GIVING IN AMERICA: FROM CHARITY
TO PHILANTHROPY

ROBERT A. GROSS

Americans like ro think of themselves as a charitable people. We take pride
in the multitude of benevolent groups constantly at work to help our the
needy and uplift society, both at home and abroad. Such generosity, frecly
given by ordinary individuals, is commonly deemed the natural expression
of democratic life. In support of this happy view, we call time and again on
the Frenchman Alexis de Tocqueville, who put the voluntary association
at the center of his analysis of Democracy in America. When he traveled
throughout America in 1831, Tocqueville was astonished by the “immense
assemblage of associations” in the new land:

Americans of all ages, all conditions, and all dispositions constantly form associ-
ations. They have not only commercial and manufacturing companies, in which
~ all take part, bur associations of a thousand other kinds, religious, moral, serious,
futile, general or restricted, enormous or diminutive. The Americans make asso-

tions to give entertainments, to found seminaries, to build inns, to construct
 churches, to diffuse books, to send missionaries to the antipodes; in this manner
i . 0 L] .

hey found hospitals, prisons, and schools, If it is proposed to inculeare some eruth
to foster some feeling by the encouragement of a great example, they form a
ciety. Wherever at the head of some new undertaking you see the government
 France, or a man of rank in England, in the United States you will be sure to
an association.

is tribute to the voluntary association captures a powerful theme in
ican culture. As Tocqueville saw it, such organizations gave energy
urpose to citizens in a democracy. In the aristocratic Old World, the
ontrolled the destiny of the many; not so in the new republic across
tlantic. Owing to their very freedom and equality, Americans could
power only through the combined force of numbers. Alone, a single
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unit in the mass, every individual felt overwhelmed; linked to like-minded
others, that same person acquired immense influence to do good.

So trenchant are Tocqueville’s observations that they are often taken
to state timeless truths about charity, philanthropy, and veluntarism in
American life. But the institutions he depicted had played little part in
colonial society. The French visitor was actually witness to a new phe-
nomenon that was remaking life, especially in the northern stares, in the
wake of the American Revolution: the rise of formal, voluntary associations,
organized by people in towns, counties, and states to meet an extraordi-
nary array of social, educational, religious, and cultural needs. The period
from 1790 to 1840 was, as contemporaries put it, “an Age of Benevolence,”
which gave a distinctive form to the charitable purposes that had motivared
people from the very beginnings of English settlement. Tocqueville arrived
just in time to record the transformation. Democracy in America captures
that decisive moment when an older tradition of charity gave way before a
new mode of philanthropy, with enduring consequences for how we carry

on our lives roday.
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The split between these two traditions — charity and philanthropy — forms
my central theme. As [ have read thmugh the vast .schn]a.rly literature on
giving in America, picking my way through numerous monographs and
histories, [ have been taken by the curious character of the field. For early
America, we have many studies of “charity” encompassing the ideas and
practices of the colonists, notably the Puritans, and tracing the concrete
; associated with the Enligh.

ways the settlers sought to express their impulse to serve others. After
the Revelution, the story turns to the rise of benevolent organizations and
the crusading spirit of reform, culminating in the missionary, temperance,
ﬂﬂd ﬂ.n[iS]EVET}" movements DF tl'll'_‘ anl:eh-c“um cra. ThErEa:FEEL th’E Tone
alters, reflecting the mood of the pragmatic, efficiency-minded men and
women who took over the organizations for the care of the poor and the
dependent and built the major educarional and culrural institutions of their

