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and whose calm, dispassionate criticisms greatly enhanced
the text. Our appreciation must also go to our research
assistant, Yolanda Perotta, who painstakingly found the
references we had neglected to note and who checked all
our footnotes, and to our typists, Carol Gault and Rachel
Burnett, who transcribed our hieroglyphics into English
prose so faultlessly.

At home we had the bemused tolerance, but always
forthright and wise criticisms of our spouses, Ellen and
Peter, without whose patient forbearance we could never
have finished the book.

And finally, there are the literally thousands—
professionals and volunteers—whose lives have touched
our own over the years and whose own efforts on behalf
of voluntarism have inspired this book. To them may we
say a very heartfelt thank you.
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affecting their own lives; in the ability of voluntary effort
and action to contribute to the solution of societal prob-
lems; and in voluntarism as a primary force which can
make our democratic society function more effectively, in
terms of choice among long-range goals, and with a view
toward improvement of the quality of life for all.









20 VOLUNTARISM AT THE CROSSROADS

tarism encompasses all types of voluntary groups our prin-
cipal concern in this book will be with those institutions
which are organized to serve others, in contrast to those
which primarily serve the interests and needs of members.

The history of voluntary organizations which in
some way or other serve others illuminates two rather
contrary approaches to the solution of problems of human
need which have existed down to the present day, perplex-
ing the greatest minds of all ages. One view emanating
from the Greek and Roman experience sought social re-
form as the answer to the social problems of the commu-
nity. Another view, principally derived from the early
Judeo-Christian heritage, believed that there was little one
could do to overcome or change the particular social
status in which one found oneself. One sought to alleviate
the sufferings of one’s fellow human beings as they passed
through this “vale of tears,” confident with Saint Paul that
“the sufferings of this life were not worthy to be compared
to the glory of the next.” Thus, while the concept of
mutual aid is as old as mankind itself, its evolution took
two divergent paths, one very ancient which was only
revived in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries and
the other which had its flowering in medieval times and
is still of tremendous significance in voluntary effort to-
day, but inadequate of itself. What is evident today is that
both individual service and social reform are necessary if
we are to solve the myriad social problems with which we
find ourselves confronted.

In looking briefly at the chronicle of voluntary
effort one is struck by the extent to which it has con-
tributed to the development and shaping of governmental
services, and conversely, the extent to which govern-
mental services have in turn tended to shape the direction
of voluntary effort. Thus, passing reference to some of the
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of loving-kindness, embracing not only gifts of funds but
also personal service. It is this same charity that has suc-
ceeded today in building a vast network of the finest hu-
manitarian services ever known to exist.

One of the dominant aspects of the Christian mes-
sage was its universality. No one was exempted—neither
rich nor poor, man nor woman, the known sinner, the
feared and often despised foreigner, the freeman nor the
slave. The idea of a spiritual freedom which made all
people brothers and sisters, the promise of another life of
true happiness, the notion of sharing with one another—
these revolutionary concepts were greatly appealing not
just to the poor and the disenfranchised, but gradually to
the wealthy and powerful, who began to accept and then
themselves to promote the new message.?

The early Christian communities endeavored to
provide help to the poor, the sick, and the afflicted. A little
later came the monasteriés, at first built far from the cities '
and thus removed from the people and then gradually,
between the fifth and the ninth centuries, coming to serve
as oases of learning and help to those in need.® In these
centuries, when the conversion of a tribal leader or king
meant the conversion of all his people, the knowledge and
the practice of Jesus’ message of love of one another was
not easily achieved. Neither warring lords, eager to con-
solidate their power, nor poverty stricken peasantry strug-
gling just to survive against the physical elements had time
or inclination to do other than ignore the beggars who
were everywhere, and cast out the most unfortunately ill
—the lepers, those who had the plague, and the mentally
ill. On the other side, church leaders, missionaries, bish-
ops, and priests waged a continual struggle, reminding all
of their common brotherhood, of their duty to share with
one another, to love as Christ had loved.












28 VOLUNTARISM AT THE CROSSROADS

girls until they reached their twenty-first year or were
married.

With some modifications these laws prevailed in
England until well into the nineteenth century, when in
the wave of the Industrial Revolution various social re-
form movements for better health, better working condi-
tions, and housing and prison reform culminated in a
number of pieces of legislation making more humane the
conditions for all of the poor and the disadvantaged. Im-
portant too in this era was the creation in London in 1869
of the Society for Organizing Charitable Relief and Re-
pressing Mendicity, shortly to be known as the Charity
Organization Society, which coordinated the activities of
private and public charities. Its format soon provided a
model for similar groups in other cities in Europe and the
United States. Operating on the philosophy first put into
practice by the Reverend Thomas Chalmers, a Scottish
minister, of helping the poor to help themselves, and em-
phasizing an individualistic approach as well as seeking to
find a solution to the cause of the problems of the poor,
the Charity Organization Society laid the early founda-
tions for what we today call “casework.”’

What is noteworthy of the period in history from
the Protestant Reformation to the present day is the ever-
increasing necessity for the involvement of government in
the solution of the problems of health, social welfare, edu-
cation, housing, and working conditions. Starting with the
vacuum precipitated when the Christian Church was dis-
placed in its efforts to care for the needs of the people,
fostered by Lutheran teachings about work and the sepa-
ration of church and state; impelled by the unification of
nations; and further carried along by the tumultuous
changes in the aftermath of the Industrial Revolution, the
scientific advances, and the concomitant population in-
creases—governments, at first most reluctantly, came to
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lum for the Deaf in Hartford, Connecticut, and the Ger-
mantown (Pennsylvania) School for the Mentally Defi-
cient. Similarly, the organization of the United States
Sanitary Commission in 1861, financed by private means,
to “combat filth and disease” in Union army camps during
the Civil War laid the groundwork for organizing state
departments of public health.!® Many of the persons re-
sponsible for the establishment of such agencies had bor-
rowed techniques already developed in England and on
the Continent. Thus came the first American YMCA in
1851, the efforts at prison reform inspired by the work of
John Howard and Elizabeth Frey, and the foundation of
the American Red Cross impelled by the work of Jean
Henri Dunant, the Swiss banker, to name but a few.
These voluntary groups sprang up for a variety of
reasons: reaction to the admittedly inadequate govern-
mental care of the poor, desire to aid special groups in the
population, the effective propagandizing of the social re-
formers, and the desire of many religious groups to pro-
vide for the needs of their own within the doctrine and
structure of their church.!! The desire for the exchange of
information and a forum to discuss mutual problems led
to the organization in 1873 of the National Conference of
Charities and Corrections (now the National Conference
on Social Welfare) while the Charity Organization Society
movement, another offshoot from English tradition, be-
ginning in Buffalo in 1877, represented in part an effort to
bring local agencies into closer working relationships.
These proved to be the forerunners of the present health
and welfare councils and the councils of social agencies.
During the first half of the twentieth century an
enormous proliferation of every type of voluntary organi-
zation imaginable appeared on the scene—local, regional,
and national. To cite but one example from the health
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as in the chapters dealing with whether voluntary organi-
zations are meeting needs and with the subject of institu-
tional renewal, we have tried to be clear about exactly
what kinds of groups we are discussing.

Elsewhere we have defined voluntarism as those
activities and agencies arising out of a spontaneous, pri-
vate (as contrasted with governmental) effort to promote
or advance some aspect of the common good, as this good
is perceived by the persons participating in it. These peo-
ple are volunteers—persons who, motivated by varying
degrees of altruism and self-interest, choose to give their
time and talents freely.’

