





9

Why the wealthy give

Factors which mobilize philanthropy
among high net-worth individuals

Paul G. Schervish

Introduction

Why the wealthy give is both a commonplace and a disnincove marter. It is commonplace
because the motives that generate philanthropic giving are for the most part what prompt
prople across the economic specorum. Inguire of any individual, rich or poor, just why he/she
gives and we will hear a similar array of factors thar inspire his/her philanthropy, mainly
identification or empathy with the fate of others, and grattude for blesings in his/her Life,
There is, too, for all people the deep and reinforcing satisfacuion that accompanies meeting
directly the true needs of others.

Why the wealthy give 15 alse a distinctive matter, for there are several factors that mobilize
philanthropy, which are particular to those with substantial means. In particolar are the motives
of financial security, a desire to bt the amount of inheritance o heirs, and what | call
hyperagency. The truly wealthy are those who are financually secore, having serled the eco-
nomic problem of achieving indefinitely a desired standard of living for themselves and their
heirs, and are now looking for an additional outlet for the productive use of their money, They,
of course, provide substantal inheritances to their heirs, but have in mind a plan to allocace only
an amount that will be a positive force in the life of their heirs, rather than the goal of simply
transterring to heirs as much as possible. Hyperagency is the combinanon of psychological and
material capacity to not just contribute to or support causes, but w relauvely sngle-handedly
produce new philanthropic organizanons or new directions in existing ones.

There are, of cours¢, many other motvations which are important, but [ do not address
them here. First there are tax mcentives — which may, but not necessanily, affect wealth holders
muore, but advance giving by the non-wealthy, as well, There are also religious and spiritual
obligations, famuly traditions, guilt and prestige o name just a few. Name any motivation
and it will induce philanthropic giving by someone, somewhere, in some cicumstance. A book
by Theresa Lloyd, Why Rich People Gire (2004) covers some of the same ground | review here
and should also be useful for those interested in her focus on giving by wealth holders in the
UK,

In the end, all giving is motivated by an array of factors, some of which we might consider
nobler than others. But | have learned that it 1s rarely possible for people who do not intimately
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know the hearts of eahers to deaw hard conclusions about what compendium of morves are in
play and which determne any pife. We may be able to crincize attades and behaviours. Bue
when 1t comes to motives, it 15 far more difficult to discern from the outade whether any
mdividual 15 imbued with nobler or baser ones. In order to avaid as much as possible the notion
of motivation as an ultimate inner disposition which is either lofty or low, [ will speak of
motivations and motives i the sense of their Laon root, mevere — to move. As such, motives are
the mobilizing farces of purpose and aspiration thar animare activiry

In this chapter [ will address just some of the motivations that spawn philanthropic giving
by wealth holders, Mevertheless, in my view, these are among what can be called the major
miatives of major donoers (Schervish 1997).1 begin by setting out the conceprual and theorerical
context for undrrsr.mding how motivations come INeo ryl:‘,' 3¢ wealth holders allocate their
resources to philanthropy in the hght of their aspirations. I call this the moral biography of
wealth. In the second section, | give an overview of the emerging new directions in
philanthropy and discuss how this allows for emphasizing the positive and voluntary
motivations revohving around the discovery rather than the outide imposition of responsibiity
for the care of others. In the third w eighth sections, | review both the key moovations which
our years of research on this topic indicate are rather universal, such as idennficanon, grationde
and strategic friendship, as well as those motvanons which tend o be peculiar to wealth
holders, such as financial secunty, imiting the amount of inheritinees allocated to heirs, and
hyperagency. | conclude by returning to the notion of moral biography in order to draw out
the biographical and historical implications of the international tern towards philanthropy
Throughout the chapter, | draw heavily on my peevious writing, in places incorporating only
shightly revised sections of vext (Schervish 1997, 2005; Schervish and Havens 1997, 2002, 2004,
Schervish e af. 20019,

The moral biography of wealth

The context for discussing the motivations for charitable giving among wealth holders s what
I call the moral biography of wealth {see Schervish 2006a). The term moral biography refers w
the way that mdividuals L'unlm.'irntmuslg,r combine in duh lite pwo elements: Fcﬁunu] capacity
and moral compass. Capaciry 1s simply the set of resources we have at our disposal o accomplish
our goals, and includes our financial assets, intellectual capital and physical talents. Moral com-
pass 15 the array of purposes or aspirations to which we devote our capacity. Living 4 moral
biography is something as ssmple as leading a good life and something & profound as following
Aristotle’s reaching thar happiness comes from making wise decisions in our daily life. Whai
creates a moral biography is not merely the exsstence of financial, mtellectoal, physical, creanve
or other personal capacities, but the presence of a moral compass which identifies and strives
accamplish the nobler aims of hfe for which finances — and one’s other capacities — serve a3
mstruments; that is, to combine prosperity and purpose in a spiritually fulfilling, culrally
formatve and socially consequential way.

If the intersecuon of capacity and purpose consttures the general nawre of 2 monl
bicgraphy, careying out sockal relations of care constitutes the moral sentiments and behaviour
of that bmg;rzpll}' i practice. In our age of affluence, the THLAJET muterial r.'apaq_'iq.' firr -l'!'l_ﬂll."-“
takes the form of financial wherewithal, while purpose, or moral wherewithal, takes the form
of an orientation to care. The notion of financial or material wherewithal is straightforward
enough, and does not require further discussion here, The notion of care, however, & not 52
clear-cut and needs further elucidacion.
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Jesuit philosopher Jules Toner systemancally formulates a notion of care grounded in a
phenomenalogical analysis of radical love, Toner defines radical love as the affection by which
a lover “affirms the beloved for the beloved's 2elf (as a radical end)” (1968: 183), a5 one that i to
be uncondinonally regarded as an end and never as 2 means. Going further, Toner says that care
s the implemental or instrumental aspeet of love; it is love in concrete practice. As such, for
Toner, care is love directed at mecting the true needs of others.

