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ANALYSE ET COMMENTAIRE DE TEXTES OU DOCUMENTS EN ANGLAIS

Durée: 6 heures

Analysez et commentez, en anglais, les six documents suivants:

DOCUMENT 1

PHILANTHROPY plays a considerable part in our social economy, and a still larger one in
the popular imagination. It is urged as a religious duty by the churches; it is proposed as an honourable
occupation to those who wish to do something for their poorer or less healthy neighbours. {...) The
one question, in effect, into which all the others resolve themselves is this; ‘What is the meaning and
worth of philanthropy?’

This question, which is in the nature of a challenge, had fashiored. itself in my mind as one o
which I should endeavour to supply an answer. I had become aware, in the course of several years'
work among the unforfunate subjects of philanthropic activity, of what is, of course, a matfer of
common knowledge, viz., that phbilanthropy does not entirely fulfil its aim, since the evils which it
seeks to allay still confinue, and many of them in an increasing degree. Now philanthropy is
something more than a social ideal; it has become a national institution. It has acquired, as all
institutions must do, a great weight of inertia, so that, while it is no doubt modifiable in response to
changing ideas, it is not readily susceptible of any radical alteration, whether for better or for worse. It
exists, and in very much its present form it is likely to exist for a considerable time to come. The
choice of the period of the dissolution of the monasteries as a starting-point is convenient for two
reasons. It was then that modern problems began to formulate themselves with great precision. And
charity was then ceasing to be under the immediate direetion and tutelage of the Church. Catholic
charity is closely connected with the doctrine of paenitentia. The effect of almsgiving on the soul of
the donor was theoretically more important than its effect on the body of the recipient, This motive for
charity did not cease with the Reformation: men have confinued to give of their substance to the poor
in recompense or contrition for the sin of their souls. It would hardly be possible to write about pre-
Reformation philanthropy without considering this subject of motive. It is quite easy to do so for the
post- Reformation period when, although this motive was still operative, it was ceasing 10 be explicit, I
do not enter here into the deeply interesting study of the hidden springs of charitable impulse, but
confine myself to the more objective study of social effects, to describing the achievement of the
executive will, not probing the greater or less worth of soul which may accompany it. I cannot, indeed,
avoid the thoughts and feelings of philanthropists, but when I dwell on them, it is for their bearing on
the nature of the work done and its greater or less social efficacy.

The reason for bringing the history to an end with the close of the eighteenth century may not
be so obvious, but is really of the same kind as suggests its starting-point. To have begun earlier would
have involved us it questions of theological interest, to have continued into the nineteenth century
would have involved matters of present-day controversy, and led us from a description of what was to
a discussion of what ought to be.

Gray B. Kirkman, 4 History of English Philanthropy from the Dissolution of The Monasteries to the
Taking of the First Census, London, King & Son, 1905, Preface, pp. v-vii.

Hesk ek
DOCUMENT 2
The novelty of being able to purchase anything one wants soon passes, because what people

most seek cannot be bought with money. These rich men we read about in the newspapers cannot get
personal returns beyond a well-defined limit for their expenditure. They cannot gratify the pleasures of
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the palate beyond very moderate bounds, since they cannot purchase a good digestion; they cannot
lavish very much money on fine raiment for themselves or their families without suffering from public
ridicule; and in their homes they cannot go much beyond the comforts of the less wealthy without
involving them in more pain than pleasure. As I study wealthy men, I can see but one way in which
they can secure a real equivalent for money spent, and that is to cultivate a taste for giving where the
money may produce an effect which will be a lasting gratification. (...)

A man of business may often miost properly consider that he does his share in building up a
property which gives steady work for few or many people; and his contribution consists in giving to
kis employees good working conditions, new opportunities, and a strong stimulus to good work. Just
so long as he has the welfare of his employees in his mind and follows his convictions, no one can
help honoring such a man. it would be the narrowest sort of view to take, and I think the meanest, to
consider that good works consist chiefly in the outright giving of money.