Having worked our way through the definitional
thicket we come now to another area of uncertainty—the
number of voluntary organizations, the extent of which no
one really knows. Using his own definition of a voluntary
association as any formal voluntary group and extrapolat-
ing from various national and local surveys about num-
bers of members in voluntary organizations and numbers
of such organizations, Smith estimates that there are
about 6 million voluntary organizations in the United
States.® Dixon uses a figure of 7 million voluntary groups
in the country, including issue-oriented units, professional
societies and so forth.® If one turns to those organizations
which have been granted tax-exempt status by the Internal
Revenue Service, not surprisingly a much smaller group
is included. Working from the Cumulative List of Tax-
Exempt Organizations, The American Association of
Fund-Raising Counsel reported to the Coalition for the
Public Good in November 1972, the following: 420,000
churches, 2,500 private colleges and universities, 1,000
private secondary schools, 3,386 private nonprofit hospi-
tals, 50,000 health agencies, 30,000 welfare agencies, 5,000
civic and cultural organizations, and 30,000 foundations












46 VOLUNTARISM AT THE CROSSROADS

1974 by 81.7 percent; contributions increased by an es-
timated 49 percent; and corporate giving as a percent of
profits subject to tax decreased by 22 percent. In other
words, corporate profits have outstripped increases in giv-
ing. It should be noted, however, that corporations con-
tributed to philanthropy in other ways. It has been es-
timated that the 1974 value of loaned corporate executive
time, if deductible at fair market value, would be approxi-
mately $50 million; and that the administration of the
corporate contribution function in 1974 would have ap-
proached $75 million in cost."”

Where did the astonishing contribution total of
$25.15 billion go in 1974? The largest amount, $10.85
billion, or 43.1 percent, went to religion, up 7.5 percent
over the preceding year. Health care and hospitals re-
ceived $3.90 billion, or 15.5 percent, up 2.6 percent; next
was education which received $3.72 billion, or 14.8 per-
cent, approximately the same amount as in 1973; social
welfare received $2.34 billion, or 9.3 percent, a figure
which was 11.4 percent greater than the preceding year;
arts and the humanities received $1.28 billion, or 5.1 per-
cent of the total; civic and public causes received $710
million, or 2.8 percent; and others (foundation endow-
ments, foreign aid, and international affairs) accounted for
$2.35 billion, or 9.4 percent, and were down 21.1 percent
from the previous year, as a percent of all giving.

The trends in giving to health care and social wel-
fare are of particular interest. Giving to health and hospi-
tals totalled $2.08 billion in 1965 and rose to $3.90 billion
at the end of the following decade, an increase of 88 per-
cent. During this period the health and hospitals share of
all philanthropic giving remained fairly constant: 17 per-
cent in 1965 and 15.5 percent in 1974. Contributions and
bequests to twenty-one of the largest national voluntary





















54 VOLUNTARISM AT THE CROSSROADS

creasingly complex nature of many volunteer groups and
voluntary organizations coupled with the vast explosion of
scientific, technical and humane knowledge, has neces-
sitated the development of “‘operators” of the culture sys-
tems, trained, competent and committed individuals who
give their paid services as specialists to the groups and
organizations for which they work.

Specialization has augmented the demand for
training both of professionals and volunteers. Every major
profession has a vast array of subspecialties, the prepara-
tion for which may take months or even years. Concomi-
tantly, many of the voluntary groups, but especially those
which are service- or public issue-oriented may demand of
their volunteers intensive training and high degrees of
skill. This is but a logical step in the institutionalization
of volunteering which has, like professionalization, moved
at an ever-accelerating pace in the past century. Citizen
leaders of the early Charity Organization Societies recog-
nized the impossibility of all of their investigatory work
being done by volunteers and used paid agents. They
found that

To find out the real needs of the poor, and to form
and carry out a plan which . . . should lead to
their restoration . . . required not only patience
and intelligence and a genuine interest, but practi-
cal training, constructive ability and a willingness
to subordinate the immediate good to a future
better. [emphasis added]’

In 1898 the New York Charity Organization Society be-
gan its first training course for prospective agency work-
ers, a summer program which led in a few years to its












58 VOLUNTARISM AT THE CROSSROADS

For the past twenty years or more we have
focussed much attention on the respective roles of
the volunteer and the professional. But this atten-
tion has been related primarily to analyzing what
are professional and what are volunteer tasks
. . . If voluntary agencies will emphasize their
contribution to public social policy, they can vi-
talize many of our volunteer activities and give to
volunteers a sense of real participation in broad
community problems.®

More than this, as Levin pointed out in 1969, the citizens
who sit as board members of an agency comprise a power-
ful area of authority for social change.” Though he was
referring specifically to social agencies, we see this as true
of all major voluntary organizations that are in any way
other-serving groups, and we would extend the concept to
embrace members as well as program volunteers in any of
these groups.

Still another and probably the most critical issue
which has emerged in relation to volunteering is the
changing role of the woman volunteer. With many more
options open to her—school, employment, opportunities
for career advancement—will she continue the traditional
role she has played since the Civil War of service- and
fund-raising volunteer? Though the study by Action,
which in part compares figures from a 1965 study of
volunteering with those of 1974, shows during this period
a slightly higher proportionate increase in numbers of men
volunteering (from 15 to 20 percent of the population, a
gain of 3314 percent, while that of women increased from
21 to 26 percent, a gain of only 23.8 percent), the fact
remains that at the present the most typical American
volunteer is still a married, white woman between ages 25
and 44 who holds a college 'degree and is in the upper-
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This raises the allied question of the tax deductibil-
ity of unreimbursed expenses, some of which are permissi-
ble under present Internal Revenue Code Regulations
(such as telephone, travel, meals when away overnight,
uniforms when required), and others of which are not
deductible (such as child care expenses and meals if one
is not away overnight)."* Future policy decisions in this
area will presumably have a bearing on entrance into
volunteer positions for many.

Another matter which is the subject of increasing
discussion and of legislative proposals is that of tax ben-
efits for volunteer time. With some variations, proposals
would permit the volunteer to take a certain amount of
volunteer time, multiply it by the minimum wage, and
claim the resulting amount (or a part of it) as a deduction
or a tax credit. The issues raised are complex. One argu-
ment by proponents is that of equity: the well-to-do can
now make a dollar contribution, which gives rise to a tax
deduction; the less well-to-do can give time, but receive no
monetary advantage. The proposal would permit low-
income persons to give time, and receive some benefit on
their tax returns. A second argument is that such an action
would afford well-deserved recognition, by the govern-
ment and the people, of the important services which
volunteers provide. A question may be raised, however, as
to whether the plan would really provide an incentive for
persons from all socioeconomic groups to volunteer. An
even more difficult question is to judge the long-range
effect of linking volunteer service to a tax benefit. Does
anything happen to commitment if the volunteer becomes
money oriented?

Proponents of the proposals argue that a tax ben-
efit for volunteer time would have an affirmative impact
upon recruitment and retention of volunteers. However,
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14. For an excellent synopsis of the Action program, cf. DAVID
HORTON SMITH, ed., “Voluntary Associations and Volun-
teering in the United States,” Voluntary Action Research
1974: Voluntary Action Around the World (Boston: Lexing-
ton Books, 1974), pp. 296-297.

15. Cf. Internal Revenue Service, Rev. Rul. 73-597, 1973 Cum.
Bul. (December 31, 1973).

16. NoviA CARTER, Volunteers: The Untapped Potential (Ot-
tawa: Canadian Council on Social Development, 1975).
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In the final analysis, the basic function . . . of
regulation is the mediating of two conflicting sets
of rights. One set is the right of persons—all per-
sons—to certain fundamental safeguards as con-
sumers or users of those products or services
which result from private action or enterprise and
which are deemed to have a public interest. The
other set relates to the rights of persons to engage
in private enterprise: to do their own thing
whether that thing is running a factory, business,
bank, a commercial day care center, or a pri-
vately sponsored philanthropic facility for the el-
derly. In short, a regulatory activity always en-
deavors to mediate the two sets of rights—those
of the producer of a service or product and those
of a consumer of the service or product.?