Philanthropy 12 one of the primary ways that individuals pursue care, As such, philanthropy is
also a central dimension of the moral compass, by which wealthy individuals allocare their
financial resources for the care of others, In carrying out philanthropy, wealth holders carey out
their maral biography imbued with substantial financial capacity. To explore the motvations of
phiiaurhmm'. then, 15 to examine the motivatons of care and, more broadly soll, o examine
soine of the key motivations for biving a moral biography

Before turning to the motivations thar generate a commitment to phalanthropy as part of
one’s moral biography, | review what I call the new physics of plulanthropy as a second context
for understanding just why the wealthy give.

The new physics of philanthropy

The distinctive trait of wealth helders in all eras is thar they emoy the fullest range of choice in
determuning and fulfilling who they want to become and what they wane to do for themselves,
their famabies and the world around them. Today, increasing numbers of mdividuals are
appn:\:chi:ng, achieving or even exceeding their financial goals with respect to the provision for
their matersal needs, and doing so ar younger and younger ages. A level of affluence which
before this nme was the provinee of 3 scattering of rulers, generalk, merchants, financiers and
industrialists has come to characterize large groups and even whaole cultures. For the first time
i history, the question of how to align broad martenal capaciry of choice with spirinal capacicy
of character has been placed before so many of a mton's people

Today, many changes in capaciry and purpose are taking place on the supply (or donor) side
of philanthropy and on the demand (or beneficiary and fundraising) side. Taken cogether, the
financial and personal factors we have uncovered i the course of research (Schervish and
Herman 1988; Havens and Schervish 1999 Schervish and Havens 2001a, 2001h, 2002,
Schervish et o, 2001) constiture what [ call the new physics of philanthropy. The new pliysics
entals an invovative way of thinking, feeling and acting in regard 1o philanthropy. In the new
physics, wealth holders:

B are becoming more numerous, have higher net worth at a younger age. and increasimgly
recogmize their Anancial security;

seek our rather chan resist greater charitable involvement;

approach their philanthropy with an entreprencurial disposition;

move their giving towards infer-piver involvenents;

plan to limit the amount of inheritance for heirs;

understand that caring for the needs of others is a path to self-fulfilment;

make philanthropy a key and regular mgredient of the financial morality thar they
ohserve and impart to their children; and

view philanthropy as 2 way 1o achieve simultaneously the happiness of themsebees and
athers
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When speaking about motivations for philanthropy by wealth olders, we are addresing more
and more what motivates individuals to carry out the new physics of philanthropy as a moral

biography.

Motives for philanthropy

The next question is juse what mouvations mobilize wealth bolders o carry out the new
physics of philanthropy and to make charitable giving an important dimension of a modl
compass of care? What factors motvate high net-worth individuals 1o allocate substanial
porton of their wealth to philanthropy rather than to other worthwhile endeavours? As stated,
the motivations of identfication, gradtude and strategic friendshap, which are common to all
who engage in philanthropy, join finaneial security, 3 desire to limit bequests to heirs and
hyperagency as motivations which are distinetive to wealth holders. 1 discuss the motvanon of
identification maost at length because it i the cornerstone of all care.

Identification

The key to care and philanthropy, s 1 have written elsewhere {e.g Schervish er al. 1993), 15 not
the absence of self that mouvates chariable giving, but the presence of self-dentificanon with
others. This is whae Thomas Aquinas teaches as the convergence of love of neighbour, love of
self and love of God. In its civic expression, it is what de Tocqueville meant by ‘selCinterest
properly understood” {1966} [1835]: 526), and what Harriet Maruneau, a contemporary of
Tocqueville who wrote six volumes on her travels in the USA, calls the ‘spirit of fracerniny”.
Such a spirie of fraternity, she mainrains, arises “from the movers feeling it their own concern
that any are depressed and endangered as they would themselves refuse ta be’ (1989 [1838]: 218).

Such empathetic idenufication animates the giving of wealth holders chac I have interviewed
over the years. In order o protect confidentality, all names anribueed o wealth holders are
psevdonyms. For the same reason, references to their professions, businesses, organizational
affiliations and philanthropic enterprises have been changed, but in a way that preserves the
general character of their acuvities,

Washington industrialist Dean Ehrlich expresses this connection in personalistic terms as his
and his wife's attraction to those causes 'we can be identified with in order o give part of
ourselves to’. Recognizing the unity of self-development and community development has
become the touchstone for Malcolm Hirsch's modest asessment of his giving which he charac-
terizes a8 ‘no big deal” and ‘not particularly generous’. Rather, says the Ticoma environmental
activist, ‘giving was just a front for Agoring out whao [ was'.

Given the strength of idenufication as the wellspring of charitable giving, it is not surprising
that donors contmibute the greatest bulk of their charitable dollars to causes from whose services
the donors directly benefit. It is not by coincidence that schools, health and arts organizanons,
and especially churches atract so much giving. For it is here that donors, because they are also
recipients, most identify with the individuak = namely themselves, their families and people
much like them - whose needs are being met by the contributions. Although, describing this
form of giving as consumpiion philanthropy (Schervish 2000) may seem to discount its value, my
intention is just the opposite. Within the identification model, consumption philanthropy s an
honaurable prototype of motivation o be emulated rather than a regrertable stereotype 0 be
eschewed. Consumpuon philanthropy mobilizes charitable giving so formidably because it 15
here that idenafication between donor and reciprent i strongest.
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The question for generating generosity i how o expand those very same sentiments of
wentification to human beings in wider fields of space and dme. That is, to extend the senti-
ments of famly feching to the realms of fellow fecling. This is the key to adoption philanthropy
{see Schervish 1992} where donors support individuals on the basis of a feehing of surrogate
kinship. Again, it 1s not by coincidence that the golden rule entrears us to love our neighbour as
curselves.