;Emen[, for it soughe ¢ .
ilanthropy can rak

e secul igi
50 much to aid individyg] S e
of progress through the 4

T

s unco
mMmon —and perhaps Unnecessary,

ills and needs,

day. This later narrative recounts the history of philanthropy, net chariry;
it sets forth the organization of the great foundations by Andrew Carnegie et
and John D. Rockefeller, traces the concurrent establishment of settlement
houses by Jane Addams and others, and culminates in the establishment of
the twentieth-century welfare state, where big government in tandem with

the key institutions of the “non-profit sector” takes responsibility for basic
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doctor can do both, and much of the time she can, though occasionally, we
know, there must be a choice between the two. Similarly, in the practical
world of benevolence, the two traditions of charity and philanthropy need
to heal the split that opened in the early republic and unite in a common
cause.
The first tradition — charity — governed the practice of benevolence from
the beginnings of English sertlement in the seventeenth century down
through the Revolution and Constitution. Although it was carried on in
every colony, the tradition is epitomized by the New England Puritans.
John Winthrop gave the best statement of that ideal in the lay sermon he
preached on the eve of departure for Massachusetts Bay in 1630. Now known
as “A Model of Christian Charity,” the document has become a classic in
American history, for it is here that Winthrop declares the purpose of the
Puritan colony to be the establishment of a “City upon a Hill.” That image,
taken from Matthew 5:14, conjured up not a physical place burt rather a
spiritual ideal. It embodied a godly communiry, overflowing in “chariry.”
In Winthrop's evangelical view, the Puritans would not only love and assist
one another, burt also do so for the right reasons. They would rise above
the petty calculations and narrow self-interest that so often drive human
cooperation. Even the divine command to do unto others as you would
have them do unto you was insufficient motivation. In Winthrop's vision,
the faithful were inspired by divine grace. Imbued with gospel love, all
the participants in the Bay Colony — the investors in England, the settlers
about to embark on the Arbella, the advance party already established on
Cape Ann — would regard one another as brothers and sisters in Christ.
They were to "delight in eache other, make others Condicions our owne
reioyce together, mourne together, labour, and suffer together, allwayes
]']aveing before our eyes our Commission and Community in the worke,
our Community as members of the same body...." This is a spirit of
mutual sacrifice in the name of Christ: "wee must be knitr together in this
worke as one man, wee must entertaine each other in brother Affeccion,
wee must be willing to abridge our selves of our superfluities, for the supply
of others necessities. . .." In this perspective, charity was not restricred to
giving alms to the poor. Having spurned the mercenary sale of indulgences
by the Church of Rome, the Puritans revived the larger meanings of caritas
or Christian love. It could take many forms and inspire diverse sorts. It
could be simpl}r a giﬁ of "gund advice, a kind word, or an exhortation to
piety,” offered by anybody to a neighbor in need. A poor man could be just

as charitable as a rich one.
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the houscholds of others. As with foster care today, neighbors took in the
aged, the sick, the orphaned, the indigent, and the helpless, and supplied
their necessities ar town expense. They also imposed discipline on the
unru]}-’: ET Was nor uncomimaon Fﬂr towns to sub}ect Vi':]ﬂgf drunkards Eﬂd
even common criminals to the constraints of family. That was chariry, too,
provided for the individual’s own good. The caretakers, we may surmise,
had a need for the income and for the labor such inmates provided; they
were seldom far removed in social position from the unfortunates they
assisted.
New Englanders did worry that generous aid to the poor mighr acrually
encourage dependence and idleness. Thar was, in fact, an important item
in the brief English Protestants drew up against the Catholic Church. “The
poor ye shall always have with ye”: Jesus’ dictum had been woven into
the fabric of Christianity for centuries. In that faith, medieval churchmen
regarded the poor as instruments of providence: their misery ordained o
stir feelings of compassion, their sufferings acts of charity. To fulfill chis
design, the rich were enjoined to give freely to the beggar at their door.
Such good works would win renown in this world and credit in the next.
The trouble was that alms were bestowed indiscriminately on the virtuous
and vicious alike. To the Puritans, "beggars commir sacrilege who abuse
the name of Christ, and make their poverty a cloak to keep them idle.” It
was thus imperative to separate the worthy from the unworthy poor. The
former — the aged, the widow, the orphan, the disabled — were victims of
circumstances beyond their control; anyone, at any time, could suffer their
fate, and they deserved the aid of the community. By contrast, the second
class had brought on its plight by idleness and intemperance; it was unwor-
thy of public support. This moral distincrion, built into the English Poor
Law, was carried over to Massachusetts Bay. In practice, it mattered little.
For more than a century after settlement, poverty was a minor problem,
handled easily among rural neighbors. Even in Boston, where the ranks of
the poor swelled in a stagnant economy and it proved necessary to erect an
almshouse, little effort was made to screen applicants for aid and determine
the “truly needy.” Ministers discouraged such inquiries on the grounds that
“as riches are not evidences of God's love, so neither is poverty of his anger
or hatred.” Indeed, to stifle the impulse to charity was to pass up the op-
portunity of stewardship. The Reverend Samuel Seabury urged the Boston