The best philanthropy, the help that does the most good and the least harm, the help that
nourishes civilization at its very root, that most widely disseminates health, righteousness, and
happiness, is not what is usually called charity. It is, in my judgment, the investment of effort or time
or money, carefully considered with relation to the power of employing people at a remunerative
wage, to expand and develop the resources at hand, and to give opportunity for progress and healthful
labor where it did not exist before. No mere money-giving is comparable to this in its lasting and
beneficial results. (...) The only thing which is of lasting benefit to a man is that which he does for
himself. Money which comes to him without effort on his part is seldom a benefit and often a curse.

(...)

Men who are studying the problem of disease tell us that it is becoming more and more
evident that the forces which conquer sickness are within the body itself, and that it is only when these
are reduced below the normal that disease can get a foothold. The way to ward off disease, therefore,
is to tone up the body generally; and, when disease has secured a foothold, the way to combat it is to
help these natural resisting agencies which are in the body already. In the same way the failures which
a man makes in his life are due almost always to some defect in his personality, some weakness of
body, or mind, or character, will, or temperament. The only way to overcome these faitings is to build
up his personality from within, so that he, by virtue of what is within him, may overcome the
weakness which was the cause of the fajlure. It is only those efforts the man himself puts forth that can
really help him.

We all desire to see the widest possible distribution of the blessings of life. Many crude plans
have been suggested, some of which utterly ignore the essential facts of human nature, and if carried
out would perhaps drag our whole civilization down into hopeless misery. It is my belief that the
principal cause for the cconomic differences between people is their difference in personality, and that
it is only as we can assist in the wider distribution of those qualities which go to make up a strong
personality that we can assist in the wider distribution of wealth. Under normal conditions the man
who is strong in body, in mind, in character, and in will need never suffer want. But these qualities can
never be developed in 2 man unless by his own efforts, and the most that any other can do for him is,
as [ have said, to help him to help himself, (...)

I have been frank to say that I believe in the spirit of combination and cooperation when
properly and fairly conducted in the world of commercial affairs, on the principle that it helps o
reduce waste; and waste is a dissipation of power. I sincerely hope and thoroughly believe that this
same principle will eventually provail in the art of giving as it does in business.

John D. Rockefeller, “The Art of Giving”, in Random Reminiscences of Men and Fvents, New
York: Doubleday, 1909, 31-52 (adapted).
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DOCUMENT 3

In 1870, it required a considerable imaginative effort to conceive even of Britain without a significant
amount of poverty. Hence thinking tended to be directed towards minimizing both poverty and
associated problems, such as those of economic growth and public order, rather than towards its

Y
Tournez ia page S.V.P.




10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

50

elimination. The debate on these issues continued throughout the last three decades of the 19" century,
but with certain changes of emphasis. This change is often described as being from 4 general tendency
to blame the fecklessness and idleness of the poor for their poverty, to recognition that the fault lay in
the structure of the economy, from a “moral™ to an “economic” diagnosis. From this change, it is said,
followed another change, from prescribing as the cure more self-help and hard work among the poor,
to recognition of the need for government intervention to support the poor in an economic situation
over which they had little control, from “individualism” to “collectivism” as it s often put. A change
is also detected from a mid-19™ century optimism that a free economy left to itself would eventually
generate sufficient wealth to solve many problems, to pessimism about whether the British economy
was capable of such sustained progress. (...)

Advocates of state “collectivism” very rarely wished government action to take the place of self-help,
philanthropy, and the duty to work, but rather to supplement and reinforce these attributes.
Furthermore there was considerable pessimism among rid-century political economists about the
future development of the productive forces of capitalism, and marked optimism among later
economists and reformers about a future in which the economy was better undersiood, the population
better educated, and greater cooperation among classes would emerge. Since the beginning of the 1ot
century there had been voiced a range of analyses of, and solutions to, poverty. Some, such as Robert
Owen, among socialists, and conservatives such as Thomas Carlyle, had argued from the beginning of
industrial capitalism in Britain that the source of the unequal distribution of wealth, income and power
lay in the competitive, individualistic nature of the new economic system and the values it perpetuated
and strengthened: the emphasis upon individeal rather than co-operative effort, upon self-help for all
rather upon mutual obligation, such as the responsibility of the rich to help the poor in return for their
labour.