I isten and | go where I'm needed', says Mew York philanthropist, Laura Madison. “The
only thing I'm interested in in the world is the health of humanity. To be human s to be a
spiritual person as well as a physical, mental, emotional person. This means to really relate to
other homan beings all over the world = whoever they are, wherever they are’, she explans,
highhghting how she extends her identficavon beyond her immediate sphere. Her goal is
‘making 2 oneness i every way that's there bur isn't seen by most people — healing the earth,
healing the rifts between people, all that sort of thing: that's what I'm really interested in. And
wherever | see any chance or see that I'm supposed 1o be domg somethung about it, that's what
I"m interested in,”

While for Madison, the sentiments of identification derive from her perception of being
needed, for Chicagoan Nancy Shaw they derive from her humanisuc rendition of the polden
rule that she ‘profiesses’ as her only religion ‘| feel that vou have a certain debt to society, and if
you are comfortable, you pay it. And this is my way of doing it. 1 erear people as | would like 1o
be treated. And that's as close to a religion as | can get.’

MNew York philanthropist Janet Arnold traces her empathy for the least advantaged to her
childhood when she and her siblings “were exposed 1o a wide variety of people and aught by
both our parents the dignity of the human being’. ‘T think that was the foundation of my
attitudes”, she explains. The people who worked for her parents were always treated well. When
she was young, her father took her along on his Lann American mravels where her father would
*go into the villages and talk to the people: He loved going into the villages. He was wonderful
with these people, He used to take us on trips. He worked in Latin America, and because of that,
we were exposed (o pcnp]l: who were not wealthy. We didn’t move in a very narrow circle the
way mast people of wealth do, but a much wider circle through ravel and because of my
father’s constantly reaching out to the people. And all of us, my brothers and sisters and 1,
worked in Laan Ameraca in sumnimer jobs.”

Arnold also spent years iving among the poor and disguising her wealth on the east side of
Detroit: 'Tloved being there and 1 loved working with those people. | guess | discovered thar |
had a very abiding belief in the potental of human beings, and that was something | wanted
to affirm i my philanthropic work', she recalls. To this day, Arnold grounds her substantial
philanthropic efforts on these formative experiences and has come o direct all of her
endesvours to ‘enabling people to grow and o achieve their potenmal’. Again, being put face 1o
face with those in need becomes the occasion for developing the necessary knowledge and
desire for her o iniare small beginmings. ‘There are people who do small entrepreneurial
things in their neighborhoods and they conld use help’, she explains. “To make their lives
somehow successful in its own terms seems o me to be very important. You know, having
beeter schools for children so that the children who grow up in Detroit or in Harlem, so their
lives won't be circumseribed because they can't read.”

Identification also turns out to be the school of care for Boston condominium bulder Waler
Adams, who purposefully guides his chantable giving by the maxim that ‘chanity begins at
heme’, He s grateful to his Alma Mater for making him conscientious, and to his employees for
making him prosperous. So he directs his wealth to improving their foreunes. His major con-
ventional charity is Boston College. But even closer to home and more worthy of Adams’s
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attention are his workers, especially those ar the lower end of the pay scale. He tells how instead
of grving $100,00K) to the United Way, he prefers o allocare the sum in order ‘to help some of
[my] peaple who are in the lower end. Give thern a bonus, | mean, or take § 100,000 and hire a
couple of truly non-emplovables.”

Taking a gift with gratitude

The motwvauon of identificavion 15 complemented by a particularly strong sense of granmde for
unmerited advantages or, as some say, ‘blessings’ in reaching financial success, Over the course
of two decades, my colleagues and 1 have interviewed over 250 individuals from across the
econonuc spectrum about their motvations for care. A virtually universal dsposinon which we
encountered is the propensity thar many summarize by the simple yet heartielt phrase ‘to give
back'. It turns eut, however, that upon probing we uncarth an impetus that is even more vital
than this salutary phrase suggests. lnvariably, beneath the desire 1o pive back 1 a sense of
grantude, and behind that gratitude is an appreciation of blessing, grace, gift, luck or fortune.
Gratitude is an active, mobilizing sentiment; a discerning encounter with blessing animates a
response of care for others.

Theologian Robert Cichs remarked 0 a lecture vears apo that there are three ways o take 3
gift. It may be wken for granted, taken with guilt or waken with gratitude. We find thar one of
the most positively formative dispositions of philanthropic consciousness and conscience
involves taking the gifts of fortune with grantude, Those who take their gifts wich grantude
approach the world with 2 more emotionally abundant, secure and gracious disposition. They
recognize their material and personal capacities as dependent on the providence of God, people
or circumstances. And they discern from experience more than from tenet that because so
much has been given 1o them, o much can be given by them.

For mstance, in our High-Tech Donors study (Schervish er all 2001), we found that most
parncipants do not credit their wealth solely to their own efforts and skalls. They understand
that at various pomnts in their careers there was always risk of failure. Thus, some credin their
wealth at least in part to luck and good fortune, or if they are religiously inclined, 1o God's will
or God’s blessing. Such experience of blessing and gratude furcher animates them to seck ways
to help individuals and causes with which they idennfy.

