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CHAPTER 15

SOCIAL JUSTICE IN THE AGE OF 
PHILANTHROPY

Taylor Cobb and Shane Nelson

ABSTRACT
This chapter provides a review of the language, key examples, and an analysis 
of social justice practices in higher education philanthropy. By describing how 
American higher education is supported by philanthropy, the authors articulate 
the need to have collective approaches that create an equitable distribution of 
resources. The authors utilize research centered on equity, inclusion, and diver-
sity to encourage leaders to consider applying additional perspectives when 
analyzing philanthropy in higher education. This combination of multidiscipli-
nary scholarship offers a synthesis of research to show readers how social jus-
tice advances and improves philanthropy within higher education. Social justice 
in the age of philanthropy concludes with key recommendations for advance-
ment offices across campuses and organizations.

Keywords: Social justice; equity; inclusion; power; equality; higher 
education; philanthropy; foundations

SOCIAL JUSTICE IN THE AGE OF PHILANTHROPY
Social Justice in the Age of Philanthropy focuses on how higher education must 
utilize its philanthropy to serve the needs of marginalized populations. Through 
philanthropy, colleges and universities can better utilize their multimillion-dollar 
endowments to enhance their communities. Colleges and universities can lever-
age their human, financial, and social capital to not only achieve their missions, 
but also impact their neighborhoods. By creating more social responsibility in 
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philanthropy through shared governance models, administrators, and community 
members can offer social impact-driven solutions that disrupt oppressive struc-
tures. This chapter helps readers form an understanding of the language of social 
justice and recognize that philanthropy creates equity.

Giving USA’s Annual Report on Philanthropy states that overall giving to 
education estimated 6.2 percent for a total of $58.72 billion or 14 percent of all 
philanthropy in the United States (Giving USA, 2019). Giving to higher educa-
tion accounted for $46.73 billion (Kaplan, 2017). By leveraging their institutional 
knowledge and resources, colleges and universities could operate as vehicles for 
economic and social equity. In the section focused on combinations of social jus-
tice and philanthropy, foundations note that there have been pushes for a more 
comprehensive form of strategic philanthropy that provides a view on the ripple-
effects caused by giving (Ostrander, 2007; TIAA, 2017). Social justice philan-
thropy offers additional lenses to see students and communities on the margins. 
A report developed by TIAA (2017) analyzed social justice philanthropy and the 
reason why its progression has not been sustainable. Social justice philanthropy 
holds the potential to help dismantle systemic inequities. By applying the princi-
ples of social justice in the age of philanthropic influence, perspectives are pro-
vided on how equity-minded leaders can advance this exact structure.

LANGUAGE LANDSCAPE
In the spirit of building a collaborative community, this section builds an under-
standing of the terms and language used in social justice to fully explain its con-
nections to philanthropy. Given multiple insights on the definition of social justice, 
this chapter offers critical knowledge and basic understandings of the following 
terms: social justice, justice, inclusion, equity, equality, stratification, and power. 
Social justice is the development of society about the principles of equality, equity, 
inclusion, and power (Adams & Bell, 2016). “Social Justice is a goal and a process” 
(Bell, 2007, p. 26). The goal of social justice is when all social identities have equi-
table participation in a mutually beneficial society. In obtaining the goal of social 
justice, the process of it is democratic and participatory (Adams & Bell, 2016). 
Ideally, a free and fair system that allows marginalized members of society a space 
to share their viewpoint grows. In the process of social justice, it must be repre-
sentative of human diversity and inclusive of these differences (Adams & Bell, 
2016). In examining social justice, the word “justice” must be further analyzed. The 
simplified definition of justice that framed this perspective is fair and equitable dis-
tribution of resources and social processes based on specific actions (Rawls, 1999, 
2004, as cited in Bell, 2007; Tronto, 2013). This inclusion should affirm human 
agency and capacity to work in collaboration to create change (Bell, 2007).