Iu the 1830s and 40s alternative ideas such as those of Owen for the substitution. of co-operation for
individualistic competition lost the struggle for ideclogical hegemony to ideas of libéral laissez-faire,
although they survived among groups of radical working people and among philanthropists, The
dominant view among those with economic, political and social pewer — employers, politicians, civil
servants, clergy — was that embodied in the Poor Law Amendiment Act of 1834 - described vividly by
Engels as “the most open declaration of war by the bourgeoisie upon the proletariat”. (...}

Some -erplovers were crudely exploitative, others offered their workers shorter hours, better
conditions, improved housing and medical care, from a mixture of philanthrepy and conviction that
the carrot was a more effective means of increasing productivity then the stick. The rapid growth of
private charity in these years also gave rise to institutions demonstrating a variety of approaches to the
palliation of poverty. Much of this philanthropy was fuelled by religious conviction, especially by the
realization of evangelical Anglicans and Nonconformists that to save souls it was necessary first to
remove the poverty which so consumed lives that the poor had no time for God. (...) Booth. described
the targe number of charities established by religious bodies in London in increasing numbers from the
1860s. From 1865 William Booth, founder of the Salvation Armmy, grounded his East End missionary
work in the belief that to save souls it was essential to save bodies; he did not discriminate between
“deserving” and “undeserving poot”. (...}

The largest single inspiration to charitable effort, also religious in character, was that of
evangelicalist, following the evangelical revival in the British Isles in the mid-1 9% century. (...) The
bulk of financial support for evangelical charities came from well-to-do middle-class families,
although they also received much from lower ineome groups. The variety of religious motivations was
not always conductive fo harmony among philanthropists. The econtinuing conflict between
evangelicals and Roman Cathelics at times amounted to undignified scrapping over the souls of the
proletariat. Although Catholics in theory regarded poverty as a holy state, they recognized that too
much of it was not conducive to spiritual contemplation. Catholics and evangelicals indeed had much
in common in regarding spiritual regeneration as the true end of philanthropy. Conflict arose because
each wished to convert the poor — indeed the whole of society — to different forms of Christianity.
Such disharmony at least stimulated competitive charitable effort.

Pat Thane, The Foundations of the Welfare State, London, Longman, 1982, pp. 10-13 & 20-21
(adapted)
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DOCUMENT 4

On April 7, 1938, 70-year-old W.E.B. Du Bois had invited his assistant editor to wait with him for the
telephone call that would bring news that the board of trustees of the Rockefellers’ General Education
Board (GEB) had voted favorably to fund his “Encyclopedia Africana,”(...) The famed social scientist
would soon find out that neither the GEB nor the other foundation he had been courting, the Carnegie
Corporation, would fund the encyclopedia. Adding insult to injury, the Corporation would be
commissioning a comiprehensive, policy-oriented social scientific study of African Americans of the
size, scope, and budget previously unseen. And, they would not be inviting him to direct it. Rather,
they had chosen the Swedish economist Gunnar Myrdal for the task and they would afford him
unlimited funds to conduct his own research and to commission the work of other social scientists
across the country.

Du Bois could only watch from afar with a sense of tempered envy and lost opportumty.
Writing to a colleague in 1909, Du Bois had described the significance of the project: “I am venturing
to address you on the subject of a Negro Encyclopedia. In celebration of the 50th anniversary of the
Emancipation of the American Negro, I am proposing to bring out an Encyclopedia Africana covering
the chief points in the history and condition of the Negro race. (...) The plan was to fund a multi-
volumme encyclopedia to include important phases of black life and history, fiom “anthropological,
ethnographical, biographical, historical, [and]} educational” aspects to “industrial, economie, political,
religious, psychological (including race relations, artistic, etc., etc). (...)