Episcopal Charity Society in 1788 to assist “every one who is suffering for _:
want. And no matter how their suffering comes on them, whether by ac-
cident, by idleness, by vice — while they suffer, they are entitled ro relief.” =
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do anything to assist the unhappy Peacocks? Not at all. Learning thar the
father and three of his children had a legal setlement in Boston, Adams
hurried to the capital and informed the selecemen that Peacock was the
responsibility of Boston, not Braintree. “We must be excused from any
Expence for their Support.”

Despite this niggardliness, Adams congratulared himself on his sensitive
response to the Peacocks' plight: “When I was in that Chamber of Dis-
tress,” he recorded in his diary, *1 felt the Meltings of Commiseration. This
Office of Overseer of the Poor leads a Man into scenes of Distress, and is
a continual Exercise of the benevolent Principles in his Mind. His Com-
passion is constantly excited, and his Benevolence encreased.” The entry
encapsulates the New England rradition, as it had absorbed the legacy of
Christian thought: charity was as important to the giver as to the recipient;
it was central to expressing one’s humanity and religious faith. Bur Adams’s
remark also reveals the incursions of change. By the mid-cighteenth cen-
tury, many scions of New England, especially in the merchant class, no
longer quickened with the piety of the Puritan fathers — not for them the
vision of brotherly love at the heart of Winthrop’s model of Christian char-

ity. In the rising commercial ethos, charity was reduced ro almsgiving. To
that narrow dury the privileged were called by appeals to secular as well
as religious motives. They opened their purses not only to show gratitude
to God, but also to display their social station. “Gentile-deeds maketh the
Gentleman,” advised the Reverend Cotton Mather; the “rrue Lady is one
who feeds the poor.” Such acts afforded emotional gratification; “a Ravish-
ing Satisfaction” lay in “relieving the Distresses of a Poor, Mean, Miserable
Neighbor.” John Adams even enjoyed good feelings from passing the buck.
Shorn of utopian striving, New England came to resemble the Mid-
dle Colonies and the South in its culture of charity. The characteristic
gesture — aid to the poor — was a public responsibility, overseen by local
authorities and financed by taxes. Inhabitants cared for the sick, the depen-
dent, and the deviant under official supervision. Voluntary contributions
played a minor part. There were, to be sure, a few charitable endowments —

a fund for the purchase of Communion Silver here, a legacy for the “Silent

Poor” there. Certainly, churches passed the collection plate on the Sabbarh

and used the donations to supplement town funds. Seldom in the eigh-

teenth century did charity flow out of town, though many communities

did send help to Boston after the great fire of 1760 and in the Revolutionary

crisis of 1774-1775. As with aid o the poor, so it was with other social needs,

such as education. In New England, these were public marters. Harvard
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than in Philadelphia, the adopted home of Benjamin Franklin — the secular
son of the Puritans who ran away from his post as a printer’s apprentice in
Boston and made a fresh start in the tolerant and expansive Quaker Ciry.
There he became, in the words of Boaorstin, “the patron saint of American
philanthropy.” Faithful to his Puritan origins, Franklin affirmed that “the
most acceptable service of God is doing good to man.” But he departed
from tradition by embracing a secular end: practical improvement in the
human condition.

Ficking up on developments in London, Franklin took the lead in
forming societies for the general welfare. But whereas the earliest English
philanthropies were initiated from the top down by gentlemen and mer-
chants with schemes for the lower orders, the self-made printer had a more
democratic approach. He initiated a club among enterprising young me-
chanics and tradesmen like himself for the sake of self-improvement. The
Junto, as he named it, was a multipurpose institution: a combination of
debating society, reading circle, support group, and youthful chamber of
commerce. It was the Rotary Club of its day, an organization with an
ingenious design.