The dynamics of gift and grantude leading o care for others 15 precisely what David
Hendricks describes as motivating his concern for the vocanon of education as a ‘noble thing’
“The other piece of it’, he continues, moving from identification to gratitude:

is [ personally pot so much out of my education. It has enriched me beyvond measure. Not
only the practical aspects of it, for instance in my career, [but also] to have a sense of irony,
and to build an intellecoual richness i life thar for me has just meant so muoch as a gift:
The gift of knowledge you might say — the gift of how to tdunk, how w write, how to
commmunicare, how to analyse, as well as the gift of all the wuchstones that an educanon
gives you — the building of commonality in a community, You know, if everybody has
read Shakespeare, there's 3 commonality that comes out of thar which makes for better
life. 1 do believe in having touchstones — that communities have points of reference that
are rich and dﬂ'p- which can ke Cf.rmn:-ﬂ-njy held and therefore allow pr_'upl:.- to not feel
alone and to have confidence in the like-mindedness of their fellows.

This motivation of gratitude is ac the heart of what | call the spirinal secre of wealth. Those
who are prosperous invariably recognize that their success derives from a confluence of effort,
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menit and dedication, on the one hand, and of luck, blessings and breaks, on the other. Those
who are self-reflective come to the conclusion that if their fortune was not due completely o
their own effores, then the misfortune of others cannot be due in all eases to their lack of effort.
Thes softens the heart and places wealth holders and those i need into a common human
family where positive, thoaghtful intercessions for the benetic of others are an appropriate way
mo bring increased advanrage to them,

In a perceptive way, this brings us back full circle 1o identification. Those who experience
such blessing and gratitude also formulate the moral logie by which a spiritual experience
of blesing engenders a pragmatic practice of care. The most consequential corollary of
apprehending one's life as imbued with gift is the generative recognirion thar just as my fortune
1s not due entirely 1o my own merit, others’ misfortune may not be completely atributable to
their own failure. Such an insight forges identificaion berween donom and recipients as the
offspring of 2 common heritage of unmerited positive and neganve foreune, and as the source of
a common destiny. Those who have been dealt a friendly hand care for those who have been
dealt an inauspicious one. Blessing breeds gratitude and gratitude breeds identification and,
again, identfication breeds generosity, There is one other mobilizing factor thar affeces all givers
— namely, the satsfacoon of directly caring for others, 1 will discuss this factor below as the
motivation that leads those who are Anancially secure to focus on philanthropy rather than
other productive uses for their wealth.

Financial security

I additien to identfication and grattude, which motivare all givers including the wealthy, key
miobilizing forces that lead major wealth holders to make major gifts include the mobilizing
factors of financial security, a desire to limit the amount of bequests to heirs, and the world-
constructing disposinion of hyperagency.

Fimancial securiry is the seli-perceived ability, despite general financial downrurns, to provide
a desired standard for onesell and one's famaly. Owr research has offered some suggestve
empirical evidence which indicates a positive relation berween financial wealth and both inter-
vivos giving and charitable bequests, For every category of high net worth, controlling for
income, those who understand themselves as financially secure contribute a higher percentage
of their wealth, a higher percentage of their income and a higher dollar amount to chariry, For
the non-wealthy, those who expres economic confidence in the future, controlling for mcome,
contribute a higher dollar amount and a hagher percentage of income to charity (Schervish
and Havens 2004). But what 15 the inner nexus by which financial security leads to greater
charitable giving? What is the decision-making logic whereby those who are financially secure
tend to allocate their wealth to charity to a greater extent than those who are nor financially
secure?

Murphy (2001}, an actuary, business owner and wealth holder, has conceptualized the formal
or informal reckaning that wealth holders make o derermine how much of the quantty of
resources to donate to charity. The process is one in which wealth holders determine a stream
of resources; a stream of expenditures for sclf, family and investment; and a stream of truly
discretionary resources which s the positive difference (if any) berween the stream of resources
and the wream of expenditures:

Given the generally accepted assumption that one provides first for oneself and one’s
famaly and does so at some level of lifestyle, philanthropy encers into the decision-making
process [in a more formidable manner| when the difference between the expected level
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of mcome, current and future, and expected level of expense, current and furure, 1o
matntain and enhance one’s standard of lving s substantal and relanvely permanent as
measured by the subjectively determined eriteria of the decision maker . The extent to
which this difference (discrenonary income} between income and expense 15 posinve
quantifies the financial resources available for philanthropic activides. The extent to
which this difference is perceived as permanent strengthens the case for allocating some
of the resources for philanthropy, The extent to which the difference i positive,
permanent and growing in magnitude enhances the philanthropic allocation.

(34-5)

This decision-making scenario described by Murphy regarding the meaning of financial
security and how it manslates mto charimble transfers reflecs what we have repearedly heard
wealth holders describe in their intensive interviews. Rieviewing in some detail the rransition
from accumulation to charitable allocation by 45-year-old Dhvid Hendricks confirms
Murphy's analysis and demonstrates how and why we believe a substannal behavicural
sea-change is taking place in the decision-making dynamics of the very wealthy in regard
charitable involvement, Hendricks, 3 now cashed-our equity partner of a venture capieal firm, is
typical and ariculate about the way that he has defined finaneial secarity, ealealated its amount,
and has come 1o devore hns redundant resources and intellectual capatal o chanity. Hendricks
defines financial securicy as;

basically having a very, very low chance that you will go broke even if you don't have a
job, given an acceprable lifestyle. [ have a computer model that 1 built that reaches out
when we're [he and his wife] ninety vears old that facrors in inflation and thar plays out
all this growth stuff and what the random Auctuations of the stock market could possibly
be, And it lays out a thowsand versions of the way the world mught play out and in only
one Gme out of 2 thousand will we g broke given the liftst:fll: that we've chosen. And
that's financial independence.

He BOEs 0N 1o c:;l,ﬂzin that as a mathematician and computer programmer, and as one who s
exceptionally risk averse when it comes to leng-rerm financial independence, he construcred
an elaborate model thar:

randomly simulates the way the stock market will play out over the years, using history as
a guide for what numbers you should put in there. And the question for me was, do you
have enough squirreled away sa that basically we can maintain the lifestyle that we've
chiosen through our old age and have 3 very low probability of having either inflanon ora
Lick of apprecianon in the stock marker make us go broke?

