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Abstract

The geographical distribution of nonprofit activity varies considerably
across the country, as well as within states and cities. Nonprofit activity
occurs in locations where three basic requirements for operation intersect:
the need for action; the ability to respond; and entrepreneurship. The
need for nonprofit services reflects local social, economic, cultural, and
welfare requirements resulting from place specific factors such as
economic development, history, discrimination, lack of access to alternate
services, and the aesthetic needs of the community. The ability of the
community to respond to its needs reflects access to financial and
volunteer resources; locations lacking local wealth or access to national
ﬁqance are hampered when attempting to provide nonprofit services.
The third essential factor is entrepreneurship, the expertise to mobilize
resources for nonprofit community action. These factors are considered
across time and space to provide a framework for analyzing the location

of nonprofit activity.






Introduction

Many dimensions of the nonprofit sector are receiving increasing attention
from disciplines such as economics, sociology, law, and political science,
but missing is a spatial perspective of the nonprofit sector. The
American landscape of nonprofit organizations is far from uniform, yet
little is known about the causes of spatial patterns. Residents of
Pennsylvania or Vermont are several times more likely to use nonprofit
health  services than residents of Nevada or Georgia; while the
concentration of nonprofit education services in South Dakota is five
times greater than for North Dakota. Spatial variation of a similar
magnitude is also evident for other nonprofit activities such as social
services, museums , membership organizations, and research  and
development. These services contribute to the welfare and quality of life

of the population, but they are not provided equally in all areas.

This paper addresses the place of nonprofit organizations in terms of
their location, a multi-disciplinary task by necessity as any location
represents all aspects of social, economic, and political life. The
spatial dimension 1is introduced by first presenting a geographic
description of this sector using data from the 1977 Census of Services.
This descriptive section highlights the extent of nonprofit activity
across the United States, and prompts further analysis to explain spatial
differences. The second half of the paper seeks an explanation for
spatial wvariation, but as it 1is mnot yet possible to provide a

comprehensive theory attention focuses on the spatial component of the



major influences of nonprofit  behavior. Nonprofit activity is
hypothesized to occur at the intersection of three sets of factors: the
need for service; the ability to respond; and the role of
entrepreneurship. It is expected that locations representing the locus of
these three categories will contain nonprofit activity, while the absence

of one or more components reflects an inhospitable location.
PATTERNS OF NONPROFIT ACTIVITY

The geography of the nonprofit sector in the United States is illustrated
at the state and regional 1level wusing data from the 1977 Census of
Services. This economic census contains data for tax exempt service
organizations for the nation, states, and metropolitan areas at the two,
three and four digit Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) levels [1].
Coverage of the census focuses on organizations returning Internal Revenue
Service 990 forms. Data include the number of establishments, expenses,
annual payroll, and employment for each SIC code. The nonprofit sector is
also included in the 1982 Census- of Services, although the extent of

coverage 1s considerably reduced and less valuable for this geographic

description.

One way to illustrate spatial patterns is to use a measure of output.
Nonprofit organizations produce services which tend to be labor intensive,
such as health care, a concert, or a college education. While the
measurement of service output is recognized as having many problems, a

simple surrogate for service production 1is employment. The level of



nonprofit employment reflects the 1level of the major input for each
location. This measure is not ideal since variations in labor intensity
occur across space, as does the utilization of voluntary workers who are
not included in employment data. Despite these disadvantages, the use of
employment is more descriptive of spatial variation in service provision

than measures such as number of establishments or expenses.

The Three Sector Economy

The division of total employment between nonprofit organizations,
for-profit firms, and government (at the federal, state, and local level),
is shown in Table 1. At the regional level, the largest share of
employment held by nonprofits is in the Northeast (8.17%), followed by the
Midwest (6.59%), Pacific (5.00%), West (4.87%), and South (4.20%). The
nonprofit landscape 1is also presented graphically in Map 1, showing
distinct areas of concentration and under-representation. The pattern of
for-profit employment shows less variation, with each region within
several percentage points of the others. For-profit employment is highest
in the South (76.59%) followed by the Midwest (76.34%), West (74.52),
Northeast (73.88%), and Pacific (70.38). Contrasting the fairly even
distribution of for-profit activity, is the greater variation in
employment shares claimed by government. Government employment includes
activities at the federal, state and local level. At the regional level,
government shares are greatest in the Pacific (24.62%) followed by the
West (20.61%), South (19.21%), Northeast (17.95%), and Midwest (17.07%).

