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Abstract

The following dissertation addresses the role oflgpithropy for French and American elites. Since
Tocqueville (1986 [1835]), the vitality of the naofit sector in America has fascinated a broad rangf
scholars. This sector is now accountable for hilicof dollars of spending annually in the Unitedt&s, thus
playing a pivotal role in shaping entire sectors thie American economy and society. Private forms of
generosity ended up playing a major role in theteghof growing social inequalities and in the aftath of
State disengagement (Martel, 2006). France, byrashtwhich has always been characterized by fdaens
of private donation and State intervention, hasegigmced a dramatic change in the past ten yeath thie
growing development of philanthropy. Numerous endosstudies have put great emphasis on tax shedigds
tax exemptions in order to understand why individugve such large amounts of money to a broad eaoiy
social causes (Schuster, 1985). But few studietherh are concerned with the prominent role playgd b
philanthropy as it creates and reinforces the idgnof elites. My thesis aims to show and expldiat t
philanthropic practices are a crucial component alfte status in France and in the United Statesjsth
consisting of an original form of cultural capitéBourdieu, 1979). | believe this approach can pdeva more
relevant framework for the diversity, the increasa the selectivity of philanthropic practices oty countries.
Equally pertinent for the purpose of this reseaisthe sociological focus on the significance afgitthropy as
a way to view the social change experienced bgstitiring the past two decades.

1 / Understanding elite philanthropy: A sociologiframework
a. Philanthropy as a defining element of elite tdgn

The economic interpretation, which sees elite gesigr arising either from a mere fiscal windfall foom the
desire to curb poverty, is unable to explain theivations of philanthropists. The main goal of negearch is to
show that philanthropy holds a pivotal and risingerin the culture of elites. Although elites regaet a small
minority amongst philanthropists (50% and 20%, eesipely, of American and French households arelired
in philanthropic practicéy their contributions make up the great majorifynconey donated annually. In
America, 98% of the elites give every yéaFhis striking figure illustrates the status of aite cultural norm
(Abélés, 2002). It is common practice in the Uniftdtes to name university buildings, museums asgitals
after their donors, while France seems to havdestaio follow this path only recently. | believeathelite
donations to philanthropic foundations have becamefficient way for French and American elitectmvert
wealth into culture and foster a shared identity.

In order to understand how this conversion worksilllfocus my analysis on philanthropic foundassrhere
are several other ways to get involved in philasplyr(direct donations, volunteer work, contributiogNGOSs),
but | believe that these foundations hold intergstiharacteristics that illuminate the link betwedilanthropy
and elite status. The philanthropic foundationould like to study are highly selective. The wayihich these
foundations are organized sets the stage for & sifietlite culture and identity. Other more dirdotms of
philanthropy do not entail as much engagement. § fmsndations allow wealthy donors to become actedi
with other elite donors of similar social and ecanmobackground. In essence, foundation philanthioggomes
a networking opportunity for the elite. When proeribdonors become members of the board of direetotise
highest and most coveted positions inside the azgdon — the cultivation of social capital is evgreater. It
means these donors are given the opportunity ticypeate in the decision-making process and to teagay in
shaping spending decisions Although the numbeuoh $oundations is dramatically different in Fraraoel in

! Figures from two surveys: “Giving and Volunteeringhe United States”, 2001, and La “Générosit Elancais”, 2006.

2 Elite is defined as any household that earns rii@me $200,000 annually or whose assets exceed GGOD

3 These organizations fall into the American nonipreéctor classification (the famous 501c3 sectianyl are tagged as
associations in France.



the United State%) believe that these organizations share impoffeatures and play a comparable role in the
creation and the reinforcement of elite identitypoth countries.

