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I. Introduction

Among the difficulties that those who would create a social level structure for the governance and accountability of the voluntary sector must face is the extraordinary heterogeneity of the associations and organizations that comprise it. The voluntary sector is notorious for the wide variety of organizations it encompasses. The “blooming confusion” of the sector can be traced out in many different dimensions: size, durability, substantive domain, sources of revenues, degree to which they are dependent on charitable donations and/or volunteer labor, and so on. But among the most important dimensions of variability is what might be called the social function of the organizations within the voluntary sector.

Much of our current thinking about organizations is implicitly or explicitly dominated by an image of a producing organization: one whose principal activity and raison d’etre consists in producing goods or services from raw materials for distribution (on specific terms) to individuals who are not themselves part of the organization, but are, instead, seen as customers or clients of the organizations. This image of an organization comes to us from the commercial sector in which most organizations are precisely these kinds. They are the organizations that constitute the supply side of the market – the organizations that raise capital, reach out for material resources, combine those resources with labor, and produce goods and services that are sold to customers in economic markets. 
What is normatively important to the society about these organizations is the degree to which they can be counted on to be efficient producers of the particular goods and services which individuals in the society want to buy with their hard-earned dollars. It is important to keep in mind that the economic idea of efficiency includes two distinct ideas – both quite important for justifying reliance on for-profit enteprises operating in competitive markets as a normatively attractive way of organizing the productive activities of the society. 

The first concept of efficiency is “technical efficiency.” It is measured by the quantity of inputs used to produce a certain quantity and quality of output. In general, society wants technical efficiency on grounds that if it can get more valued output for less use of available resources, it will always be better off than it was less efficient in the way that valuable resources were used. 

The second concept of efficiency is “allocative efficiency.” Allocative efficiency focuses not on how particular goods and services are being produced, but on what particular goods and services are being produced. The aim in allocative efficiency Is not only to ensure that the smallest amount of valuable resources are used to produce a particular good or service, but also that the valuable resources tend to go to the highest value uses in society. What constitutes the highest value uses is defined by individual customers with the means to pay. Allocative efficiency is achieved when valuable resources and productive efforts flow in the direction of goods and services that individuals in the society value. Evidence of their valuation of particular goods and services is their willingness to spend their own money on particular arrays of goods and services. 

Free, competitive markets play a crucial role in assuring both technical and allocative efficiency in the performance of goods and producing organizations. The fact that individual consumers can choose from many different products and services, and from many different suppliers of similar products and services, means that producers will be motivated to provide what the customers want. If they do not produce goods and services that consumers want, they will go out of business. This feature of markets – consumer sovereignty” , or the consumer as the appropriate social arbiter of value – ensures that resources and productive activity will flow to meet individual desires and needs as individuals seem them, and are able to pay for them. Similarly, if the suppliers price their goods and services higher than others producing similar products and services, then customers will choose other suppliers, and drive the high-priced suppliers out of existence. Some of the high price suppliers will survive because they can reduce their costs enough to charge a lower price, and still cover their costs with revenues earned from the sale of products and services. But the price of their survival is to find more technically efficient ways of producing particular goods and services.
It is these ideas about how economic markets work to produce both technical and allocative efficiency that tends to structure our views about how the commercial sector should be governed at both the social and the firm level. If we can set up economic markets to behave in the way they are supposed to, society can gain the benefit that comes from these forms of efficiency.

Of course, society can seek to advance many important social purposes through commercial enterprises other than these particular conceptions of technical and allocative efficiency. Society could, for example, be concerned about how privately held commercial organizations treat their employees, and avoid doing damage to the natural environment. But to no small degree when society’s interests in structuring both the social and firm level structures and processes of producing firms is that those firms be governed and called to account by the society in ways that would cause the organizations to become efficient producers of goods and services (subject to constraints that they do no significant social or environmental harm).
Both social level and firm level governance structures for commercial firms are designed to assure this result. At the social level, society relies on free markets and competition among suppliers to create the appropriate pressures for efficient performance by the firms. It understands, however, that free markets need some economic regulation to remain fair and competitive. So, the social level governance structures and processes for the private sector and the firms within it includes government regulation designed to create fair competitive markets such as anti-trust regulation, and various kinds of consumer protection activities designed to ensure that consumers have accurate information about the products and services they are buying. This economic regulation is often supplemented by other kinds of social regulation to ensure that private firms (depending on how one thinks about it) either avoid doing social harm to their employees or the natural environment, or help the government achieve important economic development and environmental goals. 