The largest component of the total government share is usually local



Table 1

Nonagricultural Employment by State and Sector 1977
Percentage of Total Workforce

Government

Nonprofit Forprofit Total Federal State Local
UNITED STATES 6.00 75.07 18.93 3.45 4.23 11.24
NORTHEAST 3.17 73.88 17.95 3.82 3.47 10.65
Connecticut 7.7% 78:.33 13.87 1.64 3.98 8.26
D.C. 12.00 41.94 45.06 35.53 - 9.53
Delaware 5.93 76.69 17..37 2.12 7.20 8.05
Maine 8.25 73545 18.30 2.32 5.41 10.57
Maryland 5.82 69.52 24,66 8.70 5.04 10.92
Massachusetts 10.45 73.05 16.50 2.45 3.38 10.66
New Hampshire 8.04 73.21 18.75 3.87 5.06 5.82
New Jersey 5.52 77.61 16.87 2.43 3.09 11.25
New York 8.45 73.66 17.88 2.45 3.08 12.36
Pennsylvania 8.42 76.66 14.92 2.81 3.27 8.84
Rhode Island 8.97 74.93 16.10 2.64 6.07 7.40
Vermont 11.93 67.61 20.45 227 7.39 10.80
MIDWEST 6.59 76.34 17.07 2.16 3.91 10.99
Illinois 6.83 77.43 15.73 2.23 3.08 10.42
Indiana 5.41 78.89 15.70 il 87 3.97 9.86
Iowa 7.41 73.83 18.76 1.78 4.69 12-.29
Kansas 6.13 72.80 21.06 2.66 5.78 12.62
Michigan 5.63 76.58 17.79 1.58 4,25 11.96
Minnesota 7.89 74.94 17.17 1.88 4.26 11.03
Missouri 708 75.60 17435 3.58 4.07 9.70
North Dakota 8.60 64.25 27.15 4.07 7.24 15.84
Nebraska 6.48 72.18 21.33 243 5.29 13.31
Ohio 6.59 77.92 15.49 2.18 3.23 10.08
South Dakota  8.41 65.04 26.55 4.87 7.08 14.60
Wisconsin 6.83 75485 17.31 1.46 387 11.99



Table 1 (Con't)

Government

Nonprofit Forprofit Total Federal  State Local
SOUTH 4.20 76.59 19.21 3.48 4.88 10.85
Alabama 3.65 75.63 20.71 4.68 5.48 10.56
Arkansas 4.18 7677 19.05 2.60 5.48 10.97
Florida 4.52 75.95 19.53 2.71 3.83 12.98
Georgia 3.17 76.51 20.32 4,02 4.71 11.59
Kentucky 5.19 76.92 17.89 3.03 5.53 9.33
Louisiana 3.82 T +23 18.95 2.32 6.00 10.64
Mississippi 3.55 75.16 21.29 3.29 5.52 12.48
Nth Carolina 4.32 79.04 16.64 1.97 4.65 10.01
Oklahoma 4.72 73.54 21.74 4.82 615 10.77
Sth Carolina 3.43 77.76 18.81 2.87 5.84 10.10
Tennessee 4.85 77.16 17..99 3.50 4.54 9.94
Texas 3.96 78.20 17.84 3.08 3.96 10.80
Virginia 4.71 72.22 23.06 7.43 5.49 10.14
West Virginia 5.45 74.88 19.67 2.64 127 9. 75
WEST 4 .87 74.52 20.61 3.84 4.49 12.28
Arizona 5.02 71.64 23.34 4.39 5.14 13.80
California 4,64 75477 19.60 3.43 3.39 1:2.:78
Colorado 5.75 71.57 22.68 4.94 5.65 12.10
Idaho 3.92 74.51 21..57 3.27 6.54 11.76
Montana 6.82 68.18 25.00 4.55 7.58 12.88
Nevada 1.63 81.76 16.61 2.93 4.23 9.44
New Mexico 4. 34 70:12 25.54 6,51 7:95 11.08
Oregon 5:59 74.41 20.00 2.69 5::70 1161
Utah 5:79 70.25 23:97 7.23 6.82 9.92
Washington 5.88 72.67 21.44 4.32 6.33 10.80
Wyoming 2.38 77.38 20.24 3.57 5.36 11.31
PACIFIC 5.00 70.38 24,62 7.88 1135 5.8
Alaska 4,29 67.48 28.22 9.82 9.81 8.59
Hawaii 532 71:71 22.97 7.00 12.04 3.92