In the eighteenth century, most young men starting out in the world of
crafts or trade depended for advance on the patronage and power of their
betters. They were obliged to seek notice and favor from the privileged,
to apply to them for access to books, information, contacts, and credit
in the wider world. To the proud, ambitious Franklin, this dependence
on great men — the aristocrats who were the prime forces in the society
of Tocqueville’s France — was a personal affront. He forged the Junto asa
middle-class alternative to the elite world of patronage and power. The club
would offer the means of mobility through the pursuit of knowledge, sci-
ence, and the rational application of virtue to human affairs. Ir epitomized
an Enlightened blueprint for progress.

To call such activity philanthropy may seem surprising. Were not the
founders of the Junto themselves the beneficiaries? Unquestionably, but to
Franklin, that posed no problem. In his sunny view, rational self-interest

went hand in hand with the general good. It was thus a short step from
“self-reform through voluntary murtual-benefit associations” to “voluntary _f'
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Giving in America: From Charity to Philanthropy

deacons, Quaker monthly meetings all took care of their own. By contrast,
the first philanthropic associations in colonial Philadelphia and its sister
cities had a secular thrust. However, that was a passing stage; in the new
nation, religious activists made the voluntary principle their own. Philadel-
phia soon had its own Bible Society to disseminate the gospel, Missionary
Society to seek souls, and First Day Society to run Sunday schools. The poor
were the special object of female benevolence; in 1795, Philadelphia became
the home of America’s first female charitable society. Launched by a group
of Quaker women, the Female Society for the Relief of the Distressed of-
fered aid to “suffering Fellow Creatures,” particularly widows and orphans,
of any faith, “without distinction of Nation or Colour.” Funded by mem-
bers’ subscriptions, the group supplemented municipal relief. Participants
engaged directly in charitable work, visiting the needy in their “solatary
Dwellings,” determining their wants, and returning with whatever was re-
quired in the way of food, clothing, firewood, bedding, or medicine. Thar
approach was widely imitated. Evangelical Presbyterians created a Female
Association for the Relief of Women and Children in 1800, combining ma-
terial aid — including a "Soup House” — with spiritual blessings designed
to “rouse” the poor our of “apathy and indolence” to efforts on their own

“nly the interests ave of asso- ; behalf. Self-help was closely monitored. If a woman wanted support from
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Charities won other public favors, such as the authority to hold fund-
raising lotteries and, most important, the right to incorporate. In the early
republic, thar privilege was restricted to groups with a public mission, be it
economic (banks, turnpikes, and canal companies), municipal (cities), or
religious (churches). For charities, corporate charters proved indispensable,
enabling the organizations to own real estate, make contracts, and conduct
business in perpetuity, even as individual members came and went, free
from liability for group debts. Unlike ordinary citizens, these eleemosynary
enterprises were normally exempt from taxes. In a society built on indi-
vidual property holdings — notably, farms and shops — that changed hands
ceaselessly from generation to generation, incorporation was a special privi-
lege, jealously guarded by state legislarures and carefully circumscribed, lest
the beneficiaries grow into dangerous concentrations of wealth and power.
Not surprisingly, it took political clout — connections and influence — and
not just a worthy purpose to win that favor. Men like De Witt Clinton,
whose public service included terms as mayor, governor, senator, and Vice
President of the United States, were accustomed to getting their way. Their
wives, too, maneuvered skillfully to win over politicians. Although women
were denied the right to vote, the "benevolent fair” exploited their elite
status and lobbied “male friends™ in high places, even as they made their
requests with modesty and deference, portraying charitable activity as a
duty of their sex. In short, the philanthropies of the early republic were not
the private enrities born of the spontaneous cooperation of citizens thar
Tocqueville portrayed. Integrated into local governance, they constituted
successful assertions of political will.
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As long as philanthropy was tied to community, organized benevolence =
stirred few complaints. However, that partnership frayed in the decades

after 1820; charities ceased to be the publicly responsive institutions they -I

had been art the start. (McGarvie's Chapter 4 provides a possible expla- _
nation of this change rooted in law and culture.) Quakers, Episcopalians,