At the firm level, the recommended, or routinely used, or now often required form of governance is the corporate board – a small group of individuals elected by shareholders to represent their interests. The critical function of this board is to represent the interests of the shareholders as the legitimate claimants of the residual value economic value produced by the firm. It is their interest in maximizing this residual value and delivering it to shareholders that gives them the motivation to continuously scour the organization’s operations for efficiencies in current activities, and to search for even higher value uses of the assets of the firm. And it is this searching exploration, in turn, that motivates and guides the managers of the firm to develop and execute strategies designed to maximize the long run equity value of the firm. To ensure that this works, the board has to be small, coherent, determined, and greedy on behalf of the shareholders.
This is all fine for thinking about both the social and firm level governance of commercial firms. But when this set of ideas passes unconsciously or consciously into the realm of the voluntary sector, major problems arise. The problems come from the fact that only a portion of the voluntary sector consists of organizations that look very much like organizations that produce goods and services for distribution to individuals who are not otherwise part of the organization. The voluntary sector includes religious organizations (churches, temples and mosques); professional associations (the American Medical Association, the Chartered Accountants _____________); labor unions and trade associations (the AFL-CIO, the Chamber of Commerce); research organizations and think tanks (the RAND Corporation, the Brookings Institute); policy advocacy organizations (the Children’s Defense Fund, the American Rifle Association, the Sierra Club); ethnic and cultural identity organizations (the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People; the Knights of Columbus); charitable and civic organizations (the Ford Foundation, the League of Womens’ voters)___________________); even thoroughly political organizations such as the Democratic and Republican parties.  These organizations do not obviously fit the model of organizations whose principal concern is finding efficient ways to use assets to produce goods and services for distribution to customers or clients, and whose social value lies in the efficiency with which they produce exactly what it is that their customers and clients want. 

Of course, there are organizations within the voluntary sector that are in the business of producing and delivering goods and services. And even those that are not primarily in this business often end up producing and delivering goods and services both to those outside and inside the organization as part of their work. And even those organizations that seem to be involved in doing something other than delivering goods and services to clients and customers have purposes that they would like to achieve as efficiently and effectively as possible. So, it is not that concerns about efficiency and effectiveness in the delivery of goods and services, or in other organizational activity is not a concern of many associations and organizations in the voluntary sector. It is just that this is not always the only concern, and therefore that the social and firm level governance arrangements need not be obsessively focused on ensuring the efficient production of goods and services valued by customers with money to pay, or clients with needs. It seems that many of these organizations have different social functions to perform for which different structures of social and firm level governance might be appropriate.

Well, what are those other purposes? If the social function of these organizations is not to produce goods and services for customers and clients who are not themselves members of the firm, what function do they perform? What is the form of social and firm level governance that is consistent with the achievement of these other potentially important social functions? Giving tentative answers to these questions is the purpose of this brief paper. It is an effort to give standing to in our discussions of the governance and accountability of the voluntary sector to organizations that differ in kind and social function from the delivery of goods and services, and to begin the difficult process of figuring out how social level structures of governance and accountability need to be adjusted to accommodate the fact that there are these different kinds of organizations, and that they are important to the quality of individual and collective life we can all enjoy.  
II. Different Kinds of Organizations

It is by no means obvious how one can best categorize the variety of organizations that exist in the voluntary sector. The Internal Revenue Service has faced this challenge in its effort to create distinctions among organizations that would qualify them for different treatment under the Federal tax code. But it is by no means obvious that they have cracked the code. Still, they do make some potentially useful distinctions. 

