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information you can get from one of these panel data sets. I understand from
talking to Julian just before we began this morning that this kind of panel
data does not exist. Raising, for example, the $100 million that have been
required to do the annual housing surveys is not something we're all going to
jump out and try to get out of the Federal Government, certainly not in this
kind of world we live in now. So what else could we do? It could be done on
a smaller basis, as Julian was mentioning, collecting samples from communities
in North Carolina (Charlotte, Durham, and Greensboro) and we could actually
get down on the micro level. The whole basis of my comments here is that
without the understanding of how individuals are behaving and how firms are
behaving, I really see it as very difficult to explain how the aggregates are
moving about. I really want to understand about individual behavior. I now
turn myself to thinking that this process may be a little too costly, getting
information from communities in North Carolina, so what else can we do to get
actual hard numbers?

One thing that economists do nowadays is to conduct experiments.
Experimental economics has come under a lot of attack, but what exactly are
these things? For example, if you're interested in studying an auction, you
may lock up ten undergraduates in a room, pay them to be there, and conduct an
auction. You record data and observe what prices things are sold at. As some
of the people in experimental economics have pointed out, it's always been
done with undergraduates and it hasn't been extended to human subjects yet,
but there's still some information to be obtained from these kind of
experiments and I find it very useful in thinking about if this panel data
there does not on exist on donative behavior. In thinking about an experiment
it is very helpful to understand how you would want to construct a survey that
would be used to collect panel data on individuals, whether it be on a
national level or on a smaller level such as communities in North Carolina.

Now, what can we possibly get at with an experiment? Well, to go back to
that issue, we locked up ten undergraduates in a room. What could I possibly
learn about charitable giving by locking up ten undergraduates in a room? I
really have a hard time with that. I could find some things out that may be
of interest to this audience, for example, there is a solution to the free-
rider problem which has been posed in the last ten years by Gross and Ledyard.
With a solution gained by use of the Gross-Ledyard mechanism, you will get
truthful relevation by individuals for what a public project is worth to them.
Now we could lock up undergraduates in a room and conduct an experiment to
test whether or not this theoretical result of Gross and Ledyard is indeed
something that will be realized. How about things like an actual
understanding of how individuals are making contributions to their local
charities or churches? Could you conceive of an experiment where we have
these undergraduates in a room where we could actually find something out
about this behavior? I find it impossible to think of how I would set up that
experiment, which worries me a lot because that means that I'm going to have
problems in the collection of some this panel data. If I can't conceive of
the experiment, I'm going to have problems with actually going out and getting
the data in the real world, or at least constructing the survey in the correct
manner .

One last point here is that there seems to me to be a wealth of questions
that can be answered if it is possible to get this kind of panel data, whether
it be on a national or on a very local level. For example, among individuals
who are contributing $1,000 a year to a charity, what determines the charities
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that they give money to? That's a fairly straightforward problem to set up
from a statistical point of view, to determine how the characteristics of this
heterogeneous mix of people determines where they give the money. So I would
look at that as a within-group decision process that I would be studying. The
alternative would be to try to explain the variance in giving by household.
For example, households don't all give $1,000. People such as myself
generally say things like "my wife gave at the office" and so there are other
individuals who give quite a bit more and the question is how can we explain
the variance in the amounts given? All those kinds of questions can be
answered with this kind of panel data if it existed. So I share in a big way
what I detect as frustration in Julian's paper about the lack of good panel
data that is available for understanding better what the stylized facts are of
donor giving.

ARTHUR SINGER: We've covered an awful lot of ground in these three papers and
in the two comments on the three papers, so there is a rich set of items that
are on the table for discussion. Let me just make one brief comment on one
item.

Two of the wisest people in this gathering are in my judgment Burt
Weisbrod and John Simon, and they have both made a point with which, with some
trepidation, I want to disagree. I disagree with trepidation because they are
so wise, and they're usually right on the mark in what they have to say, but
I'd at least like to offer a qualifier on this one point. Burt said that in
the university the only sensible way to generate a research agenda is to "let
a thousand flowers bloom." John talked yesterday about the fact that
university faculty must have enthusiasms and passions and those should be the
determinants of organizing a research program, finding where those passions
and enthusiasms are and harnessing them in a collective enterprise. I hope I
have stated their observations fairly. I think that it is a canard in
university culture that, among social scientists in particular, has been a
retarding factor in many research programs. If we look at the model of the
natural sciences; we'll see that the Weisbrod-Simon principle is very far from
the dominating, organizing principle of research activity. Research activity
is usually organized in some much more authoritarian way in which there is a
judgment reached as to what knowledge is needed in order to advance, and then
younger scientists are recruited for particular pieces of work that will begin
to fill in the gaps where knowledge needs to be gained in order to make
progress. The notion that progress is best made in a completely laissez-faire
system where dissertation topics or research projects or special priorities
depend on individual idiosyncratic preference would not be enough in a
scientific research culture, although it is frequently the dominating
cultural characteristic in the social sciences. In the mid-70's, when the
Sloan Foundation returned to economics in a serious way, we sought the counsel
of a small group of economists to help us shape the program. The chairman of
that group was M.I.T.'S Bob Solow who, I think, is just as wise as John Simon
and Burt Weisbrod. Bob and his collaborators on this advisory committee had
the view that economics research at M.I.T. and the other leading departments,
like Yale and Wisconsin, needed to be organized in a way that would began to
move a little in the direction of the model of the natural sciences, with a
research agenda with distinct priorities, and away from the laissez faire
individualistic passions and enthusiasms. That has been the character of the
Sloan Foundation's economics program for the last twelve years. T think we've
succeeded because we did not follow Simon's and Weisbrod's earlier
observations.
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JOHN SIMON: In fact, I was going to talk about the importance of working

from an agenda. I think Arthur misunderstood what I said although I
understand why. I was addressing a particular problem yesterday of whether
you could get specific information on incentive systems, and I made two
points. One is don't count on getting the right person to do it quickly at
the right time because the right person probably isn't the person who will
respond to this specific RFP you put out, if you put out the RFP. You have to
wait. I said "be patient." Sooner or later you may get the right person but
if you try to be too fine grained and say we're going to pick out these ten
items and this is what we're going to do, don't kid yourself that you're going
to be able to get the right person at the right time to do it. (This was also
what Burt was talking about.) The natural science analogy I think supports
this point. Some of the great discoveries have come fortuitously--something
happens as an accident that was not part of the research agenda. That's how
penicillin got invented, and that's how it happens in other cases. TI'm not
saying that's always the case, but the opposite idea--the job shop approach to
research—is not necessarily how you're going to get quality and magic. Nor
would I go the other extreme, strictly "a thousand flowers bloom," and I don't
think Burt meant to say that either. No, because you should try to entice
people into areas that you want to get them into. So I think the answer is in
between. At Yale we've shifted a bit. 1In the beginning of the program we did
a proposal: a 45-page prospectus of things we thought needed covering. That
was really broad. At the beginning of stage two of our program four years
ago, we did another prospectus which specified six areas which we thought
would need attention and even specified some interesting topics within these
areas. So what I was talking about was not that you don't throw out to the
research community a call for attention to certain areas which you think need
work and even some suggestive ideas of useful approaches. But, going one step
further from that, and saying we here at Duke or we here at Yale are going to
get the following four things done next year and now we'll work only in those
areas, may not, at least at a university, be the way to get the right people
to do things in the best way. So Art's criticism is well taken, but I think T
plead only partially quilty.