Historically, the function of regulation is derived
from the common law doctrine of parens patriae, which
had its origin in England and which is defined as the
power of the sovereign as parent of the country to protect
the interests of those citizens who are incapable of protect-
ing themselves (children, lunatics, dependents, and chari-
table beneficiaries). In England this doctrine became what
could more accurately be described as the inherent juris-
diction of Courts of Chancery over all charities. Thus, the
English system of common law regulation and enforce-
ment of charitable dispositions by the Attorney-General
on behalf of beneficiaries (i.e., the public) was transferred
to America.

It was not, however, until the decades of the 1940s
and 1950s that any impetus was given to the development
of statutory law at the state level. One contributing devel-
opment occurred when the National Conference of Com-
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missioners on Uniform State Laws proposed in 1954 a
model registration and reporting act entitled “The Uni-
form Supervision of Trustees for Charitable Purposes
Act.” Even so, there are now only thirteen states which
require registration and only fifteen which require annual
reporting to the Attorney General.}

The above cited article has this to say about the
status of regulation at the local level:

The regulation of charitable trusts and founda-
tions is even less organized on the local level than
on the state level. Due to the fact that very few
records are kept and there is very little coordina-
tion of effort, it is practically impossible to deter-
mine what role local municipalities play in the
overall regulation of charitable trusts and founda-
tions. At best, the regulatory role of municipali-
ties can be characterized as sporadic.*

Meanwhile, various processes of self-regulation
have been taking place within the voluntary sector, many
antedating the statutory regulation by public authorities.
Accreditation mechanisms within the fields of health, edu-
cation, and welfare, and review processes, such as those of
the National Information Bureau and the Council of Bet-
ter Business Bureaus, have done a great deal to establish
and advance standards.

Today, the proposal that there be some new form
of federal regulation makes it necessary for all these devel-
opments to be placed in a perspective of what form regula-
tion of voluntarism shall take and under whose auspices
it shall occur. Perhaps another way of stating the same
perspective is to ask, Who will decide on the future role
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that could occur in the next twelve months (if
the payout level were to be increased to 7 per-
cent) . . .

We learn the basic folk wisdom of the hu-
man race through fairy tales. The moral of the
payout controversy is to be found in a fairy tale
which legislators ought to re-read. It is the story
of killing the goose that laid the golden egg.’

Another case of the overkill dilemma is seen in
Senator Walter F. Mondale’s proposed Truth in Contribu-
tions Act introduced in 1975 (an identical bill was intro-
duced in the House by Congressman Joseph E. Karth).
The Mondale bill contains two major thrusts in the direc-
tion of accountability:

1. A charitable spending control provision
which would require certain public charities
to use at least 50 percent of their gross revenue
for charitable purposes each year.

2. A charitable solicitation reporting control
provision which would require charities to file
certain reports with IRS and with certain state
agencies in addition to those now required and
to publish notices of the availability of such
reports for inspection by anyone.?

The spending control provision simply provides that if an
organization’s expenses are broken down into manage-
ment, fund raising, and service, expenditures for service
must equal 50 percent of the total. The 50 percent provi-
sion is applied to gross revenue, thereby raising some in-
teresting questions. What about donor restricted revenue,
the proceeds of which may deliberately be deferred; what
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regardless of when or how the solicitation is made. Orga-
nizations must also make available within fifteen days
their disclosure statements to anyone requesting them.
These requirements are similar to the new federal Real
Estate Settlement Procedures Act of 1975 (RESPA), mak-
ing mandatory the advance disclosure of all costs in resi-
dential transactions, with a view to protecting the con-
sumer. (The majority of the provisions of RESPA have
since been rescinded, due to the enormity of the additional
burden it put on borrowers, lenders, attorneys, and real
estate agents. Instead of protecting the consumer the re-
sult was only increased cost and aggravation. The analogy
here is self-evident.) That the Treasury would encourage
state Attorneys General to accept copies of forms submit-
ted to the IRS rather than require separate filings in each
state only emphasizes the importance of some system of
uniformity and reciprocity in reporting among the states,
and between them and the federal government.

In addition to the Mondale bill, Congressman Lio-
nel Van Deerlin introduced in 1975 the Truth in Giving
Bill. The objective of this proposal is to make it easier for
donors to identify charity charlatans before contributing
to the “causes” for which they solicit. The measure would
require any organization which uses any instrumentality
of interstate commerce (mail, telephone, telegraph, radio,
television) to solicit contributions, to respond to requests
for information from anyone seeking it.

Compliance with both the Mondale and Van Deer-
lin bills would be burdensome and expensive. The former
would exempt churches, private schools and colleges, hos-
pitals, service clubs, civic groups, and veterans organiza-
tions. The Van Deerlin bill would exempt only churches,
private schools and colleges. So the issue of the desirable
balance in public policy between necessary regulation and
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overkill remains. How can we regulate the few without
onerous impositions on all organizations, the smaller and
poorer of which may be forced out of business? Yet an-
other way to look at the problem is to observe that the cost
of invoking the police power to control the few is ulti-
mately to benefit the many and in theory must be borne
by the many—in this case those organizations whose repu-
tations are adversely affected by the wrongdoing of the few
who would defraud the public.

A second, and even more difficult issue within the
whole field of regulation is that of a desirable balance
between governmental and voluntary, or self-regulatory
efforts. The accomplishments of both the public and pri-
vate sectors represent a mixed pattern. A recent authorita-
tive survey of self-regulation conducted by Peter Meek for
the Commission on Private Philanthropy and Public
Needs makes the following general observation:

During this study several persons expressed the
opinion that self-regulation by the private sector,
including philanthropy, is a myth in the United
States. It is a concept which the private sector .
believes in, practices, and behind which it rallies
when the threat of governmental intervention is
perceived. The contrary view of other authorities
claims that public regulation, as exemplified by
the major Federal regulating bodies in trade,
transportation, etc. and by the state licensing
bodies, is captured by the vested interests in the
private sector very soon after the public regula-
tory body is created, if, indeed, the enabling legis-
lation has not already built in private control of
the public function.

The descriptions of existing self-regulatory
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mechanisms in private philanthropy in this report
do not necessarily confirm such a cynical view-
point. The report is a recital of impressive con-
cern and sincere interest in self-regulation by the
private sector. At the same time, it is apparent
that the effectiveness of any of the efforts de- -
scribed—or the cumulative effectiveness of all—
as devices to regulate philanthropy in the sense of
assuring appropriate use of tax exempt funds has
neither been thoroughly studied nor convincingly
demonstrated.’

As for the public sector, the report of the Task
Force on State Regulation of Charitable Organizations of
the Commission on Private Philanthropy and Public
Needs has this to say:

A majority of the states do practically nothing in
fulfilling their obligation to the public of safe-
guarding the billions of dollars controlled by char-
itable trusts and foundations in this country.®

Note was taken in the report of the fact that many Attor-
neys General were woefully understaffed to carry out a
regulatory function, that relatively few states employ ac-
countants to examine financial data when received, that
only thirteen states require registration, and that only
fifteen states require annual reporting. The situation is
somewhat different in respect to state regulation of chari-
table soliticitations. A total of thirty-one states have
enacted charitable solicitation statutes. Apart from the
staffing problem, many of these states have split the func-
tions of registration, usually in the hands of the Secretary
of State, and enforcement, under the aegis of the Attorney
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is likewise free to regulate the time and manner
of solicitation generally, in the interest of public
safety, peace, comfort or convenience.