For Hendricks, the amount designed for financial security is a present-value resource stream of
$6 mullion, net of prospective taxes, net of nflation and net of potential negative stock-market
shocks. Hendricks makes it clear that a sersous pursun of philanthropy would have only been
pursuing 2 ‘romantic’ rather than 3 ‘pragmatic’ ideal had he not first achieved fnancial
independence:

You need wealth to actually act on that ideal because, I'm sorry, 1 enjoy so much the
lifestyle vou can achieve with wealth. The pragmarist in me, like the squirrel, says, ‘save
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vour chestnuts’ and the sooner you get that done, the sooner you can rise up a Maslovian
level and do the other things. And beware trymg to rise up the Maslovian level before
you are ready to do it Be very, very sure that you are ready to do it because it is tough to
turn back

It s instructive that even with financial security i hand the tansition to a sharper focus on
philanthropy is not an automanc step either for Hendricks or for lis financial peers. Financial
securiry leads to philanthropy only in combination with other motmational vectors. This array
of motvatons for Hendricks and his peers includes identfication, gratioude, the prospect
of entrepreneurial effectiveness and the desire to it I.'n::.]u:sh to heirs. For Hendricks, the
identification with the needs of schoolchildren striving to get ahead 25 he did 1o his youth and
his gravtude for the advantages of his own education parallel what | gleaned from other wealth
holders whom [ quoted when discussing wdenufication and graotude.

Limiting transfers to heirs

For the high net-worth individuals, the allocanon of wealth to heirs s regulardy limited by
comsiderations such as the potentially negative effects of large inheritances on children; and
allocations to philanthropy are more frequenty occurning via a family foundanon or through
the involvement of the wealth holder and heirs in philanthropy. as a good way to resolve the
moral dilemmas that surround the best use of excess wealth.

In the Wialth With Responsibility study (Deutsche Bank 2006), 112 respondents worth
$5 mullion or more were asked about the effect of the estate @x on their allocation of wealth
between charitable bequests and heirs. The distribution of responses indicated thar if caxes were
climinared as a consideration, wealth holders would give more to charity cather than giving all
the tax savings to heirs. For example, when asked how they expected 1o and hew they would
like v allocave their estates o hears, taxes and chariey, on average the respondents expecied 47 per
cent of assets from their estates to go to hers, 37 per cent to go to taxes and 16 per cent ta go to
charities. Their desined allocation, however, was to see 64 per cent of their assets go to heirs and
26 per cent to charity, with taxes unsurprisingly trailing 2 distant third priority at 9 per cent
(unspecified other purposes made up the remaining 1 per cent). In other words, in their ideal
scenario, their 76 per cent reduction in taxes would result in a 63 per cent increase in bequests
ta charity. Thas study alsa showed that the desire to reallocate money from taxes to charity is
even stronger at the upper levels of wealth: respondents with 3 net worth at or above $50
million envisioned an even greater shift to charity than those with a ner worth below cha
ATROURE.

Addinenal evidence for this trend in the UISA 15 provided by the estate filings data provided
by the lnternal Revenue Service (IRS) each year. We adjust the tables provided by the IRS
to apprasamace final estates, the states for which there 13 no surviving spouse and from which
most distributions to non-spousal heirs, charity and taxes are made. We find (for instance,
Schervish and Havens 2006) that:

1 As the value of the estate goes up, 3 larger portion of the estate goes to chariry, with
estates valued at $20 million or more bequeathing 40 per cent of their value 1o charnity,

2 As the value of the estate increases, a smaller portion of the estate Bows o heirs, with
estates valued at §20 million or more 'hequ:ar}ling just 30 per cent o heirs.

3 Asthe value of the estate increases, a larger portion of the estate is allocared to raxes, with
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the exception of the estates valued at §20 million or more, which reduce their tax ball
with substanually larger charmable bequeses,

For out consideranons here, the major point of the previous findings is that those who are
El:l.lm;r.luy secure do not maxnmze the total amount they could transfer 1o hews. They hiout
such beguests to heirs to an amount they deem appropriate and instead make substannal gifts to
charity through charitable bequests from their estates.

Some personal evidence is provided by high-tech entrepreneur Greg Yancey. He speaks for
the majority of those that we interviewed in citing his fear that the burden of wealth would
overwhelm his children. He plans to limit the financial resources he will mansfer to his
heirs because he views an overdy abundant inheritance as an extravagance, if not a downright
injury. Although he is just 35 years old and has four children under the age of eight, he is
already concerned about ensuring their financial vire, Yancey grew up fending for limself
wath several small entreprencurial ventures and struck it rich when a larger firm bought his
Connections To company that developed software to link stored data, The Fact that has children
will grow up affluent is ‘a bitch’, something that is ‘really scary” and "haunts’ him. Recalling his
own upbringing, ‘you had to make vour own way ... There wasn't some rich uncle
somewhere who would keep bailing vou out of university or anything like that. There's
decisions you make and conseguences to each one of them and that's really fghtening.
Turning to his kids, he wonders aloud how he should eventually talk to them abour all the
challenges that wealth is going to bring to them'. Although he is ‘damn well going to® teach
his kids how 1o handle wealth responsibly, he remains clearer about the difficulaes than the
solutions tied to such training. Educating the children about wealth 15 *really a difficualt area for
us ta think abour and we are only a year into this and we cerrainly don’t have the answers there
yet'. One thing Yancey does know s that he Yjust can't see anvthing benehicial® from simply
transferring all of his wealth to his kids. That would turn out to be 'just mostly downside for
them, more complexiues’. At the same ume, Yancey has begon to think that imvolving his kids
it philanthropy offers some “practical’ potennal for reaching his kids how o handle their
wiealth:

| think the Soctal Venmre Parmers Fund [my wife and [ founded] 15 a good example. IF
we build this thing right our kids are going o grow up knowing us a5 people thar took
aur owi wnique gifts and got back invelved mn the community, Mot someone that just
kind of gor a wing of the music college named after them for a couple milhon dollars or
something easy like that. Bue that we rolled up our sleeves and took our unique gifts and
tried to build something where something didn’e exist.