b. Philanthropic engagements and cultural capital

One of the reasons why philanthropy is so valuaid appealing for the elite is that it allows th&muse
organizations as a platform to accumulate cultoegdital and gain recognition for their interestsaabroader
societal level. According to Pierre Bourdieu, ctdlucompetence and aesthetic disposition are tlwe most
effective forms of assets that give the upper-ndddlasses an opportunity to accumulate culturaitaap
(Bourdieu, 1979). Despite the groundbreaking inftee of the conclusions of Bourdieulsa distinctionin
cultural sociology and the analysis of social ffication, especially among American scholars (&aland
Zavisca, 2007), Bourdieu’s theory of cultural capltas increasingly faced criticism (Lamont, 19B#Vlaggio,
1987; Coulangeon, 2004). The majority of criticsisted on the fact that his concept was developedaf
particular context — namely France during the 1960and has therefore lost some of its relevancetdorent
French society and is even more problematic fooragarative approach. Philanthropy is, | believeglavant
topic which may contribute to update Bourdieu’s kvon cultural capital. | will highlight four majdrypotheses
in order to illustrate the crucial role of philardpy in a contemporary theory of cultural capitathile cultural
competence and aesthetic disposition are ardu@egjyired through schooling and upbringing, philaoyic
practices are achievable as soon as an individasladecumulated sufficient wealth. There is no needo
through a complex and uncertain socialization pgede become a philanthropisthat may explain the appeal
of philanthropy among elites, or at least amongviddals who have experienced upward social mgbi).
The appeal of philanthropy for the elite comesanjanction with the development of financial cafiéa and
the birth of new occupations that do not rely om shme kind of assets older capitalist occupatiih¢Baltzell,
1991). (b) Furthermore, the progressive dissolutibthe boundary between highbrow versus lowbroltuce
(Warde, Martens and Olsen, 1999) has weakened ffeetigeness of cultural competence and aesthetic
disposition as forms of cultural capital for théeelc). Finally, financial generosity to well-knowand highly
respected foundations allows members of the etitéstore” cultural capital efficiently. The storagssue,
although often evoked by Bourdieu as a key mechamisthe effectiveness of social distinction, hasar been
given detailed attention (Savage, 1992).

| believe my set of hypotheses will demonstrate effectiveness of philanthropic engagement as m fof
cultural and social capital. In the case of elitélanthropy | want to make clear that generositgaicial
donations and spending do not contradict a logi@cotimulation. On the contrary, through philantigrdgrench
and American elites are embarked on accumulatioathgr symbolic and cultural means that play a [pnemt
role in defining elite culture and identity.

2 | Giving and accumulating: The power of elitemnfrphilanthropic practices
a. The social position of elite shapes philanthe@id priorities

The previous two paragraphs were intended to detradeghat elite philanthropic practices in Franod in the
United States could be understood with the helpgdneral sociological frameworthat emphasizes a common
set of motivations and symbolic retributions. Mgliminary investigations, however, shovgeeat variation of
forms of philanthropic engagemen@mong elite individuals when taking into accouthe tvarious
sociodemographic characteristics of those indivMgllend the various causes to which their donatiares
directed® Thus, the wealthier the donors the more invol\regytare in causes related to education and cuture
the detriment of causes linked with poverty andnarly needs. In addition, humanitarian causes are tilely
to be praised by individuals whose occupation iateel to an international cause. Surveys also stiaw

4 In France there are no more than 1,500 organizticith 10 billion Euros or more while in the UnitStates there are
more than 12,000 foundations with more than 30@hidollars.

® Figures show that the number of extremely weaditibjviduals has exploded since the 1980's. Whemgowy on incomes,
individuals in the United States who belong tofirg centile have seen their income increase rizaa 500 times than the
national average for the past twenty years (Land4i66). In France, the situation remained stahlind the same period
(Piketty, 2001). When focusing on assets, inegealliave dramatically increased in both counti@sa(vel, 2001)

® First processing of the American survey “Givinglarolunteering in the United States,” 2001.



priorities not only diverge among elites but alstvieen French and American elites, thus displaggmgraphic
patterns of givind. Another pivotal aspect of my thesis is undersapiine selectivity of elite philanthropy
engagements that may be prioritized according déviduals various interests in philanthropy. | ket those
interests and priorities are shaped by the soaaltipn and the type of assets on which elite ifligls in
France and in the United States rely. | furtheuarthat the set of data | will be processing (8wt paragraph of
this paper is devoted to a detailed presentatiordath and methodology) will enable me to detect an
isomorphism between sociodemographic charactesisfielite individual®and the fields of destination of their
philanthropic engagements. Contrary to the ideaaofdisinterested philanthropy claimed by most of
philanthropists (Abélés, 2002) | posit a relatioatvieen the diverse assets and social positionslitef e
individuals and the priorities and interests thelacate through philanthropic practices. Here, Enanco-
American comparison helps to shed light not onlytia differences among types of elites but alsathen
differences in the “cultural repertoires” (Lamondal hévenot, 2000) of French and American elites.