NOTE: The figures for for-profit employment are calculated as the
residual when nonprofit and government employment are deducted from
the total nonagricultural workforce.

SOURCES: United States, Bureau of the Census (1979) Census of
Services 1977 Washington D.C.: U.S. Government Printing
Office.
(1979) Census of Government 1977 Washington D.C.:
U.S. Government Printing Office.
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government, with state and federal employment usually half of the local

level.

One pattern evident from this analysis is that for-profit shares tend to
be fairly even across the country while an inverse relationship appears
between nonprofit and government employment. Regions and states with
larger shares of nonprofit employment have smaller government shares, with

the reverse holding for states with small nonprofit shares of total

employment.

The Pattern of Nonprofit Activity

The description of ﬁonprofit employment shares illustrates a basic
geography that applies to most nonprofit activities. This section moves
to a more detailed analysis of the spatial pattern of the nonprofit sector
by examining the major components of health, education, social welfare,
museums, research, and membership organizations. The spatial patterns of
these nonprofit activities are illustrated using a measure of output to
highlight the intensity of activity. The spatial pattern of nonprofit
activity is shown wusing location quotients, which measure activity in
relation to the mnational average. Since the national average is by
definition 1.00, the quotient for subnational areas indicates whether
nonprofit employment is of the same proportion as for the nation overall.
A quotient greater than one indicates spatial concentration of nonprofits,
and a quotient 1less than one shows areas with less concentration. The

results are presented in Table 2.



Table 2

Nonprofit Employment Quotients by State and Sector 1977

UsAa = 1.00
Social Memb .

Total Health Education Services Museum Org. R&D
NORTHEAST L.42 1:35 1.79 1.27 1.50 1.:.27 2.49
Connecticut 1.43 1.37 2.00 1.18 1.90 L::25 0.49
B.C 4,89 2.49 6.37 3.49 - 13:.33 23.69
Delaware 1.08 1.24 - 1.21 - 1.09 0.63
Maine 1.27 1.44 1.30 1.39 0.42 0.66 -
Maryland 0.94 0.96 0.90 0.76 0.62 0.90 0.55
Massachusetts 1.91 1.74 3.24 1.38 2.48 1.08 4,42
New Hampshire 1.35 1.22 2.24 1.21 0.93 1.01 0.25
New Jersey 0.95 107 0.83 0.93 - 0.72 0.27
New York E.43 1.30 1.72 1.50 2.62 .19 = 438
Pennsylvania 1.43 1.45 1.78 1.13 0.85 137 0.86
Rhode Island 1.60 L.71 2.25 1.1 0.97 1..20 0.37
Vermont 1.82 1.586 3.28 2.08 1.37 0.90 0.90
MIDWEST 1,13 127 0.83 1.07 0.66 1.23 0.40
Illinois 1.23 1.33 0.91 105 - 1.43 0.49
Indiana 0.93 0.90 0.89 0.97 0.67 1.17 0.13
Iowa 1.20 1,15 132 130 0.50 1.29 0.04
Kansas 1.01 121 0.64 0.89 0.34 1.01 0.21
Michigan 0.93 1.14 0.50 0.81 0.85 1.00 0.53
Minnesota 1.41 1.60 0.93 1.54 1.06 1.44 0.77
Missouri 1.19 1.25 1.25 123 0.76 1.09 0.81
North Dakota 1.31 1.87 0.22 0.92 0.24 1.60 0.00
Nebraska 1.10 1:23 0.73 1.01 0.68 1.21 0.37
Ohio 1.15 1. 31 0.79 1.02 1.30 1.26 0.30
South Dakota 1,23 1.49 1.05 1.09 0.31 1.07 -
Wisconsin La17 1.39 0.64 1.29 0.40 1.23 0.19