One big distinction made in IRS regulations is between charitable organizations on one hand, and organizations that are described as mutual benefit organizations or political organizations on the other. This follows a natural desire to recognize the distinction between organizations that are explicitly charitable in the sense that they seek to help individuals with needs who cannot help themselves from those organizations that are created by and seek to serve the interests of those who are more resourceful. This marks the main difference between charitable organizations on one hand, and the other kinds of organizations on the other. This is charity in the sense of delivering benefits to the poor, or the oppressed – those who occupy the most disadvantaged positions in the society. Arguably, such charitable organizations deserve more public support and privileges than those that are less charitable in the sense that the distribute their largesse over a large swath of the population – including many who are relatively privileged. 
But this distinction between charitable organizations on one hand, and mutual benefit and political organizations on the other. What if the self-help organizations include many people who in other contexts seem deserving of charity – for example, Alcoholics Anonymous, or the Slum Dwellers of Mumbai, or even an inner city church whose members are mostly poor? 
What if the political organizations are committed to what might be understood to be charitable purposes focusing on the distribution of material benefits to the poor, or to the vindication of the rights of the oppressed? In such cases, organizations that are set up as self-help or political organizations might be included within society’s benignity towards the poor and the oppressed. 
As importantly, these gross categories of self-help and political organizations do not seem fine grained enough to capture all the important variety a society might want to recognize when it thinks about the forms of collective life that exist in its midst. Mutual benefit and self-help organizations could include organizations where individuals need one another only to support activities that take more than one person to do them. The mutually beneficial relations created within them are largely instrumental to the purposes of individuals. Tennis players need opponents. Bridge players need a foursome. Bowlers seem to like the competition that develops in leagues more than in individual ad hoc games. Tuba players need a band to get the full benefit of their tuba playing. These make the mutual benefit organizations seem more like arrangements of convenience for the welfare of individuals rather than organizations that help to create social solidarity.

But mutual benefit and self-help organizations can include organizations that work on a much different basis, and are designed precisely to produce certain kinds of social solidarity. Those in Alcoholics Anonymous and the Slum Dwellers of Mumbai, or the Abyssinian Baptist Church may need one another instrumentally. But they also need and use one another in a deeper, more profound way. They need one another to create or affirm or interpret or understand their cultural identity – a way of thinking about themselves in the world. The organizations help them answer socially what are important individual existential questions. What constitutes a virtuous life? How can I  realize my ambition to live such a life in a world that seems to make it difficult? Who can I rely on for advice, encouragement, and examples to be the kind of person I would like to be? Where is the social support I need to become a good person? 

The political organizations are arguably even more varied. Some are interested in partisan politics – in winning elections by developing candidates for office, and political platforms that can attract wide public support. This includes the Democratic and Republican parties. Others, such as The Childrens’ Defense Fund and the Natoinal Rifle Association are interested in particular policy issues, and how government powers will be used to shape respectively the conditions under which children are being raised, and the status of gun rights. 
Sometimes, as in the case of the AARP, or the AMA, or the AFL-CIO, or the Chamber of Commerce, the issues that are of political interest are closely linked to the specific material self-interests of the political group. Other times the issues raised represent more or less idiosyncratic views of the public good, or what specific rights a just society would choose to defend. The ASPCA for example defends the idea that a good and just society would treat animals humanely, as though they, too, had certain kinds of political rights, or if not that, at least claims on our sympathy. Still others like the League of Women Voters, or Media Watch, are interested in trying to bring some discipline and quality to the ordinary messy process of politics. 
Still other organizations, such as community foundations, or the United Way, or Teach for America are interested in acting on social problems using private capacities, and not necessarily reaching out to the state to use its powers to deal with important social problems.

Note that many of the organizations that might be seen as political organizations are charitable in the sense that those who contribute time and money to them do not expect to advance their own material interests by doing so. In that sense they are voluntarily giving up privately held assets such as time, money, and material, for a public purpose that does not benefit them. They are charitable in individual intent. But not all of these purposes are charitable in their effect in the sense that they are designed to benefit only the poorest or most oppressed individuals in the society. In fact, much of this publicly spirited politics may end up benefitting the whole society, or even the rich and middle class rather than merely the poor. 