b. Symbolic boundaries and the power of elite pitiieopic practices

If the amount and the destination of donations fedite individuals prove to be influenced by thieidividuals’
social position and assets, we should not be sagrio observe the foundations activities shapedtHeast
partly — by the social composition of their boafddo@ectors. Donors rarely contribute to causes tihallenge
their own set of interests and beliéfSince the landmark work of Marcel Mauss (2007 Bl92we know that
giving means receiving and, above all, getting b&elorder to back up this hypothesis, | plan teestigate the
social standards and internal politics within thenagement of philanthropic foundations in ordeageess the
influence of their boards of directors. | want &yron the concept of symbolic boundaries (Lama&892) in
order to understand the process through which ioecuses are deemed legitimate and valuable etiilers
remain unexplored or ignored.

In my work | thus wish to underline the social cegqsences of the growing elite philanthropic prasidn
France and in the United States. My work must liéaek in the broader contentious about the oppiytin
France and in the United States to give high incbimgseholds tax breaks in order to develop prifiateing
and specifically philanthropy. In France, the Adgidan bill on patronage and foundation passed in 2@@8a big
step in this direction. A very important questidiosld be asked: where is all this money goingzhinWnited
States, foundations account for billions of dollafsdiscretionary spending annually. My aim is t@yde a
better understanding of the set of priorities antdriests that shape philanthropic spending prose$sis issue,
| believe, deserves to be addressed since elitesaleady hold dominant positions in the field ofahce,
politics, industry, and media may find new formssotial power in philanthropy. Indeed, ultimatelgdsit that
elites exert, through philanthropy, a great infleerin the shaping and defining of a broad rangesaafial
issues? | believe this approach to be original and relé\since elite sociology has until recently beerliadb
spot (Savage, 2008). Not only are philanthropy tizas a key component of elite identity and cultou they
can also be understood as set of power practieesstiape and build society in accordance with<litgerest
and priorities.

3/ Methodology and data
a. The significance of a Franco-American comparison

A comparative approach to philanthropic practicas & great potential for original conclusions a&sdthas yet
to be to any related work in sociology. | havedrie demonstrate above why and when such a conaarat

" French elites are more involved in philanthropyaads social and poverty causes while Americaeliighly stressed the
art and culture sector. These figures echo to tesgmce of a Ministry of Culture in France and te sitope of social
inequalities in the United States. Only 10% of do@ations in the United States and 30% in Frange @estined to poverty
and the destitute.

8 Here are the characteristics | will take into aoto occupation, age, religious affiliation, gendethnic background,
religiosity, education attainment, income, weadtbneration, and the position in the life cycle

® That is what Fischer calls “sophisticated consésma (1980).

0 This influence is conveyed through financing of R&D pilot programs which may then inspire the St&tederal
Government or through lobbyism.



approach could improve the value of my researblavk tried to present philanthropic practices aséisult of a
complex balance between state intervention in doaemy, the nature of the tax system — and notalitjgh
income tax regime —, and above all, the cultur&niity of elites in France and in the United StafBise
Franco-American comparison is meant to provide adogical answers to a few controversies. Firstaveh
shown that philanthropic practices can be undedstyousing a general sociological framework thapbasizes
a common set of beliefs and motivations among<litéelieve that philanthropy can give birth toeffective
form of cultural capital both in France and in theited States. This idea recalls some of the caimmhs made
by sociologists who posited the inconsistency ef Bourdieusian forms of cultural capital with thenérican
social stratification model and American historyri¢kson; 1996; Peterson; 1997). Second, the cortipara
approach is the only way to understand social pmema such as the different regime of toleranceoofas
inequalities (Chauvel; 2006). The study of the unalt repertoires (Lamont and Thévenot; 2000) andhef
diverse set of priorities and interests that Fresnuth American elites display in their philanthropractices may
give a better understanding of why American socgtgms to be more willing to tolerate inequalitidsle the
French would be less likely to accept them. Finatlhys comparison approach finds relevance in #ative
availability of data in my field of interest. | gvose to conclude this paper by presenting theldaithbe using
for my thesis.

b. Collecting and processing data

| intend to collect and process data in order nad fanswers to my earlier questions and hypothddes.step
accounts for a large part of my ability to completg objectives successfully.