Inclusion is when people outside of the majority have access to resources and 
opportunities outside of their original networks. This new network then supports 
an environment that fosters a sense of belonging and community (Williams, 2013). 
Equality, in this context, involves people receiving the same opportunities and 
resources, which leads to gaining the same outcomes (Tronto, 2013). According to 
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Merriam-Webster (n.d.), “equity is achieving justice according to natural law or 
right ... freedom from bias or favoritism.” Equity happens when all are included 
in the decision-making process and dictates who is in power and how the power 
is distributed. Power “is control, influence, and authority over others” (Merriam-
Webster, n.d.). Power can create stratification in different groups within a society. 
Stratification refers to how different groups in society have access to varying levels 
of power (Massey, 2007).

Power distance, within conversations on social justice, also has a significant 
impact on this conversation. Society and social groups are organized into a 
hierarchy. This hierarchy is based on “advantages, statues resources, access and 
privilege”(Bell, Adams, & Griffin 2007, p. 33). Many social groups are ranked 
into these hierarchies and belong to a system that increases or decreases their 
advantages (Bell, Adams, & Griffin). Placement in a dominant social group cre-
ates a distance from their marginalized group members. Within this distance, lev-
els of power can vary. It is also important to name and understand what this 
power distance is and how it is measured. Hofstede (1980, as cited in Karibayeva 
& Kunanbayeva, 2018) is the inventor of the power distance index. The index 
refers to the level of power distributed in a hierarchical system (Karibayeva & 
Kunanbayeva, 2018). Understanding power paradigms then give further insight 
into social justice.

In American education, the power paradigm Mehta (2013) notes are that 
success in education dictates how the nation, state, and each citizen succeed. 
Depending on where a person is on the hierarchy impacts their levels of social 
stratification. Stratification dictates how individuals in higher stratified levels 
exercise power over lower stratified members (Köthemann, 2017). Combined with 
the work from Partzsch and Fuchs (2012), this then focuses on the concepts of 
“power with” and “power over.” “Power with” involves the combination of efforts 
that manifest in a collective, where all people are attributed with the same influ-
ence. Whereas “power over” looks at how one group holds influence over another, 
where the only time collaboration occurs is through disenfranchising an outside 
group (Partzsch & Fuchs, 2012). “Power with” can manifest in the form of a 
diverse board of leaders that all share in the creation of solutions. “Power over is” 
when the chair and chief executive officer authorizes an executive order without 
a collective vote from the community impacted.

When power is applied in shaping philanthropy, its application can determine the 
allocation of resources and opportunities. The equitable distribution of resources 
is imperative and necessary for those who are disenfranchised and disadvan-
taged. The distribution of resources is contingent upon the understanding of how 
resources should be distributed and who is doing the distribution. The distribution 
of resources includes the social, political, symbolic, and economic distribution of 
resources. This distribution is contingent upon the fair inclusion and participation 
of all individuals and groups, specifically equity-minded people. Equity-minded 
people within higher education have an understanding of the inequalities that exist 
within higher education and act to change it (Association of American Colleges & 
Universities, 2015). Equity-minded leaders pursue an understanding of how race, 
ethnicity, socioeconomic status have impacted the current outcomes that higher 
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education experiences today. The active engagement in equity to achieve equality 
comes when there is a belief in fairness and recognition that systems are social strat-
ifies within higher education (Association of American Colleges & Universities, 
2015, p. 4). A deeper conversation can begin on the nuances of how higher educa-
tion can use their philanthropic investments to have community impact through 
social justice practices.

Under the umbrella of social justice, there are a series of terms that help crystal-
lize the ongoing debate on its impact in philanthropy. By realizing the differences 
between equity and equality, stakeholders in giving spaces have a new lens to ana-
lyze their upcoming initiatives. Moreover, these same decision-makers can reflect 
on how the application of their power can further stratify rather than decreasing 
power distances. These definitions offer pathways to understand social justice.