Meither the survey nor ethnographic evidence just presented proves that financial security
changes the decision-making dynamics for those who have solved ‘the economic problem’ for
themselves and their families. However, the forepoing statistical and interview evidence does
indicate that the allocation of wealth berween family and philanthropy may ke on a
different character for the financially secure, one that does not depend primarily upon estate-
tax avoidance, but depends more upon a logic that inclines the very wealthy to view philan-
thropy as both a positive alternative to begqueathing wealth to heirs and a way to combine
philanthropy with the transnission of financial mormbty through the creation of foundations
and philanthropic trusts that will involve the next generarion
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The satisfactions of philia

Even with financial securiey and a disposition to limit the mheritance to heirs, the question
remains, just why philanthropy is such an ateractive venue for allocaring wealth instead of, say,
o more invesoments. Why is philanthropy such an appealing outler for allocadon of wealth?
The beginning o the answer i found in Aristotle’s discussion of philia.

For Anistotle; the essence of philanthropy s to be found in friendshap love or philiz, which in
turm is the basis for communicy, Philia 1s first encountered in the family where family members
learn 1o love others as they love themselves. Friends become ‘a sore of other sclves’ (2002
VIIL12). A person i ‘related to a friend as he is to himself (snce the mend 15 another self)’
{IX.4). The upshot s that 'Every sort of friendshup, then, 15 10 a communiey’. It extends beyond
the family to companions, fellow citizens, and so forth, wherever the relinonship s extended
eowards ‘something good and superios” (VL 12). It is for this reason that | have now come to
refer to philanthropy as strategic friendship, and strategic friendship a¢ the foundanon of civil
sociery, or what I call the moral citzenship of care (see Schervish and Havers 206)3).

In commercial and political relations, the goal o achieve something pood and superior” may
be actively present. Bue it is subordinated to market relations wherein the provision of poods
and services to meet the needs of others occurs only 1o the extent that others voice their needs
through dollars for purchases, in the commercial realm, and campaign contributions and vores
in the political realim,

In the philanthropic realm of strategic friendship and the moral cimzenshap of care, the telos
of the moral biography is oriented directly to the well-being of the other as a friend {even at a
distance). A friend, says Aristotle, s someone who wishes for and does good things . . | for the
sake of the other pervon, or who wants the friend to be and to live for the friend’s own sake’
(2002: X1.4). The moral vision that directs philanthropy is the recognition thar *life is difficule
for one who is done’, and that *a human being is meant for a city and is such a narure as 1o live
with others’, that ‘it 13 necessacy for a happy person to have friends” becaise happiness s an
acuvity that requires contact with others. The content of that contact 13 the mutual benefit of
friendship which when extended o broader honizons of kinship, ome and space, makes
strangers into friends, *A friend, who is another self”, says Aristatle, ‘supplies what someone 15
incapable of supplying by himself” and, conversely, ‘the excellent person will need people for
himi to benefit” (2002: [X. 9).

Returning to David Hendricks, we hear him enunciating the atraction of direet care for
others through a strategic friendship of care extended into the community. What Aristotle
refers 1o as the attraction of phali, Hendricks talks about a5 becoming engaged in 2 non-
commercial relatonship that enables him to ‘do something that s unambiguously socially
positive’:

I've always kind of rolled my eyes a little bit when 1 hear about do-gooders because |

have this image n my mind - not grounded at all on any experience — they will be

lightweight type of stuff, full of petty politics. So I've always steered away from the
world of philanthropy or non-profit and pooh-poched it somewhat. But there is 4 side

of me that says that maybe | can tune in a litde bit more and do something that

is unambiguously socially positive and see how thar feels. [ would like to see how that

feels and if | find myself getting up in the mormng very excited about how 1 am spending

my rime, if indeed T de find something that is unambiguonsly socially positive, This is

something that struck me really very profoundly: those simple pleasures of being a

contributor and being able o map how those contributions ficinto the larger scheme of

things. Kind of the social welfare, if vou will.
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The moral compass of a moral biography, then, 1s one that 15 inherently communal and attends
directly, and not just through the market, to the needs of others. Such a moral biography s
the building block of the moral citizenship of care, that array of mtersecting relatonships of care
by which indmiaduals respond to the needs of others, not through commercial or politcal
markets, but directly becawse of the de of philia, or friendship love, that one wishes to carry out
effectively and strategically.

Individuals wha are financially secure and those who are not both have an inclination towards
extending the mutual nourishment 1o others directly. They are inclined and find it fulfilling
to participate in the direct care of others by creating and carrying out 2 relationship of philia,
Those with great resources have the fullest ability in the financial realny to extend the satisfac-
tions of phitia, first found in the family, to others distanced from them in time, space and kinship.
When discretionary resources are available for the non-wealthy, the atractive aspiration of
philia induces chaices to care for others rather than provide some increased consumption for
themselves. For the financially secure, who have no need to reduce desired consumption and
have the fullest choice to do whar is natrally rewarding, the benefis of philia extending the
friendship of mutual nourishment outward enter as a gratifying world-building impetus.

