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(8:14 p.m.)




MR. HACKMAN:  All right, well, we've only got 45 minutes to what at least is 25 minutes worth of work, here.


(Laughter)




MR. HACKMAN:  So this is really still kind of teeing up, the stepping to the plate and hitting it out of the park happens tomorrow.  




What is this thing called the nonprofit sector? You can imagine a continuum. On one end, one could say, "It's pretty clear what the nonprofit sector is." You could describe it in terms of its legal structure, in terms of its unique mission.  You could claim that the nonprofit sector is, in fact, unique. It does stuff that no other kinds of institutions do.  And it is, therefore, worthy of study because of its specialness and we can identify what that specialness is.




MR. HALL:  Is this a hypothesis?




MR. HACKMAN:  That's one end of a continuum. Another view might be (listen up, Peter!) the nonprofit sector is an intellectual construction of no real use in organizing or guiding either inquiry or action.  That would be the other extreme position.  (That shut you up, didn't it!)


(Laughter)


So, Lester and Peter are going to start our discussion by identifying themselves on that rough continuum, and offering advice about the best way to frame our understanding of this sector in a way that will leverage our discussion tomorrow. 




Each of them will take no more than fifteen minutes to give their view of where they are and how come, and with what implications.  Hopefully they have not been randomly selected; the hope is that they have different views on this key question. 




And then Martha is going to come in when they have finished and with absolutely no advance preparation, integrate their perspectives into a transcendental perspective--




MR. MOORE:  She's good at that, we know.




MR. SALAMON:  Which side am I supposed to be?


(Laughter)




MR. HACKMAN:  You're supposed to be who you are, but you're supposed to be that way within fifteen minutes.




MR. SALAMON:  All right.  Well let me say that I am the extreme social constructionist view--


(Laughter)




MR. SALAMON:  --and I only differ from Peter in one minor point, and that is that I think the social construction is extremely useful.  But I have no doubt that the concept of the nonprofit sector is a social construction.  Clearly, the whole idea of the nonprofit sector is a contested concept.  


I remember the fist time I had an occasion to talk about the sector as a sector was to the Board of Directors of the Urban Institute, well before Gene Steurle arrived there.  I remember John Deutsch was on the board, and he said to me, "This is the craziest idea I've ever heard! How can you possibly consider within the same framework and call it a sector, organizations as diverse as all the organizations in the nonprofit sector?  You've got hospitals, higher education, then you've got these little soup kitchens, and people doing things, advocacy."  




My response to him then is my response still to people who raise this question. "I absolutely agree with you. We have no more reason to think of this disparate array of institutions as parts of a single sector than we have to consider the guy selling hot dogs on the corner down here on 21st and M Street and the Microsoft corporation part of something we would call the 'business sector.'  There is no justification at all, they differ in their purposes, they differ in their structure, they are different in their scale, they differ in the sources of their income."  




Yet, somehow we have found that the concept of a "business sector" captures something sufficiently similar and important across the varied organizations in that sector to justify using that concept. 



That, fundamentally, is my position on the nonprofit sector. The idea of the nonprofit sector is like any such concept -- a social construction. We need to have such concepts because when we are trying to capture large pieces of reality, we think in terms of broad concepts, not individual facets of reality combined in complex ways in individual organizations.  




The nature of a concept is that it captures some common element in a set of entities that otherwise have many disparate qualities. We choose to emphasize the characteristics that the entities have in common rather than the characteristics that make the elements of the set different from one another. Therefore, the test of a concept can't be that it defines a class that is identical along all dimensions.  What it tries to do is identify some set of dimensions on which these entities have commonalities. The fact that they differ along other dimensions is not a disproof of the existence of the concept. It can't possibly be.




Nor does it discredit a concept to show that it happens to serve some ideological purpose at a particular point in time.  That may or may not be the case for any particular concept.  Galileo taught us that we shouldn't discard notions because they happen to be ideologically contested.  In Galileo's view, the test of his view of the universe was not whether it supported the church's view of the way the universe works (though it may inadvertently be very much in the middle of that debate).  What matters ultimately is whether a concept brings into visibility aspects of reality that are important, that are consequential, that allow us to understand reality in ways that we can't in the absence of the concept.  This, I think, is the ultimate test of the value of a concept like the nonprofit sector. 




My position, therefore, is, "Sure, the idea of the nonprofit sector is a social construction -- just like any concept is a social construction." It is an agreement about a way to define a set of commonalities among entities that otherwise have many differences.  Such a concept should have value to the extent that we can demonstrate that it brings to the fore aspects of reality that are otherwise obscured. That is what makes the concept valuable -- to draw our attention to something that the socially constructed concepts we are now using do not allow us to see.  




As a sort of footnote, and an illustration of why I think the concept of the nonprofit sector is important, I would point you to the literature on the European welfare state. If you were to read the literature on the European welfare state, prior to say the last ten years, I don't think you would find one solitary reference to say, the existence of some set of institutions that we would call nonprofit organizations. It simply does not feature in the (socially constructed) discussion of the European welfare state.  




Bob will no doubt correct me if I've got this wrong, but you can read Affa's work -- you can read all the theorists of the modern welfare state, except maybe for some of the British commentators -- and none of the Continental European authors mention the nonprofit sector.  Yet, if you were to go to Germany in the 1980s, what you discover is that virtually all of the social welfare services, delivered and financed by the German state are delivered by nonprofit organizations.  There is even a provision in the fundamental law of Germany that enshrines the concept of subsidiarity into their fundamental law. That concept requires the state to rely on the "free welfare associations" to carry out social welfare functions before the state does it.  




Yet that whole phenomenon -- the whole existence of the nonprofit sector -- was largely ignored in most of the academic and intellectual research on the modern welfare state in Europe.  I would claim that that omission represented a fundamental failure to understand a very significant part of social reality. After all, the "free welfare associations" were not a small set of institutions. [Nor is it clear that we could really understand the development of the German welfare state without understanding the distinctive social, economic, political, and governmental role of these institutions.]




In fact, we've just completed this big comparative research project. In that project, we discovered that the European nonprofit sector is actually larger than the American nonprofit sector! Measured in terms of overall employment, expenditures, and numbers of people involved, it is relatively larger than the US nonprofit sector. The nonprofit sector is a major, massive presence in those societies. That presence was largely overlooked in most of the scholarly work and most of the public debate about the welfare state [because we lacked the concept to draw our attention to it!]  




So my argument is that there is an important reality out there [that this concept helps us to see and to begin to understand.] Certain institutions, with certain common features, [are present and important in society's structures and in the way the society functions.] In the absence of the concept -- the absence of the social construction a nonprofit sector -- it is impossible for us to describe social reality and understand how society is functioning.  




So, that seems to me to be the test that I would put on the table: is the concept helpful in bringing into view some aspects of reality that were overlooked.