This quick review suggests that we might want to think of the following kinds of organizations in the voluntary sector as well as charitable organizations designed to provide goods and services to individuals who cannot afford them:
Self-Help/Mutual Benefit Organizations

Cultural Identity Organizations

Political Advocacy Organizations: Economic Interest Groups

Political Advocacy Organizations: Policy Interest Groups

Political Parties

Civic Associations: Focused on the Political and Governmental Process

Civic Associations: Focused on Mobilizing Civic Action to Achieve Social Goals

What is distinctive and important about these organizations is that they are not primarily interested in the producing and delivering goods and services to discrete individuals outside the boundaries of the organization. The self-help organizations provide goods and services to individuals. But the individuals are inside the organization as contributing members, not outside the organization as customers or clients. And, as members of the organization, they often accept some degree of responsibility for organizing the work that delivers the services. In essence, in many mutual benefit organizations, the lines that can be drawn neatly in commercial organizations – the lines that divide owners from managers from workers and from customers – are obscured. The members of such organizations are owners, employers and customers all at once. 

The political organizations do not provide goods or services to individuals whether in the organization or out of it; they provide voice to individuals who have particular points of view in the collective processes of governing and mobilizing social action, or they more generally help to sustain and support these collective political and civic processes. The product or service (if there can be said to be one) is the representation of a point of view, or the more general shaping of the processes through which societies decide to act collectively on a given problem. If the political organizations are successful in mobilizing government to act, or in mobilizing private assets to be used for public purposes that government is now neglecting, then something real and concrete will be produced in the world, and individuals who like these changes will benefit from the changes that occur. But that is a long way down the road. And, the individuals will benefit as part of a larger collective that experiences the big changes that occur, not as individuals who took advantage of a particular opportunity in a market exchange. In the short run, the individuals will benefit from the experience of expressing and testing their views in the wider marketplace of ideas. 

So, it is not that these organizations do not produce things of value to individuals and society. It is just that the things they produce, and the places where the value registers is different than in our usual picture of commercial producing organizations.
Note that once these distinctions are clear, it immediately becomes apparent that any single organization may be involved in all of these functions. In fact, there are reasons why the different functions are usefully combined within given organizations. This may make it difficult to classify organizations categorically as one thing rather than another. But it doesn’t reduce the value of noting the differences among the different functions and considering the degree to which any given organization gives prominence and achieves more of one purpose rather than another. 
III. Societies’ Interests in Such Organizations
The next question is what interests society has in such organizations. 

The distinction that Moore and Ryan make between a normative framework guided by a concern for rights on one hand (a deontological framework), and for the efficient achievement of socially desired outcomes on the other (a utilitarian framework) is useful in this context. One can reasonably argue that society’s principal interest in such organizations is, in fact, guided by a (deontological) conception of individual rights. If individuals have rights to property, to speak, to assemble, and to associate with one another then one has to find a reason not to allow individuals to combine for these various purposes, and to do so against a heavy presumption that such rights should exist. And, if these rights are guaranteed, and one of the things that individuals choose to do with these rights is to provide for needy others, to join together in mutual benefit associations, and to organize for political purposes, then these organizations will arise, and nothing more need be said about their purposes or their impact. They exist and are justified simply as a permissible expression of individual rights. 
But this argument can quickly be converted to a kind of utilitarian argument. If individuals get satisfaction from such activities, they ought to be allowed to carry on. This is at the level of satisfying individuals, and could go a long way to justify support for self-help and mutual benefit organizations. If we think that the mere satisfaction of individual preferences is enough to justify using scarce resources to produce lemon-scented furniture polish, then we ought to think that the satisfaction of individual desires to join with others to try to improve the overall conditions in society ought to provide at least as strong a social justification for organizations that gave individuals a chance to express and seek to gratify these more important social desires. 