The courts have also held that this governmental power
may extend to regulating the cost of charitable solicita-
tion. (National Foundation v. City of Fort Worth, 415 F
2nd 41 (5th Circuit, 1969).) However, the courts have also
held that solicitation of funds for worthy charitable orga-
nizations comes within the Constitutional guarantees of
freedom of speech, freedom of the press and liberty of
action, and that regulation of charitable solicitation is
subject to Constitutional standards of equal protection of
laws, and due process. (American Cancer Society v. City of
Dayton, 114 N.D. 2nd 219, 224 (Ohio, 1953))

A Model Bill on this subject, drafted by a commit-
tee of the National Health Council, affords a vehicle
around which all can rally. John J. O’Connor, Special
Counsel to the National Foundation, who drafted the
Model Bill, sees the following objectives to be served by
such legislation:

1. To prevent the contributing public from being
victimized by charlatans and unethical organi-
zations and individuals.

2. To keep the contributing public, at all times,
fully informed concerning the programs, pur-
poses, methods of solicitation, solicitation
costs and administrative costs of organizations
and individuals seeking charitable contribu-
tions from the general public.

3. To insure the enactment of legislation that
will not contain capricious, arbitrary, unrea-
sonable, and punitive restrictions upon the
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varying degrees, institutionalized and resistant to change.

The experience of organizations within the health
and welfare field is instructive. The development of revised
standards of accounting is one example of self-regulation
at its best, even though this view is doubtless not en-
thusiastically embraced by all national voluntary organi-
zations within that very field. The Ad Hoc Committee’s
report in 1961 has the following to say about public re-
porting:

Voluntary agencies derive their support primarily
from the public and have a duty to the public to
disclose fully those activities that do not involve
confidential relationships with clients. Failure to
give accurate and complete information is a
breach of the agency’s fiduciary responsibility to
its supporting public. The public as the investor
in an agency has the right to know the facts. The
agency as the recipient of public funds has the
duty to disclose fully to those who invest in its
activities.

This duty of full disclosure has not been car-
ried out by some agencies. A few have even unjus-
tifiably denied this obligation. Others have pro-
vided misleading information.*

A major recommendation of the report was that there be
developed a system of uniform accounting and financial
reporting for voluntary agencies.

The response to this mandate, as it was correctly
interpreted by leaders in the health and welfare field, was
the formation of a Joint Liaison Committee by the Na-
tional Health Council and the National Social Welfare
Assembly and the publication in 1964 of the Standards of
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1. Board—an active and responsible governing
body, serving without compensation, holding
regular meetings, and with effective adminis-
trative control.

2. Purpose—a legitimate purpose with no avoid-
able duplication of the work of other sound
organizations.

3. Program—reasonable efficiency in program
management and reasonable adequacy of re-
sources, both material and personnel.

4. Cooperation—evidence of consultation and
cooperation with established agencies in the
same or related fields.

5. Ethical promotion—ethical methods of pub-
licity, promotion, and solicitation of funds.

6. Fund-raising practices—a) no payment of
commissions for fund-raising, b) no mailing of
unordered tickets or merchandise with a re-
quest for money in return, c) no general tele-
phone solicitation of the public.

7. Audit—an annual audit, preferably employ-
ing the Uniform Accounting Standards and
prepared by an independent certified public
accountant, showing all support/revenue and
expenditures in reasonable detail. New organi-
zations should provide an independent cer-
tified accountant’s statement that a proper
financial system has been installed.

8. Detailed annual budget—translating program
plan into financial terms.*

The Council of Better Business Bureaus has re-
cently formulated standards to be applied to soliciting
organizations in respect to which the Philanthropic Advi-
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ral of tax liability. Tax expenditures are one
means by which public policy objectives are pur-
sued by the Federal Government and, in most
cases, can be viewed as alternatives to budget
outlays, credit assistance, or other instruments of
public policy.'

Among the fifty-one so-called tax expenditure items in the -
1976 federal budget the imputed expenditure for individ-
ual charitable contributions is in the amount of $4.9 bil-
lion.

In our view there are at least two aspects of the tax
expenditure concept which are intrinsically wrong. The
first is that it places undue emphasis upon the revenue
impact of the charitable gift. We have yet to read anything
written by an advocate of the tax expenditure theory
which goes beyond the revenue supposedly “lost” by the
federal government to a serious consideration of what
contributed dollars actually finance—namely, support of
programs and services provided to people by the various
organizations, which programs and services otherwise
would or should be provided by government. This line of
reasoning is deficient in that it emphasizes economic
rather than social aspects of tax policy.

It is interesting to note that the then newly en-
acted personal income tax law was amended in 1917 to
authorize the charitable contribution deduction when tax
rates were sharply increased to finance the war. The enact-
ment of the deduction was intended to prevent the higher
tax rates from substantially reducing philanthropy. In
other words, contribution deductibility was added to the
tax law not so much to create an incentive for giving as
to avoid interfering with the preexisting relationship be-
tween donors and the organizations of their choice. It was
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system would be a reduction in institutional independence
and donor privacy, and a reduction in the incentive to
make charitable gifts since they no longer would generate
tax benefits for the donor. An even more serious problem
is that a matching grant system could not be set up to
accommodate the constitutional problems of churches
and church-related activities. A matching grant system
which applied to nonsectarian agencies and a contribution
deduction system which applied to churches and church-
related agencies would differentiate between such catego-
ries in a way which would discriminate seriously against
the former. In addition, it would further complicate tax
law administration.

In a 1971 speech summarizing the matching grant
idea, Boris Bittker made a profound analysis of the impact
of such a system on voluntary organizations.> He notes at
once that it would not be possible to enact a system of
matching grants that included churches, and doubts the
feasibility of a system of matching grants made to secular
agencies, with, at the same time, a perpetuation of tax
deductions for contributions made to churches. He then
goes on to assert that matching grants would not be the
functional equivalent of tax deductions in the pattern of
benefits conferred on charitable institutions. He com-
ments:

It would be difficult to devise a formula for
matching grants that would produce, even in the
aggregate, the same amount of revenue that
charities owe to the tax deduction, and it is al-
most inconceivable that this could be done for
particular charities or even categories of chari-
ties.*












114 VOLUNTARISM AT THE CROSSROADS

tify the voluntary sector with elitism is carried over into
the area of tax reform, where issues of equity are raised.
For example, the “cost” of a gift of $1,000 to a person in
the 70 percent tax bracket is $300; the “cost” of a similar
gift to a person in the 14 percent tax bracket is $860. (If
neither chooses to make a deductible gift, the situation
would be reversed: after taxes the person in the higher
bracket would have only $300 left; the person in the lower
bracket would have $860 left.) The allegation of inequity
arises because the charitable contribution appears to be
worth more to the wealthy person than to the relatively
poorer person. But to rest one’s entire case against the
charitable deduction on this point is to be guilty of over-
simplification. There are, in fact, several measures by
which a tax system must be evaluated.

We turn again to Bittker’s criteria for analyzing
the viability of a tax system.® He first deals with the allega-
tion of impropriety, which is based upon the consumption
theory of tax liability, which in turn holds that one’s tax
liability should be based upon the amount available for
consumption expenditures, taking no account of how one
chooses to spend his money. Charitable contributions are,
of course, included as a consumption expenditure. Bittker
whimsically observes that in such a system tax logic ac-
cords a charitable contribution the same classification as
wine, women, and song. However, those who advocate
this point of view suggest that desirable social objectives
may be furthered by a system of matching grants by gov-
ernment. Thus, some expenditures are encouraged, others
are not. Bittker notes that there is an inequity in the fact
that matching grants may be extended to charitable con-
tributions but not to wine, women, or song, and then asks
why, if it is tolerable to achieve social objectives through
a matching grant system, it is not equally acceptable to do
so through a system of contribution deductions.
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proaches this matter of equity from another point of view.
In a recent article he notes:

Many reformers adopt the rather simplistic pos-
ture that the primary purpose of tax reform with
respect to individual taxpayers is to bring about
tax equity by effecting tax equality. I take excep-
tion to this premise, since, in reality, there is no
such thing as tax equality. It is not possible to
create tax equality between, for example, a tax-
payer with a $10,000 annual gross income and
one with a $200,000 annual gross income; but it
is possible to afford each of them (on a compara-
tive basis) tax equity.’