So, if we're going to come to terms with this reality, how do we cope with it?  As some of you know, I've been involved in a very large, ridiculously ambitious research project that seeks to understand the complex reality that we use the word "nonprofit organizations" to refer to in the United States comparatively -- that is, in other countries of the world.  In order to do that work, we obviously had to spend a lot of time worrying about the definition. [We had to ask what were the essential features of the concept of the nonprofit sector in the United States that could be carried over to other societies without loss of meaning to allow useful comparisons of size, scale, functioning, and so on.] Is there some reality that is not only definable in a particular culture but is identifiable with some degree of conceptual rigor and empirical accuracy and consistency, in many different cultures, with many different concepts.  In fact, we spent probably the better part of a year and a half and have produced this weighty tome called Defining the Nonprofit Sector: A Cross-National Analysis. This volume is a look at the definitions and concepts of the sector in some twelve countries, seven of which are "developed," five "developing." 




When we started off we looked at several different possible bases for defining the sector. [We looked first at three broad conceptual approaches that have been extent in the literature: the definition given by the particular laws of a country, an economic definition focused on sources of income, and a functional definition focused on purposes served by organizations in the nonprofit sector. We found these approaches to defining the sector. And, because we found these three broad approaches unsatisfactory when compared against Karl Deutsch's recommended criteria for developing theoretical concepts. Deutsch proposed three criteria for the development of concepts: 1) their "economy" -- their ability to portray reality in terms that are simpler than reality; 2)their "significance" -- the extent to which they focus our attention on things that truly are non trivial and important; and 3) their "explanatory power" - their precision, their combinatorial richness that focus our attention on an interesting set of hypotheses, and their organizing power?  These are the tests of any given concept.  [So, let's see how well the conventional definitions of the nonprofit sector do against these three criteria.]



The first conventional definition rests on legal definitions. Obviously, in most countries there is a body of laws that more or less defines a set of institutions that, depending on the legal system, can more or less be said to define a nonprofit sector.  Given our political traditions, this is the defintion we come the easiest.  But relying on legal definitions has very severe problems in doing comparative work.  




Obviously legal systems differ. The law is rigorous in its definitions, but it's not terribly economical.  Frequently there are many different wrinkles the in legal treatment of these entities.  And, at the end of the day, the legal definitions can't work in cross national work because every legal system is different.  




So we discarded the legal definition as a satisfactory one, painful though that was, because it probably would have been easy.  




A second definition of the sector that is very common in some of the literature, it's the one used by the United Nations in what is called the system of national accounts, that system has within it something called the nonprofit sector, it's actually referred to as NPISH, wonderful term, Nonprofit Institutions Serving Households.  Fundamentally, it is an economical definition that is based on the source of income.  




So in the system of national accounts, which is the driving guidance mechanism for all national economic statistics, any organization that gets half or more of its income from government is simply treated as part of the public sector.  Simply treated as part of the public sector, reported in the public sector data as part of the state.  Any organization that gets half or more of its income from, essentially, market sales, is simply treated as part of the corporate business sector, the market sector, and is treated as that for national income purposes.  So Harvard would, I assume, has most of its income from tuition, you would be treated as part of the market sector in the national income statistics.  




And only those organizations which get half or more of their income from essentially private contributions, are treated as an identifiable nonprofit sector, and that's this term nonprofit institutions serving households.  Well in terms of the criteria that Deutsch suggested, this produces a very trivial nonprofit sector.


(Laughter)




MR. SALAMON:  And in fact that is exactly what it was intended to do because it has essentially released the economists and the statisticians from any need to collect any data on this subject, so they say, hey, it's trivial.  




When you look at the nonprofit sector in France the national income data produces a nonprofit sector that is 2/10ths of one percent of the GDP, and everybody accepted that until we came along with our little project and said, what happens if you use a little different definition, what do you get then?  So we basically said that wasn't a suitable basis.




A third and probably most popular basis to define this sector is in terms of its purposes, what does it do?  What functions does it perform?  And this is in a sense, the public purpose test, these are organizations that serve the public good, and that is a very attractive way to define this sector, a kind of normative way if we can follow the words of our current paper.  




Obviously, normative issues are very important to this sector, but if you define the sector in terms of its normative values, you obviously are falling into a tautology, you're essentially ruling out by definition all those organizations that don't serve the public good in whatever way you conceive it.  And beyond that, it's not a terribly rigorous way because everybody's conception of the public good is different and those conceptions change over time.  




So that in 15th Century England it was considered a public good and therefore a charity, for something called the week's charity, to pass out faggots.  Faggots are the sticks that were used to burn heretics at the stake, and that was considered, in 15th Century England, to be a charitable purpose.  I'm not sure it's considered a charitable purpose today, I think there are parts of this country that may still be.  




But at any rate, the point is that public purposes are changeable and they differ from country to country and it's very difficult to conceive of a single definition of public purpose that would serve a definitional purpose, and even if we did, it would lead us into the tautological problem that we would define the sector in terms of what we personally thought was good, and then rule out all the other organizations that may have identical characteristics but happen not to be doing it.  




Then we really would fall into this trap that Les Lenkowsky was accusing us of, defining within the camp only the good guys, as we perceive them, and we could then say confidently that this was a sector that does good things because we had defined that way.  Obviously inappropriate.




So we ended up rejecting all the available alternatives, which was a terrible position to be in, because it meant that we had to go to work.  And what we did was to operate essentially inductively, we said to the team of associates that we had assembled for this project, we know that there is something going on between the market and the states, your kind of ad hoc notion.  Go back to your country and describe it to us, tell us all the terms that are used, tell us what kinds of organizations are captured by those terms.  We created big grids to do this so it wasn't simply a hunting operation, there was structure to it.




Then we asked them to identify the characteristics of the entities that were in the common parlance of their countries, considered to be within this domain.  Then we, in a sense, put all these different concepts on top of one another, to try to see if we could derive a common set of operationalizable features that characterize the set of entities that in all of these different cultural settings seemed to portray this social reality that lay outside of the market in the state.  




We ultimately came up with a set of five such features, and we called them (unfortunately we have not yet come up with a good term)this "structural/operational definition" of the non profit sector.  These five, I've listed them up here, if you can flip that over you can see how we inelegantly ended up defining the sector.  We basically said that what we were going to focus on were first of all organizations, in the sociological sense of the term. They did not need to be registered or formal; they simply had to have some institutional reality to them. It was not simply three people who met for coffee one morning.  It had to be some leadership, some institutional structure.  




These entities had to be not structurally separate from the state. They could get money from the state. But they had to be non-governmental in the sense that they were structurally separate from the state. [They had to be created independently of the state. Their directors could not be part of the state. To the extent that they were "owned" and "guided" by some body, that body could not be specifically created by or directed by state officials.] 




MR. HACKMAN:  They could be trying to influence the state, right?




MR. SALAMON:  Absolutely! They could be highly relevant to state action. They could get state money.  But there had to be an organizational existence outside of the apparatus of the state. Operationally, this got kind of confusing in places.  In Japan, for example, it's common that somebody from the ministry sit on the board of an organization, because you have to get the ministry to approve the organization.  So we had great debates over whether it was truly non governmental if the state insisted on being represented on the Boards even in minority positions.   So, we would get into discussions of the conformance.