In fact, the transactions that among individuals that are created and sustained by charitable, mutual benefit and political organizations need not be seen as radically different from those that are created and sustained by market organizations. In all cases, individuals are putting money, resources, and effort into a larger enterprise because they hope to get something they value from those contributions. But unlike a market organization that combines investors desires for economic returns, with workers desires for a wage, and consumers desires for goods and services in a continuing production enterprise, the organizations and associations of the voluntary sector attract resources from those who want to help others, or to join with like minded people to pursue activities they find enjoyable, or find a way to amplify their voice in collective political discussions. The value that they create together is not the just the consumption value that those outside the organization attach to the goods or services produced and supplied; it is the value that those in need would attach to their charitable contributions; the value that the members of a mutual benefit organization get from one another in both the services they jointly supply, and the feeling of solidarity they can enjoy in their shared enthusiasm for the work they do together; and the value that those who join political organizations get from raising their voices on behalf of a shared vision of a good and just society.  
At a certain level of analysis, the satisfactions that derived by individuals from these organizations (or, alternatively, the value that is delivered by these organizations to individuals) can be seen as not are not all that different from the individual satisfactons that are produced and delivered by commercial firms to their shareholders, employees, and consumers. These organizations survive in large part because they appeal to individuals who are willing to support them and their activities. The content of the desires that are being satisfied by the organizations are very different. And the social relationships created both within the organization and between the organization and the wider society may be very different. And both of these differences can be viewed as highly consequential for the social value that these organizations create. Indeed, as we will argue below, the differences in the substantive values that attract individuals to such organizations, and the different kinds of social relations they create are, in fact, important enough to cause us to continue to want to treat such organizations as members of a different class than commercial firms, and to argue that that the differences should count in reckoning both the overall social value of such entities, as well in guiding judgments about how such organizations should be governed at the social and the firm level. But none of these points detracts from the simple point that such organizations are valuable at least in part because individuals find them to be so. If that is all we need to know to justify the activities of producing firms in the market, that ought to be part of the value that we recognize can be produced by these other kinds of organizations.
So far, the normative arguments about the social value of such organizations has been made at the individual level. The argument has been that the organizations grow out of the protection of a set of individual rights, and they are fueled by certain kinds of desires within individuals. (Those desires can be social in the sense that they are both socially created, and have social conditions rather than individual material welfare as their objects. But the desires are also individual in the particular sense that they exist within individuals, and guide the agency and activities of individuals.) Once one allows oneself to leave the world of individuals, however, and to evaluate social institutions and processes in terms of the contributions they make to the quality of collective life as well as individual life, a host of additional normative arguments come into play. 
For example, many associations and organizations of the voluntary sector play important roles in shaping individual values about constitutes the good and the just in both individual and collective life. The extended families, clans and ethnic communities; the communities of neighbors and fellow citizens; the churches, temples and mosques; the voluntary charitable and civic organizations are not only organizations that allow for the expression of pre-existing values, they also sustain, strengthen, and sometimes even instill particular cultural values. To the degree that all future efforts to organize social effort depends at least in part on the values that individuals hold about what it means to be a good child, a good Catholic, a good neighbor, a good citizen of one’s town, to the degree that the charitable, mutual benefit, and political organizations help to shape these values, they are critically important for the future of our collective life.

The fact that these organizations play important roles in shaping the individual values on which current and future efforts to organize collective efforts depends tempts us to want to regulate and control such organizations to ensure that the organizations that are doing this work are not inculcating “bad” values, or ideally, that they are inculcating “good” values.”  But a liberal society is restrained in this ambition by a constitutional principle that seeks to protect the broadest and most diverse set of ideas of the good and the just that it can, so that individuals of many different persuasions can find room to exist in them. Still, as a matter of public policy, it is easy to see that there are some values that organizations can support that would be contrary to public policy, and thus important to discourage rather than permit and encourage. There are many values and activities which cannot and should not be permitted in a liberal society – even though the definition of a liberal society is that it permits as many different values as possible to be expressed, and counts on the good sense of individuals in the body politic to reject those that are contrary to the good and the just. Among the most important values that liberal societies have to work to sustain are those of tolerance, and one of the hardest things that liberal societies have to do is find appropriate means of being intolerant of intolerance.
Because these organizations have important effects on social values held by individuals in society, and on how they are expressed; and because democratic politics are at least in part arguments about what values held by citizens will be reflected in public policies that guide the use of state assets; many of the organizations in the voluntary sector play important roles in shaping the quality of democratic politics – even if they are not explicitly political organizations, even more so and more obviously if they are. It these organizations engage individual citizens in public life, they anchor collective and public life in the kind of legitimacy that is much valued in democracies. If they find the means to reach out to those who have not previously been included in politics, they strengthen the overall quality of politics. If they engage individuals enough in politics not only to ensure that individual citizens consent to or agree with policies, but also help to carry them out through voluntary effort generated at the individual and collective level, then the overall quality of democratic politics can be improved. If they teach the skills of collective decision-making in representative organizations, and if they teach the arts of compromise and joint problem solving when individuals and factions have different views of what should be done with collectively owned assets – including the powers of the state – then they can strengthen democracy. 