The other thing that I was going to say in relation to agendas is that I
wanted to offer—because I do think that it is helpful even though you can't
be too prescriptive about it--to float to potential researchers some ideas
about unfinished symphonies that we're aware of, areas that need tilling. I
brought here today lists that show some of these areas. One is a list of all
work in progress at the Yale program. There are couple of hundred projects
listed there, so it's more than you want to hear about. I offer it just for
stimulative purposes, or to help the Duke people to shape the quasi-agenda
that I think we all agree is useful. Second is a list of all publications
that carry research sponsored by our program. The third is the latest issue
of our newsletter, which has in it the work of some 110 working papers that
are available. This issue of the newsletter happens to be on international
matters, but the working papers list is across the board. The fourth item,
which people might or might not find helpful, is a narrative report on the
last four years of our program, which specifies six areas of focus on which we
have been working. I distribute this material not to sell anything, but in
order to avoid spending a lot of time on this idea and that idea and this
unfinished symphony; these papres cover much of this ground.

Now the only other thing I wanted to say is that one of the areas of

14



Session 3 - November 21, 1986

focus in our current phase of work, which we call "industry studies,"
represents one way that might be of use to some people in getting at the kinds
of "institutional choice" questions that Burt has for many years been working
on and Russy mentioned last night-—-guestions about how we allocate the
division of labor in our society among sectors. One way of getting at this--
Burt's done some of this in the nursing home field, we've done some of it in
day care, television, publishing, the arts, hospitals and other areas--is to
take a look at these different industries and try to figure out, both
theoretically and empirically, what difference it makes who does what, either
from a positive or normative point of view. A good deal more of that stuff
can be done. It's quite interesting to do, but it's hard to do because you're
not sure that you're not contaminating the choice of organizational form with
a lot of other things that are going on, sunspots or whatever else affects
behavior of people in institutions. But nonetheless, you can get some clues.

One study that I always wanted to do, since we're sitting here in the Duke
hospital, is to study something that I saw on "60 Minutes." It was a very
interesting "60 Minutes" segment about Duke's sale of its mental health
hospital to a for-profit firm. The "60 Minutes" reporter asked, "What will
happen?" The patients worried that certain behavioral changes would take
place in that hospital: that doctors would behave differently, or the patients
would get different doctors, or the patients would be allowed to rusticate, or
they would be charged too much for this or that. Here's a certain amount of
real, natural, experimental data that should be looked at. I wanted to get
somebody down here to do it, but, getting back to my earlier point, I couldn't
find the right person that I wanted to do this particular thing, so it didn't
get done, and our patient hope is that some day somebody will do it. The
industries study area is one that I think is fruitful and interesting. From
these industry studies you can not only examine institutional choice questions
but you can get a handle on some other questions too, about donative behavior
and even some of the international comparative issues——by looking at mental
health hospitals here as compared to abroad and so on.

One other area on our list of six focus topics that I think needs a good
deal more work is the role of the nonprofit voluntary sector in Third World
development. Ford has sponsored some work on its own on this and we've done
some of it in our program, but surprisingly little study has been devoted
either to Third World development or to the role of nonprofit institutions
in authoritarian countries, be they Third World or not. We've sponsored two
Chilean studies and were starting to do a South African one at one point:
these are interesting studies too.

WEISBROD: I just wanted to respond to Art. First of all, I agree that there
is an important issue that is involved here and that has to do with what the
research community in universities is really capable of doing and so good at
doing. This might be a good topic--I think it is a good topic--for a seminar
at another date but I think the issue is important. Secondly, and I do really
see things very much as John has pointed out, the point of a thousand flowers
bloom was explicitly to take an extreme and provocative position much stronger
than I believed in order to illustrate the point which John has elaborated
very accurately.

One last point is that as we think about the analogy between the model in

the sciences in universities and in the social sciences, T would just like to
point up one difference that I think is significant and perhaps changeable.
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The institution of tenure which obviously exists across the fields of
universities is the source both of our success and our failures. It's that
very independence that makes it so hard to establish a strong discipline
within universities. Today I may be in charge of a project and you're working
for me, but T have to be very careful how I behave because tomorrow you will
be in charge of a project and I'm working for you. 1In any case, we both have
tenure and we don't need each other and that independence is wonderful, but it
makes it awfully hard to develop strong research agendas. Now, how do the
sciences deal with this? T think that they deal with that very largely by
virtue of having large numbers of post-doctoral people who are essentially
employees. The social sciences do not have that. As a result we are trying
to run more disciplined operations very much dependent on people who are
really quite independent of us. It produces exactly the problems that John
pointed out.

ELIZABETH BORIS: Just a footnote on this discussion that we've been having,
and that is that if it is a center that you are forming and you're going to be
inviting visiting scholars in, how you define what you think is important and
what the priorities are will help to determine who is attracted and will come
in and help you with that research. So the scholarly part of me loves the
thousand flowers model. The practitioner in me says that there are some
really important questions and there are some really trivial ones. There is
something that we need sooner and there are some things that we can wait for
the thousand flowers to come up with. The two parts of me are struggling
there. I would like to see some kind of research agenda that puts some of the
things we need more definitely on top.

I think that we also should not neglect the fact, as scholars, that there
has been a lot of work. There is a lot of underground work and Russy is a
person who can tell you maybe about a lot of things that United Way does.
Although there are not panel groups,; there have been focus groups I'm giving,
there are industry studies, American Heart Association does studies, American
Cancer Society does studies. When we're talking about philanthropy we're
covering such a wide bowl of fruit here that to the practitioner from any one
segment it looks like foreign territory. In order to really hone in on some
of these areas there have to be more specifics. We're saying that
undergraduates might be a great surrogate for the nonitemizers. They are not
a good surrogate for the wealthy donor, and so it goes. So I would urge an
effort to find out what's out there. I keep having a suspicion that some of
those for-profit fundraising groups have a lot more on motivations than we
know about, Maybe they don't, but I know that there are a lot more empirical
kinds of things that are going on that would add in formation to what we're
doing. Don't neglect it. I'd like to see some kinds of inventories.
Virginia has been doing a wonderful job in getting together the scholars of
the community. We need to not neglect the practitioners. Also, I think that
our conception of how, when we set up the ideal world, we divide government,
profit, and nonprofit sets up some artificial distinctions. I think Lester
Solomon's work has been very instructive in telling us that in this unique
kind of society that we have, government uses nonprofits to provide services
and it's a very large part of the revenue of the nonprofit sector. What does
this say about our democratic theory and our ideology and how we like to think
about the way we organize ourselves, as opposed to the way we really do?
There's a lot that is obfuscated in the way we think about this sector and the
way we relate it to the others. So we need to do some work on that theory or
mythology on the democratic side. We need political scientists to break them

16



Session 3 - November 21, 1986

in, but working from the observed facts up as well as the theory down.

CHARLES CLOTFELTER: Just two subsequent questions that seemed to me puzzles.
They aren't related to the agenda so much, but I'm curious. Number one,
Julian talked about the fact that some regions seem to be more generous than
others; is this true? Russy can perhaps follow this up, but without naming
any cities as particularly generous or not generous. If that's so, I think
that's a puzzle., Why would two otherwise similar cities not act the same, and
does size have something to do with it? Julian's guess is that perhaps we're
not measuring the nonprofit activity correctly, but that sounds impossible to
me; too. That's the number one puzzle.

Number two puzzle is something in Russell Roberts' work, some of which is
related and shown in his paper and the presentation although we didn't talk
about it very much. The implication of his models is that as long as
government's around, government's going to completely crowd out the function
of redistribution, and in my mind redistribution as a part of charitable
activity is a big question. His model said there won't be any private
redistribution, and in fact he looks at the data in another paper that says
that there's really not any to speak of. That's the question I want to throw
out. What is there really when he says that charity is a mixture of lots of
different things but there's not much to think of as charity in all of these
donations to 501-3C groups? Just another positive question. Is there any
private charity?