The third feature is the so-called the non distribution constraint; nonprofit organizations can earn profits [in the sense that they take in more in revenues than they expend as costs of operating], but they may not distribute these excess returns to a set of owners or managers. It's not that they are nonprofit, it's that they're non profit distributing.  




Fourthly, that they are self-governing, they have some internal mechanisms for governing themselves. They are not controlled by some external entity. [This is closely related to the idea that they are separate from government.] 




Fifthly, they are voluntary in two sense of the word.  First of all, they are non-compulsory. Membership in them and involvement in them is not obligatory, not legally required.  Secondly, they have some degree of voluntary participation, even if it's only on a board of directors. The definition doesn't require that they be a wholly staffed by volunteers. [Isn't this related to their sources of revenue, if we broaden the idea of revenue to include all the resources then need to operate including money, people and equipment -- all of which can be voluntarily contributed?]  In a sense the nonprofit distributing and the voluntary dimensions could be thought of as a kind of stand-in for the idea of public interest. 




Basically what it says is if there is a group of people in a society that is willing to devote their time and energy and resources to an organization without receiving profit in return, and on a voluntary basis, they at least must have some notion of public good that is served by this organization that allows them to justify their spending the time on it.  So without us having to make some judgement, their judgement becomes, in a sense, a stand-in for that.  




What I can report is that we have used this definition originally in thirteen countries. We are now up to 39 countries.  Each time when we start out we require that the associates go through the same process: take this definition, compare it to all the different meanings, concepts, notions, that are brought in your country;  tell us where the gray areas are, where the squeaky points are, where the questions arise?  We refine it on the margin to fit each country.  




But fundamentally, the surprising fact that I can report to you is that this definition works as a way to carve out of the chaos of social reality, a set of institutions that shares a common set of features that we believe, hypothesize, make a difference.  And that of course is a separate topic, what is the difference that they make, and I happen to get into that.  




But the fundamental notion is that these features define a set of institutions that have certain characteristics that make them in some sense, not necessarily completely different from other social institutions, but on the margin, make a difference in how they operate and in what they do.




MR. HACKMAN:  Thank you, that was concise and right to the point.




Peter?




MR. HALL:  Last night I was sitting in front of the fire with my children and they were fooling around with the globe, playing that old game where you spin the globe and put your finger down. All of a sudden my nine year old said, "Daddy, the equator has fallen off!" As indeed it had!


(Laughter)




MR. HALL:  This long strip that went around the middle of the globe, had literally fallen off. It made no difference whatsoever, really--


(Laughter)




MR. HALL:  --in what was represented there on the globe. In fact, when I was studying geometry, back in grammar school, we really believed in things like the equator and the Tropic of Cancer and the Tropic of Capricorn and the Arctic Circle, and even the north and south poles.  But that is not something you hear a lot about these days.




Now everything is a social construction, of course, the very language we use, the concepts we use, how we dress, how we agree to agree or disagree with one another.  But what is important is not whether something is a social construction but what kind of construction and what purpose is it likely to be put to.  And one of the problems, one of the hazards in dealing in the coinage of "nonprofitdom" is not what we as the inner circle of usual suspects of people who think important thoughts about these things do with these concepts, but what other people do with them.




On the supply side, what the people who fund many of us to do what we do want to do with these concepts, and on the other side, what is done with them.  




I'm reminded of the tale of Henry Hansman. Henry Hansman, like many of us, didn't think he was really writing about nonprofit organizations back when he was starting out in graduate school. He wasn't really interested in nonprofit organizations as such. He was interested in a set of larger questions having to do with why entrepreneurs choose to organize what they do in particular ways, and what the contingencies were that affected this.  Naturally, the question of nonprofit form was a subsidiary issue in that inquiry.  




He was also very interested in the question of regulatory regimes and in particular, the failure of the existing regulatory regime in the late `70s to acknowledge the important differences between donative and commercial nonprofit organizations. As his early essays make clear, he thought that the regulatory regime should take cognizance of this key distinction.  




Well, when he presented his work at the first Independent Sector Research Forum, Brian O'Connell of course was there and Brian O'Connell didn't like what he heard. In fact, at a dinner after the forum, a dinner in which Henry was not present, Brian proceeded to issue a blast and tell the assembled funders that Henry's ideas were the stupidest thing he ever heard. Literally, those were his words.  




Henry was defended by people who needed to defend him, in a suitably discreet way, but beyond that, a little bit later, the powers that be swung round to embracing Henry because they found that what they could do was reject those parts of his ideas that they didn't like, particularly a more discriminating regulatory regime, and seize upon those things that they did like, specifically, those notions that suggested an ironclad rationale for the existence of the nonprofit sector, based upon the ideas of public goods, market failure, and contract failure.  




Well this wasn't exactly what Henry really meant, in fact at one point I interviewed Henry on the early history of the concept.  And he said, "Well, you know, Peter, I didn't want this program at Yale to be named the program on nonprofit organizations. I wanted it to be called the Program On Organizations, but John Simon didn't like the acronym!"


(Laughter)




MR. HALL:  But there was more to it than that because the reality is that in terms of the creator of the ideas, the intention was a much more ambitious, discriminating, nuanced scheme, that would explain a far wider range of behavior, that would create a framework within which we could place this peculiar unstudied set of activities and entities.  And understand them not merely in terms of themselves, but in terms of the larger range of collected actions that people take, and how they're organized.  




So, there is an issue here. The issue is not whether something is a social construction but what kind of social construction? And what use the social constructions are put to and by whom?  Now part of this involves the extent to which we are willing to take responsibility for the ideas that we create.  And while we may create ideas, and you and I may talk back and forth in a friendly way about our disagreements, the fact is that there are people out there willing to seize upon those ideas and use them for purposes that are quite different than what we intend.  




But let me get down to some of the particulars of social constructions and what kind.



First of all, it's an historical matter of fact that the whole enterprise did indeed come out of a defensive, an effort to create what might be called a defensive scholarship, in the wake of the `69 tax reform act.  There is no significant evidence that anybody was studying this stuff or willing to devote resources to it before that point.  




Secondly, we have to see it as a very real and very important response to dramatic changes in the institutional universe, coming out of the post World War II welfare state, which is a welfare state which you very powerfully describe in the non American setting as being one which depended upon various kinds of non governmental entities to do its work.  And the fact is that nobody had a language or a terminology to describe this.  And they had to use what terminology they had, and that was a terminology of charitable voluntary enterprise, which turned out not to be a very accurate descriptive.