RELATIONSHIP OF HIGHER EDUCATION AND 
PHILANTHROPY

The history of philanthropy in higher education started at Harvard University in 
1636 with its “New England’s First Fruits” charter, which created a template for 
philanthropic efforts in higher education (Thelin & Trollinger, 2014, p. 10). The 
early gifts from philanthropy included books, land, professorships, art collections, 
libraries, and scholarships for students. Artifacts such as the 1890 “Memorandum 
on Rules of Procedure” by Frederick T. Gates served as a code of conduct for fun-
draisers (Thelin & Trollinger, 2014, p. 19). Havard’s philanthropic model served as 
an example for later forms of fundraising. Thelin and Trollinger (2014) noted that 
“private philanthropy” in higher education became the determining factor that 
expanded access to marginalized populations. African Americans, women, and 
other ethnic groups gained access to higher education because of philanthropic 
investments (p. 20). Historically Black institutions were formed from private and 
religious support from the surrounding communities. W. E. B. DuBois (as cited in 
Thelin, 2011) noted that the schools developed for Black students had to advance 
past the trades and provide a pathway to leadership and power. Individual donors 
and private foundations such as the Slater Fund, the United Negro College Fund, 
and General Education Board created pathways to equity in education (Thelin & 
Trollinger, 2014, p. 19). Yet, there was not equitable investment into these institu-
tions, thus shaping a hierarchy that stratified prestige to a few “elite” campuses.

At the start of the nineteenth century, more adolescents wanted social mobility. 
A college degree served as that social status symbol that dictated future mobility 
(Thelin, 2011). Older schools became more desirable, while younger institutions were 
less reputable. The Ivy League institutions were more desirable because of major 
gifts given to them by wealthy families such as Vanderbilt, Johns Hopkins, Cornell, 
Carnegie, Clark, Tulane, Mellon, Tufts, and Stanford. This wealth was accumu-
lated during the start “The Gilded Age” (Taylor, 1981). These major gifts prompted  
a wave of a campus expansion that took place during the 1890s and 1910s.  
When adjusting for inflation in 2014 dollars, the gifts of that period ranged from 
$84 million to $860 million (Thelin & Trollinger, 2014, p. 19). Physical development 
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continued well through the Great Depression. Thelin found a Time Magazine article 
that explained that philanthropists at that time wanted to create buildings instead 
of endowing chairs (Thelin, 2011). These same trends in philanthropy reemerged in 
the twenty-first century.

Fast-forwarding into the twenty-first century, there are key correlations to 
the past during major American shifts. Thelin and Trollinger (2014) explored 
how the naming of  buildings, economic downturn, and debt levels impacted 
higher education philanthropy between 2000 and 2011. During this time, sev-
eral historical shifts in American society influenced giving. Shifts included The 
Great Recession, 9/11, the Iraq War, the Afghanistan War, global devastation, 
health crises, and the decrease in state funding for higher education (Seemiller 
& Grace, 2016, pp. 34–35). The Great Recession caused many campuses to 
resort to large tuition increases and 31 states spent less on higher education 
compared to 2009 (Craig 2015; Delbanco, 2014). Rankings by US World News 
and Report were then used as a centralized index that dictated prestige, cre-
ating competition, and pushed campuses to stratify themselves. Institutions 
were then motivated to create more amenities on campus to attract more stu-
dents. Thelin and Trollinger (2014) found a Moody’s report which noted that 
between 2001 and 2011 the debt of  500 institutions reached $122 billion. By 
itself, The Ohio State University reported $2 billion in construction debt (Thelin 
& Trollinger, 2014, p. 178). Tuition increases at public and private institu-
tions tripled with inflation over two decades (Zumeta, Breneman, Callan, &  
Finney, 2012, p. 84). While there are additional variables, there is a correlation 
between these findings and philanthropic investments.