RUSSY SOMARIWALLA: T think Charlie gave me a perfect starting point because
in fact I was going to relate my comment to Julian Wolpert's work. Again,
speaking as a practitioner, this is an area of great interest to us: The
whole issue of potential measurement at the local level, because the vast
majority of charitable contributions are raised not at the national level, but
in communities at local levels, The local factors vary and the discretionary
income levels vary depending upon the local community culture. Oftentimes the
question is, "How come Minneapolis, Minnesota, or St. Paul is always so much
ahead or so much better and so much more progressive, what causes that?" This
is a question of great interest to us not just from a theoretical point of
view, but from a very practical point of view also. All businesses look at
potential: What is the market? What is the saturation point in the market if
you are selling refrigerators, or cars or whatever? You decide what the
market will bear, what its capacity is. What is the potential of charitable
contribution,; and what is it at the community level? That would also help us
to measure fundraising performance: To what extent we are successful, what
percent of our potential we are reaching? At the subsector level you could
measure then our market share individually. For example, the heart
organization can say that this is our market share of the total contributions
in Minneapolis. We are 5% of the total market share. That is very helpful in
very, very practical terms, and I think that there is a tremendous opportunity
to do some good quantitative analysis.

MICHAEL GILLESPIE: T would like to come back to the whole question of
progress in social sciences because I have sincere doubts that there is any
such animal, certainly in comparison to the natural sciences. In the social
sciences there is no one clear agenda, and we should be suspicious if there
were. A center could attract people to investigate specific problems mainly
because you could pay people to do it. It seems to me if anything is true
about social scientists, it is that we don't get paid for what we do and
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consequently we tend to do things that are chiefly interesting and only
sometimes useful. Generally they are more interesting than useful because
it's hard to find things that are outside of public policy and economics which
are more immediately important for the social sciences.

Secondly, I want to say that I think the notion of studying an agenda in
the social sciences is conditioned by this fact. TIf foundations, for example,
want to set an agenda I think they can do it. Social scientists are
notoriously underpaid and are very much susceptible to grants of all sorts.
Now, why do I think that this may not be a good idea? It seems to me that
agendas that do get set in the social sciences and the questions that social
scientists have to be concerned with are political, moral, and ethical
questions that are not susceptible to easy answers in a way that natural
science questions are. Because of that it seems to me that the conclusion
that one has to come to is that there are vast ideological differences with
respect to what projects ought to be undertaken. I think this leads back to
the question of accountability and the notion of whether foundations can
really perform a directive function in this respect. I think, referring back
to Arthur Singer's comment, foundations indeed are disinterested on the
surface, but all data that I know, certainly with respect to foreign policy
and domestic policy, indicate that the leaders of foundations are very far to
the left of the American public opinion. I think for that reason the agenda
that foundations are likely to set is not an agenda that it is going to
be politically appealing to the vast majority of Americans. Not that that is
necessarily bad. In fact I think certainly on questions of race and health
care foundations have been a salutary progressive force., However, I think
that a real political tension arises out of any foundation attempt to set an
agenda for what we should call progress in social sciences.

JACK MURRAH: T hear most people saying that there is a spark but not a blaze
of scholarly interest in philanthropy as a field. I have been struggling
since I've been here, but with only limited success, with a suspicion I have
that that's because it's an inherently boring subject. Help me. I was
wondering if two or three of you who are interested and have done work in the
field could give me just some anecdotal evidence how you came to your interest
in this area and how direct and strong it is? 1 am particularly interested in
knowing whether it is something that was born out of your own curiosity, or
whether it was someone saying we need information or we need a theory or we
need something and can you go to work on it for us? This is volunteer time.

VIRGINIA HODGKINSON: 1I'd like to say something. My field at the doctoral
level was in higher education administration, and having come out of the
totally nonprofit private sector, I did a dissertation on the public sector
because I felt I wanted to know how public governments work at the
institutional level. Aand I then went on to direct a public policy research
institute on private higher education. One of the guestions that I always had
was: How does private higher education fit with private hospitals or whatever
the sector is defined as, and what would that lead to in terms of a policy
discussion, and why these institutions are important along with whatever else
was out there? I found when I read the statistical abstracts of the United
States that there was no information. The national income accounts were all
over the wall. There was no way of measuring the sector and there was very
little literature that you could get at to talk about what this particular
group of institutions does in our society, what it means to the public and
what the interrelations are among the sectors. A big question is "why do we
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even have them?" What do they do? That still is a real burning interest.
I've been in it for many years.

DAVID ASHENHURST: I wanted to make a comment on what Burt Weisbrod said here
and alsc said in his paper. I don't want it to get past without at least
reunderlining it, and that is the role of the Internal Revenue Service in
governing this area and its capacity to do that. We should think in terms of
conceptual ly defining this field. If the small business administration talks
about unfair competition, Congress will eventually redefine unfair competition
in the aggregate sense. But in the day-to-day operation of things, it's the
IRS who's going to decide what unfair competition is or is not, It struck me
as very strange a couple of years ago that a country that has had a 200-year
debate about the separation of church and state essentially leaves it to the
IRS to decide when a church is a church and not a for-profit and not a tax
dodge and not a cult. The fact that Independent Sector and the Council on
Foundations pay the IRS to collect data that the IRS isn't interested enough
in to collect itself, but is in a better position to collect than anybody
else, just says to me if you start looking at the IRS where the exempt
organization branch fits in that there are a lot of hassles and bureaucratic
headaches and no tax revenues. The IRS is really interested in tax revenue.
If you just look at the nonprofit sector compared with any part of the full
profit sector and the other regulators who define what it is, there's only
this one.

The only other thing I want to say is that there was in the Filer
commission studies, and probably before and certainly since, some talk about
the possibility of some other federal presence which ought to be talking about
nonprofit. This presence will be distinct from the IRS and might take some of
these functions out of the IRS that it now has but that it probably not ought
to have., It does seem to me that it is not a bad thing to put on somebody's
research agenda to figure out that conceptual requlation of the sector as well
as the actual legal and sort of Treasury-style regulation of the sector.

RUSSELL ROBERTS: I wanted to answer Charlie's question, if I may. But

first I'd like to respond to Arthur Singer's criticism of laissez-faire
research agendas. Laissez-faire does not mean random. We all compete in the
marketplace of ideas and we all compete in the marketplace of foundations to
influence the world. And those of us who do not like authoritarian solutions
are fundamentally skeptical of the wisdom of having single authority deciding
what's to be done. We all agree that chairmen play an important role in
setting research agendas. Heads of centers play that role, but they must
compete with other centers and other chairmen, which is all for the best.

I wanted to make a quick remark on Charlie's comment about differences in
giving. Rochester, New York is one of the top United Way per capita givers in
the country. 1In fact, the Rochester United Way gives double per capita what
is given in the county in California where Stanford is located, for example,
and Stanford is a little bit wealthier than Rochester, though not as much as
you would think. Rochester gives approximately double the amount of blood per
capita than the national average. Rochester is basically a very generous
place. The reason, I think, is consistent with some of the economic analysis
we've been talking about. People in Rochester tend to stay there a long time.
They capture some of the benefits of their altruism, because they know that
they're going to be there a long time. 1It's a very settled, family-oriented
community. Most importantly, and T think this is a valuable lesson to learn,
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Kodak plays a major role in making Rochester an altruistic place, mainly
because the workplace is a place where people run into each other a lot. If
there are a lot of people there, externalities of giving can be internalized
through Kodak. Kodak has a large interest in making Rochester a pleasant
place to live, and they put the kind of social pressure I was talking about
yesterday on their employees to give to the United Way and to give blood.

