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THE TASK FOR PRIVATE CHARITY

Private charity has three charscteristics thet provide
distinctive opportunities beceuse esch is a source of peculiar strength.

¥hile your attention is perhape et its msximum snd your emotions
neither chilled nor blunted by less important things, let me make clear
the three pecullsr strengths of privete philenthropy. If you can use
nothing else from this tslk, if you remember nothing else from this
helf hour, let it be the three things that give private institutions
thelr speclel importence. To help you remember these three things thst
private organizations do better then those that are nainteined by govern-
ment, the initials are 8. E. C.

8. stands for Btarting. & private charity ocan atart pretty
much whet it wants to sterd, snd when it wents to start it. The timing
is often as important as anything else. Government ususlly weits until
the need has scoumulated to such overwhelming dimensions that there &re
not enywhere near enough trsined and competsnt persons to deal with the
situstion. Government is likely to forget thst planning is important.
It ia in a hurry for zotion. But & privets organisstion osn meke deli-
berete plans in sdvenoe and trein the doctors or the nurses or the sociel
workers or sny other nesded wsorkers adeguately to meet the demsnd befors
the task has become too great. This freedom to stert anything is something
precious and peculisr to private charity, snd it is the first of your
thrse peculisr strengths.

E. atends for Experimenting. Or, if pioneer tlood still runas

in your srteries, you might call it exploring. In any human underteking
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mere magnitude of operations discoursges snd even prevents experimenting.
¥het if you cannot equel the voluge of & government welflare service?
Iou can experiment and both observe end demonstrate the facts alown
Ly the experiment. As we all know, experimenting may seem almost a
confeszion of failure to & lerge operating agency. Thia easy opportunity
to experiment is the envy of ali big orgnisetlons. They envy private
charity in this, the second of your cheracteristic strengths.

C. atands for Changing. Or cell it adeptstion or adjustaent.
The private egency can change its direction more easily thun the govern-
mental gyroscope. For this very resson the privete chsrity can wisely
insist on playing its long suit by being deliberately sensitive to a
chenging environment. And what environments have not chsnged in the
raat decede or two? I trust that it will excite no suspicion end ruffle
no tempers if I say that it is ons of the adventrges of private enterprises
thet they csn even die mors grusefully snd promptly than governmental
sgencies. Any first-rste professionsl msn tries to diminish the need
for his eervices, Is this not a reasonsble hope for private cherity?
In feimess to governmentel egencies I should add that the last time
I wes in Veshington I hesrd rumors of a new plece of Legislation to be
introduced in Congress that provides that goverument officisls msy not
hold office after they are desd. The‘psopla in Washingtm weren't born
there. They have & mense of humor too. It is not the individual
officiels in government that give me pause, it is the 4ifficulty that
government agencles zs such experience ir stopping vhen the need for

thelr work has ceassed. (Nor do privste ngencies slwavs sduit the sweet



3.

ressonableness of ceasing to exist.) Bigness 1s not grestness. ind
bigness ususlly lives on beyond its time becmuse it cannot easily
change. W®itness the dinosaur,
» » *

These then sre your long suitsi the sbilities to start new
work, to experiment, end to change. 4&nd it is the part of wvelor neo
less than of intelligence to use these atrengths to the limit. It
tekes courags to experiment when it would be so eesy to expand, end it
takes courege to change from routine to slert uncertainty.

¥ve ¢re you alone in recognizing that these are the peculiar
resources of privete orgenisstions. When I talk with men and women
in govermment service they express their eavy of you for theas charao-
taristic edvsntages for they cannot so essily initiste, explore end
adjust.

These freedoms to begin, to experiment and to change, are
fur more importent in the world today than they were s hundred years s&go
or beackwerd over any of the preceding centuries. They are more important
because, as Elton Mayo has observed, we no longer live in a trsditional
eivilisetion but in an adeptive civilication. Witness the sdaptationa
we are still in the course of meking to the sutowobile, the nirplane,
the radio. And even theme new mechsnisms feel, as 1t were, the impsct
of each on the other, snd of new discoveries in still other technologlies.
A full review of the evidence thet we are in an eadaptive civillisation
oould overwhelm us if we did not possess the very strengths I tell you
you heve - the freedomr to devise new services, to experiment, and to

change. Why should you look &t esch other in consternation and self-doubi?
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You have the very quallty the times call for - adaptebility. %het if
you cennot be immensaly big? You can be lmaginative, sensitive, and
aglle - sll gqualities with a grester survivel velue then bigness aslone
possesses.
Now if I were to try to define the tesk for privete charities
I would begin by asking three questions: whet is glven, how effectively

is it given, and what are the motives of the donor and the emotions

of the reciplent?

Firat whet ere you glving? Is it like & cup of water - valuable
and velued but conditional upon your rersonsl generosity? In thet case
the historie course of events will be repeateds first e oup of water,
then a barrel, then free nccess to your well, then s well meinteined
by the community, then e proprietary weter compeny, and finslly & muni-
ocipal weter system., Clean, fresh water is azo valusble. And mo it
goeg with gleing snything essentisl: & gift thet leter heoowmes &
demand whose cost is shared.