Table 2 (Con't)

Social Memb .
Total Health Education Services Museum Org. R&D

SOUTH 0.65 0.63 0.67 0.76 0.49 0.59 0.35
Alabama 0.54 0.51 0.52 0.66 0.30 0.57 0.09
Arkansas 0:..29 0.60 0.39 1.00 - 0.50 0.20
Florida 0.65 0.67 0.55 0.72 0.39 0.61 0.42
Georgia 0.51 031 0.91 0.60 0.27 0.53 0.31
Kentucky 0.74 0.81 0.58 1.00 0.55 0.59 0.12
Louisiana 0.56 0.54 0.54 0.74 0.34 0.52 0.13
Mississippi 0.49 0.40 0.43 1.10 0.21 0.37 -
Nth Carolina 0.72 0.62 1.10 0.82 0.40 0.51 0:.,22
Oklahoma 07 0.77 0.55 0.82 0.59 0.66 0..76
Sth Carolina 0.55 0.48 0.84 0.61 0.38 0.36 0.03
Tennessee 0.81 0.81 1.06 0.66 0.51 0.65 0.28
Texas 0.65 0.65 0.56 0.77 0.65 0.61 0.59
Virginia 0.77 0.78 0.67 0.76 L.25 0.78 0.66
West Virginia 0.76 0.88 0.51 0.52 0.14 1.09 -
WEST 0.81 0.75 0.64 0.93 0.27 0.97 0.84
Arizona 0,72 0.84 022 0.80 1.46 0.79 1.06
California 0.79 0.69 0.77 0.91 - 0.94 0.76
Colorado 0.94 1.04 0.62 0.88 - 0.94 0.81
Idaho 0.63 0.54 0.62 0.62 - 0.78 0.30
Montana 1.06 1.11 0.40 1.60 0.34 1.39 0.94
Nevada 033 0.20 0.04 0.81 Q.12 0.81 -
New Mexico 0.66 0.62 0.38 0.88 0.54 0.93 1.74
Oregon 0.95 0.93 0.79 1..10 1..95 1.08 L., 11
Utah 0.94 073 - 0.35 0.48 0.71 0.80
Washington 0.92 0.86 0.61 1.22 0.42 1.14 0.97
Wyoming 0.48 0.38 .05 0.78 - 1.26 0.15
PACIFIC 0.85 0.72 0.60 1..05 2.36 1.09 -
Alaska 075 0.73 021 1.11 0.85 1.42 0.14
Hawaii 0.90 0.72 0.77 1.04 3.04 0.96 -
NOTE: Due to confidentiality data for some states are not published.

SOURCES: United States, Bureau of the Census, (1978) Census of

Services 1977 Washington D.C.: U.S. Government Printing
Office.



As is found for nonprofit employment shares, overall nonprofit activity is
concentrated in the Northeast and Midwest. Of the 12 states in the
Northeast, only two states, Maryland and New Jersey, contain total
nonprofit employment at less than the national average. The high level of
concentration in the District of Columbia reflects the character of this
entirely urban  area, and its role as the center of government.
Concentrations of nonprofit activity occur also in the Midwest, again with
only two states, Indiana and Michigan, below the national average. The
case for the South, West and Pacific is the reverse, with Montana the only

one of these 27 states with total nonprofit employment exceeding the

national average.

