social welfare. The modern European welfare system illustrates the
acceptance of public obligations and commitments by the collective
institutions of governance has altered over the course of time. Such
adjustments, it seems, culminate in our own time in a fuller sense of collective
and public responsibility for relationships. The role of altruism, charity, and
philanthropy in that institutional shift--from a private to a public conscience
--is at at the heart of this essay. The “new tempered spirit” which can come to



“comfort” the next century may be found in an unexpected intimacy between
near and distant obligations as well as in the startling connectedness between
our selves as private individuals and our selves as an inc reasmglv diminutive
portion of national and transnational institutions.

The very limited human and institutional possibilities within what we
now know as the modern nation-state may well come to an end with this
century. The possibilities for new forms of both obligation and commitment to
the endless variety of human needs and aspirations are unlimited. In much the
same manner that the dissolution of the medieval life of old Europe permitted
the discovery and construction of a new spirit of individual human potential,
the dissolution of the political boundaries of contemporary Europe should
permit the discovery and construction of a new spirit of human
interdependence.
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CHAPTER ONE
AN INTRODUCTION
Thus, the moral order, like the wealth

of nations, is continuously created by an

indefinitely large number of acts as people

encounter each other in a field defined, not

by institutions or tradition, but by their

own interactions.?

Philanthropy -- the institutional expression of one
person’s concern for the welfare of others -- is of both
endless fascination and significant importance as we
navigate the infinite series of interactions we call human
history. Discernable even in the darkest waters from which
the earliest creatures struggled for survival,
philanthropic activity flows in and around history --
surging at times, quiescent at others -- but continually
nourishing the highest purposes to which human beings,
individually and collectively, aspire. Philanthropy
reminds us that, whatever knowledge has been gained in the
collective survival of homo sapiens, our species derives
its authority over history from a purpose more significant
than simply the survival of the fittest or the maximization
of individual utilities. Altruism and compassion persist
in collectivities. Indeed, it may be argued that the self-

interestedness to be discerned in any careful examination
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of the framework of our great institutions -- religious,
political, and economic -- is inseparable from that other-
relatedness so clearly implied in the fundamental need for
shared institutions. Robert Payton contends that
philanthropy "appears at the juncture of economics and
religion ... and may appear at the junction of politics and
religion as well”.2 If Payton is correct, and I contend
that he is, the social order that emerges where religion,
economics, and politics conjoin defines not only the moral
nature of those primary institutions, but also the special
needs and hopes of the individuals embedded in them.

While it may be too generous to say that we are ail,
like Gertrude Himmelfarb’'s beloved Victorians, "avowedly,
unashamedly, incorrigibly moralists”,® it is certainly
near the point to argue that our shared history expresses
surprisingly consistent levels of organized compassion. As
our species evolves and human institutions adjust to more
complex forms of socialization, the disposition of
philanthropic sentiment also changes. Questions of self-
interestedness and other-interestedness were evident as
soon as one human met another in the most primitive social
contact. From that moment, this essay shows, the issue of
each human being 's concern for other human beings --
philanthropy -- has reflected the forces of institutional
formation in many significant ways. When religious forces
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come into play, philanthropic activity oscillates. It both
advances from and recedes into the shadows of our basest
behaviors and our most sublime beliefs. When political
forces come into play, philanthropic activity compresses.
It is concentrated into the regulations and police power of
civil authority. When economic forces come into play,
philanthropic activity is diffused. It disperses the gains
and losses of economic activity across human interactions.
This exploration is ultimately interested in the
public policy outcomes of those interstices where
religious, political and economic forces take shape,
however transient, as human institutions or collectivities.
More specifically, it is interested in the impact of those
institutions on philanthropic activity and the concomitant
role of philanthropy in the configuration of the
institutions themselves. A fuller understanding of the
impact of the nature and structure of that social order on
philanthropy -- and vice-versa -- should vield a more
comprehensive understanding of how public policy is made,
particularly in the unique comparative context of the new
European Union. The individual and social choices made
within this continuing process should tell us a great deal
about both philanthropy and its relationship with the major
institutions which comprise European life at the end of the

twentieth century.