It's extremely successful. Those types of incentives I think we can all learn

from in trying to take care of the types of public good problems that we are
talking about.

KATHLEEN McCARTHY: In answer to the two questions that you asked: one, "How
do people get into this?" and two, "Why is it interesting?", I started to
think a little bit about how I got into it. I think most of us just backed
into it because we were interested in something else, to be perfectly honest,
and not because we wanted to study philanthropic institutions. Normally, when
you say that you are working on philanthropy, you get one of two reactions.
Either people say, "What?" or they say "Why?" When I chose that topic as a
graduate student, my fellow graduate students offered their condolences,
because they said "this is ridiculous."

I got interested in it because I'd spent some time in Furope and I looked
at Buropean cities like Paris. They were still very much alive and vibrant
and they were being recycled very well. When I went back to the United States,
I saw what impressed me as being a use-up-and-throw-away kind of culture when
it came to our cities. This was a period of Jeremiads for our sick and dying
cities and so on. It seemed to me that the attitude was that government takes
care of everything, so why should we care about it? This was when people were
talking about central cities being strangled by a ring of suburban affluence.
So the question that got me interested in it was the question of urban anomie,
and when does this develop, and how does this develop and is it a product of
the welfare state?

So I began by looking at conditions that antidated the rise of big
government, which got me interested in a whole bunch of other guestions.
First of all, I was looking at the role of individuals in reshaping their
cities and individual decision making. Then I began to become interested in
the role these institutions played in other ways in socializing people to new
roles, for example, socializing women to a new political awareness or giving
them a whole range of responsibilities outside of the home. This in turn led
to questions about the meaning of pluralism and what role these institutions
play in our pluralistic society. There are a lot of generalizations that are
bandied about in terms of philanthropy and pluralism, but one of the things I
think it does is it provides a locus of decision-making outside of government
that enables people to have a sense of control over their lives and over the
way things are going in their communities.

If you start looking at political trends in the 20th century I think that
you're going to find that philanthropy plays a very important role not only in
helping to pave the way for the growth of the welfare state (and this is the
kind of thing that Barry is working on) but also in providing sort of a safety
valve for a traditional spirit of individualism while government services are
growing, giving people an opportunity to feel like they're not being
overwhelmed by this. Tt's not becoming an authoritarian kind of condition

because they still have these independent sectors for decision making and for
social reform.
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There are a number of topics that this opens up. For example, if you
look at constitutional change, you're not just looking at a political process;
you're looking at voluntarism, you're looking at philanthropy, you're looking
at social reform. Also there is the idea of citizens deciding how things
should be done. I mean, this isn't just an American phenomenon anymore. I
was in Bangladesh a couple of years ago, where there's a group called
Concerned Women for Family Planning. It's a bunch of women who began by doing
innoculation programs after the War of Independence, as they call it in
Bangladesh, and as they went around on their rounds helping to try and deal
with the consequences of the war and some natural disasters that happened
afterwards, they began to talk to other women. They began to find out that
these women really didn't want so many children, but they didn't have access
to services because they were in purdah. Well, the government had family
planning clinics but they weren't reaching out to the women in purdah who were
the ones who were actually going to use the supplies once they got them. So
now you've got non-govermental organizations like Concerned Women for Family
Planning in a country like Bangladesh trying to reshape not only the way these
services are delivered, but by now they're training government workers as
well. They're really changing the way things are done in that country and T
think that's what's interesting about it to me. Long answer to a short
question.

CAROL STACK: Although we're having a humanistic session following this, I
just wanted to poke for a moment at a mindset which I notice in a couple of
comments. That is, if we are agenda setting, we're not only agenda setting
for researchers, we're also agenda setting for what is funded. With that in
mind, I'd like to suggest that we note when we hear about a fascinating
pattern. We've now learned about Rochester, New York, a little bit about
Houston, Texas, Minneapolis, and Minnesota. The qualitative methodologist
does not want us to go away thinking about or just focusing on the fact that
there are quantitative answers to these guestions. Qualitative research not
only generates fascinating hypotheses, but it's a whole lot cheaper.

DUNCAN YAGGY: As we think about the agenda, listening to the conversation
this morning, the thing I'm struck by really is the difficulty we have in
defining our terms. People in the nonprofit sector, for example, as Burt
said, think that the field is extraordinarily heterogenous. As I think about
it, in fact, T conclude initially that the only thing that nonprofits have in
common is that they don't make profits. Yet that in fact is not true at all;
some of them make very substantial profits. T thought, well, maybe the only
thing they have in common is that they don't pay taxes, but in fact a lot of
them do pay taxes of various kinds or payments in lieu of taxes. T think it
becomes almost that nonprofits are everything else. If it's not governmental
and it's not proprietary, it's a nonprofit. Tt doesn't matter if it's a zoo
or a hospital or a country club, if it's not one of the first two, then it's
a nonprofit. Being faced with that kind of aggregation, I think we have a
real problem in trying to sort out and say things that are sensible and
significant about that wide range of institutions.

Another set of terms that I'm struck by the use of here are philanthropy
and charity. Some of the people around this table and in their papers had
seemed to say that those are really quite different things, that philanthropy
and charity are very different, and they know what the difference is, and they
can distinguish between them. Other people in this conversation this morning
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have used the terms interchangeably, substituting one for the other guite
comfortably.

The third set of terms is differientiating nonprofits and foundations.
People have used the term "foundations" most often thinking of Rockefeller,
Ford, the Sloan and a few other very large institutions. They are; it seems
to me; a very visible and prominent tip on a very large iceberg that has an
extraordinary variety of institutions in it, including not only small urban
foundations, but also one-person foundations. When you began to get a one-
person foundation where a guy has taken a hundred thousand of his own money
and put it in a foundation and proceeds to give it away, the distinction,
whatever it is, between philanthropy and charity begins to blur just a little
bit and it gets a little complicated to sort that out, let alone the public
sectors which are beginning to emerge around the country. So I would think
that one agenda item we should have is to begin to sort some of those answers
out and use terms to develop some kind of meanings, some conventions that
could define what we mean by those terms and the context in which we use them.

BRUCE PAYNE: I just wanted to add something that relates to Carol's comment
because I was struck by what Russell said about Kodak. Having been turned
down by Kodak for funding in photography and discovering from talking with
their people that they in fact for some years have given all of their
corporate giving to the United Way in Rochester, I was struck by the need when
we look at things to know something both about communities and about
industries. TI've also been working in an area where I learned about the great
differences in generosity between the fashion industry on the one hand and the
film industry on the other hand. Extraordinarily generous industry in one
case, and not a very generous industry in the other. I'm not sure exactly
what to recommend, but T do know that we need to be talking to each other when
we're involved in these kinds of studies. Looking at those kinds of
differences is important. Also, looking at the real phenomenon is at least as
important as working out the theoretical structures and the stylized facts.

We need more stories about what actually happened, and we don't have enough
people telling those stories.

WOLPERT: First, in response to Jack, it's inherently appealing to move to a
field that's not well defined. Philanthropy will continue to attract scholars
because it is not well defined. However, we're really discussing another
issue: sustaining research in this area. I think that it is not possible to
sustain an interest in philanthropy until the data gets a lot better. My
other comments relate to the Rochester phenomena. The common hypotheses are
not realy validated when one looks across communities dominated by single
industries; giving patterns are not uniform. Many hypotheses which have been
suggested in the literature break down in comparative study. I think we need
to delve more deeply into the motivations for giving.
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JOEL FLEISHMAN: We're now scheduled to hear from Elizabeth Boris. Elizabeth
is the Vice President for Research and Planning for the Council of
Foundations. As you know, the Council of Foundations is the largest
organization of foundations in the country that represents the field as its
principal actor. Elizabeth is at the helm of the research operation designed
to gather as much information and data as possible. She is going to tell us
about that for about 15 minutes and then we'll have a chance to ask her some
questions.