The ultimate test of the concept of nonprofitness or the nonprofit sector, however, is historical, and here we have to wield Ocham's razor: What is the simplest description of the nonprofit sector?  What particular goods and services can be distinctively associated with non-proprietary provision [over the course of history and from one country to another?] The answer is none. [At different times and places, societies have relied on different kinds and combinations of organizations to care for the ill, the needy, the disabled, and the benighted.] [Nor can one say that the organizations of the nonprofit sector are unique in terms of their ability to tap into the social values and aspirations of those who create, guide, or staff the organizations.] Value driven, mission driven activity can take place in government, it can take place in business, and it can take place in the voluntary sector.  




So the claim that the voluntary sector is uniquely values-based or mission driven simply isn't true. [Nor can one claim that nonprofit organizations are pure in their reliance on social values and aspirations to animate their organizations. Nonprofit organizations have long had commercial aspects in the sense both that they had to worry about getting money to keep themselves going, and that they did so not only by soliciting charitable contributions, but also by finding products and services to sell both to members of the group and to those outside, and by seeking out and receiving economic and financial benefits from the state.]  This is true even in religion, because religion, historically, has been based on state subsidy or has been based on a commercial activity.  Anyone who is intimately involved with trying to keep congregations alive knows these commercial elements very well indeed.  




Secondly, we have to ask, have conceptions of voluntary and charitable shifted over time?  In other words, is our current conception one which has any universality at all?  The answer is simple: our current conception has no universality at all. The notions of voluntary and charitable have shifted dramatically [even in the United States, let alone the rest of the world.] You can read the congressional hearing testimony of the late `40s and early `50s. In these hearings, the legislators are agonizing over the wide variety of entities that are coming into being that are calling themselves charitable?  They keep asking: What exactly is charitable about them? What do we mean by the term charity? And what kind of regulatory benefits do we want to attach to this status?  




Third, we have to ask, has the boundary between public and private shifted over time. The answer is most certainly yes, dramatically.  In fact there was no private sector of any kind to speak of in American law before 1819.  




If we look at the nonprofit universe historically (which we've finally been able to do in this chapter for historical statistics of the United States) what we find is the following. First, the public goods argument is nonsense. The provision of so-called public goods has consistently over time, has been divided between all three sectors -- government, business, and the nonprofit sector. The allocation has shifted over time, depending on contingencies that affected particular industries.  So they don't shift uniformly, but they most definitely shift.  




Paul DiMaggio has written eloquently in his very important article on cultural entrepreneurship in Boston, on the nonprofitization of the performing arts.  Well it's just as true in New Haven and Chicago and Louisville, and anywhere else you look.  The fact is that performing arts were overwhelmingly "for- profit" until the 1960s, and then there is a massive shift.  There are whole nonprofit industries that didn't even exist until the 1960s!  




On the other hand, there are fields like health care, that start out government and proprietary largely. Then, government policies change, and the sector goes in a nonprofit direction. Government policies change again, and the sector goes in a "for-profit" direction.




So, I think this is a very powerful confirmation of Hansman's ideas about ownership operating along a continuum, and a continuum that is affected by a variety of contingencies that are not peculiar to the nonprofit sector.  




Finally, way back at the beginning of this field, before PONPO had even written its original proposal, people were talking in and around Trumble Street about what ought to be done and how. And I kept hearing people saying, we've got to do comparative stuff, we've got to compare this nonprofit stuff with business and government.  And I was very troubled by this because I had been writing about ruling class families in 18th and 19th century Boston, and seeing how the same people kept popping up in all these different domains of government, charity and commerce. 




I wrote an anguished note, I was as junior a person as you could be, to Ed Lindblom, and said, Professor Lindblom, this is just wrong, approaching the problem comparatively builds in certain assumptions about distinctiveness.  What we really need to be doing is looking at overlap, interaction, interplay, and synergy.  Because the universe is not divided into sectors.  




The Tropic of Capricorn, the equator, the Arctic Circle, the north pole, are useful reference points for people who are just learning how to understand something.  But they have no objective reality, and we should not confuse this mnemonic devices with the reality that we intend to study, especially if we're going to be scholarly grownups.




MR. HACKMAN:  Martha, are you ready to go on a real assignment?


(Laughter)




MS. MINOW:  I can be brief.  I think it's totally fascinating to spend the time studying and working on something that is defined by what it's not, so let's just start there.  The word "non" appears in two of the five criteria ["nonprofit distributing" and "non-compulsory"], but also in our general topic [nonprofit organizations]. The shorthand we use is to define the sector and the included organizations by what they are not.




Now a lot of times I think we know who we are by saying, we're not that, or we're against that, so this is a very understandable human phenomenon. But it shouldn't surprise us if it ends up having fuzzy borders.  To say that you're not "for- profit" does not define a distinct class of organizations. As my father very wisely said to me, "A for-profit organization doesn't necessarily make a profit, and a "not-for-profit" organization doesn't necessarily not make a profit!"  




This was to me a revelation as a young person and I've been pondering that paradox for a long time since.  So, the idea of a nonprofit organization or a sector is not a very useful idea. The very thing you're using to define it actually turns out not to be descriptively accurate.  It's not about whether an organization makes a profit or not.  




So let's start there and then go actually to this second negative definition proposed by Lester --  non-profit distributing. Then, in Peter's comments, the reference of this same idea is to "ownership," it's about ownership.  Who gets the return? Another way to put it is what is the motive for generating a return?  Here I think we are getting closer to something that actually really is worth tracking; namely, what's the motive [force behind the organization? Why did the original creators establish the organization? For what purposes do the current owners and directors drive the organization?  So, I put [the motives and aims that drive the organization out] as a candidate [for definition].




Then a third [definitional factor which I would propose, (having rejected the idea of nonprofit and redefined the idea of nonprofit distributing as an idea about what constitutes the motive or controlling aims of the organization)is one that] I didn't hear too much about from either of you, is governance, what is the governance structure?  What is the method for running itself and what is the consequence of this method of running.  




So just to stand back a little bit, you could define an enterprise [of the type that interests us] by talking about form, or motive,or action, or effects.  I would agree with Peter. The form effort is a failure, it just simply doesn't work, comparatively, over time, cross sector.




MR. SALAMON:  What do you mean by form?




MS. MINOW:  Well I guess I would say, you can define organizations and non organizations, but within organizations, to some extent it's your decision to discard the legal definition or form, that's one kind of thing I mean by form.  But it's also, is it a collaborative enterprise, is it a singular enterprise? 




 I should just bracket this and say that one of my charges this year as part of an international commission to study Kosovo, I'm supposed to track the role of non governmental organizations before, during and after the war.  I can't even define who they are! I mean I'm going nuts!  What is a non-governmental organization that had anything to do with Kosovo? It's just all over the map! It's just not a useful category!




Motive, I'm putting on the table, because I think it might be more promising.  Action, I guess or function maybe, the actions that are taken.  I guess, I agree with Peter, you can't fund a way that that tracks this line, this division.  




Effects, though I'm very interested in at least proposing to think about.  And a couple of effects that I think are unique to the sector but might be distinctive, might be disproportionate, I just propose to think about.  


One is experimentation, experimentation--




MR. HALL:  You're arguing that this is distinct to nonprofits?