The Structure of the Essay

This essay will chart both the sources as well as the
passage of philanthropy through some of the many variations
of religious, political and economic behavior which define
European history. Such an institutional/behavioral nexus
might be configured in any number qf ways, for neither the
institutions themselves nor the philanthropic behavior that
accompanies and reflects them, can be seen as time- or
nation-specific. However, in order that ocur navigation
might be 1llustrative as well as effective, I have chosen
to examine each institutional environment as it appears in
a distinctive place and over a fixed period of time. For
the most part then, Chapter Four will look at the ways in
which organized religion, particularly the Catholic Church
in the Middle Ages, left a notable and indelible
impression on philanthropy in France. Chapter Five will
explore how the machinery of political governance,
particularly in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries,
had an enormous impact on the incorporation of
philanthropic activity in Germany. Chapter Six will focus
on the substantial impact economic forces, from the late
Middle Ages on, have had on the well-defined traditions of
philanthropy in England.

This format does not, of course, deny that all three
of these great countries experienced in one degree or
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another strikingly similar religious, political, and
economic events. Nor does it deny that these contingencies
helped to shape the public institutions in each country in
a manner that influenced the nature of their individual
philanthropic experiences as well. My format seeks,
rather, to highlight only a few convolutions in a complex,
deeply intermingled set of human and social phenomena.
“History, after all,” David Landes reminds us, "is =a
sacrifice on the altar of hope -- that man will one day
know more about man...."4

To emphasize the historical and contemporary inter-
relatedness of the European community, I will frame the
discussion of each important institutional intersect --
religion and philanthropy in France, politics and
philanthropy in Germany, and economics and philanthropy in
England -- within the singular modern institution of social
welfare. Chapters Two and Seven will make it evident that
the emergence of what is now known as the “welfare state’
in contemporary Europe represents what Reinhold Dorwart
calls a "dynamic process adjusting in theory and actuality
to historical changes in social institutions and in human
values"” .5 I argue that because France, Germany, and
England have shared similar institutional responses to
similar historical contingencies, they now have also come
to share a concept of an "underlying philosophy, the
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in public and private life, the element of coercion or
restriction of the rights of the individual”® which can be
said to comprise Europe’'s particular definition of a
‘welfare state’. Any such definition would incorporate
many aspects of the experience Western Europe has had with
philanthropy. I will also explore what impact of the newly
permeable bLorders of the European Union can, and should,
have on institutional life in a truly transnational
community.

The new European Union, like philanthropy itself, can
be seen as what Donna Andrew calls, a "peculiar
amalgamation"”, one in which a coherent system of beliefs
and values is emerging around a common purpose,; one that
“would impose on all classes obligations and duties, that
would subsume individual interests into some larger
interest”.?7 This acceptance of public obligations and
commitments by the collective institutions of governance in
Europe has grown over the course of many centuries. It
has, it seems, culminated in our own time in a fuller sense
of collective and public moral responsibility for what had
not so very long ago been intimate, individual, and private
relationships. That institutional shift -- and the impact
of altruism, charity, and philanthropy on it -- is the
heart of my essay because it embodies so clearly the irony
that "the less we live in tightly bound communities
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organized by strong social ties, the greater is our need to

recognize our dependence on others...."8 It is this
transition -- from what I call private to public
conscience -- that energizes my concluding chapter. The

“new tempered spirit"” which I argue can come to "comfort”
the next century may be found in an unexpected intimacy
between near and distant obligations, between ourselves as
private individuals and ourselves as an increasingly
dimunitive portion of national and transnational
institutions involving many, many other people.