On this basis Weithorn believes that reformers should
concentrate on elimination from the code of those provi-
sions which support the “tax shelter” industry, leaving the
remaining income, estate and gift tax adjustments to be
eliminated, revised or retained in light of the social or
economic function which those adjustments might serve.
In terms of revenue raising, he believes that the focus of
tax reform should be directed toward business taxation,
particularly the elimination of special benefits afforded to
particular industries and to multinational operations.

A draft statement of the Coalition for the Public
Good, issued in January 1975, also deals with this matter
of equity:

However, as we have seen, if there were not
greater encouragements in the tax system for per-
sons in the higher income brackets to make chari-
table contributions, they would give appreciably
less than they do. As a result, they would retain
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asked eighty-five large donors, “If there were no tax be-
nefits, what effect would it have on your charitable giv-
ing?”’ Ninety-six percent said they would reduce their giv-
ing, with a median reduction of 75 percent. Only 4 percent
said that such a change would have no effect on their
giving.

So the matter stood until, in 1972, the 501 (c) (3)
Group resolved to sponsor a serious econometric study of
the actual effects upon giving of the tax deductibility of
contributions. With funds voluntarily subscribed by vari-
ous philanthropic organizations, the 501 (c) (3) Group
engaged Dr. Martin Feldstein, a professor of Economics
at Harvard University, to conduct the research. It is fair
to note here that the 501 (c) (3) Group took this step with
a certain amount of fear and trepidation, because the pos-
sibility existed that objective findings would prove that no
correlation exists between the provision of the tax code
and charitable giving. This would have had the devastat-
ing effect of upsetting assumptions long held and deeply
felt by all of the members of the Group. Fortunately, the
matter had a happy ending! Without going into all the
methodology, findings, limitations and caveats which are
implicit in this kind of research, we find that Feldstein
concludes:

Eliminating the current deduction of charitable
contributions would reduce total itemized giving
by approximately 28 to 56 percent, depending
upon the particular equation specification. The
loss on contributions would be relatively greatest
for educational, medical, and cultural organiza-
tions. Philanthropies would lose more in the con-
tributions they receive than the government
would gain in additional tax revenues. New dis-
posable income after tax and charitable contribu-
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acts of citizenship. Through them the contributor
joins with others in supporting activities which
enrich society. Other tax deductible expenditures
may or may not have this attribute depending
upon circumstances.

Charitable contributions are essentially un-
selfish acts. The contributor does something for
someone else more than for himself. If he borrows
working capital for his business or pays interest
for the mortgage on his home, he takes steps
which give rise to tax deductions. But these steps
are for his own or his family’s betterment. They
might not be selfish expenditures, but they are
personal interest expenses.'?

What the preceding quotation implies is that since
the charitable contribution is uniquely different from
other deductible expenditures it should be treated differ-
ently in the formulation of tax policy. It would be desir-
able if the charitable contribution could be separated from
other deductions so that it would not be associated in the
public’s mind with tax “loopholes” of any kind.

A proposal to accomplish this has been in the pub-
lic domain for some time. Why it has not found favor and
support within the voluntary sector or within government
baffles some observers. In brief, the proposal is that chari-
table contributions be taken as a deduction from gross
income similar to sick pay or the expenses of moving to
a new job location, rather than from adjusted gross in-
come. The concept is simple and would go a long way
toward removing the charitable contribution from the
perennial struggles over tax reform.

The idea first was conceived by Stanley S. Wei-
thorn in the mid-1960s. Although it was discussed
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opportunity to itemize available to everyone.

3. Reducing the Standard Deduction by 20 per-
cent, the assumed average of charitable contri-
butions contained therein, will not have any
revenue consequences.'

This recommendation reflects the very substantial
difference which exists between deductions for charitable
contributions and all other deductions. Such a move
would isolate and preserve the contribution to a publicly
supported charitable organization from any future statu-
tory changes aimed at modifying the basic concept of
itemized deductions. It would erase the incompatibility
between tax reform and the preservation of the charitable
contribution deduction. And it would free public officials,
both in the Administration and in the Congress, to con-
centrate on other issues in the field of tax reform without
endangering the future of those organizations which de-
pend on voluntary giving.'

In thinking about why this concept has not been
more vigorously promoted one is reminded of the fre-
quently heard lament that “no one speaks for volunta-
rism.” This is true, and we suppose the fact that no one
person or organization does so speak, represents paradoxi-
cally both one of the timeless strengths, as well as an
incipient weakness of voluntarism. If any one super orga-
nization were to “speak for voluntarism” it would have to
be clothed with such authority and measure of control
that we no longer would have “voluntarism,” in the sense
of diffusion and dispersion of effort. The 501 (c) (3) Group
—functioning as a conduit through which information
may be exchanged—and organizations such as the Coali-
tion for the Public Good and the National Center for
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tional precision. Whether one talks about advocacy, in-
fluencing public social policy, engaging in social action, or
promoting institutional change makes no essential differ-
ence. The objectives sought may be many and diverse
(from the activities of a neighborhood group to get a stop
light at a dangerous school intersection to promotion of
national health insurance) and the repertoire of activities
directed to achieving the goal may be similarly varied
(from peaceful group protests to expert testimony before
a Congressional committee). One of the unique character-
istics of voluntarism is its ability to mobilize individual
and group effort toward those objectives which are felt to
be important to the participants.

Pifer, in the 1974 Annual Report of the Carnegie
Corporation, refers to the complexity of public policy:

The processes which lead up to the formal enact-
ment of public policy in this country are extraor-
dinarily complex. It is a deliberate part of our
system that these processes are thrown open to
wide citizen participation, involving inputs from,
and interaction among, elected and appointed
officials, political parties, the communications
media, industry, trade associations, trade unions,
professional associations, citizen action and
many other groups, and, finally, the charitable
sector with its wide range of private, non-profit
organizations.'

In travelling around the country, one of the most
visible and audible signs is the impulsion of many persons
toward activism and institutional change. People want to
be where the action is, they want to influence and help
shape the forces of change. And it is volunteers themselves
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Why should one accept, as we do, the moral and
legal obligation and responsibility of voluntary organiza-
tions to be concerned with influencing social policy? In the
final analysis it will be because there will be work to do
in the next decade or so. We see at least three major
societal changes taking place in the shaping of which the
input and influence of the voluntary sector could be criti-
cal in the immediate future and beyond.

The first change arises from the fact that, more and
more, major decisions affecting all people will be political
decisions. An increasingly powerful political system will
articulate goals, formulate options, determine priorities,
and allocate resources. Daniel Bell predicts that there will
be a greater passing of power to the President, and that the
presidency will become, as he describes it, a system of free
action, choosing which interests it allows to be heard, and
engaging in free bargaining with various interest groups.
This accretion of governmental power will be tempered
and influenced by the right of people to affect those deci-
sions which control their lives.® (It is debatable whether,
as an aftermath of Watergate, the trend toward increased
presidential power has been arrested.)