Presbyrerians, and others had cooperated easily in Philadelphia’s pioneer |
philanthropies, dispensing Bibles and foodstuffs alike to the distressed. But
infused with the religious zeal of the Second Grear Awakening, evangelicals
enlisted charity in the crusade for Christ. The “spiritual food” of the gospel
was now the “one thing needful;” let others run soup kitchens for the poor.
In thar faith, devoted to saving starving souls, they served personal goals

rather than public needs. Initally, they operated on the local level, se
ing out the poor in their garrets and hovels, and handing out Bibles an d

tracts. Bur they soon came together in state and national erganizations. The
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cherished traditional ideals. “The whole social system,” Henry Pinckney
told Charleston’s Methodist Benevolent Society in 1835, was “but a chain of

reciprocal dependence, the poor hanging upon the rich, and the rich upon
the poor.”
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The duty of the one was to ease distress with “employment, counsel,
or gratuity” the obligation of the other to “manifest their gratitude.” In
this spirit, the privileged took special care to remember favorite servants in
their wills. In Petersburg, Virginia, the fortunate women who conrrolled
their own estates went out of their way to reward loyal slaves. “It is my
first desire to make some comfortable provision for my servants as a just
reward for their affection and fidelity,” Dorothy Mitchell began her will
in 1837. This “personalism,” as the historian Suzanne Lebsock calls the
outlook, inspired men as well. Around the same time a wealthy Quaker
in Charleston, John M. Hopkins, bequeathed $13,000 in bank stock to
the Ladies’ Benevolent Society, on the condition that it give one particular
free black woman $60 a year and distribute the remaining income for “the
relief of sick and infirm poor free persons of color.” Visiting the poor,
nursing the sick, caring for orphans: such activities remained at the heart of
Southern benevolence. Indeed, through voluntary associations, the white
~ elite could conduct patron-client relations at a cut rate. Members of the

harleston Fuel Sociery were entitled to recommend recipients of firewood
the winter. Orphanages admitted white children of poor, single parents,
hose applications for aid were endorsed by local citizens. Preserving racial
“solidarity was a key function of philanthropy in the world of white masters
black slaves. As the South Carolina novelist William Gilmore Simms
1 ised, charity must be given with open arms and a warm heart, unlike

situation in northern cities, where “the poor are made to assemble at
es, undergo examination, and be fed on soup.”
the southern backcountry and out on the frontier, northern philan-
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country in its grasp. “Money is the mainspring of the vast machinery,”
complained others. In the words of the Baptist Elder, John Leland, “the
machine is propelled by steam (money), and does not sail by the wind of
heaven.”

The metaphor of the machine was well chosen: it caprured the identifica-
tion of the national benevolent societies with economic and rechnological
revolution. For that reason, critics arose not only in the South and on the
frontier, but also in the very citadels of northern capitalism. As Ralph Waldo
Emerson saw it, the new philanthropy had absorbed the basic assumptions
of the new order. “The revolt against the spirit of commerce, the spirit of
aristocracy, and the inveterate abuses of cities, did not appear possible to in-
dividuals”; he observed about “New England Reformers” (1844), “and to do
battle against numbers they armed themselves with numbers, and against
concert they relied on new concert.” Huge combinations of numbers and
resources in pursuit of specialized ends, benevolent societies formed the
exact equivalent of the business corporation and the political party, the
very institutions reformers decried. Philanthropy was part of the problem,
not part of the solution. Its achievements were purchased at an unacceprable
price: the personal charity essential to any decent community. Dr. Walter
Channing, a Boston physician from an elite family, with an extensive prac-
tice E.ITI'DI'.I.E thﬂ poor, was H.PPE."L'EI: b}" th: way I.'J.'.I.C SD"CE.I.IEd rﬁspecl:ab'c
turned their backs on the indigent. First, they blamed the impoverished
individual for his miserable condition: “The pauper is forever looked to as
the active, the sole agent in the production of his own misery. He is poor -
he is squalid in dress and loathsome in his whole bearing. He is dependent
upon others around him for that which he should obtain for himself. ...
He is in a state of willing slavery, and so he must be a degraded being.”
Pulling back in horror from such creatures, the privileged retreated into
the comforts of their own homes. To salve their souls, they contributed to

charity, bur it was a cold, impersonal act, paying the bills of conscience.
Gone was the true spirit of charity — Christian love. “Exclusiveness...is
not much disposed to go to the lower places in society. If it aims to aid

Pauperism, it does so by delegation.”