«First, | will start with secondary data analysisexisting French and American survéyshese surveys are
public and have been designed to capture the lemg evolutions of generosity trends in several@sctThe
International Classification of Nonprofit Organimats (ICNPO) will provide great help in completitiis
comparative study. However, since | aim to focusanglysis on elites, those surveys built upon isgr&tive
samples will not be helpful in capturing the sepabrities and interests of the elites, since iy \&nall minority
of philanthropists makes the great majority of dmmes and often run the recipient foundations. Otio®Is
must be used in order to solve this tension betvtbensingularity and the overall that usually clteeze
sociological investigation of elites (Savage, 2008)

*In order to provide a fine-grain sociological intigation of elites, | intend to perform a Multiple
Correspondence Analysis (MCA) on a set of data lcamently collecting. | have already explained imtgrest
in linking the sociodemographic characteristicdlohors with the location of their philanthropic exggments.
This method, which belongs to the school of Geoimddata Analysis has recently been given prominent
attention in Anglo-Saxon sociology (Savage; LeroRruanet and Warde; 2008; Anheier; Herhards anddRom
1995) and has proved to be quite a useful and uniqudrtader to build the social field of elite philthropic
practices in France and in the United States. Paitacting is organized in two stages. First | wsiflect some of
the largest philanthropic foundations which accofantthe majority of spending each year in Franod &
United States. Those rankings are publimterestingly, thirty of the largest foundatioms France and in the
United States are accountable for 90% and 20% c&sply of philanthropic sector financial assetecénd, |
plan to obtain access to the list of donors froesthfoundations. Again, those lists are usuallyarablic by
foundations. This will provide a way to identifyethe individuals. In an earlier work an American RiaDdidate
was able to gain access to 75% of the lists of doebe sought in New York City (Ostrower, 1995)nek |

" The major American survey is titled “Giving and IMoteering in the United States” (1988-2007). Th¢adrom this

survey up to 2001 is available on the website cparg. The subsequent years have been conductédeb@enter of
Philanthropy Panel Study as a module of the PanelySncome Dynamics at the University of Michigdn.France the
Survey “La Générosité des Francais” has been caedusince 1995 by the Centre d’étude et de rechescinela

philanthropie and the Association Recherches eti&atés. | should state here that other surveysadable in the United
States: “The Study of High-Net Worth Philanthropyartraits of Donors” was conducted by the Uniwgrsf Indiana; “Six

City Trusteeship Project” (1931/1961/1991) conductsdthe Lilly Endowment which makes it possible ttack the

evolution of the members of the largest foundatibosrds of directors.

12| do not detail here the statistical and matherahtnechanisms on which the methodology is based.

13 They are found on the Foundation de France welrsiteance and on the Foundation Center websitedrUnited States.
These two organizations have valuable statisticBrench and American philanthropy.



believe this task is possible. Then | wish to seflease donors who were accountable for the lamd@sationd’
and those who are members of the boards of diecidéie sociodemographic characteristics of theserdocan
be compiled directly from the lists of donors whigbually display that information. | also plan ®yr on
official material such as the Who's Who, the Soc@ister, the Forbes 400 list and other such patitins on
affluent and wealthy individuals in France andhe tUnited States. Finally, | wish to collect infation about
the sector of activity and the various actionsanttiropic foundations are currently running. Tiddimation is
also usually displayed since it gives foundationllig visibility. Thus, it will be made possible twld together,
in one file, information about the most prominehilanthropists involved in the most affluent foutidas in
France and in the United States. | then will beedbl perform an MCA on the compiled filed and prdbe
tensions, power struggles, balance and imbalancieoffield of American and French elites’ philambic
practices. This methodology is consistent with rastier questions and hypotheses.

*Finally, in order to provide answers to the abowmtioned questions about the internal functionirfig o
philanthropic foundations, | have to conduct intews and ethnographic observations. This qualgamhaterial
is crucial to surveying how the elites’ set of net&ts and priorities can actually shape the actdrisundations.
For this | have at my disposal a file containingu@e amount of information and contacts from memioé the
Lions Clubs International, the world’s largest dtarle foundation. The Lions Club was originallyufaled in
Chicago, where it still has its head office, whigartly explains my interest in Northwestern UnivgrsAn
investigation of the internal functioning of thisuihdation will enable me to confirm, or disprovéget
conclusions based on my statistical analysis. Vigers with a selection of foundation members and
ethnographic observations is, | believe, an effectiay to transform my hypothesis and strengtheghdduture
conclusions of my work.
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1 have not yet decided on a threshold level. ldicly the donors who have contributed to at leag6 50 the annual
amount of charity giving will be necessary to cleteeize the main contributors.