State divestment from higher education can be traced to California’s 
Proposition Thirteen from 1978, which caused many other states to remove 
funds from colleges (Delbanco, 2014). State divestment was excacerbated by the 
global recession, Lousianna decreased its funding to highered from $1.7 billion 
in 2009 to $1.1 billion in 2014 (Craig, 2015). This decreased funding created a 
higher need to increase giving to higher education. During The Great Recession 
of 2008–2010, philanthropic giving by individual donors significantly decreased by  
3.2 percent (Giving USA, 2019). In 2010, private philanthropy gave more than 
$1 billion to higher education; the largest donors being the Walton Family 
Foundation, Gates Foundation, and Duke Endowment (Katz, 2012). Around this 
time, the Gates Foundation gained motivation to find new ways to engage in phi-
lanthropy. As time passed, private foundations such as the Bill & Melinda Gates 
Foundation, the Ford Foundation, Lumina Foundation, Kresge Foundation, 
and the Andrew W. Mellon Foundation committed to equity within higher edu-
cation through philanthropy. These organizations aimed to create “social justice 
philanthropy” with programmatic efforts targeted to the access and success for 
first-generation and low-income students; price and affordability; investments 
into two-year and four-year institutions, and technology (TIAA, 2017, pp. 8–11). 
Priorities of the private foundations focused on colleges and universities that end 
systemic inequalities and social stratification (TIAA, 2017, p. 32). When looking at 
how institutions responded to this need to fill gaps in state funding, the focus shifts 
to the leadership of the institution and what if  any social justices are being applied.
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EXAMPLES OF EQUITABLE AND INCLUSIVE 
PHILANTHROPY

Private philanthropy aimed to influence higher education through social justice 
philanthropy; however, there were gaps in the shared governance structures to 
support this movement. The relationship between foundations and higher educa-
tion institutions did not always align (TIAA, 2017, p. 32). Yet, the calling for these 
board members to take more of an active role in shaping American society comes 
from Governance in a New Era (Schmidt, 2014). Although many private boards 
have been composed of their donors, this leadership has the social responsibility 
of creating socially just practices (Schmidt, 2014, p. 16). When looking at the dis-
tribution of power from the top-down, arguments on the importance of having 
an inclusive structure within shared governance arise. “The American Dilemma” 
in higher education is the relationship between higher education decision-makers 
and philanthropists (Thelin & Trollinger, 2014). There are direct relationships to 
philanthropic investments, leadership, and shared governance. More specifically, it 
is the dynamic between how board members lead the campus while balancing donor 
influences. Considering how decisions are made within higher education, looking 
at how philanthropy influences power dictates that shared governance is critical. 
Historically, and in modern-day structures, trustees are “top donors, alumni, fac-
ulty, staff, students, and area business leaders” (Schwartz, 2010; Thelin, 2011). The 
earliest example of how philanthropy affected shared governance within academic 
structures is when a Harvard president raised money for department chairs and pro-
fessorships, thus, creating academic priorities (Thelin & Trollinger, 2014, p. 16). By 
funding these priorities, institutional administration placed higher value on specific 
academic disciplines while decreasing the value of others. Endowed chairs became 
permanent fixtures of institutions and were later named chief academic leaders 
within their disciplines (Thelin, 2011, p 28). Boards of trustees formalized fund-
raising strategies by creating foundations for the institutions to supplement salaries  
(p. 28). Another example, the Lucille P. Markey Charitable Trust in 1983 left a bequest 
to the University of Kentucky and specifically dictated that the trust be managed by 
five trustees and distributed within a 15-year timeframe (Thelin, 2011, p. 84).