Finally, since not only institutional but also
individual tributaries add to our river of philanthropy, a
separate section, Chapter Three, will set out the various
human constructs of altruism. This section is built around
the idea of le don, or gift exchange, first given form by
the French sociologist, Marcel Mauss:

Society wants to discover the “social’ cell. It seeks
the individual in a curious frame of mind in which the
sentiments of its own laws are mingled with other,
purer sentiments: charity, social service, and
solidarity. The theme of the gift, of generosity and
self-interest in giving, reappear in our society like
the resurrection of a dominant motif long forgotten.®
This "motif’, when placed in juxtaposition to the
multitudinous situational factors encountered at certain
points in human history, forms the intellectusl building
blocks of my essay. By looking first and carefully at the

various defining factors of the human personality in the
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context of an altruism-egoism continuum, I establish
important insights about the milieux wherein developing
institutions mirror specific human needs and exhibit
distinctive human responses to changes in social forces
over time. The profound codes of morality which mark the
boundaries of our humanity -- biological, spiritual,
psychological, social, and cultural -- now urge us to
"extend the “inward’  moral rules of civil society ‘outward’
to the realm of nonintimate and distant social relations"10
that seem to typify our epoch. Thus, the text is carefully
structured to have the central social issues in Modern
European life (Chapters 2 and 7) provide a frame for the
human and historical dimensions of the philanthropic
experience (Chapters 3, 4, 5 and 6).

The promontory from which this essay surveys the river
of philanthropy is social consciousness. The moral urges
and obligations which are satisfied through the persistence
of various means of expressing the value we attach to the
well-being of others, is captured in that term. Our
awareness of the scope and scale of the gap between the
familiar and distant obligations to others, between
ourselves as private individuals and ouselves as an
increasingly diminutive portion of public institutions, is
fundamental. As Andrew Greeley says,

humans live ... not as isolated social beings but as
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participants in dense, over-lapping networks of
intimate, mostly or partly cooperative relationships.
These networks -- familial, geographic, religious,
political, economic -- are the very stuff out of which
society is made and are durable to the point of
intractability.12 '
Our interdependence -- and our concern for our fellow human
beings -- is a moral obligation as old as humanity. Fear
of isolation and a need for others has, throughout history,
been marked by the rituals and obligations of altruism,
charity, and philanthropy.

Ultimately, the manner in which individual choices and
public policy have come together in the set of social
welfare institutions that characterize today’'s European
community clearly delimits philanthropic activity.
Nevertheless, given philanthropy’'s persistent and
penetrating role in the institutional life of Europe, it is
not hard to discern the influence of man’s concern for his
fellow man as modern Europe enters the next millennium.

Throughout this essay, I frequently utilize the
metaphor of a great river of philanthropy, describing how
it flows, sometimes surging, sometimes quiescent, among the
distinctive institutional forces which have shaped and,
even today, continue to shape European society. The
iteration of this figure of speech has allowed me to
demonstrate that philanthropy was never a rock in the

middle of the stream over which the river of time passed
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willy-nilly. Rather it is philanthropy itself which grew
and changed, rose and receded, along with "the rich and
often conflicting variety of understandings people gave to
the changing world around them, a world they often sought
to change in their own interests, even if it was too rarely

8 world of their own making".12
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CHAPTER TWO

"AND THE POOR REMAIN WITH US”

Even from afar, the demise of state-supported welfare
as the engine of the social economy in Europe sappears
imminent. The popular press trumpets “The Crisis at the
End of Utopia"”, wonders "Is Europe’s Social-Welfare State
Headed for the Deathbed?”, notes that "Europe’s Social
Cushion is Looking Rather Frayed”, and even asks if
Europeans must begin "Laying Off Nanny". Scholarly
journals snalyze "The Twilight of the Scandinavian Model",
ask "Of Benefit to Whom?", and begin "The Search for a New
Paradigm of Welfare”. Long books are written on THE
WELFARE STATE IN CRISES, CRISES AND CHOICE IN EUROPEAN
SOCIAL DEMOCRACY, BEYOND THE WELFARE STATE, or simply, THE
THINGS THAT ARE NOT CAESAR'S.1

From up close -- in the complicated deliberations in
the Riksdag, the heated discussions of the Landkrelis, the
quiet conversations along the Grand  Place, the endless
arguments at the local pub, or even the early morning
bavardage at the bakery -- the feeling is the same.
Somehow, the great social experiment that emerged from the
horrors of two World Wars appears, if not at an end, then
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certainly profoundly flawed. How, the Europeans ask
themselves, has it come to this?