ELIZABETH BORIS: Just to give you a little bit of background, I was hired
seven years ago at the Council, which has over a thousand foundation members,
to develop a research program. There were two main reasons why we needed a
research program. One: a defensive reason. When Congress makes laws that
have an impact on foundations and the nonprofit sector in general, there us
often no idea of the consequences or what the impacts of those laws might be.
The second reason why we needed research was because one of our goals is to
promote efficient and effective grantmaking. How can you promote efficient
and effective grantmaking if you don't know what grantmakers are doing, so
that you can encourage better models and let people know what else is going on
in the field?

We do our studies in-house and we use consultants for the things we can't
do ourselves. (Ourselves meaning myself and my research associate.) We
contract out; we have a study right now with the Urban Institute. We do
cooperative studies, like the study that we did with the Yale Program on Non-
Profit Organizations. I spent 20% of my time in the study project and we also
had a director and a series of other researchers.

One of the first things that I must mention, something that Duncan did
mention, is that when most people talk about foundations they are talking
about ten foundations, or they are talking about the top hundred foundations.
They imagine that they have hundreds of individuals on staff. There are
probably only between 1500 and 2000 of the 24,000 foundations in this country
that have any staff at all. Most foundations are run by a donor and family or
they are housed in a lawyer's office or a bank trust office. The board might
meet once a year, make a decision on grants, and that is all. So we need to
know about these entities that we are talking about. I will make a plea in
here; we know very little about the giving patterns and the dynamics of those
small foundations because most of the research that goes on is about those top
4000 foundations that have assets of a million dollars or more. In the
research, that I will tell you about we reached a little lower.

In the Council's membership are private, independent, grant-making
organizations. These are the ones formed by families or individuals, that in
later generations may become more independent and invite outsiders on the
board. Ford and Rockefeller are examples. 1In this state it would be Duke and
Z. Smith Reynolds. We also have in our membership community foundations.
These are not private foundations, but community trusts and public
foundations. They receive funds from a wide variety of donors and give it out
in very different ways. We also have corporate foundations. These are funded
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by corporations. We also have operating foundations, of which very little is
known in a rigorous way: foundations like the Getty Museum, foundations that
operate homes for the aging or the blind., These are all foundations. There
is also another category of institutions and it isn't a private or public
foundation. They may be called foundations but they are really public
charities. Political foundations, mentioned earlier, fall into this group.
We need some research on those institutions. There are also what I call near-
foundations. These are funds. Individuals come together and they set up a
fund and they give away money. They don't use the private foundation form.
They avoid the regulations, but they give away money. So, there are many
institutions within this rubric of "foundation" that is not at all captured
when most people talk about foundations.

I will just gquickly breeze through some of the studies that we are
involved in. T would be more than willing to share with anyone who would like
to get some of the background, since we have focused so much on foundations in
these sessions. Every other year since 1980, the Council has done a
foundation management study. In it we look at compensation, benefits, the use
of trustees, and the demographics of foundation staff and trustees. We ask
how many times a year boards meet, whether or not they have committees,
whether or not they use consultants, and their salary administration
processes. We do have a handle on the "what." We don't have a handle on the
"why." This is where there could be some work. Why do I collect this
information? So that foundations know about and can learn from one another;
so that they don't have to set their salaries in a vacuum; so that they
understand how others go about their internal operations. As a result of
these surveys, I became involved in a project that resulted in the book
Working in Foundations. Terry Odendahl, an anthropologist, Arlene Kaplan
Daniels, a sociologist, and T interviewed 60 employees of foundations. We
tried to learn about the nature of their work. What do they do on a daily
basis? What are the recruitment patterns? Women and Foundations Corporate
Philanthropy, an organization in our field, was a supporter of this study.
Looking at differences between men and women, we found some interesting facts:
Men are recruited for thier jobs, women apply. We found differences in salary
levels that could not be explained after we took into account education and
years in position. Women are paid lower salaries than men. We found
differences in levels attained by and women in the hierarchy. Women are CEO's
at small and middle-sized foundations; there are very few of them at the
largest foundations. There are also different kinds of internal operating
patterns that we were able to explore in the course of this study.

At the Council on Foundations we have also done some community foundation
studies. We have looked at their financial patterns, where they are getting
their money, and whether they are having trouble with the public support test.
These studies are legislatively oriented because at some time community
foundations might want to change the regulations on the public support test.
Under the rules, they must collect 33% of their income from the general public
or meet a test of facts and circumstances to demonstrate why they should
retain their classification as a community foundation. That's more than you
want to know, but for some of the largest community foundations, as they grow
larger and get more of their income from endowment, it becomes harder to meet
that public support test.

We also do nitty-gritty research. We had a project last year that
resulted in a publication on indirect costs, one of Barry Karl's favorites.
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We asked how foundations treat grantees with regard to allocating for indirect
costs? It may be more of interest to this group than to some others, but such
study help foundations learn what is current in the field and it also helps us
to begin to think about the impacts of Foundation policies on grantees.

We are doing a project with the Urban Institute on fiscal policy, and we
are looking very precisely at investment income, at the structure which
determines who manages and how those funds are invested, who keeps track of
them, and how they are performing over a period of time. TInvestment is vital
to the health of a field dependent on endowment income.

The study that T will tell you about today will be of more interest to
you because it is on point for some of the things that we have been
discussing. It is what we call "The Foundation Formation, Growth, and
Termination Study," or for short, "Births and Deaths." It was conducted in
cooperation with the Yale Program on Non-Profit Organizations.

Data that the Foundation Center collected over the past decade shows that
very few large foundations have been formed since 1970, We viewed this data
as an alarm signal. We asked ourselves: "What's happening out there? Why
aren't people forming foundations at the same rate as they did before? Are we
in a dying field? 1Is the foundation a dinosaur of the 20th century destined
to die out when these funds are expended?"

In response, first we assembled a multi-disciplinary research team with
three economists, an anthropologist, political scientist, and a sociologist,
all looking at different cuts of this problem. Ralph Nelson, who is an
economist at Queens College, set up and looked at a time series of information
on foundations' creations. We went back and looked at foundations with assets
of $25 million and above from 1960 - 1982, What he found out--and I'll just
give you some highlights because I don't have time to go into all the
research—is that the foundation field, especially among the largest
foundations, is very fluid. 1In other words, 42 of 62 largest foundations in
1960 were among the largest in 1982. What happened to 20 of them? They
terminated. They declined in asset size. They didn't grow enough to keep up
with inflation. During the periods from 1970 to 1982 only 6 new large
foundations were formed. Something obviously was going on. Gabriel Rudney
looked at the patterns in smaller foundation. There is a chart which shows
the peak of foundation formations in the late 1940's and early 1950s. It has
gone down since then. He provided some insights on those birth rates of
foundations. The hardest part for us to look at is the death rate because a
dead foundation tells no tale. We wondered what happened and why were so many
foundations terminated since 1969. Apparently it is a continuing pattern. We
know that after the Tax Reform Act of 1969, many foundations were terminated
and some were folded into community foundations, but looking at community
foundations that was not a overwhelming proportion of their revenue. It
appears that there is a fluid pattern and that the idea of the foundation form
was popularized in the 1940s. Many people set up small foundations, and many
of them terminated, particularly since 1979, and the pattern continues.