Research from the TIAA Institute and the Rockefeller Foundation uncov-
ered conflicts between foundations and campuses. The study noted that equita-
ble giving in private philanthropy and higher education metrics conflicted due to 
differentiating priorities. This disconnect may look like higher education lead-
ers working to increase rankings in US News and World Reports, rather than 
listening to their funders on what to change. Private philanthropy focuses on a 
shared interest in providing funding for access and success for underserved pop-
ulations (TIAA, 2017, p. 8). Higher education philanthropy driven by leaders 
of the institution could perpetuate inequalities by not leveraging social justice 
practices or funding geared toward equity. One of the core responsibilities of 
trustees is fundraising and building new donor pathways (Booth-Bell, 2018). 
Diversity of thought in trusteeship was often craved and is what could bring an 
institution forward (Schwartz, 2010). Creating inclusive philanthropic pipelines 
through shared governance can reinvigorate social justice principles from those 
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in power. By cultivating these pipelines, higher education institutions would  
be able to see significant changes in how their collective power hierarchies influ-
ence their marginalized populations. The remainder of this section reviews social 
justice philanthropy initiatives within higher education. The principles of equitable 
giving are crucial to practice social justice philanthropy within a given campus.

Social justice philanthropy may have symbolic gestures attached to its practice. 
An organization may use monuments, speeches, or iconography to show its com-
mitment to social justice. For example, a university can have a substantial under-
standing of its history and how it was built off of oppression. The statement serves 
as a starting point to help donors think about the campus’s positionality in larger 
systems of oppression and ways to change its future and create equity. Applying 
philanthropy to symbolic gestures could manifest into campaigns to raise new 
structures on campus that help visitors understand who the campus has disenfran-
chised in its pursuit to stay. Reshaping campuses/organizational symbols help cre-
ate an environment that engages with the full history. This acknowledgment of its 
full history will help push its philanthropy forward and create environments where 
donors are engaged with social justice practices. These practices impact students in 
marginalized populations by opening the campus to discuss issues (Johnson et al., 
2007). In practice, the symbolic giving principle can reshape the campus like the 
removal of the Cecil Rhodes statue at the University of Cape Town (BBC, 2015), 
which was part of the larger Rhodes Must Fall movement. The campus can organ-
ize in larger symbolic initiatives like GU272 at Georgetown University, a resolu-
tion that has each student giving $27 to their reparations fund (Hassan, 2019).

Intentionally channeling financial resources to socially just causes can lead 
to more impactful campaigns that foster equality and equity on campus. As an 
example from the Community College of Philadelphia, fundraising efforts were 
directed at creating child-care solutions to support students that are also parents. 
The University of Pennsylvania recently raised money for the first-generation 
students in its larger $3.3 Billion campaign (still ongoing at the time of this writ-
ing, Shao, 2019). Another example is at temple university, where a new fund was 
created to support students that were the first in their family to attend college 
(Palentino, 2019). Looking at shared governance and philanthropy, future analy-
sis of these institutions in correlation with their decision is warranted.

COMBINED SOCIAL JUSTICE AND PHILANTHROPY 
INITIATIVES

In working with John Jay College, music artists Jay-Z and Meek Mill have used their 
brands and community influence to create the Reform Alliance with help from owners 
of the Patriots football team and 76ers basketball team (Leight, 2019). Here, the com-
bination of community leaders, benefactors of immense fortunes, and higher educa-
tion institutions are partnering to tackle large social issues. Collaborations between 
foundations and higher education institutions are not foreign. Between the 1990s and 
2000s, there collaborative partnerships that solve social problems were piloted in sev-
eral major institutions. These partnerships included the Pew, Carnegie, and Kellogg 
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Foundations (Ostrander, 2007, p. 239). Each of the goals aimed at creating civically 
engaged students that impact society. Foundations increased resources for higher 
education institutions to create more initiatives that inspire civic engagement.