Or do you wizh to begin with giving educstion? ¥Yhe development
.has been almilsr. First the parent glving oceasionel leszona, then the
family governess or tutor, then the local sehool, privete or publie,
and finslly the public school syztem - socialized education.

Or sre you thinking of medlicsl care? Pirst the medicine
wen of primitive cultures, then the privete physician of Hippoerstie
days, then, thenkes to Christ's injunotion to minister to the sick, the
hospitel, and then public heslth znd preventive medicine end & growing
praessure to have something &s good as medical csre free to all end

psid for by nearly &ll. The late Lawrence Henderson remsrked that
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probebly between 1910 and 1912 it became possible to say with epproxi-
mete sccurscy that a random peatient with a rendom disesse consulting
a physician at random stood better than & fifty per cent chance of
benefiting from the encounter. This form of statement introduces
both time and measurement Iinto the simpler view thst medicel cere has
recently become worth betting on end worth having. Thet 1s, I think,
the most powerful faetor in the incressing demsnd for mediosl care., And
mind you, the demend 1s far less than the need. The nead is as yet
unmeasured, but it surely iz & vast accumulstion.

The major inference I mekxe from seeing the experience of
privete philenthropic enterprises growing by slow ‘egrees into publie
services is a simple oconclusion: don't expect to retein & monopoly of
giving snything that ils essentisl, Our fellow bhuman beings will not cere
to remsin mendlcsnts or postulants or dependents or beneficieries of our
good will in enything thet they consider essentisl. Our grestest
service in private charity hss besen and will be not in the quantity of
routine essentials we purvey but in discovering new needs end finding
the ways to meet them, and showing thet they can be met, Theat is the
task we have, and we should be at it before such needs heve reached
unamsnsgeable proportions. Unless nesds are recognised early, and
services to meet them started, explored, and edjusted, the needs grow
to such dimensions &8 to e¢all for politicel interference from & rest-
less public - the present situation in the distribution of medical care.

Obviously our task then is qualitative not quantitetive., Aind
in point of quality American philanthropy hss passed through something

of a revolution in the past fifty years. In the old deys the guestion
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in a donor's mind used to be, "How much can I afford to give?® It
hag been, I think, the unexpected econtribution of the large foundetions
snd the war dr%vea for large funds, that the question of “hqw mich® hes
been eclipsed by the questions "how sensible is the objective snd how
efficiently is it being reached?" In the old deys the donor took the
worthwhileness of the cherity for granted, and cheritetle enterprises
worried only as to how much support they would get. It wmes a new
experience for them to be told that their finsnces were of less importance
than the nature of their objectives snd the quality of thelir performances.
The essence of the Gunn-Platt report slso wes that private charitable
enterprises need to go in for more reflection and more efficiency - not
Just more of what they have heen doing in the past.

I would hasard the guess that a second revolution in philan-
thropy may be on the wey - 8 revolution in which the esssntisl aotivity
will be & mature review of the domor-recipient relationship, Thers
has besn & good deal of serving God with @ cross on one shoulder snd &
chip on the other. We ought to back off and look st ourselves and wonder
why it is thet hell hath no fury like s spurned philanthropist. Both
of those difficulties oocur when the donor-recipient situstion hes had
insufficient attention.

But before attempting to outline some considerations that
bear upon the relationships between givers and receivers, let me call
attention to one queer aspect of welfare work of &1l kinds. It is the
startling contrast between the energy and skill thet go into reising

funds and the sbsence of energy end skill with which those who have
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supported our efforts are aver reminded or even informed of what thelir
gifts have mocomplished. There sre sctuelly organiszstions that aspecialise
in rajising money: <there are none to show cheritles how to bs grateful
to their supporters. Annusl reports sren't emough. There 18 & conetant
effort to make appesls for money personal apreals: what the situation
needs 1s personel and, if possible, spontsneous letters of thenks - personsl
and long after the evant.

How I come to a part of the task before privete enterprises
that might loglecslly have been put first in this telk. But I have put it
last in the hope that it msy the better sink in, snd, I may ss well oon-
fess, because I am less sure of its acceptability as yet. But some day
we shell have to examine our motives in giving money and services to othera,
and, st the same time, we would do well Lo pay attention to the other aide
of the charity equation - the sentiments on the receiving end.

Philanthropic work iapiies giving on a somewhat impersonsl besis.
At least we would hardly eell Christmes and birthday presents philanthropy.
80 we may exclude that kind of gift from the anslysis of the motives for
glving. ¥het mey the motive for giving ba?

1. We may give to mske friends, to druw a orowd, to impress
people favorably. This is not unhesrd of in political snd commercisl
life., It is received with anything from guarded politenesz to eynical
suspicion. That is not & satisfactory relationship between donor and
recipient.