Emphasized above are all the good things that voluntary organizations and associations can do to strengthen the quality of democratic politics and democratic governance. But there is also a downside. If the voluntary associations encourage individuals to behave in non-democratic ways, and find ways to undermine democratic political processes, then the voluntary organizations can weaken as well as strengthen democracy. For this reason, it is once again tempting to regulate the conduct of such organizations in political processes in order to get the good without having to also accept the bad. But the traditional reticence of a liberal society to establish too many standards defining good conduct in political activity, to say nothing of First Amendment constitutional rights, quickly puts a brake on such efforts. While we do have laws and regulations that place boundaries on what individuals and associations can do in political processes, they outlaw only the most extreme mis-conduct leaving lots of room for both good and bad contributions to the ideal of a responsive, deliberative democracy.

One simple way to summarize the kinds of contributions that charitable, mutual benefit, and political organizations contribute to the quality of individual and social life is to make heavy use of the concept of social capital as Robert Putnam has elegantly and persuasively developed it. Putnam defines social capital as the willingness of one individual in the society to co-operate with and make contributions to the welfare of others without necessarily demanding that he or she be compensated for their co-operation or contribution. Social capital can be said to exist among individuals when each can call on the other to do something to help the original asker, and there is a good chance that the person asked will say “yes” without being absolutely certain that their co-operation will be rewarded. Putnam has developed interesting measures of the degree of social capital in a society, and shown that the levels of social capital are importantly related to the performance of societies in delivering value to individuals and collectives through collective action. To the extent that voluntary associations can be seen as social organs that create and sustain social capital, then, these organizations can be seen to be particularly social valuable – above and beyond the goods and services they create and deliver to individuals.

But Putnam also makes an important distinction among different kinds of social capital. In particular, he distinguishes between what he calls bonding social capital on one hand, and bridging social capital on the other. Bonding social capital refers to the strength of relationships among individuals who are similar to one another, and think of themselves as part of a relatively small, coherent group – a particular ethnic group, a particular religion, a particular neighborhood, a particular political interest, a particular political philosophy or ideology. Bridging social capital refers to the strength of relationships among individuals who are not otherwise closely related or identified with one another. 

It seems that both kinds of social capital are valuable. Compared with societies composed of atomistic, self-interested individuals, societies that have built both bonding and bridging social capital seem to perform better. But for liberal democratic societies, it seems obvious that the bridging kind of social capital would have particularly great value. The more bridging social capital that existed in a society, the easier it might be to prevent the dangers of faction that the Founding Fathers worried about, and to fulfill the promise of making a plausible Unum from a wild Pluribus. 
IV. Appropriate Structures of Social Level Governance and Accountability
These observations about the different kinds of organizations that exist in the voluntary sector, and the stakes that liberal democratic societies might have in the existence and performance of these organizations, provide some guides for considering and deliberating on the appropriate structures of social level governance and accountability. 
Perhaps the first and most important principle to establish for the social level governance of these organizations is that government should take a highly protective, and not closely regulating stance towards these organizations. The close connection to fundamental individual rights suggests that the State has to be protective, and to tread warily in trying to regulate and control. One doesn’t have to visit too many totalitarian states to see the price that individuals and societies pay when individuals are denied the basic rights to organize for whatever purposes they think important – but particularly when they are prevented from organizing to develop their cultural identities, and to express their political views. Those societies fail to engage and integrate their members in the whole. 
May have to take the issue of pro-social and anti-social quite seriously. 

Might also have to revisit issue of charity. 

Biggest issue: does the society as a whole acting through government have a stake in the quality and density of forms of collective life. Should it do more to encourage or is neutrality enough. 