When the nonprofit sector is disaggregated into subsectors, the same
regional pattern occurs. Nonprofit activities are concentrated in the
Northeast, especially for education and museuﬁs. The Midwest has
nonprofit activity above the mnational average for health and social
services, but for the remaining categories activity is below average. The

South and West are below average for all categories of nonprofit activity.

At the state level the disparities in nonprofit services are even
greater. This divergence is exemplified when comparing nonprofit oriented
states, such as Massachusetts (EQ = 1.91), New York (1.43), Pennsylvania
(1.43), and Minnesota (1.41), with states having 1little nonprofit
activity, such as Mississippi (0.49), Florida (0.65), New Mexico (0.66) or

Nevada (0.33). There are also differences across states



with nonprofit activity above average for some sectors and below average
for others. For example, Michigan has above average nonprofit employment

in health, but is below average for the other sectors.

Patterns of Metropolitan and Non-metropolitan Activity

Another spatial perspective is provided by Table 3, which shows variation
in nonprofit concentration between metropolitan and non-metropolitan
areas. The Northeast contains nonprofit activity above the national
average for both areas, while the Midwest has activity above average in
ﬁetropolitan areas but below average in non-metropolitan areas. The South
and West do not show concentrations at either metropolitan or
non-metropolitan levels. Significant, but not unexpected, is that
nonmetropolitan areas have 16wer concentrations of nonprofit activity than
metropolitan areas. The services provided by nonprofits often require a
large population base for support, while the urban orientation of
activities such as the arts, research, and education accounts for some of
the metropolitan concentration. Nonprofits devoted to the health and
welfare needs of the population are found where the needy are

concentrated; the metropolitan areas.



Table 3

Nonprofit Employment Quotients by Region, Metropolitan,
and Non-metropolitan Area 1977

USA = 1.00
Northeast Midwest South West Pacific
TOTAL 1.42 1.13 0.65 0.81 0.85
Metropolitan 1.46 1.25 0.81 0.86 -
Non-Metropolitan 1.24 0.84 0.41 0.56 -

NOTE: Metropolitan areas based upon SMSA boundaries.

SOURCES: United States, Bureau of the Census (1979) Census of Services
1977 Washington D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office.



EXPLAINING SPATIAL VARIATION

The geographical distribution of nonprofit activity has already been
demonstrated, with considerable variation across the country, as well as
within states and cities. The methodology used to account for the spatial
behavior of nonprofit organizations reflects the approach applied by
economists, regional scientists and geographers to for-profit firms. The
firm's objectives and production requirements are identified to indicate
their influence wupon its economic and spatial behavior. Once the
determinants of production are known it is then possible to analyze each
in turn for spatial differentiation. Knowing how nonprofit organizations
function indicates the factors that are central to their operation, with
the spatial wvariation of these factors the explanation for the observed

geographic patterns of nonprofit activity.

The geographic patterns of nonprofit activity are hypothesized to reflect
the intersection of the three basic determinants of operation: 1) the need
for nonprofit services; 2) the ability of nonprofit organizations to
respond; and 3) nonprofit entrepreneurship. Nonprofits are likely to
exist where all three factors are present, but the absence of one or more
reduces the expectation of nonprofit enterprise. Nonprofit need, ability,
and entrepreneurship vary spatially due to different social, ecbnomic, and
political parameters across space. Identifying spatial variation in the

determinants of nonprofit behavior then provides insight



into the economic geography of this activity. The starting point for a

spatial explanation then lies in the nature of the nonprofit organization.