Why, the reader might now sask, is any of this
important to an analysis of the pfivate choices and public
decisions which comprise the philanthropic experience of
Western Europe? Because if, as Robert Payton contends,
philanthropy always "appears at the juncture of economics
and religion” and "may appear at the junction of politics
and religion as well”,2 then there is no better place to
begin an exploration of philanthropy than in that perfervid
nexus of economics, religion, and politics known as the
modern European ‘welfare state’.

Up From the Dark Ages

The origination of a concept of state-sponsored
welfare may be discerned at any number of points in
Europe’ s long and complex history. Indicative of the tone
underlying the development process, however, is the title
of one of the earliest schemes for general relief, that of
England in 1572. The statute, which hindsight shows to be
the foundation of the long-standing and still-discernible
Tudor poor laws, was entitled "An Acte for the Punishment
of Vagabondes and for Releif [sic] of the Poor". It is in
this intimate twining of punishment and relief that one
needs to search for the origins of the modern welfare
state. The history of early Modern Europe is the history

13



of a firm dichotomy between "God’ s poor and the devil’s
poor , the "former are supposed to be those whose poverty
results from inescapable disaster or personal infirmity,
the latter for whom it is the result of bad choice,
personal weakness, or the misuse of resources”.3 And the

poor remain with us. In his thoughtful and very current

analysis of CITIZENSHIP AND SOCIAL CLASS, T.H. Marshall
suggests that embedded in this historical tradition, the
"aim of social rights ... has acquired a new meaning".
It is no longer merely an attempt to abate the obvious
nuisance of destitution in the lower ranks of society.
It has assumed the guise of action modifying the whole
pattern of social inequality. It is no longer content
to raise the floor-level in the basement of the social
edifice, leaving the superstructure as it was. It has
begun to remodel the whole building, and it might even
end by converting a skyscraper into a bungalow.+4
The next chapter will explore some of the furthest
snthropological and sociological recesses which one must
search to find the ultimate sources of the fear, guilt and
concern that provoke such a continuing dichotomy, at both
the personal and public levels of discourse. But, while we
will ultimately move from the specific details of human
inter-relationships to the general idea of the institutions
of the State, we must begin at the beginnings of the modern
industrial environment which most scholars agree led
directly to the welfare state. As if tracing an ever-

widening river, we must plunge into the process of history
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at some moment in time, even 1if we risk causing harm to
its essential flow.

We'll enter this great stream in the middle of the
tenth century, in a landscape that "can best be visualized
as a vast wilderness thinly populated by Europeans living
in family groups huddled together in clusters of small
feudal villages, separated by expanses of natural
vegetation” .5 Among the remnants of the final decay of the
Carolingian Empire, we find the origins of that feudalism
and manorialism which became the High Middle Ages, a period
of nearly three centuries of relative stability in a world
which had previously known only the most virulent disorder.
The SHORTER CAMBRIDGE MEDIEVAL HISTORY tells us why.

Although full-grown feudalism was largely the result of
the breakdown of older government and law, it both
inherited law from the past and created it by a rapid
growth of custom based on present fact. In one sense
it may be defined as arrangement of society based on
contract, expressed or implied. The status of the
person depended in every way on his position on the
land, and on the other hand land-tenure determined
political rights and duties.®

The basis of this feudal contract, and the economic
and social relationships which flowed from it, was the
manor house. Along with the surrounding land and village
which belonged to it, the manor was composed of two once-
distinct elements, the economic and the administrative.
This bifurcation provided the underpinnings of the

intimately connected aims of the feudal system, sims which
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can also be readily seen at the center of any discussion of
the emergence of the modern welfare state: the subsistence
of the villagers and the lord’s profit and authority.