Some of the first initiatives included Carnegie’s Corporation of New York, 
which aimed to create more civic education for K-12 and college-aged students 
(Ostrander, 2007, p. 241). This project connected scholars and practitioners who 
all analyzed issues that impact the surrounding community including voting and 
active youth citizenship. Carnegie decreased funding for higher education institu-
tions and increased funding for K-12 education. The specific reason being that 
K-12 schools were poorly resources and needed more money to execute the solu-
tion. An analysis of a Pew Partnership with two higher education institutions 
yielded higher results than anticipated.

In 2002, Pew funded George Washington University’s New Voters Project. This 
partnership aimed to create more civically engaged students who vote. This pro-
ject was successful in raising voting in several elections and youth education on 
civic engagement. Although results were produced, the funding slowly ceased due 
to changing foundation priorities and leadership. This shift was clear in a collabora-
tion between Kellogg and higher education (Ostrander, 2007, p. 244). The shift in 
funding emphasized the stabilization of the grantees. In these three cases, the foun-
dations found that it was their social responsibility to fund the organization directly, 
rather than through the higher education institution. In this research, the central 
theme was foundations increasing the accountability, innovation, and independence 
internal to themselves. This change in framework shifted these priorities to be more 
internal to obtain higher levels of accountability, innovation, and independence.

IMPLICATIONS
Before higher education leaders can redirect their philanthropic gains, people 
must generate their multicultural competencies to resist the notion that all people 
have a homogenous experience. Social justice in the age of philanthropy should 
further analyze the correlation between social justice practices and their impact 
on giving. Foundations, community, and higher education leaders can combine 
their efforts to provide a collaborative ecosystem of social impact. In this space, 
social justice practices emphasize “power with” rather than “power over” in the 
decision-making process (Partzsch & Fuchs, 2012). This process can ensure that 
all stakeholders create a mutually beneficial solution.

Applying philanthropy to symbolic gestures could manifest into campaigns 
to raise new structures on campus that help visitors understand who the cam-
pus has disenfranchised in its pursuit to stay. Reshaping campuses/organiza-
tional symbols help create an environment that engages with the full history. This 
acknowledgment of its full history will help push its philanthropy forward and 
create environments where donors are engaged with social justice practices. These 
practices impact students in marginalized populations (Johnson et al., 2007). 
Examples from colleges across the United States and abroad exemplify the prin-
ciple of equity in the following ways: the removal of the Cecil Rhodes statue at 
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the University of Cape Town (BBC, 2015) (part of the larger Rhodes Must Fall 
movement) and GU272 at Georgetown University, a resolution that has students 
giving $27 toward a reparations fund (Hassan, 2019).

An example of these concepts includes the common practices of board  
governance. In board goverance, a mutually beneficial solution could look like 
community members, key stakeholders, and donors working collaboratively to 
make decisions. These decisions exercise “power with” tactics rather than “power 
over.” Rather than waiting for change to trickle down, everyone creates impact 
together. It can look like institutions allocating funds toward community develop-
ment that are chaired by community members and key donors.

There is also space to learn more about how to build new multicultural com-
petencies at any level of an institution. Multicultural competence develops when 
leaders are willingly working across their cultural differences to achieve a collec-
tive outcome that pushes social justice forward (Pope, Reynolds, & Mueller, 2019). 
Extensive knowledge of the diverse socio-economic populations and their giving 
patterns are vital to further discussion on philanthropy in higher education (Flowers, 
2004, p.3, as cited in Pope et al., 2019). Using systems like “Learning to Give”, other 
rudimentary lessons on philanthropy and multi-ethnic groups can help. There is no 
“diversity in a box” solution that has a set answer for issues within philanthropy and 
higher education (Miller & Katz, 2002, as cited in Pope et al., 2019).