MS. MINOW:  Not unique by any means, but a spirit that's more likely to happen [in a nonprofit than in government, for example.]  




Another is self-conceived "do-gooding." This feature of these organizations has an effect of (it's very related to Mark's paper) of having those who feel involved feel good about themselves in a way that is different from their involvement with other people.  So, talking about effects -- effects on those who are involved [in contributing and governing and producing within the organization as well as benefiting from them], that's something worth thinking about.  




And then I just have a few little mop-up points.  Consider first the word "public" and the phrase "public good," as part of the definition of these organizations. I agree with both Lester and Peter that these don't work, as categories.  I totally agree with that.  But I guess I think it's very interesting, then, to figure out what is this important work being done by the public/private division in how we talk about these issues.  It turns out the line doesn't work. But the contrast continues to be important.  




I wouldn't actually call a lot of what interests us here "public," because, for me, that tends to require a much more universal scope than the [larger category of] other-regarding activity, which I think is engaged in by many nonprofits. Their activities are not always public in the sense of tending to be what a government is obliged to do [on behalf of some transcendant notion of human rights].  On the other hand, there is something the idea of the public good is trying to get at which is right, which is the activities carried out by the organization are "other-regarding" (in the sense that the product of the organization is not entirely consumed by the individuals within the organization).  I think these words are completely problematic, but they are trying to get at something that we need.  




Then, this is my last point.  I think Peter is right to caution us about the misuses, unintended as they may be, about concepts.  At the same time, although I'm usually on the side of the indeterminacy and the muddling and the constructive, at the same time to be able to track overlap we have to be able to draw distinctions.  So you may call them benchmarks, you may call them mnemonic devices.  But I guess there is more of a there there if you can even say there is an overlap, to say that is to say that you can distinguish something to begin with.  




So that enterprise of pointing out what is it that we're distinguishing, I would suggest for discussion purposes, let's talk about motives for those who are involved, let's talk about effects, at least put it on the table.  And the one that I'm less clear about but I have interest in is governance.




MS. LETTS:  Martha, in motives, you heard internal motives as reflected in strategy, as well as external, reflected in authorization--




MS. MINOW:  Yes.




MS. LETTS:  Okay, so it's both?




MS. MINOW:  Yes.




MS. LETTS:  Okay.




MR. HACKMAN:  Lester, why don't you respond to her?




MR. SALAMON:  I guess I'd make two comments, one is a similar comment to what you made, in terms of what Peter said. What was astounding to me about the historical work that you've done is that, in order to do it, you have to begin with the concept of a sector, because basically what you're purporting to track is the change over time in the functions that are performed [by organizations viewed as being in one sector or another!] There has to be a prior concept of the mind in order to go back and trace the change in it.  And therefore, the concept has to exist in order to be able to undertake that exercise.  




And in terms of your suggestions, Martha, I wish it were possible [to define the sector in terms of motives, effects, and governance]. I think it may be possible to do this in particular national settings. But none of the three criteria that you're suggesting turn out to work.  




Even form, the form of a nonprofit organization in this country is very different.  




Effect gets you into this tautology problem, you're evaluating, you're including only those things that have the effect that you happen to think are worthwhile or permissible.




Motive, in a way, is the closest.  And what we have done in our definitions is, in a sense, indirectly incorporate motive. We're basically saying that if people are doing this for reasons that don't seem to be explained by other possible motives, we have to assume that there is some public regarding motive or some other motive that is [non-mercenary and present in the organization as an animating force]. So I guess that one we do pick up, but we pick it up indirectly, allowing people to come up with their own specifics, but there is a container there for it.




MR. HACKMAN:  Two people want to jump in but Peter, you should have the right of first response.




MR. HALL:  Very quickly.  




First of all, the things that you, Martha, think are most worth studying are the things that are hardest to study, which is to say, motives and effects. [That is why it is so hard not only to decide which organizations belong in the voluntary sector, but also to evaluate the extent to which the organizations that are placed within the sector live up the ambitions set for the sector] Perhaps they are worth paying more attention to than people have been paying.  




Secondly though, I think what I hear in both Lester's and your remarks, is this continuing tendency in efforts to talk about nonprofitdom of conflating the moral and the formal.  The fact of the matter is, when we had to do our historical statistics of the United States, a dog and pony show, we had to perceive from somewhere. That somewhere obviously was the contemporary definition of those areas in which nonprofit entities were assumed to be active.  




In other words, the national taxonomy of exempt entities, which is really a list of twenty-some, thirty-some activity areas which turn out of course not to be exclusively nonprofit in almost all instances.  But it's a damn good place to start from if you're going to study the allocation of task between ownership forms, within particular industries.  But to do so doesn't require that you weight it with moralisms about people's intentions or the good effects that are likely to come from it.  




So my inclination in responding to you would be to say form does matter, that form presents, while form is obviously fungible, we know it is, and forms change over time just like everything else.  That form is given what a nonprofit is, if we're going to study nonprofits, the nonprofit form is a definable distinctive kind of form, it is a kind of ownership.




MS. MINOW:  Just a point of clarification.  Maybe we have a semantic problem.




MR. HALL:  Okay.




MS. MINOW:  If the question is what is the nature of ownership, I'm with you. By form I meant, is this a collaborative enterprise of equals, is this a hierarchical organization with a governing board?




MR. HALL:  Structure you mean?




MS. MINOW:  Yes.




MR. HALL:  Okay, all right.




MS. MINOW:  Right.  There's a semantic issue.




MR. HACKMAN:  I know that one, two, three want to jump in, and I haven't even looked left, so--


(Laughter)




MR. HACKMAN:  I think you were first, Les.




MR. LENKOWSKY: I'm less persuaded that the concept of the nonprofit sector is as much a social construct as Peter and Lester seem to agree that it is. One of the most interesting descriptions of [the kinds of activities and organizations that we are pointing to when we talk about the nonprofit sector is in a book] which articulates a vision of this in normative terms that is by no means dissimilar from Mark has in this paper.  A book by a man named Richard Cornell, called Reclaiming the American Dream.  The book was based on his experience in the 1960s. Mr. Cornell was an Indianapolis businessman, and an early booster of Barry Goldwater. He basically writes the book addressed to Republicans.  He argues that what is distinctive about this sector is, indeed, its independence.  It's not government, yet it performs a public function.  And he goes on at great length about the importance of this and particularly with regard to Republicans, but also to some degree with regard to Democrats.  He thinks that this sector is the under-appreciated part of the American political landscape.  




What is poignant about this book is that he is writing in the early 1960s. The example he uses of how the independent sector can in fact operate to perform public good, was a creation of an organization today that some of you may know as USA Funds, it's a big intermediary in the student loan business.  But it was originally set up as a demonstration in the early `60s to prove that in fact a federal student loan program wasn't needed, that properly organized, the voluntary sector, working with banks, and this is another interesting part of this, certainly the part of the philanthropic world that I worked in the `70s wouldn't have made the distinction between the private for profit work and the private not for profit world, quite as clear as I think we've heard in these discussions.  