The second concerns the extent to which the
United States will be increasingly drawn into collabora-
tion and common cause with other nations of the world
to relieve hunger, reduce poverty, share medical knowl-
edge and skills, and collaborate in establishing educational
programs. It cannot be long before everyone realizes, as
someone put it, that we live in a very small world, and that
our economic, social, ecological, and political stability is
inextricably bound up with what happens everywhere in
the world. Nor can the United States, as it has in the past,
adopt either an isolationist or a paternalistic posture in its
relationship with the peoples of other countries. Just as the
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and the increasing desire for improvement in the quality
of life—represent a formidable agenda of concerns for all
Americans. Yet the forecast with respect to the political
system holds out hope. Indeed, one reason for the aliena-
tion and apathy of many citizens is their seeming lack of
ability to influence political processes and decisions. Cer-
tainly an annual, biennial, or quadrennial election repre-
sents an important civic responsibility, but hardly an effec-
tive method of influencing the rapidly moving course of
events in Washington, Sacramento, or San Antonio. Let-
ters to public officials are likewise important, but their
influence is probably marginal, and too often those who
write receive a courteous form of response and may then
be placed on the official’s mailing list for reports of future
achievements. The medium of the future through which
influence will most directly be felt is through the group,
organization, or association—sometimes singly, perhaps
more often in coalition with like-minded organizations.
The individual impact is thereby multiplied by a factor of
z in the official’s mind to represent a force to be taken into
account in his or her constitutency.

Thus the organizations of which we speak in this
book—the thousands of philanthropic organizations
which have their legal base in the first amendment—have
a means of influence, a constituency, experience in the
day-to-day conduct of their affairs, and a set of values
which can and, we believe, must be applied to the issues
which will face our country in the immediate future. Not
to do so, will be an abdication to other forces, perhaps
motivated by an entirely different set of values. To do so
is to contribute to what we all hope will be a more just,
equitable, and peaceful society.

As we have implied, there are organizations which
do not believe that their mission encompasses the influenc-
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(c) (2) (D), which defines charitable contributions so as to
include contributions to organizations ‘“no substantial
part of the activities of which is carrying on propaganda,
or otherwise attempting, to influence legislation.”

The Regulations, in defining what is meant by
influencing legislation, say that an organization will be
regarded as attempting to influence legislation if it a)
contacts or urges the public to contact members of a
legislative body to propose, support, or oppose legisla-
tion, or b) advocates the adoption or rejection of legis-
lation, which is defined to include federal, state, or lo-
cal. The Regulations also define an- “action” organiza-
tion, which is not tax exempt. Its characteristics are:
1) Its main or primary objectives (as distinguished
from incidental or secondary) may be attained only
by the enactment or defeat of legislation. 2) It ad-
vocates or campaigns for the attainment of such objec-
tives (as distinguished from nonpartisan analysis, re-
search, or study, and making the results available to
the public).

The real problem in living with the Code is what
is meant by the phrase “no substantial part of the activities
of which.” Neither the Regulations nor any judicial deci-
sions have suggested a formula for determining whether
an amount of activity is substantial or insubstantial, or for
that matter, what is meant by “activities.” For example,
does this include time, or costs? Does it require an im-
puted time for volunteers or board members? It is doubtful
if any such formula could or ever will be formulated be-
cause this is a factual question dependent upon all of the
circumstances in a particular case. It is worth noting that
the dedication of something less than five percent of the
time and effort of an organization to legislative activity
“could not be deemed substantial within the meaning of
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percent of the 20 percent could be devoted to grass roots
activity.

The arguments which emerged from the Adminis-
tration in opposition seemed to be derived from singularly
ill-founded conclusions. One was that since the voluntary
sector now spends, in the aggregate, about thirty billion
dollars a year, passage of the Ullman bill would immedi-
ately release six billion dollars (20 percent) for lobbying,
and Congress would be submerged with lobbyists. This
argument ignored the fact that voluntary agencies were
not likely to divert 20 percent of their funds to legislative
activity under any foreseeable circumstances, that their
primary mission was service, and that legislative activity
was, in their minds, clearly ancillary. The 20 percent
figure had been picked to provide an outside figure within
which an organization would operate without fear of los-
ing exempt status if a particularly crucial issue were to
arise. Indeed, there are some who worry about whether,
if present restraints were modified, lobbying might not
become the sole purpose of an organization at the expense
of regular service. If this proved to be so, the organization
would be compelled to surrender its present legal classifi-
cation under the Code and would become an “action”
organization, to which contributions would not be deduct-
ible in tax reporting.

During testimony an Administration spokesman
also advanced the view that the real problem was one of
“balancing” public and business interests, and that volun-
tary agencies should be allowed to communicate with a
legislator only when there was a competing interest be-
tween the two. The rationale of this point eluded most
observers. This response further emphasizes the present
inequity between the restrictions imposed on voluntary
nonprofit organizations and the liberal provisions of Sec-
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man Conable and by others has attempted to deal with
some of the inequities and ambiguities in these problem
areas. One provision would allow a decreasing percentage
of allowable legislative activity as an organization’s budget
increases. This may reduce the prospect of a swarm of
lobbyists descending on Washington, but it does appear to
some to be needlessly complex. Another provision allows
for an organization to elect whether it wishes to be cov-
ered, or to continue under the present provisions of the
Code. Some organizations are so large, or so powerful,
that they can function adequately under the present law,
without an election process that might cause them to be
subject to subsequent review.

The matter of grass roots lobbying has always been
complex, because of, on the one hand, the reluctance of
Congress to permit organizations to appeal to the general
public, and, on the other hand, the difficulty in defining
the constituency or membership to which an organization
might legitimately appeal. Is it anyone who contributes to
the support of the organization? Who subscribes to a pub-
lication? Or who buys cookies? This matter may now be
resolved by use of the phrase, “bona fide members,” which
presumably refers to individuals who have achieved some
legal relationship to the organization as provided in the
organization’s by-laws or other official definition of mem-
bership.

The final matter of concern is the status of
churches and integrated auxiliaries. Because U.S.
churches do not acknowledge the right of any civil author-
ity to restrict or control their ability to witness on any
subject, they quite properly do not wish to come under the
provisions of any law, by either choice or compulsion.
Church organizations do not object to other voluntary
organizations having the benefit of amendments to the
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only for the former. That is, the substantiality test
was not an expression of any congressional deter-
mination that political activities are inherently
inconsistent with charitable status, but rather a
decision by Congress that the tax benefits in-
tended for charitable and educational organiza-
tions should not be converted to the use of private
interest groups.'

It is also worth noting that government programs were
small in 1934 and Congress had no reason to foresee the
future important role of voluntary organizations and citi-
zens in attempting to influence a greatly expanding and
increasingly complex and remote governmental system.

The final and convincing argument against the pre-
sent provisions on substantiality is also cited by Borod. He
notes how important it is that incentives be given to mem-
bers of the private sector to develop alternative or compet-
ing solutions to social problems, especially when more and
more functions are being performed by a strong central
government. He asserts that it is exactly such incentives
that sections 501 and 170 of the Code were intended to
provide:

While it is recognized that tax exemption involves
a form of public subsidy, it is one which permits
individual citizens, corporations, and organized
philanthropic groups to determine the kind and
variety of programs they wish to support and
develop on their own initiative. This permits
quick response to developing needs, experimenta-
tion in methods of meeting those needs, and a
wide variety of independent services with a max-
imum of citizen participation.''
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fall outside the meaning of legislative activity, as defined
within the Code:

1. Legislative activity by an organization bearing
on its own tax exempt status. Included within the scope
of this exception are issues of tax reform bearing on the
deductibility of charitable contributions and measures
relating to a change in the limits of permissible legislative
activity.

2. Efforts to influence the rules and regulations by
which legislation is to be administered. This is most im-
portant because legislation is usually passed in broad, en-
abling terms, and the rules and regulations, which have
the full force of law when they are promulgated, become
very important.