America did not require New England intellectuals, however learned, to :
discern the fatal Aaw of the new philanthropy. In 1803, the Massachusetts
legislarure granted a corporate charter to the Boston Female Asylum, which®

ran an orphanage in the city. That action prompted one observer, who to
the pen name of “Curtius,” to send an outraged letter to the Warcester Aegis.
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PROTESTANT MISSIONARIES:
PIONEERS OF AMERICAN
PHILANTHROPY

AMANDA PORTERFIELD

Ar the Indian town of Crossweeksung, in New Jersey, on August 26, 1745,
the famous American missionary, David Brainerd, called together the group
of Housatanic Indians he identified as “my people.” Brainerd had been
living ar Crossweeksung for the better part of a year, devoting himself to
building this congregation of “about ninety-five persons, old and young.”
To his attentive eye, most of these individuals showed clear signs of being
“affected either with joy in Christ Jesus, or with utmost concern to obrain
an interest in him.” Pleased with the combination of repentance for sin
~and hope of salvation these Christians expressed, and with evidence of the
" “tender, affectionate, humble, delightful melting” they showed, Brainerd
- announced that he was going to leave Crossweeksung to minister to Indian
bands living in an even more remote region along the Susquehanna River.
I told them I wanted the Spirit of God should go with me.” To this end,
rainerd went on, “I asked them if they could not be willing 1o spend the
ainder of the day in prayer for me that God would go with me and
succeed my endeavors for the conversion of those poor souls.” According
10 Brainerd, the congregation “cheerfully complied with the motion, and
soon after I left them (it being then about an hour and a half before sunset),
hey began, and continued praying all nighr till break of day.”
' This event is a good example of philanthropy as a form of religious expres-
on and, more specifically, as a form of missionary work. As this chaprer
Il show, American Protestant missionary work provided the organiza-
nal and intellecrual context out of which many other forms of American
thropy have emerged. This chapter will also show that, gender has
importantly in this history, with men’s priorities dominating — and
s urge fo dominate — defining missionary work until the nineteenth
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a14  Selected Sources and Suggestions for Further Readings

~A: FROM
CHAPTER 1: GIVING IN AMERICA
CHARITY TO PHILANTHROPY

T iions of benevolence — charity and philanthropy — have given rise
tI: ::::Titc eraditions of scholarship. Histclrrians [.’F the one seldom no[::::;
the work of the other. The one exception is Dal.m:l Boorstin, ?vhnhar%;;w
long ago that the Old World heritage of charity gave Ea;_m L: e[Ncw
World to the practice of phila;thmpy}){??)r Decline of Radicalism
w R House, 1969, Chapter 31). . .
Yug{;}urizgiuimithsmn?iiig, mscrican benevolence owes its iﬂrnilanﬁi
ideas and practices to English models, not only at :he start }T ‘co onia
settlement, but also through the eighteenth and carly nlnﬁr&thLz?turlef,;
The classic texts on the English tradition are W. K. ]urdan..{; ilan ;ﬂﬂ ; ‘
England, 1480—1660: A Study of the Changing Pattern afErzg:fz: Socia Esp:; A
tions (New York: Russell Sage Foundartion, 1959); and David Dm;,ll nglis
Philanthropy, 1660—1960 (Cambridﬁs, MP: 'Bﬂ![:iap I‘}c:bsm :T_ns;ré;:if ;m 1::;:;5#
i ial interpretation put forward in Max :
?;;:::;fﬁjigﬁmif Cdp;'mg':m. Jordan ma_imai}-ls that En_ghsh Prgtlas-
tants broke dramatically with the Catholic resignation to the Lr;m};ta .1! 1-11:[};
of poverty and insisted that only the wnrd}y poor deserv i;.{n:{,. i
claim, endorsed by Stephen Innes in Creating the Camman;; 4 .rmn
Economic Culture of Puritan New Eﬂgfd_mf I{New Y“orkf ‘W.h ; ;ﬂm :
1995), is forcefully rebutted by Mordechai Feingold. Philant rT_pr, : l-‘;:-;
and Patronage: Historical Reflections upon the Endm'-'men[:: 1:;] . u ;:,1.0 )
Daedalus 116 (Winter 1987), 155-178. A more recent S'I:!.ld}" ;: phi azlp,,ﬂfjr-
in eighteenth-century England, Donna T. Andrew, Philant Eﬁ d[:. inmm‘;
London Charity in the Eighteenth Century {Pru:.a:mn, . IE g
University Press, 1989), is essential to under:standlng‘ the ideas an i;; iﬂ
tices that shaped the first venrures of Franklin and his contemporar
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d measure to Benjamin Franklin’s initiative, Philadelphia was the cen-