Hyperagency: the capacity and great expectations to be world-builders

In one of his more famous sarements, Marx argued that while people do indeed make their
own history, they are not able to choose the conditions under which they do so. Although
Marx was referring o collective action, the same dictum holds for individual actors as well,
However, the capacity to ‘make history” s not equally diseributed. Some, including wealch
holders, make more history chan others. 1 call this history-making capacity of individuals
‘hyperagency’. For sure, not every hyperagent s wealthy. Some financially common folk make
" history by virtue of being profound, creative or spiritual. But in the material realm, every wealth
holder is at least potenually a hyperagent, and all of those who start businesses or set directions
i phalanthropy certanly are.

The desire to make a difference in philanthropy is one ontlet for exercising the entrepre-
neurial disposition of hyperagency. Coupled with the motives of dentification, gratitude,
financial security, the desire to limit inheritances to successors and the attractive call of philia,
the ability to exercise hyperageney and change the world becomes an especially strong motiva-
tion for philanthropy.

Hyperagency refers to the enhanced capacity of wealthy indviduals 1o establish or control
substantially the condidons under which they and others will work and live. For most
individuals, agency is limited to choosing among and acung within the constraings of those
situations i which they find themselves. As monarchs of agency, the wealth holders can
circumscribe such constraings and, for good or for ill, create parts of the world according 1o their
own design. As everyday agents, most of us srive to find the best possible place o live or job w
hold within a given field of possibilities. As hyperagents_ the wealthy — when they choose to do
so = can found a broad array of the field of possibilities within which they and others will live
and work.

Whenever someone we interview is asked to identify the most important attribute of wealth,
the answer 15 ivariably the same: freedom, Such freedom is both a neganve release from conseraint
and a posiove capacity fo secure desire, Megaove freedom refers to the loosening or neganon of
constraints, especially from the immediate pressures surrounding the stable provision of material
well-being.
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West-coast Attorney Rebecca Austin who s abo independently wealthy expresses this
dualivy of freedom in her asessment of how wealth *smoothes out’ the everyday toils of life
and enables her to set her "own agenda’:

Everything is easier when you have money. It's a shame because it's such a haed thing to
get. Ie s the one iem that smoothes out what everyone is struggling for; security, good
health, fitness, good relationships, taking care of your children. Work choices are easier.
Life s easier. You can do anything you want. You can take a vacation whenever and
wherever you want. And even though I have a job, it's the kind of job that [ can get there
when | want to pee there, because | want to be there rather than having to be there. The
reason | work at [che public mterest firm] Citizen Law s that | can integrate my life. It
allows me to focus on ssues and do things that can become all encompassaing in terms
of things that [ care about. I don't work on anything | don’t care about, | don't take
assignments from anybody clie, | set my own agenda.

To ser one’s own agenda, especially where others usually sex it, is the fundamental endowment
of wealth. Wealth enables individuals to conceive Ectl!_lr of and choose among a constellation
of alternatives. [t would, of course, be foolish to asert that the possession of wealth dissolves all
the ferters of tme, health and social constrant. The wealthy do indeed face constraines and
rightly feel bounded in certain ways by obligation and responsibilicy. They have concerns
with the continued and expanded accumulation of wealth, the orgamzational pressures of
busmess. strategies of imvestment, the generatonal reproduction of family wealth, the preserva-
rion of a congenial polincal and economic chmare, and the moral and social responsibilities of
philanthropy. Such concerns do indeed demand their time, money and consciousness. As
Morman Stryker, a Houston-born heir to an oil forune, says, being granted an inheritance 5a
surprisingly alien burden, Without quotdian necessity 1o shape his life, he i forced o ‘carve
out every Endd.lmn d.:]r‘. Sall, we find that even thaose who first Aounder about with an
inheritance overcome the obstacles and eventually learn the advantages of carving out rather
than receiving their daily round.

The definition of wealth holders as hyperagens with personal determination and inso-
minonal dominion directly applies 1o their sctivity in the realm of philanthropy. Self-
construction and world-building do not stop at the doors to their homes or their businesses. It
extends to all of their involvements including, for those who choose, polioes, community,
religion and philanthropy. The wealthy are by dint of personality no more egoistically myopic
or socially responable than anyone ebe. Great expectations and grand aspirations occupy
people across the financial spectrum. What is different for wealth holders s that they can
ltgltumtcl}- be more confident about acru;lizing their expectations and aspirations because
they are able to directly effect the fulfilment of their desires. 1es a matter of realizing 'how much
a litthe money can make a difference’, as Californian Francis Toppler puts it.

Hyperagency in philanthropy does not nvean that the wealthy always and everywhere con-
ceive or achieve major innovative interventions. [t means they tend to think more about doing
sa, and to partake more in bringing them about. Entrepreneurs, said respondent Brendan
Drwyer, are investors who have two characteristics. First, they have a creative idea, They discern
an arca of outpur for which demand oustrips supply. Second, entrepreneurs are investors who
affect actively the rate of return on their investment by directly commanding production.
Correspondingly, venture capitalists are investors who bolster the capacity for others to be
entreprencurs, In business, wealth is an output. [n philanthropy, wealth is an input. As such,
wealth holders are the entrepreneurs and venture capiralists of philanthropic endeavours,
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The distinctive class traie of the wealthy in philanthropy s the ability to bring inte being
and not just support particular charitable projects. Hyperagency in the field of philanthropy
assigns financial resources to fabr iu:atil]s nuajor outcomes. When exercising this capacity, wealth
holders are producess rather than supporters of philanthropy, underwriters rather than just con-
tribucars. Finding neglected social niches where needs are grear and resources scarce 15 precisely
Janer Arnold’s eraft. 'l am invelved in huwman nghts and 1 tend to be more involved with the
American Indian, at this parncular nme, than 1 am with other nunorities’, says the third-
generation guardian of a Detroir fortune, She contributes to many other causes, but her *main
focus is on the American Indian' and other ‘unpopular” issues. ‘1 gravitate to areas that have
need and have no acces to support’, she says, because it is especially there '] feel like | can make
a difference’,

In commen parlance we regularly speak of large and small contributors, Distinguishing
between producers and supporters of plilanthropy s 3 more functional distinction, Each
phi]znd'lropic eferprise pursues resources in order to pmduce outcoimies in response to social
needs and interests. Most individuals mspnn{f to appcah for contmibutions in a manner parallel
to how a consumer responds to the products or services of a business. That 1, they are con-
sumers or supporters rather than creavors or architects of the enterprise whose goods and
services they wish to receive. Only s a group acting formally or informally in concert, can
consumers and contributors determine the fate of a chariable endeavour. Because it is the
accuimalated support of many individuals, rather than of any parocular smgle individual, that
determines the existence and direction of a venture, each separace individual 1s at most a joint or
collateral producer.