However, the Corporation had a particular vision in mind for a study of black Americans. In
contrast to a pan-African encyclopedia which would highlight modern scientific knowledge proving
racial equality and present the achievements of black Americans and Africans in the sciences and
bumanities, the Corporation wanted to study black Americans as a “social phenomenon,” or rather, as
part of a broader problem in white-black relations. For the organization’s president, a key requirement
was to impact social change. That fed him quickly to focus on finding a scholar that both he and the
policy establishment would consider “objective.” The Corporation dwindled down the st of
candidates and selected a Swede with experience translating empirical analyses of societal problems
into policy recommendations in his native country. The 39-year-old Gunnar Myrdal was an economist
and a member of the Swedish Parliament whose work was well-received and respected among
contemporary policymakers in Washington D.C.

Six years later, Myrdal’s final manuscript on the study of black Americans was published.
Much as his funders had expected, the study successfully made a measurable policy impact. Most
memorably, the U.S. Supreme Court cited it in Brown v. Board of Education to support its assertion
that the Plessy doctrine of “separate but equal” has no place in public school education. The Court
reasoned: “Whatever may have been the extent of psychological knowledge at the time of Plessy v.
Ferguson, this finding is amply supported by modern authority,” citing specifically Myrdal’s 4n
American Dilemma. The Negro Problem and Modern Democracy (1944). Against this backdrop, the
Carnegie Corporation has gone so far as to call Myrdal’s study “one of the most important results of
grant making” at the organization.

Today, it is fair to assume that mauny philanthropists and foundation leaders would celebrate
both the Carnegie Corporation’s decision to fund dn dmerican Dilemma and the study’s ultimate
impact in the Unifed States. Af the same time, contemporary philanthropists and philanthropic
managers likely would say that they, unlike their predecessors in philanthropy, never would have left
Du Bois out to dry. At the very least, they would have funded both studies. After all, W EB. Du Bois
was a celebrated African-American scholar whose encyclopedia not only aimed to dispel whites’
racial prejudice against blacks, but also to stimulate racial pride among black Americans and Africans,
It would have empowered these communities in ways that Myrdal’s An American Dilemma, written by
a white European and focused on studying black Americans as part of a social problem, never would
have and never did.

However, contemporary philanthropic managers’ discussion on grantmaking in the most
recent edition of the Séartford Social Innovation Review suggests that, in today’s philanthropic climate,
Myrdal’s study would still remain an attractive project and Du Bois’s pan-African encyclopedia would
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still find it difficult to secure funding, (...) Put differently, contemporary philanthropy seems to see
itself as tasked with addressing social problems, both complex and simple, and with measuring the
impact of their funding decisions in addressing these various social problems.

Du Bois’s encyclopedia did not plan to analyze or solve a social problem, whether simple or
complex. Even if its scientific presentation on Aftican Americans and Africans would serve to dispel
racial prejudice (and in the absiract, serve as useful data for framing public policies), it was to be
edited by an individual who had little chance of making a substantial social or policy impact in the
U.S. at the time. Many leading white Americans perceived black American social scientists—untike
their white American collcagues—to be incapable of producing objective analyses of American race
relations. From this perspective, many white Americans within and outside of the nation’s capital
perceived W.E.B. Du Bois as a biased, impassioned scholar whose scholarship was far from objective,
and thus, far from reliable for framing public policies. Du Bois™s encyelopedia likely would have had
little impact in changing white Americans’ behavior or their public policies in any short-term,
measurable way. Rather, it had the amorphous, long-term goal of correcting racial bias and
encouraging racial pride among black Americans and Africans. By contrast, the white Swede’s study
of black Americans was set up to anmalyze a societal problem and to impact public policies in
Washington D.C. in the short-term and in measurable ways. (...)