The normal villager (villein) would hold a yardland or
virgate of thirty acres distributed in scattered acre-
strips in the open fields of the manor which might
coincide with the village or be only a part of it. He
followed the manor routine (its “custom’”) in the
cultivation, the ploughing, the sowing, and reaping.
The villein, besides being tied to the so0il, was
subject to the fine of merchet on his daughter’s
marriage and to the exaction of his beast as heriot
(mainmorte) on his death; he paid the money levy of
tallage at the lord’'s will; his corn was ground 1in the
lord“s mill .... His condition, however, was mitigated
by the growth of the custom of the manor, which at any
rate fixed the exactions he laboured under and secured
him in his hereditary holding.... [H]e attended the
manorial court, which declared the custom of the manor
and its working. The lord ... would send round
steward or bailiff to receive his profits and collect
produce for his support.... Besides the subsistence of
the villagers, in short, their labour was to provide
that of the warrior governing class and ecclesiastical
dignitaries, to both of whom they owed what little
peace, Justice, and enlightenment they had.?

Under such limited, though greatly improved,
conditions, population began to increase. If growing
numbers threatened to crowd a manor uncomfortably, it was
always possible to clear and cultivate new land under the
protection of another lord. “Spreading out north and west
over Europe, the waves of migrants gradually engulfed the
wilderness, leaving less space for brigands to hide and
bringing more and more area under the protection of lords
and their vassals"”.8 And, while violence and warfare
continued, "gradually, very gradually, the chaos gave way,
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the strife declined”.® The differing climatic conditions
and resources of the various regions of Europe had always
made trade an important part of daily life. With stsbility
and security, it revived and expanded. Market towns formed
in the more densely settled areas, specialized trades
emerged, and individuals began to sell their labor (as
opposed to forced services) for money payment.

Throughout the eleventh and twelfth centuries, this
revival of trade and commerce, conjoined with the enormous
growth and movement of populations, particularly in
Northern Italy, central Germany and Flanders,

led not only to the proliferation of towns but to a

host of institutional arrangements designed to reduce

market imperfections. As new towns developed their own
governments for administration and protection, they
necessarily evolved bodies of law to adjudicate
disputes arising from these new conditions.10

By the thirteenth century, the growth of population
and increasing urban aggregations brought about a number of
important changes: more people meant less available land
and more intense cultivation of poorer plots and led to an
inevitable decline in the standard of life for the peasant;
an increase in the quantity of labor meant a falling
standard of living for the worker. “Throughout the
century, because of diminishing returns to labor in
agriculture, population growth continued to outstrip the

growth in input”.11 The inevitable outcome was first
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evident in the widespread famines of 1315-17 and the far
more serious and persistent plagues, both bubonic and
pneumonic, which spread over Europe between 1347 and 1351.
While the population of Western Europe had reasched above 70
million in 1300, by 1400 it had dropped to only around 45
million.12

The stable, mostly self-sufficient manorial
institutions were irrevocably shattered under the twin
pressures of a decimated population base and the continuing
re-arrangements necessary to shore up the money economy
based on surplus and trade. One such re-arrangement
involved military congquest and thereby was added the third
voice to the now-famous shriek of suffering to emerge from
the darkest portions of the Middle Ages: fama, pestis et
bellum. The hallmark of the institutional re-arrangements
forced by famine and pestilence, and encouraged by nearly
continuous warfare throughout most of the fourteenth and
fifteenth centuries, is the demise of the feudal manor and
the dramatic rise of the nation-state. The profusion of
feudal baronies, local principalities, and small kingdoms
were consolidated into the nations of England, France,
Spain and the Netherlands. Along with increasing trade and
ceaseless exploration, the closing decades of this era are
notable, for our purposes, because "“"the state had taken
over from the manor and local baron the majority of
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functions of providing Jjustice and protection”.13 The
newly-crowned heads of both the large and small states
struggled constantly for the resources and military might
to sustain themselves through the endless expansions,
alliances, and combinations necessary for sﬁrvival and
economic growth. By 1500, we reach the watershed between

the medieval and modern worlds:

The first two centuries of this newer epoch contain
much of historical importance, spanning such widely
varied events as ... s commercial revolution, =
reformation, a renaissance, voyages of discovery, the
colonization of the New World, the development of world
trade and the emergence of national states as the
dominant form of political organization in Europe.14

It is, of course, within the folds and creases of the
fabric of these new political, economic, and social

environments that we must look, finally, for the birth of

the modern welfare state.