The nonprofit organization, like for-profit firms and government, is an
economic entity producing output in response to demand. The nonprofit is
seen as an altruistic enterprise spurred by a selfless, public spirit to
provide civie benefit and to serve the community. Douglas (1981)
distinguishes nonprofits by their voluntary pursuit of collective goals,
which contrasts government's coercive authority and the seeking of self
interest by for-profit firms. The nonprofit identifies needs or demands
for services that are currently wunavailable; either in general, or to
specific groups or locations. The ability to respond to need depends upon
the ability to pay of clients and the availability of resources, such as
financial assistance, goods and services in kind, and volunteers. These
resources are donated by individuals, corporations, foundations, and
government. The catalyst for production is the nonprofit entrepreneur,
who motivates the organization's mission, co-ordinates production, and

seeks resources.



TOWARD A SPATTIAL THEORY

The spatial dimension of nonprofit activity is most frequently revealed in
case studies of specific cities or states. Wolpert and Reiner (1980,
1981, 1982) focus on Philadelphia initially, and later address New York
City and 1its component areas. Salamon provides a series of research
reports on the nonprofit economies of twelve centers, including Chicago,
San Francisco, Atlanta, Dallas, Pittsburgh, and Phoenix [2]. A recent
paper by Ben-Ner and Van Hoomissen (1988) concentrates upon New York and
identifies the scale of activity for a number of cities and counties,
while Wilson (1989) compares the Detroit nonprofit sector to peer
metropolitan areas in the Midwest and Northeast. Reiner and Wilson (1986)
and Wilson (1987) consider the intra metropolitan forces that shape the
location of nonprofit activity. International studies also approach
differences across space, but these focus upon historical, cultural, and
institutional differences between countries rather than the more subtle
variations within one mnation [3]. These studies contribute to our
knowledge of local nonprofit activity and indicate the nature and scale of

spatial differences, but they do mnot tackle specifically the causes of

regional wvariation.

Regional differences for 1industries with a nonprofit component also
contribute to current research, although factors uniquely nonprofit are
often not considered. For example, regional variation in health care is

discussed by Rothberg (1982), Steinwald and Neuhauser (1970), Shannon and
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Dever (1974), and Fruen and Cantwell (1982). These authors commonly
identify local economic conditions as determinants of operation, as well
as historical and economic growth factors. This latter category
reinforces Wolpert's 1life cycle approach; with health care initially a
for-profit domain until the generation of local wealth or physician demand
leads to a nonprofit presence. These studies serve to inform and guide,
but their specific focus does not serve the concept of a general spatial
theory for nonprofit organizations that rivals profit maximization for

firms or voter behavior for government.

Explanations of regional differences and the development of spatial theory
focus on the historical and geographic dimensions of nonprofit behavior.
Wolpert and Reiner (1984) compare nonprofit activity between established
regions and newer growth areas. They find that differences can often be
explained by the development cycle of the regional economy. Wolpert and
Reiner propose a regional 1life cycle framework that focuses on regional
growth and the development of nonprofit institutions supported by an
emerging donor group. This approach is expanded by Wolpert (1988) in a
study of 85 metropolitan areas. Findings suggest the importance of stage
in the city 1life cycle as an explanator for nonprofit activity, and
acknowledge the impact of regional differences in political structure,

generosity, and values.

In the absence of a comprehensive spatial theory for nonprofit
organizations it 1is important to consider how to approach this

phenomenon. The nonprofit organization can be seen in ecological terms:
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thriving in locations where it 1is optimally adapted; and struggling or
nonexistent elsewhere. Nonprofit production is determined by need,
ability and entrepreneurship. Given this organizational structure it is
the social, economic, and political parameters of each location that will
determine nonprofit activity [4&4]. Douglas (1985) uses this analogy to
explain how nonprofits compete for existence with for-profit firms and
government. The same approach also applies spatially. Nonprofit
organizations exist in locations where they are optimally adapted to
environmental conditions. The parameters that delimit this environment
are the key to understanding the location of nonprofit activity. The
unique nature of nonprofits, their objectives, and their economic
environment provide the framework to delimit the spatial and economic
boundaries of nonprofits, and in so doing, define the niche iﬁto which
they belong. The response to need, ability to produce, and
entrepreneurship of nonprofit organizations determines behavior given
niche boundaries. This section analyzes the determinants of nonprofit

production and identifies their spatial impact.