Another part of this study was a survey conducted by the Roper Center at
Yale that I analyzed. We found that the typical foundation was formed with a
small endowment. The average foundation was formed in 1959 with $100,000 from
a male donor. That foundation grew over the course of the last 20 years and
in many cases became a foundation of a $100,000,000 or more. So we've coined,
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in John Simon's terms, an "acorn theory of growth.," In other words, many of
foundations were formed small and grew large over time,

One of the patterns that we noted in the survey is that since 1970 more
foundations have been formed by bequests than during the donor's lifetime,
which was the pattern that was prevalent before 1969. We also found that more
women are forming foundations. In the survey we gave a whole series of
motivations for forming a foundation, and we found that motivations for
forming foundations are very complex, and multifaceted. Using factor analysis
on the motivational scale, several things stand out. Number 1 (and obviously
this is self-reported) is altruism, The main dimension is altruism and that
includes things like a concern for the welfare of others, social
responsibility, religious heritage, and the personal philosophy of the donor.
There is also another dimension, and that reflects those who value the
foundation form. They value it as a systematic flexible vehicle. 1In other
words,; when a donor has a good year; he or she puts money into the foundation
and decides later how to give it away.

Taxes are one of the key areas that we need to talk about. TLet me
introduce another part of the study before I go into taxes, because these are
very much related.

We interviewed 135 wealthy donors throughout the country. We also
interviewed 100 of their advisors——attorneys and accountants. We asked those
who set up the foundations why they set up foundations and why they decided to
undertake philanthropy in that way. We asked attorneys what kind of advice
they give to wealthy donors about how to set up their charities. We found
some very interesting things., First we were interested in the impact of the
Tax Reform Act of 1969. We were also interested in the impact of tax
incentives on the act of giving. We found that taxes structured giving.
People don‘t give because of taxes. I think we sometimes forget that.
Advisors are very much the persons who remind the wealthy individuals how much
they should give away, what is beneficial to give away, and which types of
structures are most suitable. For advisors, foundations are at the bottom of
the list of structures that are recommended for giving money away.

Foundations are now in competition with a host of other alternative vehicles
that have better tax deductibility: direct giving, lead trusts, remainder
trusts, and community foundations. There are now many alternatives for an
individual donor to give away charitable dollars. Directly because of the Tax
Reform Act of 1969, attorneys advise their wealthy donors that a private
foundation is the least desirable form unless there is some specific goal that
the individual wishes to achieve and there is a lot of money involved. There
are complex interrelationships among the 1969 legislation, attorneys'
perceptions of the confining nature of that legislation, and the way those
perceptions are translated through the advisor to affect the donor's decision
to form a foundation.

In the course of these interviews, we also asked the wealthy individuals
directly about their philanthropic motives and why they chose to form a
foundation. Some of them chose a foundation because provided gives them with
the ability to control the disposition of their money. In other words, they
did not wish to see their money go into the government. That motive was
reflected in most of the interviews, whether the individual was very liberal
or very conservative. Whether the money was earned or inherited, and most of
our interviews were with those who earned their own fortunes, the individual
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felt that he or she could spend it more effectively and knew better than
government how that money should be spent. The liberals would say things
like, "I don't want my money going to armaments, I'd rather give it away,"
and the conservatives would say, "I don't want my money going to welfare, I'd
rather give it away." In each case the individual had agendas to accomplish
by giving money away.

There is a very deeply ingrained sense of social responsibility among
many of these individuals. Their families are often the leading families in
their communities. Their very definitely are communities where a person's
role is defined by philanthropy.

Peer pressure is another factor. 1In other words, I give money to your
charity, you give money to my charity. I sit on one board, you sit on another
board; and we give money to each other's organizations. In some situations a
person can not be on the board of certain organizations, very desirable
organizations, unless the person has a record of giving, and the ability to
raise money from others. That is a part of the ethos in of some communities.
In the Jewish community philanthropy is very deeply ingrained, but many of the
Jewish people that we talked to were not religious. It is, however,
definitely a part of their religious and cultural background. People give
because they grew up believing that that was the proper thing to do. Not only
was it proper, it was an obligation. As they grew up, they supported Jewish
causes. More generally, in many of the communities that we visited, the non-
Jew was able to point to the Jewish community and say how generous they were
not only in Jewish philanthropies but in the wider cultural and social life of
that community.

There are important cultural differences. The strength of Jewish giving
led us to look at why Protestants were not telling us about their Protestant
backgrounds. Among the Fundamentalists or those who have more Fundamentalist
Protestant backgrounds, they said, "we tithe" or "we give because of a
religious belief that we should," but among the upper-middle class Protestant
majority there was little evidence of religious motivation. One of our
researchers decided to look at some wills. We found that in a small sample of
probated wills in New York state, the Catholics were more likely to leave
their money to Catholic institutions, Jews were more likely to leave at least
a portion to Jewish institutions, but Protestants did not leave money to
Protestant institutions. We developed a hypothesis that Protestant
institutions are so generalized in this culture that perhaps when Protestants
give to the wider social institutions they are giving within their belief
structure.

Control was an important factor in giving, as is what we label ideology.
Some of these individuals believe that philanthropy and nonprofit solutions
are the proper ways for individuals to influence society. This belief
reflects a deep-seated sense of individualism and is connected with a
reverence for capitalism, Individual solutions are preferred over
governmental solutions. As a political scientist I find this very
fascinating. One thing that I want to do is go back to the interviews to pull
out some of the democratic theory that I see reflected in them. There are the
enduring tensions of the Madisonian vs. Jeffersonian debate reflected in the
ideas of how an individual should influence the broader society through giving
behavior.
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Egoism is also a factor in philanthropy, as I'm sure you would expect.
Some individuals who give visibly wish to have their names on buildings. At
the other extreme is anonymity. Some individuals are giving tremendous sums
of money with the proviso their names not be revealed, which makes it hard to
find out that they are making large gifts. There is in some of these
individuals a very deep sense of stewardship. They succeeded in this great
democratic country of ours, and they are not ashamed to admit a sense of
responsibility that goes with their good fortune. They realize that America
is not all that it should be and try to address that inequalities.
Stewardship of wealth and the concern for the welfare of others are melded
together. But there are also rewards in philanthropy-—ego-gratification,
prestige, access. By giving money one may achieve access to high society,
cultural and business elites.

Minneapolis is a good example of a philanthropic community. It is not a
one industry town; it's a multi-industry town in which there is network of
CEOs and a network of families that founded those companies. Philanthropy is
important to the leaders and the philanthropic climate in that city is
important. We notice that in cities where the economic climate is good,
charity seems to be thriving and that goes along with some of what Julian was
saying. On the other hand, there is Cleveland, which has always had a very
rich philanthropic life. Philanthropy helped to bail that city out when the
economy was in trouble. So there are many varied patterns.

KATHERINE BARTLETT: Some remarks stirred up a question in my mind that really
hadn't occurred to me earlier. In deciding what to study about foundations
and what foundations to study and what to study about them, it concerned me to
ask why we're interested in philanthropy to begin with? We could be
interested in philanthropy primarily because we're interested in meeting unmet
needs, promoting our favorite causes. An alternative, certainly not
inconsistent, but I think a different emphasis, is that we're interested in
philanthropy and encouraging philanthropy because we want to live in a society
where people act in a certain way. Philanthropy, I think, is a symptom of
something that we like about our society and an important emphasis of our
interest in philanthropists is not only that we're afraid they'll leave, but
also what kind of people we want to encourage to flower in a certain way? You
might direct your study of foundations a little differently. You might look
at not so much the wealthy donors and why they give, but at the rest of us.
You might not be so concerned about foundations being at the bottom of a list
of things that people donate their money to if what you're really particularly
interested in is the giving, caring ethic that you identify only with respect
to the wealthy.