There are some additional considerations which
organizations will wish to take into account, assuming
that they set out to influence public policy within the
context of the present, or any future law. The first is that
the function itself must be internally differentiated, within
the organization. Except for very small agencies, the func-
tion of public policy should be structurally defined within
the agency and should be the particular responsibility,
even on a part-time basis, of designated staff. It is not
something which can be done effectively as an ancillary
part of another function. And, as we have seen, there are
many ways in which policy can be affected beyond engag-
ing in legislative activity. The important thing is that the
function be accorded an organizational rank which will
make it parallel with the service function.

Another element, perhaps more important than
much of what we have said, is that an organization utilize
what Max L. Stackhouse calls the “reserve of influence”
concept.'? This recognizes the importance of the agency’s
own constituency, whether it be of individuals or of orga-
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lems of the day via a differentially structured and inter-
nally supported program of influencing social policy,
thereby using the weight and stature of the organization
as a lever for social change. To do less is to disregard one
of the prime opportunities and justifications for the exis-
tence of the voluntary organization.
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growth in the number of agencies competing for the chari-
table dollar. Neighborhood organizations, self-help
groups, ghetto organizations and antipoverty groups en-
couraged by the federal Office of Economic Opportunity,
organizations serving minority and disadvantaged groups,
consumer groups, and environmental groups have all
rightly sought to influence public policy, to exercise some
degree of control over programs and issues affecting them,
and to gain support from individuals, foundations, and
corporations.

Some observers attribute this proliferation of
voluntary organizations to the failure of established orga-
nizations to change and adapt their programs to meet
current needs. Others regard the phenomenon as repre-
senting one of the intrinsic and unique attributes of volun-
tarism—that individuals are free to band together to do
something about a commonly felt need.

. Nevertheless, it is a fact that the increase in organi-
zations increases the competition for available funds. As
* Carl Holman, president of the Urban Coalition, observes:
“The same dollars get shifted from plate to plate. First it’s
the blacks’ turn, then Puerto Ricans, Chicanos, peace
groups, and ecologists.”®

How are voluntary organizations coping with the
acute money crisis? In the aggregate no one knows. What
we have observed probably represents more general pat-
terns. In part, the situation is made more complicated by
the fact that boards and staff members of voluntary orga-
nizations seem to be eternally optimistic—a positive qual-
ity which arises out of convictions about the service the
organization seeks to provide. Moreover, because it has
always been difficult to raise sufficient money to fund ser-
vice operations adequately, there is an inherent feeling
that the current crisis is more of the same, only perhaps












164 VOLUNTARISM AT THE CROSSROADS

of philanthropic organizations, we offer our observations
derived primarily from experience in the social welfare
field; with appropriate modification we believe much of
this experience is replicable throughout the entire volun-
tary sector.

At first glance it seems as if the matter could be
considered from the point of view of intent: If an organiza-
tion receives public money to extend a service in the com-
munity, consistent with its basic purposes, and based upon
a well-conceived community plan which responds to a
demonstrated need, one might assume one set of circum-
stances. On the other hand, if the organization is engaging
in a frenetic series of efforts to get government grants,
bending its purposes here and there in order to qualify,
and if it depends on the grant money to retain its staff and
the overhead to balance its budget, one would have to
hypothesize a different set of probable outcomes. How-
ever, as one pursues this matter in greater depth it
becomes evident that the problems and issues are suffi-
ciently generic to permit ignoring the matter of intent. For
one thing, the line, if any, between the two situations is
very fine. And even if one concludes that the first hypo-
thetical situation contains no hazards, it may very well be
that the first government grant is like the first olive in the
bottle—after the first, the rest come easy!

Any discussion of government grants for voluntary
agencies reveals a certain schizophrenia within the field.
An observer who had recently returned from a United
Way meeting in Miami, Florida noted that there were
several speeches by prominent laymen on the general
theme that if we do not support voluntary services, gov-
ernment will take over! At the same time, professionals
were attending workshops on how to get more govern-
ment money! Perhaps better than anything else, this be-
speaks the ambivalence within the field today.
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Hence comes the increasing use by government of volun-
tary agencies to carry out public purposes—largely with-
out conscious planning on either side. There is no central
point within government which scans the field and at-
tempts to determine whether the impact of government
money on the private sector is for good or for ill. Similarly,
there is no central point within the voluntary sector which
attempts to predict what the outcome of increasing receipt
of government money will be in five years, or ten, or
twenty.

We believe some very fundamental issues are
raised for voluntary organizations. Can voluntary agen-
cies receive public money and still retain ultimate control
over their purposes, policies, budgets, programs, and per-
sonnel—all of which are normal attributes of autonomy
and independence? In our view, these issues are raised by
whatever form public money takes, whether for a demon-
stration project, purchase of service, subvention for gen-
eral purposes, or a lump sum for a particular service.
There are some salient questions which voluntary agencies
must ask: _

Will public money adversely affect other forms of
support, such as United Way, foundation, or church?

Is the proposed program consistent with the organi-
zation’s basic purpose?

Would the agency wish to offer the program even if
no public money were available?

Will the proposed program divert resources, person-
nel, effort, or space from activities more central to the orga-
nization’s purpose?

Will a contract or agreement limit the agency’s free-
dom to an unacceptable degree?*

We know of no satisfactory formula for the public-
private mix of money which can guarantee that the public
and voluntary parties will regard each other as strong and
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groups and the important services they offer. But the
dilemma and the conflict of values implicit throughout
any discussion of public and voluntary relationships re-
mains: Does one lean toward immediate delivery of ser-
vices or toward concern for the potential long-run impact
on the services of all voluntary agencies?

Another predictable future development for many
communities will be an increase in proprietary agencies.
Of course, if one is committed to the concept of consumer
choice, then there is need for an expansion of the provider
base, in order to be able to offer the client as wide a choice
as possible. However, in some communities, voluntary
agencies are being told, as purchase of service is extended,
that proprietary agencies will take over by default if volun-
tary agencies do not keep up with demand. Cost compari-
sons between voluntary agencies and proprietaries are not
known because of absence of data. In a major study of
purchase of service in California, Wisconsin, and Pennsyl-
vania in 1971 the management consulting firm of Booz
Allen & Hamilton concluded that relative efficiency is
probably a matter of scale, and that the proprietaries are
most competitive when large quantities of service are in-
volved, based on sounder administrative practices and
cost control.'® The report lists the advantages of the pro-
prietaries: capital; continuity; sound management; cost
control; accountability; economy of scale; reputation for
service; and uniformity in service delivered. Many persons
on the voluntary side would assert that these attributes are
not the exclusive property of the for-profit sector, and
would point out that there are other elements which are
also important in the delivery of human services, namely,
a commitment to the objectives and values inherent in the
service, and a professional accountability and responsibil-
ity to those served.
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serious hazards. One is the potential problem that may
arise from potential discontinuities of service. For the in-
dividual organization the volume of public money which
it receives should never be so great that the agency could
not, at least temporarily, withstand abrupt termination of
public money and the attendant dislocations of staff and
service. The 1972-1973 period witnessed the most recent
impact of discontinuity of federal policy in social services
on local communities. Not only was a ceiling of $2.5 bil-
lion put on these services in 1972, but three subsequent
sets of rules and regulations made a concerted effort to
reduce these expenditures to $1.5 billion. This reduction
was to be achieved by creating conditions of eligibility
which would have denied needed services to thousands of
persons. An authoritative study by the American Public
Welfare Association, released in 1973, reported that an
estimated 3,832,929 people and an estimated expenditure
of $1 billion would have been affected had the first draft
of the rules and regulations been put into effect. It is no
wonder the Department of Health, Education and Wel-
fare received over 250,000 letters of protest!