Funding is sometimes a zero sum game; and even as we celebrate the path towards Brown, it
is worth remembering what was lost along the way. We could have benefitted from living in a world
that would have produced both Gunnar Myrdal’s An dmerican Dilemma and W.EB. Du Bois’s
encyclopedia. '

“Would Philanthropies Today Fund W.E.B. Du Bois’s Encyclopedia Africana?” The Atlantic,
May 23rd, 2014 (Adapted),

EEi 2y

DOCUMENT 5

When we took over the Govertiment on 4th May, we found a nation disillusioned and dispirited, That
was, | believe, the inevitable outcome of the Labour Government's socialist approach. Last Winter,
there can have been few in Britain who did not feel, with mounting alarm, that our society was sick—
morally, socially and economically. (...) Expericnce has shown the practical failure of two
fundamental Socialist arguments: that nationalisation is justified because it makes economic power
accountable to the people whose lives it affects; and that State planning can point to better ways
forward than can be charted by free enterprise. The Socialists had grossly expanded State intervention
in the economy. They were going so far as to claim that the State should have monopoly rights i the
provision of health and education. It is certainly the duty of Government to do all it can to ensure that
effective succour is given to those in need, and this is a Conservative principle as much as a Socialist
one. Where Conservatives part company from Socialists is in the degree of confidence which we can
place in the exclusive capacity of a welfare state to relieve suffering and promote well-being. Charity
is a personal quality—the supreme moral quality—according to St Paul, and public compassion, state
philanthropy and institutionalised charity can never be enough. There is no adequate substitute for
genuine caring for one another on the part of families, friends and neighbours. I think that this
proposition would be widely accepted. And yet the collectivist ethos has made individuals excessively
prone to rely on the State to provide for the well-being of their neighbours and indeed of themselves.
There cannot be a welfare system in any satisfactory sense which tends, in this way, to break down
personal responsibility and the sense of responsibility to family, neighbourhood and community. The
balance bas moved too far towards collectivism. In recent years, it has been quite widely held to be
morally wrong for the individual to choose to make his own provision for the education of his children
or the health of his family. Yet if the State usurps or denies the right of the individual to make, where
he is able to do so, the important decisions in his life and to provide the essentials for himself and his
family, then he is demeaned and diminished as a moral being. We need, therefore, to achieve a better
balance between the spheres of public and private activity. The imbalance that Socialism has brought
about is, I believe, part of the explanation for the irresponsibility and the inhumanity displaved by too
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n1any people last winter. The wanton expansion of the State's responsibilities had been accompanied
by a great drop in public spirit. Excessive public spending had (as usual) bred great private discontent.
Meantime, it was widely assumed that no large enterprise could be managed successfully without the
help of the State. Private philanthropy and voluntary organmisations were undermined. Heavy taxation
had lowered fiscal morality. The malignant tumour of the so-called black economy was growing. We

~seemed to be losing our moral standards as well as our competence. Then, partly as a result of high

taxation, the idea of work well done had almost been forgotten, "Try to do any bit of work as well as it
can be done for the work's sake", wrote C.S. Lewis, But that injunction seemed, in the last few years,
to have become little more than a memory. (...) In Britain, we spent too much time dividing up the
cake and pursuing petty sectional interest. For a long time, too, many leaders of the Labour Party
refused to recognise the reality of British decline, to which they had contributed more than their fair
share. They seemed blind to the evident truth that, all over the world, capitalism was achieving
improvements in living standards and the quality of life, while Socialism was causing economic
decay, bureancracy and, when it took authoritarian or totalitarian forms, cruelty and repression.

Margaret Thatcher, Speech to the Conservative Political Centre Summer School ("The Renewal of
Britain"), 6 July 1979, http://www.margaretthaicher.ors/document/104107.

Ek
DOCUMENT 6

What then are foundations for? If we were starting a democratic society from scratch, would we want
foundations in something like the legal form in which they exist today? I believe there is a case for
foundations that renders them not merely consistent with democracy but supportive of it.

First, foundations can help to diminish government orthodoxy by decentralizing the definition
and distribution of public goods. Call this the pluralism argument. Second, foundations can operate on
a longer time horizon than can businesses in the marketplace and elected officials in public
institutions, faking risks in social policy experimentation and inmovation that we should not routinely
expect to see in the commercial or state sector. Call this the discovery argument,

The argument from pluralism begins by identifying the special role of foundations in relation
to the market and the state. It has long been understood that the commercial marketplace does not do
well at providing what economists call public goods. These are goods that, like a well-lit harbor, are
available to everyone if they are available to anvone; and that, like clean air, do not cost more when
they are consumed by more people. The standard examples of public goods include national defense,
education, arts, parks, and science. The essential point about public goods is that it is difficult or
undesirable to block anyone from consuming them, even if they do not pay. Because private
businesses like paying customers, public goods are under-produced in the commercial marketplace.