ter of philanthropy in the eighteenth century, and
important institutions
Dorsey, “City of Brotherly Love:
form in Philadelphia, 1780-1844" (

hilanthropy in the nineteenth and twentieth
bkin Hall, fnventing the Nanpmﬁf Sﬂl'tar
and Other Essays on Philanshropy, Voluntarism, :znla.ri’ Nonprofit Or‘gﬂnm:;:lw 4
(Baltimore and London: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1992). Thanksin
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in the new republic. Chapter 1 draws on Bruce
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1993); see also Sydney V. James, A People Among Peoples: Quaker Benevo-
lence in Eighteenth-Century America (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press, 1963). New England took the lead in benevolence during the gener-
ation following the American Revolution. The best study of this region is
Conrad Edick Wright, The Transformation of Charity in Pre-Revolutionary
New England (Boston: Northeastern University Press, 1992). New York City
has been the subject of several interesting studies, including Carroll Smith-
Rosenberg, Religion and the Rise of the American City: The New York Ciry
Mission Movement, 1812—1870 (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1971)
and M. J. Heale, “From City Fathers to Social Critics: Humanitarianism
and Government in New York, 1790-1860," Journal of American History
63:21—41 (1976). The culture of benevolence in the South has received far
less attention. Particularly useful are Jane H. and William H. Pease, The
Web of Progress: Private Values and Public Styles in Boston and Charleston,
1828-1843 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1985) and Gail S. Murray,
“Charity Within the Bounds of Race and Class: Female Benevolence in the
Old South,” Seuth Carelina Historical Magazine 96:54—70 (1995).

The leading study of the almshouses, orphanages, penitentiaries, and
reformatories of Jacksonian America is David ]. Rothman, Discovery of the
Asylum (Boston: Little Brown, 1971). The rise of the benevolent empire is
traced by David Paul Nord, “Systematic Benevolence: Religious Publishing
and the Marketplace in Early Nineteenth-Century America,” in Leonard
L. Sweet, ed., Communication and Change in American Religious History
(Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1993), 239—269. Finally, the study of women's
history has produced important scholarship on both charity and philan-
thropy. See Lori D. Ginzberg, Women and the Work of Benevolence: Morality,
Politics, and Class in the Nineteenth-Century United States (New Haven, CT:
Yale University Press, 1990); Christine Stansell, City of Women: Sex and Class
in New York, 1789-1860 (New York: Knopf, 1986); and Suzanne Lebsock,
The Free Women of Petersburg: Status and Class in a Southern Town, 1784~
1860 (New York: W. W. Norton, 1984).

CHAPTER 2: PROTESTANT MISSIONARIES:
PIONEERS OF AMERICAN PHILANTHROPY

Any study of the role of Calvinist beliefs in the formation and fragmen-
tation of New England communiries should start with the works of Perry
Miller. Perry Miller, Orthodoxy in Massachusetss, 16301650 (Cambridge,