If  colleges and universities moved past the political correctness by creating 
avenues for equity-minded leaders, a space for dialogue can diversify impact pipe-
lines while activating teaching spaces for social justice. A few examples exist with 
Temple University’s PACSAP program, the William Penn Foundation opening 
their funding to early childhood education organizations, and Drexel University 
working with the business corridors of West Philadelphia to ensure their Schuylkill 
Yards project does not take away from existing business in the area (Pan-African 
Studies Community Education Program, n. d.; Temple University; Tanenbaum, 
2019; William Penn Foundation, 2016). These initiatives and earlier implications 
are all potential ways that campuses can practice social justice in an age of phi-
lanthropy. Many critical factors go into this decision-making process including 
campus prioritization, facilities maintenance, and other capital initiatives. Yet, in 
an age where equity is at the center of every social movement, it is beneficial for 
higher education and philanthropy stewards to diversify their language and prac-
tices to be the leaders in the movement to achieve equity. Equity-minded leaders 
advocate for a fair division and support of less-glamorous efforts.

Inclusive philanthropy ensures that all people have equal distribution of power 
in the pursuit of their needs. An active role in the dissemination of the resources 
given to the community allows for the adequate development of a community. 
The way social justice philanthropy builds inclusion on campuses is through mak-
ing sure as many marginalized voices have pipelines to equitable philanthropy. 
Along with this, this principle of inclusion is vital to making sure that giving 
and growth on campus do more than appreciate the diversity of its campus envi-
ronment, but better principles of power distribution and justice. Inclusion pre-
pares campuses to move forward toward equity, justice, and a complete change in 
what is usually done on campus. Using the principle of inclusion challenges the  
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pipelines of leadership existing on a given campus. An inclusive philanthropy 
landscape brings new endowed faculty chairs or leadership position to campus. 
How the inclusion leads to change requires the next principle of the unseen 
impacts of philanthropy.

In being equitable, philanthropy can redistribute power to disenfranchised 
communities. Social justice in the age of philanthropy also has to name power 
dynamics that organizations exert in their surrounding communities. Partzsch 
and Fuchs (2012) highlighted how power over is a key aspect that may get over-
looked in the large gifts being donated. Wilkinson-Maposa and Dolley (2017) 
highlighted how more foundations help the communities they serve through 
rethinking just giving. The authors contended building connections, increasing 
support capacities, and ensuring trust are crucial in shaping the inherent power 
dynamics (Herro & Obeng-Odoom, 2019).

CONCLUSION
The current landscape of social justice philanthropy has many opportunities to 
grow. What this chapter aimed at creating was a space to bring everyone to similar 
definitions so that new connections and collaborations form. With a common 
understanding of the terms, historical adaptations, and contemporary trends in 
higher education, leaders can position their institutions toward more impactful 
fundraising campaigns. We believe that by practicing social justice in the age of 
philanthropy, resources generated by foundations and advancement offices can 
reinvigorate surrounding communities rather than diminish them.

A previous example we listed was Georgetown’s reparations plan. Here, a cam-
pus policy resisted the existing norm. The capital campaigns, fundraising days, 
and other funding events are all great ways to ensure donors at any level can 
give. The policies on campuses dictate what stays in place. Changing the systems 
through a policy that is rooted in equity helps challenge what exists on campuses. 
Equity is an essential principle in social justice philanthropy due to the way it 
takes into account the larger systems of oppression. By constructing symbolic, 
financial, and policy-based systems of equity through giving, campuses can prac-
tice new dimesions of philanthropic change.

Social Justice in the age of philanthropy uses equity, power, and justice while 
looking at the current dynamics of higher education. History challenges future 
leaders to look at how higher education tackles systemic inequalities using phi-
lanthropy. Higher education faces many financial burdens; however, with the col-
lective input of community leaders, major donors, foundations, and institutional 
leaders, social justice can be infused in the fabric of a given college or university. 
By practicing and looking at power distributions and looking at how philanthropy 
influences those distributions, analysis can assume that philanthropy can do the 
same thing to change these structures. Rather than pushing communities out, cam-
puses stand to gain new leadership and improved change by practicing “power 
with” rather than “power over” strategies. This research is just the start of a long-
term discussion with infrastructures and advancement offices to influence change.
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