It is a different story altogether, however, when 3 wealthy contributor provides a sizeable
enough gift to actually start a new philanthropic direction or shape the agenda of a charity. In
this instance, the contnbutor may be termed a direct producer or architect. Such direct pro-
duction, of course, is Janus faced, and so it is always important to discern the conditions under
which philanthropie hyperagency produces care rather than control (see Schervish 2006b).

Laura Madisen clearly appreciates the productive potential of her charitable giving. 'Because
I have a large amount of money o put in," she explins, 'l have an opportunity to really
make a difference if | see something that a large amount of money could do more for than a
small amount of money could.’ The extreme case of direct production 15 the personal founding
of an eriginal philanthropic organization or project, Such hyperagency gets exercised for-
mally through the creation of a private or working foundation, or through the contribution
of enough resources to cstablish a novel direction within an existing organization, such as
a clinic, endowed chair or hospital wing. Less formally, individuals of means can directy
produce philanthropic  outcomes by ‘adopung’ specific indviduals (including  famuly
members), arganizations or causes that they assist in a sufficienty large manner as to ‘make 2
difference’.

It s precisely the possbility and pracuce of ‘making a difference’ that underginds the
determination and dominion of hyperagency that marks Brendan Dwyer's charitable giving,
"Whatever success ['ve gor, and whatever I've learned, and whatever [ get my satisfaction from
come from being able to make a difference,’ says Dwyer. ' That's what makes me happy, When
I've fele I've made a difference in a beneficial way,” Establishing a personal foundation as one
vehicle for his charitable giving is only a small part of his institution-shaping philanthropy.
He also contributes substantially enough to be considered a producer of the work of two uni-
versity-based research institutes, a metro Detroie prison rehabilitation programme, an inner-city
charter school and an inner-city church-based community organization. ln the end, Dwyet
counscls, there are two fairly straightforward questions that, if answered in the affirmative, mark
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the path of inclination that leads to philanthropy: 'Is there something valuable you want ta do
that needs to be done in society? And can you do it better than Uncle Sam?

Conclusion

Iy has 193400 essay, "Econonue possibilities for our grandchildren”, John Maynard Keynes wrote
about the growth in financial wealth and ats implicanons for the growth m moral wealch.
According to Keynes, “The economic problem [of scarciry] may be solved, or at least withan sight of
sodution, within a hundred }'i::.rh.Tlﬁs means that the economic prl:nl'llc:n is not — if we look o
the future — the permanent problem of the hiaman race’ (1936 [1933]: 306, iabcs in the orygnal). '
look forward,’ ke continues, ‘to the grearest change which has ever occurred in the material
environment of life for human beings in the aggregate . . . Indeed, it has already begun, The
course of affairs will simply be that there will be ever larger and larger classes and groups of
people from whom problems of economic necessity have been practically removed' (373). The
consequence of lifung economic necessity will be that *for the first nme since his creation man
will be faced with s real, hus permanent problem — how 1o use his freedom from pressing
econonuc cares, how o occupy the lesure, which science and compound meerest will have
wor for hin, to live wisely and agreeably and well’ (367,

It is Keynes's aspiration thar *[t]he love of money as a possession — as distinguished from the
love of money as a means to the enjoyments and realities of life — will be recognized for what it
15, a somewhat disgusting morbidity, one of those semi-criminal, senu-pathological propensities
which one hands over with a shudder to the specialists in mental disease” (369,

Even when individuals are in the accumulation phase of their life, acquiring wealth s
seldom the ulumate end of hfe. But it is wswally a high-priority intermediate end. When
individuals reach a level of subjectively defined financial security, there is the potenaal for a
shift in moral purpose and values whereby the accumulation of wealth ceases 1o be an end and
becomes more fully a means to achieve other ends. Such ends may be retirement, providing an
inheritance, pursuing 3 hobby or enjoying more leisure. But Keynes singles out one specihic
prospect, namely, a change in ‘the nawre of one’s dury m© one’s neighbour, For it will remain
reasonable to be economically purposive for others after it has ceased o be reasonable for
onesell” (372).

The shifi of wealth from an end to a2 means, then, is arguably the most significant trans-
formation of capacity and characeer for individuals who have solved or are close to solving the
economic problem. In other words, the culiral context is ulumately 3 personal and moral
context in which generous and mnovative allocation becomes a way of life. Increasing numbers
of wealth holders and at an earlier age are secking o understand the creative moral purpose
and not just the quantitative prospects of their wealth. In essence, they are capable of aking and
seeking answers about how to deploy their wealth as a tool to achicve the deeper purposes of
life when achieving a higher standard of ving or acquiring more wealth ceases to be of high
importance. They face the gquestion about how to live and impart to their children a moral
biography of wealth while, at the same time, expanding the quality and quantity of care for the
maral biography of others. Clarifying and drawing on the motivations that mobilize the alloca-
tion of wealth for philanthropy will help individuals make care sinmltaneously for neighbour
and self a path to greater happiness, which [ define as the confluence of effectivencs: and
sagmificance.
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