BORIS: I wouldn't equate philanthropy with foundations. I think that's one
of the terminological things we have to deal with. Certainly, I think we need
to study the individuals who give their money, and I think that Virginia could
report on some studies that are going on there,

One of the things that is very rarely studied, though--I think
anthropologists will tell you this—is the behavior of the wealthy. There's a
lot of elite theory, "the power elite," and talk about control and how that is
converted to the nonprofit organization and through foundations., Yet it's
based on very little substantive data. So there is some motivation there for
going out to see what actually goes on.
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BARRY KARL: As Elizabeth knows, I have been involved in the Council's efforts
to engage in research, I think since 1971 or '72 when there was first a
consciousness on the part of the Council and the people interested in
philanthropy and foundations that there needed to be a great deal of research.
One thing that T may be able to say that she perhaps can't say is that I think
an organization like this could do a great deal for foundations.
Organizations like the Council are in a certain sense trade associations in
support of foundations and philanthropy. The result of that responsibility,
which I understand and respect, has been a reluctance and at times total
inability on their part to deal with some of the really nitty gritty issues
that come up on the boundary lines between philanthropy and politics soon
enough to be able to raise the issues for public discussions at a time when it
might be helpful for everyone engaged. 1It's no accident, it seems to me, that
some of the major congressional investigations of foundations have followed
elections in which parties have changed power. The fact that foundations do
and philanthropy does play a critical role in American political development
means that there should be organizations that are able to work perhaps more
closely with the Council or through the Council or at the side of the Council,
if nothing else, in support of raising some of the harder questions that
really do touch what philanthropy means in the development of American
politics and the American political structure.

BARTLETT: Just a brief response to that. I think that the relationship
between politics and philanthropy is pretty interesting because it seems to be
able to float both ways. On the one hand, you can decide that as a political
matter the government ought to be doing a lot more, and that encouraging
philanthropy is in a sense to many of us politically uncomfortable. On the
other hand, many of the same people think that all of us ought to be caring
and giving, charitable people, if you will., So those two items on our
political agenda are in fact fighting against each other.

JOHN O'CONNOR: When you say people ought to be more charitable in giving, T
sense an ambiguity. Some people measure that by how much is given in Rochester
or Minneapolis. Other people, I think, would be more interested in what you
said before about the qualities that people have that they display through
giving. I sometimes find an easy assumption that these two come to the same
thing, and they clearly don't.

BORIS: I have a comment on a study that I really didn't touch on and it has
to do with the rational economic model. Fugene Steuerle did some work
matching estate tax returns with income tax returns,; to try to find out what
people really gave in life and at death. His conclusion was that they are not
very rational in their behavior. People are giving more at death through
bequests than is rational, given the tax advantages of lifetime giving. There
might be a lack of information in that they don't know that it benefits them
more to give in life because there is not only the deduction while you're
alive but a saving on estate taxes at death. But Steurle feels that there is
probably another thing going on here, that in a certain sense people value the
accumulation of assets and want to hold on to them. There is a value, even
though it doesn't pay, to just know that the money is there.

JULIAN WOLPERT: Barry talked very briefly last night about the tendencies of
foundations to join together in efforts, and yet one finds at the community
level a great deal of resistance to donor forums, even when one can
demonstrate that there's going to be lots of important services that will not
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be attended to unless there is some collusion. Have you ever done any studies
that show the degree to which this occurs?

BORIS: There are no studies, but one of the things that has happened

in the last ten years in the foundation field is that there are about nineteen
regional associations of grantmakers. That doesn't mean that they are all
funding joint projects. Another finding of the study that I didn't tell you
about is that foundations today make up a smaller part of the economy than
they did twenty years ago. In other words, in real terms, they are a smaller
proportion of the GNP. 1In terms of their funding of the nonprofit sector they
fund maybe half as much as they did twenty years ago, and they're becoming
more regionalized as well., There are fewer of the large national foundations
and a greater number that focus on local areas. One of the responses to this
reduction in scale is to join forces with other grantmakers for certain large
projects. This is a realistic response to current realities.
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JOEL FLEISHMAN: Before coming to be the Assistant Director for programs at the
National Humanities Center, John O'Connor was Executive Secretary of the
American Philosophical Association and prior to that was a professor of
philosophy at the University of Delaware. He has written an article on
philanthropy and selfishness which is to be published in Social Philosophy

and Policy.

Bruce Payne has been a public policy lecturer at Duke University for
fifteen years. He is the director of the Duke Leadership program, which is an
exciting new program directed at undergraduates which he might tell you about
at another time. He is one of Duke's best undergraduate teachers, having
received the Distinguished Undergraduate Teaching Award at Commencement three
years ago. He also has an interest in philanthropy, offering a course next
semester on philanthropy and the arts.

Dennis Campbell is professor of Theology, Dean of the Duke Divinity
School. He is a United Methodist minister. He lectures widely at seminars.
He has served in a variety of capacities and national organizations with
respect to the Methodist Church.

Chris Schroeder came to Duke from law practice. He is a graduate of the
University of California at Berkeley. He is a professor of law, and among
other things teaches a course in environmental law. He may tell you about
other things that he is teaching as well.

So if T may, I'd like to call on John O'Connor to begin the discussion.

JOHN O'CONNOR: This is a pitch for philanthropy, and at the end I'11 come
back to that. First, an introductory remark. It seems to me that the idea of
the Center at Duke or at any other institution of higher education contains
within it a paradox that is potentially dangerous. Presumably, a Center such
as this will exist in part because of grants from foundations. It will be a
player in the game that it is studying. One might say "what an ideal
situation," and to some extent that is true. One might also say "what a
potentially dangerous situation," because the research agenda might be very
subtly influenced. The conclusions drawn might be equally subtly influenced
by the fact that the Center would not exist without its participation in the
game. I think there's a danger there.

Second, I think that what the Center itself does should be potentially
dangerous in the way that any good work in the humanities or in other parts of
the academy is dangerous. That is, it challenges assumptions that people take
as fundamental either cognitively or morally, and is not afraid to challenge
those assumptions. So T suggest as a preliminary remark that a kind of
eternal viligence is really important, and it will be awful ly easy to forget
that, given that the people sitting around this table are so nice and smart
and interesting.

Now let me talk for a second about the paper that I wrote. It laid out
three broad areas within the humanities that offered a way to get a handle on
important topics: First, conceptual or perhaps definitional questions,
although definitions are not likely to be the results of conceptual
investigations in this area. Second, historical investigations, which I take
to include pretty much everything we've heard here today except in the last
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few minutes of the question period following the last larger talk, because
there we did get into some more exlusively normative questions. I consider
the historical category to include contemporary history and to include a long
list of disciplines and some of the work or a lot of it that people are
proposing in geography, economics, sociology, psychology, anthropology, law
and a variety of other areas. The third area that I thought should be held
clearly in mind in working with this topic is the normative, or I prefer to
say "the moral area," because I think "normative" sometimes leans toward a
kind of relativism that I hoped to not suggest in saying that. Tt seems to me
as I tried to show through examples given in the paper that every conceptual
issue can benefit from historical study, every historical issue in my sense
presupposes some tentative answers to conceptual gquestions, and both
conceptual and historical issues have normative components built right into
them so that the classification in a sense is pointless. It is pointless if it
is meant as laying out absolutely fundamental and sharp distinctions,

but it may be of some use at the beginning of our investigation.