Also raises the important question of why nonprofit charitable organizations should have their first amendment rights restricted. 
V. Appropriate Structures and Processes of Firm Level Governance

The base of members is important to these organizations – though for different purposes. It is natural to think of these as membership organizations. But that forces us to think about what we think membership implies. 

In general, one might imagine that these organizations would rely on more democratic governance processes. 

That would have important consequences both for the way that these organizations were perceived in the wider society – the kind of legitimacy they enjoyed. 

It would also have important consequences for the practical effects they produced on society regardless of their intentions. The Tocqueville idea of training for democratic leadership. An attractive side benefit of embracing a particular kind of governance at the organizational level. 

Quesiton of boundary protection/integrity of beliefs of members, ability of the organization to protect itself from interlopers and heretics.
VI. Conclusion

Images of both social level governance and accountability, and firm level accountability that come to us from the commercial world of for-profit firms and markets are unreliable guides to images that should guide our thought about governance and accountability of the different, and far more diverse kinds of organizations that exist in the voluntary sector. Just as in the case of free markets, we want to establish a broad set of individual rights that allows individuals to take the initiative to create and form voluntary associations. We do not wish to encumber these organizations with too much bureaucracy and regulation – on either their purposes, or their activities, or the ways in which they govern themselves.  

Just as in the case of commercial firms, some regulation may be necessary to prevent these organizations from doing manifest harm to the individuals or societies in which they are operating. (We can still enforce laws against terrorism and other forms of extortion and deceit – to say nothing of environmental degradation or the inhumane or unfair treatment of employees). 
Just as in the case of private commercial firms, we would like to encourage these firms to be both responsible and efficient and effective in which they use the scarce resources that come under their control, lest some valuable social production be lost through lack of managerial discipline and focus. 

But because we are depending on these organizations not simply to produce goods and services to be delivered to individuals, but also to help create and allow individuals to express social values of various kinds, to build social capital, and to strengthen the overall quality of democratic processes, it is not at all clear that the social level governance, or the firm level governance of these firms should be the same as for for-profit entities.

At the social level, might want to give special support of various kinds on grounds that they are making pro-social contributions that are valuable to the society, but not necessarily capable of generating resource flows that would be sufficient to sustain them without some social level support (such as relief from certain kinds of taxation.)

At the firm level, might want to see that their public goals might best be pursued by structures and process of governance that look much different from those in the for profit world. 
Because the organizations and associations claim to represent public purposes, and are not asked to defend their substantive views of what constitutes an important public purpose, there is probably a stronger argument for encouraging their governing boards to be more broadly representative of society.

Because an important part of the value lies in building social capital, there are strong reasons to think that their firm level governing structures and processes should be designed to help achieve this result by giving large numbers of individuals in the organization a sense of participation and involvement.

When the organizations claim to serve the public interest, or a particular set of clients, they probably ought to be governed in ways that allow us to believe that they can reliably represent those interests. That might well mean wide, diverse representation on Boards or other governance structures, and/or representation of client interests on the Board. 

When the organizations are engaged in political activity, and claim to represent a particular group of people, they should be governed in ways that can assure all of us that they have suitable mechanisms of consultation .

Because some of the value created by these organizations derives from performing their role as schools of democracy, it is important that their governance structures and processes in fact create the experience of governing in a democratic way.
Because they seek to encourage and allow the expression of social values, might want to acknowledge a fundamental difference in the social relations or labor contract that joins individuals to the firms. Volunteers are different than paid employees. They have more and different kinds of expectations about how their contributions will be understood, valued, and managed by the organizations for which they work. 
These observations suggest that the ideal firm level governance structures of organizations in the voluntary and nonprofit sector should look a bit more democratic than those that are recommended for private commercial firms. Whether the gains from establishing social level rules that insist on these particular characteristics of firm level structures are worth the potentially chilling effect of such requirements on the creation of such organizations, as well as constitutionally permissible is still to be judged. But in the absence of a rule, we might want to make the democratization of firm level governance of voluntary organizations and associations a preferred practice among those who have full appreciation of what a liberal democratic society has at stake in the existence of voluntary organizations in their midst. 