But USA Funds was created, it was a bunch of banks together with a not for profit intermediary to create guarantees for student loans.  What makes this poignant of course is this was created in the early 1960s, about the same time that, shortly afterwards President Johnson came forth with the big expansion of student loans.  




And the federal role in higher education, which interestingly, although there weren't many, there were some people within the higher ed world, the private higher ed world, that felt that the long term consequences of this were not helpful.  One particular person was a congresswoman Edith Green, of blessed memory, who used to rail about this.  But USA group by the way then adjusts and now basically makes a very good profit for a not for profit, by being an intermediary in the student loan business.  




Well my point is it seems to me the characteristic issue here, and I was interested, probably hadn't focused on Lester's description of the U.N. statistics before, but I guess I would never thought I would find myself defending the United Nations.  But it seems to me that that's not a bad idea they have, about basing it on revenue.  




In fact, Lester will recall that I moderated a debate between him and one of our fellows at Hudson Institute where this issue was joined.  It seems to me the key issue is not so much form, it's not so much motive even, it is kind of characteristics of how you operate and the degree to which you operate independently that defines this thing throughout the sector.  And of course a lot of the organizations in it do not operate independently.  




MS. MINOW:  I would so welcome the word independent here, The independent schools movement, for example, they prefer that to private.  But what I don't know and understand what you said, is how they operate, does that mean where they get their money from, or governance, who decides where things go?




MR. LENKOWSKY:  A, it refers to where they get their money from and secondly, to the extent they -- I would not draw necessarily a hard line against government funding as the touchstone of whether or not an organization is independent.  The real question is the circumstances and whether those circumstances infringe upon independence.  I've been a big supporter in numerous debates with my friends at CATO and elsewhere of Americorps.  It seems to me Americorps was a great improvement over a traditional federal grant, in terms of the degree of control that the federal money will exercise over the activities of the not for profit.




MR. PUTNAM:  I've learned a lot and I really admire a lot of the things that all four of the previous speakers have said.  And in particular, since I'm a little critical of Lester's view, I have to say I really felt this was an extremely useful presentation, very clear and clear enough that one can decide what one likes and doesn't like about it.  That's not meant to be backhanded praise, that's meant to be full‑throated praise, because I think so much of the stuff in this area is so inarticulately phrased you don't whether you agree with it or not.




But I'm a little uneasy about the debate tonight because it recapitulates the notion that what really we should be talking about here is a taxonomic debate, is this an X or is this not an X?  The debate, I'm going to go to the hot dog seller and Microsoft.  The debate about whether the hot dog seller and Microsoft ought or ought not to be in the same universe is actually in the real world, not settled.  




The rationale for putting the hot dog seller and Microsoft in the same universe is not some essential. If we could kind of look at the essence of those two operations, we would see that essentially they are doing the same thing.  It's that do generalizations that apply to one apply to the other?  If the interest rate goes up Microsoft will invest less.  If the interest rate goes up, the hot dog seller will invest less.  




Propositions about the behavior of those two organizations apply equally.  If the wage rate goes down, Microsoft will invest less, they'll shift from investment to labor.  If the wage rate goes down, the hot dog seller will invest less.  This is a trivial example, I'm only trying to say, it's the commonality of the generalization, it's the fact that the generalizations that apply to Microsoft also apply in part to the behavior of the hot dog seller that warrant thinking of them in the same category.  




And therefore, I'm loathe to kind of say about the criteria you suggest, well wait a minute, how does the bar association fit, is that voluntary or not?  Well not entirely voluntary, because you can't practice law unless you're a member of the bar association in some settings.  So the bar association isn't actually non-compulsory. 




But even to get into that kind of disputation with you about the criteria is already it seems to me ‑-.  I'm just coming over as much more critical than I mean it to be, I actually am sympathetic to the mapping exercise.  I'm asking whether we ought to think of that mapping as an exercise in looking for the essence of activities.  Or whether we ought not to be exploring what is the domain within which generalizations about behavior apply?  




Let me put it a different way.  MGH, the Mass General, the BSO, the Lexington Town Band that my wife plays in, the Reform Party of New York, the American Automobile Association, the International Woodmen of the World, each of these I've chosen actually maliciously.




MS. LETTS:  Define the farthest points--




MR. PUTNAM:  No, no, I mean intrinsically.  The Woodmen is actually a good example, the Woodmen is a case where it's not absolutely clear whether that's a profit making or a mutual operation.  It's the only fraternal organization in America which has had growing membership over the last twenty or thirty years, but that's probably not because it's an important counter example to building a loan because it's actually an insurance company, which has taken over--




MR. SALAMON:  So is AARP.




MR. PUTNAM:  Yeah, actually the AARP is an insurance company, well exactly.




MR. HALL:  The Knights of Columbus is another example.




MR. PUTNAM:  Yeah, the Knights of Columbus is also an example, the Knights of Columbus also still has a little more --.  Use the Woodmen of the World because it's such a, if you look at it, it turns out to be really blatant, it's like Mutual of Omaha or something, it just happens to --.




The real test it seems to me -- and I'm just about finished Richard.  The real test is is it the case that we could generate propositions that would apply, like the higher interest rate means less investment proposition, that applies across all, to the Lexington Town Band and the BSO.  And maybe so, this is your kind of field, maybe there are generalizations that apply equally as well to the Woodmen of the World and the AAA and so on.  




I must say, I'm in Missouri, I'm in `Show Me' mode on that.  I don't yet see any propositions that I think would apply across those.  But if somebody came up with some and they were of at least the carrying power, the portability of the higher interest rate means less investment, or lower wages means more, then I'd say, gosh, that really is relevant.  




MR. HACKMAN:  I want to pass this to you but I want to do it with a transition sentence because I think I know what you're going to say.  May I try?




MR. WINSHIP:  If you want to follow up to him go ahead.




MR. HACKMAN:  I'm going to try to be a part of this since--




MR. WINSHIP:  I'd be interested to see what you'd say--




MR. HACKMAN:  It's sometimes useful to make a distinction between a concept and a construct, or a construct on the one hand and the definition of a domain on the other.  And you were working this issue.  That's why, Lester, when you were starting you were saying the concept of the nonprofits.  And maybe what we should be saying is the domain, because when you say concept or construct, there are some kind of criteria that one uses for assessing the validity and usefulness scientifically of a construct having to do with demonstrating its validity, the network of relationships it has with other constructs.  The kinds of things about the interest rate examples that you were talking about.




As regard to domain, this is terrific as the definition of a domain because all that is required for defining one's domain of interest is to be able to identify the attributes that would allow one to reliably sort entities as falling within the domain or not falling with the domain.  It does not require that there be this kind of construct driven network which is what we usually consider a theory to be.  