What I thought I would do is to talk about a point that I think more than
half of the people who presented things here have alluded to, and that some
have discussed explicitly. I mentioned it in my paper, but other people have
said lots of good things about it, and that is that there isn't a clear
understanding of the term "philanthropy," and we could say the same for
"charity" or "voluntarism" or any of a number of other terms. As several
people pointed out, too many different things go on that someone or other
calls "philanthropic" to offer any hope of a unified field theory. So we
obviously have to do some breaking down of the thing to keep it clear that the
term may be used in ways that are even dangerously ambiguous. But I have a
second point, which also has been alluded to already in the discussion so far,
and that is that the terms we choose are not merely meaningless labels for
ease of reference. There was a person at a conference like this who had only
one shirt, and at lunch he managed to spill something all over it. He needed
to look good at dinner. He was wandering down the street and saw a place that
had a sign that said "One Hour Cleaners." He said, "Thank God" and he walked
in and gave the man the shirt and said "When will this be ready?" The man
said, "A week from next Thursday." The fellow said, "But it says One Hour
Cleaners." The response was, "That's our name.”

Now, if philanthropy is a name in that sense, fine. But I know and you
know and everybody else knows that it is an honorific term. "Charity" isn't
quite so honorific a term. "Charity" sounds fine in certain historical
settings, but it also can be a term that recipients don't like at all, so some
people stay away from "charity." They talk about philanthropy. There's
enough distance built in there. The general feeling is that charity or
philanthropy or whatever we call it here is important and that it is good.
Julian Wolpert suggested--I hope I've got this right—-that if you look at two
areas in the country and one seems to have a higher level of giving to
charity, if we agree to call it that, then at least there's a prima facie
reason to think that the people in the one area are more generous or better
morally. Of course one might say that's probably not so and hunt for other
mechanisms, formal or informal, that would explain away the apparent
disparity, but notice that many people use the level of philanthropic activity
as a measure of moral worth, and T think most people in this room assume
something like that. WNow, why is philanthropic activity good? 1It's not that
people are tongue-tied when that question is raised: Tt's just that they have
lots of answers, and a lot of these are probably correct. One is that it
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meets needs. Another one is that it says something about individualism and
caring and a whole bundle of things. Let me talk briefly about both.

The word "needs," it seems to me, has begun to replace the word "rights"
as a key word in discussions when what you really mean is that you want
something a lot. It used to be that people violated your rights when they
didn't give it to you. Now they are insensitive to your needs. I think these
phrases mean basically the same thing. What people don't usually ask is:
"Wwhat kinds of things are needs?" I suspect that basically needs are
instrumental. T need this in order to achieve that. A lot of people don't go
on to ask "what is that?" and "is it a good that or is it an evil that?" We
tend to replace the moral question that would require for its answer
reasoned argument as to why you need it and whether your goal is good,
with an account of the depth of one's feelings, an account designed to show
how much you think you need it. Be that as it may, to say that philanthropy
meets needs is obviously true, but which needs and what directions they take
and whether they are needs that we want to have met is another question. If
we don't ask that, an awful lot of hard gquestions can be swept under the rug.

Second, suppose that philanthropy does meet needs, and we agree that they
are needs that should be met in terms of some set of values like the set that
Michael Gillespie was asking us to reflect upon. The question still remains:
Are they the best way to meet them or the only way? That's partly a question
of efficiency, and many people have raised that issue. But also, we can ask,
"how appropriate are the needs?" If the need is great enough, the need to
feed the hungry or clothe the cold, is using pressure to meet the need okay?
How about extortion? (Only be sure to call it "philanthropy.") If you cater
to the baser elements and motives of people but get them to write a big check
for your cause, is that okay? Maybe it's fine, but I'm just asking why we
should call that "philanthropy" and award points for moral virtue to those who
give and to those who have gotten them to give under these conditions.

There are other advantages of philanthropy. It can help resist
government encroachment. It can give room for individual preferences to be
expressed. It can make room for individualism in a productive or valuable
way. It can give people a chance to form communities voluntarily that will be
a benefit to society and also to them both because of the goals that might be
achieved and also because of the personal qualities involved in affiliation
with others.

That sounds pretty good, so let me take up the last minute with an
example of such an association. Suppose the members of a neighborhood fear a
governmental action that they think is really going to threaten their
neighborhood and their way of life. So they band together, hold a meeting in
somebody's house, and say "there's the government again trying to goof things
up. Let's do something about it." A couple of people there know a little bit
about how government works, and they say "we've got to talk to our member of
Congress" or "we've got to talk to the local city council person who
represents our neighborhood. Let's raise a little money; maybe we're going
to have to hire an attorney to help us find our way through the law. Maybe
we're going to have to do a lot of work on this." These people get together
and they spend a lot of time on weekends and at night. Some of them start
reading planning literature. They work hard at it. It becomes a cause for
them and they identify with each other in a way they never have before. They
might even think of approaching a local foundation for a grant to help them.
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de Tocqueville would be proud: Americans getting together, forming a
voluntary association. Here is America at its best. Here is the nonprofit
voluntary sector at work. BAmerican virtues on display. Individuals forming a
community. By the way, what is the goal? 1Is it to keep a highway from
running right through their houses and church? WNo, no, not this time, 1Is it
to keep alive a government program that was supplying funds to restore the
dilapidated housing in the area? No, no. Was it to prevent somebody from
building a waste dump down the street? No, no. Actually this group is
interested in preserving zoning laws that have the practical effect of keeping
black people out of the neighborhood, and they really care about that. Now
here is Americanism, voluntarism, community spirit—-this is the nonprofit
sector at work—or is it? Or is that not what we had in mind when we started
to talk?

T guess what T want to say is that a foundation that got a request like
that would probably be horrified. 1It's not because the request doesn't fit
into our priorities, but rather because granting money to such a group
wouldn't be philanthropy. That isn't what we're in the business of doing,
that's not what we mean by the term, yet that judgement, even if it is
correct, means that the term "philanthropy" has more than a formal meaning.
It does more than merely pick out support of voluntary actions and allow us to
ask what role they play in the economy. This means, in effect, that we have
already made some deep moral choices when we characterize philanthropy. We
have to become aware of these choices and of the moral boundaries that have
been smuggled into our definitions. That's why along with the economics, and
sociology and psychology and anthropology and law, a bit of philosophy is
inevitable. I'm sorry about that.

BRUCE PAYNE: Let me start by responding to a couple of currents that have
been there since the beginning of our discussions yesterday. The first is a
kind of definitional question and I do think that some of the perspectives of
the humanities have something to contribute here. It seems to me that
precisely defined terms in this area are probably not possible, but that a
little bit of what the philosopher does in mapping ordinary language may still
be useful. Maybe a little bit of old fashioned philology might even be more
useful. I was fascinated to discover myself the origins of the term
"philanthropy" in English some years ago and I thought you might be interested
in where it comes from. It is in Bacon's Essay on Goodness in 1595 and it is
something of a conceptual innovation. Bacon writes "that goodness, what the
Grecians called philanthropia, is called the greatest virtue," and at the
beginning of his essay he claims that it is the same thing as Christian
charity. But a few sentences later something strange begins to happen. He
quotes Machiavelli cautiously, on the tendency of Christians to give up in the
face of evil or to turn the other cheek. He gquotes Machiavelli and then
retreats a little, and he says, "I don't want to endorse what this man is
saying, but there is a dangerous tendency to which he is referring." He
stakes out a middle ground. "Sell all thou hast and give it to the poor and
follow me." You know the quotation. But BRacon adds something interesting to
it, "Sell all thou hast and give it to the poor and follow me; sell not all
thou hast except thou have a vocation lest in spending the streams, thou
driest the fountain. Invade not thy principle." Of course we know that
injunction. Well, this is a long way one might say from the accepted
standards of Christian charity in the moral and religious language of the late
16th Century. Bacon has reached back to Socrates, in fact, for a classical
notion, and he has done so for a very interesting reason. He doesn't explain





































