Instead, the state can provide public goods; such provision is one of its basic fimections. In a
democratic state, one simple way to predict what public goods will be produced is to look at which
public goods are favored by a majority of citizens. If a majority of citizens prefer police protection and
a minority prefers arts funding, then politicians will vote to fund the police and not the arts. (...)

Foundations can yield more idiosyncratic results. They deploy private assets for public
benefit, as judged by the donor. Foundations are thus especially well placed to fund public goods that
are under-produced, or not produced at all, by the marketplace or the state. Because donors have
diverse preferences about the goods they wish to fund phifanthropically, foundations can be a source
of funding for the minority public goods or controversial public goods that a democratic state will not
or cannot fund.

Foundations thus partially decentralize the definition and production of public goods. (...)

This idea is not novel. It can been seen, for example, in an opinion of Justice Lewis Powell’s
in a 1983 case involving whether Bob Jones University, a religious and nonprofit university that had
banned interracial dating, should be permitted to keep its tax exempt status if it chose to reject a
compelling government interest such as ending racial discrimination. Powell joined the majority in
conditioning tax-exempt status on nondiscriminatory racial codes, but rejected the idea that the
primary function of a tax-exempt organization is to enact only government-approved policies. For
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Powell, the provision of tax subsidies for nonprofits, including presumably foundations, “is one
indispensable means of limiting the influence of povermnment orthodoxy on important areas of
community life.”

Foundations ideally take on the long-run, high-risk policy experiments that no one else will,

The argument from pluralism furns foundations’ lack of marketplace and electoral
accountability from a defect info an important virtue. Foundations are free, unlike commiercial enfities,
to fund public goods because they need not compete with other firms or exclude people from
consuming the goods they fund. And they are free, unlike politicians who face future elections, to fund
minority, experimental, or controversial public goods that are not favored by majorities or at levels
above the median voter. {...)

The pluralism argument provides a plausible, if not definitive, case for foundations as
democracy-supporting institutions. But foundations supply more than diversity. They also fuel
innovation. Let’s say a democracy wishes to advance the general welfare or pursue the aims of justice,
but democratic representatives do not know the best means for achieving such aims. For instance,
what kinds of policies will best promote educational opportunity and achievement? Some believe
universal pre-school is the answer, others a better school finance system, others better and more
pervasive educational television, and still others online learning, Or consider environmental policy:
What kinds of changes will reduce carbon emissions with the lowest cost to economic growth?

To answer these questions, a democratic society—recognizing that its leaders are not all-knowing, that
reasonable disagreement on the best means to pursue just ends is likely, and that social conditions are
always evolving—might wish to stimulate experimentation in social policy so that better and more
effective policies at realizing democratically agreed upon aims can be identified and adopted. (...)
And when it comes to the ongoing work of experimentation, foundations have a structural advantage
over market and state institutions: a longer time horizon. Once more, the lack of accountability may be
a surprising advantage. Commercial entities in the marketplace do not have an incentive structure that
systematically rewards high-risk, long time horizon experimentation; they need to show quarterly
results. Similarly, public officials in a democracy do not have an incentive structure that rewards high-
risk, long time horizon experimentation; they need to show results quickly from the expenditure of
public dollars in order to get re-elected. In contrast, foundations are not subject to carnings reports,
impatient investors or stockholders, or short-term election cyeles (...) In short, unlike business and the
state, foundations can “go long.” They can be the seed capital behind innovation in effective social
policy in a democratic society. This, T believe, is the stronger argument on behalf of foundations.

Robert Reich, “What are Foundations For?”, Boston Review, March 1st, 2013 (adapted).
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