The New States

In the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries

states were not, for the most part, political
expressions of single ‘nations’, or populations.
England was an exception, with its high level of
national consciousness, but even so it came be
linked with Scotland, by the Union of Crowns,
into a Great Britain for which there was no sense
of national identity. It had also linked itself
to Ireland but the English continued to regard
that as possessing a separate identity. Spain,
as we have come to know it, was also the result
of a dynastic union. For a time dynastic features
and force enabled it to bring Portugal under its
monarchy, without extinguishing the sense of a
different identity. The France of the late
seventeenth century owed much to military
imperialism. JItaly, as is well known, was a
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geographic and linguistic expression; so was
Germany .15

Again, even where such caveats abound about the
formation of the earliest states, one must plunge into the
concept of what constitutes the "modern’ state in order to
better understand the transitions from feudal fiefdoms to
monarchical and religious empires, to modern nation-states,
and finally to the human and social welfare dimensions
which threaten to consume those states.

In all states, from the most intensively self-
conscious with deep historical, linguistic, and
developmental consistencies to those that are merely
cobbled together from the artifacts of geography or war,
there was, even in the good times, what Mitchison astutely
calls a "hinterland of destitution”18, a portion of the
people always at risk from disaster, whether man-made or
natural. And so, while numerous scholars and profound
tomes will all weigh in, one way or another, toward the
ultimate definition of the "State’, it is its moral
function -- as responsible arbiter of the needs of people,
however defined -- with which we need to concern ourselves.

A state exists only when the members identify
themselves with each other in non-kin terms by
believing they share a common essence in common
submission to rulers who are believed to represent the
collective (common) essence and serve its common
welfare.17

It is certainly clear that any definition of the state
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has as much to do with perception by the rulers and the
ruled as by any objective standard of definition.
Acknowledging that, let us turn to those central events of
nation- and state-building during the 1500 and 1600°s.
Peter Flora, acknowledging Stein Rokkan’'s ground-
breaking work on a macro-model of European political
development, makes a useful distinction between four basic

processes of development which, to some extent, also formed

distinct time intervals:

(1) state formation: the process of politicsal,
economic, and cultural unification at the elite
level, and the establishment of institutions for
the mobilization of resources, external defence,
and internal order;

(2) nation building: the process of bringing larger
population groups into the system by means of
conscript armies, compulsory education and mass
media, strengthening the contacts between the
population and the central elite;

(3) participation: the process of a growing active
participation of the subject masses in the working
of the territorial system, the establishment of
political citizenship, the evolution of mass
democracy;

(4) redistribution: the process of growth in public
welfare services and social security systems for
the equalization of economic conditions, the
establishment of social rights, the evolution of
welfare states.18

While the Flora/Rokkan model is pregnant with
important ideas and issues of significance, it moves us too
slowly toward the twentieth century. The German historian,
Reinhold Dorwart, proffers & more concise model. Indeed,
the first two levels of process in the Flora/Rokkan model
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overlap usefully with Dorwart’s "first stage’ of
development of the welfare state, the one which "extended
from the pole of medieval paternalism to that of dynastic
mercantilism”.1® Flora’'s third and fourth levels of process
also neatly correspond to the second and third stages
outlined by Dorwart. The second stage, influenced by the
“Enlightenment (natural law, laissez-faire, and the natural
rights of the individual), rejected paternalistic
intervention by the state” .20 This stage was to become
closely identified with the nineteenth century. Dorwart’'s
third (and what he considers the present) stage, a sort of
synthesis, is one in which "the laissez-faire doctrines of
the second stage have been rejected, and the concept of
state intervention of the first stage has been restored”.Z21
What is of importance here is not the various process
levels or stages, but the belief by Dorwart that the common
denominator among all of these transitions is the "police
power legally inherent in the state” and, more importantly,
“the exercise of that power to promote “welfare " .22 Lest
the sensitive twentieth-century reader cringe too readily
at the concept of “police power’, let me re-interject the
concept of 'God’'s poor and the devil’s poor  from my
earlier remarks. Much of what has come to be known as the
‘welfare state” has to do with the regulation of people, to
give relief AND to punish, to satisfy what de Swaan hsas
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