2. We may give to obtain control over the conduct of others.
Thie form of giving, since it is never complimentary and ococasionally

infuristing, tends to be rather nervous and self-conscious snd seeks for
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some pretext that will deceive the recipient. To do this kind of giving
it is usually found convenient to employ people with & natursl tendency
10 deceive themselves since the more blunt and honest agents are likely
to get into hot water for their lack of whet ia cslled "tact." Receivers
of this kind of giving show sentiments thet renge from resignstion,
through reserve and reluctence, to outrzged resentment. That does not
creste & sound relstionship.

3. People occcasionally are foreced to give out of feer of being
robbed as the alternative. The potentisl robters exhibit nonchalence or
a ssdistie vindictivenese that usuelly cslls for more f{rom the donor.

And that is herdly a sstisfectory situstion.

4. We may give to svold taxation. To the extent that this
takes place the recipient orgsnisations might be considered as suprorted
by government. This motive is not always evident. Indeed, I am told
that the averuge American income tex return shows deductions for
cheriteble purposes that sre nearer 2 per cent thsn the 15 per cent zllowed
by the tax form. The rsther pathetic charscteristio of giving to avoid
taxation is thet 1t suggests that giving and being taxed are the sane
thing and thus hastens the growth of sulmiassion to, and the dependence
on, government for all forms of educaiion snd welfeare work, or an equally
sterile attitude of refusing to cooperszte with the government in eny way
whatacever. There is plenty of current evidence that this situstion lis
not sound.

5. Giving money msy be inaspired by the desire to avoid knowing
the recipienta, It msay be less of an annoysnce to shere money with the

poor than to shere an intimste knowledge o whet being poor ls like.
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This kind of giving is usually received in silence. I wish the "gh" in
charity were pronounced as the "ch® in Chicago. Then we would pronounce
it sherity, and then we could learn to shure as well as care.

Giving mey help the giver to attsin or retsin distinotion
or status in society. That kind of glving reminds me of Veblen's
phrase, "conspicuous waste.” It is usually sccompanied by the expecta-
tion of grastitude. 8o importsnt is the glory and distinction to be obtain-
ed that givers of this kind like to regard their pet oharity as s personal
monopoly. Perhars we should rejoice that ours is a clvilizstion that
accords distinction to & giver, but our times are not unique in this
distinction. There heve been patrons from ths deys of Kaecenas to the
day when Sefiors Psrcn decided to send clothing to 690 poor children in
the cmpital of another country.

7. Money csn be given as pensnce out of & sense of guilt or in
expiation. This type of giving is often recognized for what it is - a
kind of correotive or catharsis of the donor's emctional 1ife. It is
ususlly received, therefore, with cheerful enthusissm end no sense of ob-
ligstion or partnsrship whstsoever.

8. People may give out of elemental pity and compassion. This
asy be giving from sbundsnce, but slmost ss comaonly the relatively poor
give to each other in whet I have called "sharity.® Doctors see a
great deal of this among their poorar pstients. This kind of giving s
more likely to humble &#n onlooker than to humiliste the recipient. In
By experience there are few more heartening sspects of humble people than
their compassionate generosity to esch other.

9. Then there is giving in mere gratitude for being alive.

Whether as & thank offering for being spared from disaster or cured of
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en illness or out of cheerful exuberance and alundence this too 1s rather
8 heartening kind of motive., It ls usumlly received with incredulous
enxlety as to how long the motive will endure. A4nd rightly so since
momentas of expansive good will towerd men mske us but short visits at
best.

10. And now for the kind of giving that is perhaps best balsnced
a8 between giver and receiver. This 1s where both sgree that there is
something to be done, soma need to be met, something to be stopped, or
changed, or soasiiing to be ecrested. The giver of money or of effort
can in this wsy contribute his share and the recelver his. Indeed giver
end receiver fuse their identities in a common effort, snd esch respects
the other snd depends upon him. The generosity of the giver of money
18 mutched by the generosity of the receiver in point of enthusissm and
hard work.

These ten motives for giving I have reviewed becesuse the task
for privete charity today must begin with long reflsoction upon the rels-
tionships between those who give and those who receive. If we do not
edmire oursslves too tenderly for giving we shull not resent it too
bitterly if government tskes over the best things we have done. It is
our glory to have found and started them. We sre fnced with the teaptation
to pity ourselves when services we have shown to he valuesble are demanded
by the taxpayers as essentiamla. But privete charity will not cease. It
offers too close a8 communion with what fine people will always insist on
enjoying, especislly the warm hearted who have clesr hesds and see what
the new needs are, Ageinst ignorance or smbittered self-pity or deadening

routine our private agencies will metoh their peculiesr strengths - 8. E. C, ~
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starting, experimenting snd changing. We smst seek quslity, not bigness.
Yie must be prepared io enswer critlicism of the rresent velue of our
estebllshed oblectives, sz well as the efficiency of our performsnce.
And, most searching test of all, we amust reflect upon our motivens znd

the human relationships these motlves produce.

Trmaney 154