The Need for Service

The need, or demand, for nonprofit services reflects 1local social,
economic, cultural, and welfare requirements resulting from place specific
factors such as economic development, history, discrimination, lack of
access to alternate services, and the aesthetic needs of the community.
The economic  factors that generate social needs include poverty,

unemployment, and other products of a less than average rate of
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development. The community may need assistance for social problems,
physical and mental well being, and education. Needs may be evident also
for cultural facilities, museums, and a fostering of the arts. The need
for nonprofit services 1is also dependent on the activities of the
for-profit and public sectors of the economy, which are often able to

produce similar goods and services to the nonprofit sector.

The need for services 1is potentially infinite, but it is possible to
illustrate the diversity of conditions that affect need by using basic
descriptive data. Social and economic distress or conflict generate
community needs that nonprofits are often able to serve. Economic
conditions vary considerably across the country. For example, in 1986
unemployment rates range from 2.8% (New Hampshire) to 13.1% (Louisiana);
per capita income from $8,395 (Mississippi) to $16,672 (Connecticut);
poverty rates for families in 1979 range from 5.8% (Wyoming) to 18.7%
(Mississippi); and public aid recipients as a percentage of population

from 1.9% (New Hampshire) to 10.4% (Mississippi).

IThe at-risk population also varies spatially, with population under 16 as
a share of population 37.7% in Utah, with an over 65 share of 17.7% in
Florida; while infant mortality 1is 1lowest in Rhode Island (8.2%) and
highest in Delaware (14.8%). The demands for services related to
immigration would need to focus on major metropolitan areas, with several
cities in 1986 receiving a major influx of residents, such as New York
City (94,827), Los Angeles (62,771), and Chicago and Miami (around

20,000). Another perspective is expression of need through voting, with
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dramatic differences 1in voting for the House of Representative in 1986.
The share of eligible population voting in that election ranges from 12.4%
in Louisiana to 58.6% in North Dakota, and suggests variation in attitudes

to government that may indirectly affect nonprofit organizations. [5].

Legal requirements established by states for different industries may also
favor nonprofit organizations. Barsky (1980) provides the example of New
York, which excludes proprietary organizations from offering home health
and nursing services. As state recognition is needed for Medicaid
payments this legislation defines a legal niche for nonprofit
organizations. State legislation concerning organizational behavior is an
institutionally imposed determinant of the response to need, regardless of

the advantages or disadvantages held by each sector of the economy.

Spatial wvariation in the structure of the three sector economy reflects
the relative productive advantages held by each sector, and historical
differences in the character of each sector's relative advantage.
Weisbrod (1975) shows how the mnature of production prevents for-profit
firms from providing collective goods and services, while the willingness
to produce of government depends upon voter preferences. Different
attitudes to government output and taxation across space affects public
sector output and the niche available for nonprofit action. An additional
perspective 1is provided by Hansmann (1980), who identifies the nonprofit

advantage in terms of contract failure and the attraction to
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consumers of trust in organizations without profit motives. Spatial
variation in  perception of risk and trust in nonprofits affects
preferences for these organizations. The nonprofit has an organizational
niche because of 1its comparative advantages (and disadvantages) in

relation to for-profit firms and government.

The existence of need is not the sole determinant of nonprofit action,
only an indicator of the conditions that elicit a nonprofit response.
Variation in need is one factor to consider when analyzing nonprofit
behavior, but need alone does not guarantee a response. Equally necessary
are the resources to produce, and entrepreneurship to co-ordinate action.

The Ability to Respond

Community response to mneed 1is determined by access to financial and
volunteer resources, for as resource availability varies so does nonprofit
behavior. Nonprofit activity for any location reflects the level of local
wealth  and philanthropy, connections to local capital and national
finance, and the services of volunteers. Donations of resources are made
to nonprofit organizations by individuals, corporations, foundations, and
government. The rationale for each of these four types of giving is
widely discussed, but the analysis here concentrates on the spatial

component of giving behavior.