So one could imagine that this thing is a domain which we can reliably identify what falls within that domain, that invites the construction of theories within the domain.  And depending on the attributes, certain kinds of theories are going to invite themselves, okay, a theory of voluntarism is going to be much more likely within this domain that a theory of voluntarism will be up until the day when the bank starts asking you to adopt an ATM--


(Laughter)




MR. HACKMAN:  But the difference between a domain and a construct is what I think Chris is going to now--


(Laughter)




MR. SALAMON:  I readily accept that as the test of whether the definition of this domain is at all useful or worthwhile, that's where I started, that it's precisely that it should be supporting interesting propositions that tell us some things about the world that we haven't seen before.




MR. MOORE:  Can I just make one further amendment to that, friendly amendment to that point, and try to put Lester together with Peter in some ways.




Suppose we treated each of these concepts as a continuum, that is in other words the organization ranges from hierarchical clear distinctions between board, employee, customer.  Non governmental ranges from the government created it and appoints the people to run it and it has the power to tax.




MR. PUTNAM:  Yeah, it's the Congress.




MR. MOORE:  Versus something less than that.  Nonprofit distributing has something to do with sort of how much we see the organization giving away of its potential earning capacity to others, sacrificing salaries and stuff like that, just run down that as a list of continuums.




MR. SALAMON:  Do you accept the notion of kind of a central tendency as being --?




MR. MOORE:  What you might very easily want to say, for a variety of purpose, that there are some, which we now understand to be these continuous dimensions, there is a cutoff point where things on this side we're going to treat as not this and things on this side --.  But then within that you could imagine that there are things that are more nonprofit‑like than less nonprofit-like.  




And that then was this interesting point that Peter was making, which is that you could imagine a regulatory regime that was cognizant of the different degrees of nonprofitness or voluntariness or independentness, rather than one that said, look there's only two categories here.  And that's kind of interesting because then you could imagine, then an interesting test of some of these behavioral theories would turn out to be, as we go down--




MR. PUTNAM:  Yes, exactly.




MR. MOORE:  --if we look at the really nonprofit organizations they behave a lot differently than the not so nonprofit organizations.




MR. HALL:  In fact I think the taxonomy is a three cell taxonomy, with mutual benefit, donative and commercial.




MR. MOORE:  Right.  And you could imagine -- that was principally a distinction was founded on the basis of the revenue source, at least the donative and the commercial one.




MR. PUTNAM:  All this is laying the premise for your--


(Laughter)




MR. WINSHIP:  I learned a lot from what Lester had to say about comparative stuff, since I had this idea that in Western Europe there was no, or very small nonprofit sector, so that's interesting.




MR. MOORE:  You mean unions and churches basically?




MR. SALAMON:  No, that's a pretty small--




MR. MOORE:  Sorry, Chris.




MR. WINSHIP:  I wanted to take up Robert's point and take it in a different direction.  It seems to me we've heard a number of people say very blithely about a nonprofit being socially constructed.  And I think every time it's been used it's been extraordinarily misused.  Of course concepts are all socially constructed, the sociologists typically.  




And Paul, you can help me out here, we're really trying to talk about different people in different places in different settings can use concepts or words for different strategic reasons and in different ways.  It's not just simply that yes, language is social, it's a much deeper point.  




And I think one of the things we need to worry about in a seminar is to what degree does it make sense, or is it possible to define an objective category of what we mean by a nonprofit.  




And I think, Bob, you've really articulated some nice criteria about what you would have to accomplish, and apply a fair amount of skepticism about whether such a thing exists.  We could also look at the nonprofit as a term that classifies a set of strategies that governments and people use in relationships together and categorize certain kinds of behavior.  




Now one question I would put on the table is do we want to immediately dismiss the legal definition?  I'm not at all bothered that the legal definition may vary all over the place across the world.  In fact, I think that in itself is interesting and shows how this notion of nonprofits is being used strategically, politically, socially, economically, in different ways in different contexts.  




And perhaps to ground the point I'm making a little bit more solidly, let me give two illustrations.  Demographers, and I actually consider myself partly a demographer, we love to think about families and family structures and how to count families.  And there are tons of researchers that try to count families and how many of them are over the decades and centuries.  But it doesn't take too much thought to realize that what we think of as a family has radically changed and that reflects a whole change in our social and political structure.  




And if that doesn't drive it home enough, think about the concept of race.  We all in this country suddenly think that race is this well-defined category, of course until some historian comes and reminds us that at one time the Irish were considered a separate race and at one time the Italians were considered a separate race.  And this is a category that has wildly changed in terms of how we think about things.  




Now I don't want to reject the idea that there's some usefulness of an objective notion of nonprofits and I think particularly for the kind of comparative exercise Lester wants to go through, you may necessarily need that, and boy is that illuminating.  But at the same time I don't think we want to reaffirm it unless it can meet the kind of tests that Bob has put out for it.  Which is in some behavioral sense it really makes sense, meaning in some context in some historical period, one can actually do that.  I doubt there is some kind of wide generalizability in any objective sense.




MR. HACKMAN:  Martha is going to follow up on this.  And we are certainly a small enough group that we can self-manage, so please quit looking at me for--


(Laughter)




MR. HACKMAN:  --get your way in when it's time to get in.




MS. MINOW:  Well, I just wanted to comment that it actually has now dawned on me that the room is full of social scientists, and for those of us who--


(Laughter)




MR. HALL:  Who is going to now pretend he's a scientist?


(Laughter)




MS. MINOW:  Well as someone who pretends to be a social scientist when I am dealing with my colleagues, I realize I'm not a social scientist in this room.  And by that I mean it is certainly interesting for me to think about an objective concept that one could use to support generalizations or test generalizations.  




But that's not the only reason we have concepts, we have concepts for lots of other reasons.  And one of the other reasons actually is to express some instrumental purposes.  Now you still want to have them be somewhat coherent, at least temporarily.  And I'd offer, I'd add to Chris's list, religion.  I mean the IRS definition of religion has shifted dramatically over time and it's really essentially contested.  




And that's the last thing I want to say, there are actually two concepts from philosophy that might be helpful to this group, and one is the essentially contested concept idea, Galley's idea that there is some notions that are just so much a black box, a category that allowed people to fight endlessly that they are not useful in conversation.  




And that's the question, I think, on the table here, is this that?  And if it's not, then we can go ahead and use it in all sorts of functional ways attentive to one that's being used instrumentally and ideologically, and one that's being used descriptively.  So that's what I would say on the definitional level. 




And the other concept from really Wichtenstein is the notion of family resemblance, that a lot of times at least what we do in law with categories, knowing that we can never fix the border, is that we look at what are family resemblances along a range of things, that actually none of them share all one dimension.  But if you look at three, they share a dimension and then one of those shares another dimension.  




And we actually see something of use in that kind of comparison and that's maybe like the domain idea, but it's not even so much you can generalize across all of them.  It's because for some purposes, and family here is quite used deliberately, there is a resemblance that may make it cognizable to human experience.  




And it's only in that context that I guess I would urge thinking about motives and effects, not that we could ever test the, know them, measure them, it's that how does it resonate for human beings that are actually involved?  How does it actually elicit their participation or their resistance, it's to understand the meaning making systems that people have around these notions.  




MR. STEUERLE:  The only cognizant group -- perhaps partial records developed by Freedman, who was probably one of the strongest advocates that built theory, I guess he was really speaking more about theory than definitions, but in the end he had a very sort of positive view of it.  And if it was useful, useful functionally, then you could use it even in the end it didn't make any sense.  




We can't define money but however we define it, it's useful thinking about money supplied, and we use it if we can't define utility.  But still, if it can explain, maybe have some predictive power for explaining behavior then let's use it.  But that criteria, my problem is not that we define a nonprofit sector or in the terms, what was it, we have constructs, we have domains.  




I think our problem is we have a lot of overlapping constructs and we have a lot of overlapping domains.  And for some purposes, the notion of a nonprofit sector perhaps defined, and Lester has done as good a job as anybody at trying to come up with a definition.  




For some purposes that is useful, for a lot of purposes, when you talk to people about nonprofit research, that's not the domain or construct that they're talking about.  For instance, if they're talking about charitable activity in the sense of sacrificial, giving, sharing, going beyond one's self, that doesn't cover it very well, it doesn't cover it very well not only because of all the activities taking place in other organizations.  




But one of my pet peeves is with the very term nonprofit.  I mean nonprofit is a legal construct about residual ownership.  And almost every part of the nonprofit sector, including every person in this room, is a profit seeking or let me call it rent seeking person on their human capital.  And if you think the wage earners aren't nonprofit sectors, don't matter, and they don't capture a lot of the rewards from donations and everything else, you've got another thing coming.  On top of which, you can borrow money in the nonprofit sector so you're paying out money to capital as well, you just pay it out to the interest owners, who happen to work through banks because you don't have bondholders.  




So the notion that we don't have these profit seekers in the system is just absolutely silly.  Nonetheless, for some purposes, for some constructive purposes, for some domains, it's useful to think about what happens when you don't have residual owners?  Well that actually for instance, gives me a theory that capital will come more from banks than it will come from sales of stock, of course that's almost definitional. 




But I can say that's something that will come out if I want to examine the nonprofit distribution.  But if I want to examine some other things then it gives me a problem.  And I'll give you an example of this, recently we've been talking at the Institute about studying textbooks, the extent to which textbooks actually give some cognizance to what is going on in the nonprofit sector.  




And I'm having this major debate with somebody who says, I want to look up everybody who is part of the nonprofit sector and see how many of those there are, relative to the number of people who are, say, government figures.  I don't think that's what you want to know at all.  What I want to know is the number of people who are defined as being good people because in some ways they were sacrificial, charitable.  And I could give a darn whether they belong to the nonprofit sector, I give a darn whether they form the legal nonprofit sector here or they work for some school activity which isn't part of the nonprofit sector, it's part of the government, like schools, kids who volunteer in schools.  




So, I think that's our problem, we have these constantly overlapping domains, overlapping constructs, for some purposes the notion of the nonprofit sector is useful.  Our danger comes when we try to then define it as sort of the end all and be all of what we're trying to examine, and I think a lot of what we're trying to examine doesn't fit well under that particular domain. 




MR. MOORE:  I've got one concrete thing that I'd like to draw our attention to, just to sort of set up tomorrow.  It feels to me like one of the reasons I thought it was important to have the discussion about the definition of the nonprofit sector before we got into a discussion of the normative theory was I'd never been able to get anybody to talk about the normative theory of the nonprofit sector without first going through the step of talking about the definition--


(Laughter)




MR. MOORE:  So I thought we might as well start there on that, so we would all have in our mind a picture of the domain or construct about which we were now trying to imagine some potentially valuable social uses of.  




One of the things that's interesting about Lester's chart from my point of view is that it doesn't have in it a distinction that often turns out to be very important, and I'm glad that it doesn't have this in it, frankly, because it turns on this question of, another distinction that people would like to make between donative and commercial is member serving versus other serving organizations.  And then we could also make a distinction between serving organizations on the one hand and political organizations on the other.  




So a real gross distinction is in, at least as I encounter the nonprofit world as it talks to itself about its work is between charitable organizations understood as foundations and 501(C)3 social service delivery organizations, and incidentally, churches there, though churches is always a little bit confusing.  Versus organizations that are explicitly engaged in politics, the 501(c)4s, plus many other explicitly political organizations and the fraternal benefit organizations.  These are all 501(C) organizations, is that right?  




MR. HALL:  C-somethings.  




MR. MOORE:  C-somethings.  And it feels to me really important to have in the back of our minds whether we're going to imagine that we've got the Elks Club and the labor unions and the professional associations in this schema, as well as the people that are taking care of soup kitchens or voluntary staffed hospice organizations that are much more quintessential expressions of what we might think of as charitable and altruistic impulses.  




And I've been taking the strategic posture, and I think it is kind of a strategic posture, that would be valuable to start with a very broad definition of the kinds of organizations we've had in our minds as we were thinking about the nonprofit sector, and then try to visualize all the ways they were making contributions to the society, rather than to try and go for a purity at the outset.  




So I'd like to nominate either for agreement or for further discussion, that we try to keep our minds wrapped around an idea that includes political and fraternal organizations as well as service delivery and charitable organizations in this, otherwise we'll be confused.




MR. SALAMON:  Just a point of information, they absolutely are--




MR. MOORE:  In this definition, I know they are.  And I really like that feature of it.




MR. HALL:  Am I sensing then that you are trying to distinguish then in the non distribution sense, those organizations that don't distribute their surpluses, if any, in the form of profit, from those organizations which might be characterized as social enterprises, which actually is an overlapping category which can include commercial nonprofits that are doing essentially worthy things, like Harvard University, and most churches, and those things which are actually business organizations which are also, which also have a social change agenda.  




MR. MOORE:  I get confused--




MR. HALL:  In other words, I'm trying to get a sense of whether you're indicating--




MR. MOORE:  If you give me Paul Newman, who is essentially running a for profit cooking company and gives all the profits away--




MR. HALL:  It is a for profit company, it's like Mueller Macaroni, which was owned by New York University.




MR. MOORE:  Exactly.  Now if you're giving me that, I'll say that feels like a very charitable for profit organization to me.




MR. SALAMON:  What does profit distributing mean?  The story of a very small percentage of major companies now pay dividends.




MR. MOORE:  I was interested in that.




MR. HALL:  But there is an interesting definitional question here in terms of where one focuses one's academic energies.




MR. MOORE:  I agree with that.




MR. HALL:  Between the domain of non distribution organizations versus the domain of social enterprise, either/or, both/and.  




MR. WINSHIP:  We'll sort that out.




MR. HACKMAN:  This probably is a good point to suggest that they are waiting in there with drinks and things for us.  We can continue in there, but we owe the three of you for your efforts.


(Applause)






(Whereupon, at 9:33 p.m., the session was adjourned.)
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