Although most will agree that New York City is
atypical and that its experience cannot be replicated else-
where, it reveals some trends in the evolution of purchase
of service in child care that are meaningful universally.
Over a long period of time New York City has utilized
voluntary agencies for foster home and institutional care
for many children who were a public responsibility. To-
day, approximately 90 percent of these children are cared
for by voluntary agencies. A lawsuit, Wilder v. Sugarman,
filed in July 1973 against eighty-four defendants, includ-
ing voluntary agencies of the three major faiths, plus offi-
cials of the city and state, has exposed some of the prob-
lems which are predictable in overdevelopment of
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there is no relationship between the amount of public
money accepted and agency policy formulation; the expe-
rience of these agencies indicates that an arbitrary limit on
the amount of public money an agency can receive is
irrelevant; lay participation in the agencies is related to
mission, and not to the use of public money; and finally,
ongoing functional services are not diluted as a result of
the existence of publicly funded projects.?

Our own opinion is that voluntary agencies should
not hesitate to utilize public money, but should establish
careful ground rules in so doing: that the program should
be within their existing purposes and objectives; that not
over a fixed amount of the organization’s gross revenue
(for example, between 25 and 40 percent) should be from
public funds; and that the contractual relationship should
reflect the organization’s own policies with respect to
confidentiality, provision of service, and monitoring. The
main thing is that the voluntary organization enter into
the relationship as an equal partner, and not be thrust into
a position where its financial needs compel it to become
a mere conduit for public money, modifying its purposes
to the availability of money, and subjecting itself to the
hazards of an always capricious and uncertain flow of
public money.

We close this chapter with a somewhat radical
suggestion, especially at a time when many executives are
evaluated basically on the extent to which they have been
able to demonstrate substantial increases in the budgets of
their organizations. When all potential sources of funds
have been reviewed (including the application of some
kind of policy establishing limits on public money to be
received), the board of an organization has the responsibil-
ity, in our view, of facing the hard fact of constructing a
balanced budget, fitted to available income. This can be a
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on the Literature, Smith and Freedman note the following
criticisms:

Voluntary organizations, with few exceptions,
tend to become internally non-democratic . . .
they tend to become bureaucratic, often charac-
terized by apathy, and tend to become oligarchic
in the sense that they are controlled by a few
persons. Pluralism conceals an elite which con-
trols its activities . . . such an elite invariably
represents the “establishment” and membership
in voluntary organizations tends to be class based
and is often homogeneous.!

In a paper prepared for the National Center for
Voluntary Action in late 1974, Pablo Eisenberg, Consul-
tant, Center for Community Change, has this to say:

Yet others perceive the voluntary sector as a com-
plex system of organizations often irrelevant to
the pressing issues of social and economic sur-
vival in the 1970’s and 1980’s. . . . The fossiliza-
" tion of traditional practices is everywhere in evi-
dence. Over the past twenty years hundreds, if
not thousands, of new local organizations have
been created to deal with such issues as ecology,
consumer problems, economic and social self-
determination, public interest law, poverty and
neighborhood revitalization, yet philanthropy
has made little or no provision for these new, vital
groups. Many social agencies and volunteer
groups continue to serve their clients, old and
new, as they have for years, irrespective of chang-
\, ing circumstances and the need for modern
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also seen as being too middle-class, too white, too
paternalistic, and too alien to be acceptable to
those who were most deeply mired in the “culture
of poverty.”*

Finally, an exploratory study by Donald M. Traunstein
and Richard Steinman concludes that

. ... a major motivation for the self-help move-
ment has been to construct an alternative to the
bureaucratic and professional model of the hu-
man services; an alternative to abstract principles
and objective criteria, to specificity of expertise
and delimited authority, to effective neutrality
and impersonal detachment, to technical qualifi-
cations and the hierarchical control structure.’

What are the essential characteristics of the volun-
tary agency? The best conceptualization which has been
brought to our attention is that of Wickenden, in a paper
prepared for the Milwaukee Institute on Purchase of Care
and Services.® In this paper she notes four characteristics
of the voluntary agency: origins and motivation—the
voluntary agency is assumed to come into existence by
reason of the voluntary action of some individual or group
proceeding with the intent to render a service. . . . It is
responding to a philanthropic, religious, or social impulse
in the first instance; control and management—a volun-
tary agency is assumed to be autonomous and control its
own destiny, typically under the direction of an indepen-
dent governing board; financing—the voluntary agency is
assumed to be financed by voluntary contributions; choice
of service and beneficiary—the voluntary agency is as-
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eralization that voluntary agencies do not serve the poor.
These are impressive records of service in areas which, by
any criteria, are acknowledged as a public responsibility.
What of the indirect impact on the “big” prob-
lems? For example, the purpose of the Young Women’s
Christian Association includes its One Imperative—to
thrust its collective power toward the elimination of ra-
cism, wherever it exists and by whatever means necessary.
In addition, the YWCA has established as targets the
eradication of sexism, the empowerment of youth by re-
sponding to the self-determination of teens, students, and
young women in decision-making and leadership, to ad-
vance peace with justice, greater social and economic jus-
tice, and a more humane environment. If one were con-
structing a program to prevent juvenile delinquency it
would be difficult to improve on these program targets or
objectives. Yet one does not immediately associate the
YWCA (or any other of the youth-serving agencies) with
service to juvenile delinquents. In another area of preven-
tion, the educational programs of several of the national
health agencies, such as heart, cancer, and lung have had
a positive effect on the health of the nation in sparking
earlier detection and treatment of these diseases.
Additional examples of what we mean can be seen
in the avowed purpose of Family Service Association of
America which is to strengthen family life and serve fami-
lies under stress. This is done by programs emphasizing
counseling, family life education, and advocacy—the lat-
ter defined as an action program aimed at insuring that the
systems and institutions with direct bearing on families
operate to meet effectively the needs and interests of those
who use them. Yet it is fair to say that few persons connect
these programs directly with such “big” problems as men-
tal health, juvenile delinquency, or the aging. Again, the
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which are major attributes of mutual benefit as-
sociations for professionalism and bureaucratiza-
tion, two major attributes of human service orga-
nizations."

We no not mean to imply that all of these new
organizations have been formed as an outcome of failures
on the part of established organizations. Many have goals
and objectives which set them apart from existing organi-
zations; but others have purposes which are sufficiently
congruent with those of established organizations to raise
the question of why some established agency did not see
that need and do something about it, or why, once the
indigenous group is formed, it is not more closely related
to an established organization. We say this with recogni-
tion that the development of any voluntary organization,
arising as it does out of the common concerns of its partici-
pants, represents the unfolding of voluntarism at its best.
Nevertheless, the failure of established organizations to
adapt their programs and services to the needs of emerg-
ing groups and their failure to open the doors of the board
room, the membership, and the staff to persons from these
groups, looms large in any attempt to answer the question
of whether voluntary organizations are meeting needs.

Beyond this matter of adaptability, there are other
deficiencies on the part of established voluntary agencies
which constrict their ability to meet changing and emerg-
ing needs.

The first is the reluctance of many organizations to
coordinate services with those of other organizations.
Looking again to the health and welfare fields, social re-
search in the past two or three decades has established that
many families have multiple problems, that these are in-
terdependent phenomena, and require interdisciplinary
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ment of cooperation from participating organizations.
Model cities agencies, comprehensive health planning
agencies, community planning councils, and United Ways
exist, among others, to provide the former, but a real
measure of individual organizational commitment to the
broader good is too often missing.

These strong impulses toward autonomy and in-
dividualism are also evident in planning processes,
whether under public or voluntary auspices. Since plan-
ning ultimately tends to influence in some degree the allo-
cation of resources, the relationship of individual organi-
zations to the process is generally not one of cooperation
and flexibility aimed at finding what is the common good,
but that of a vested interest, resolved to find how the
particular allocation will inure to the organization’s own.
benefit. The thought that any particular service is not
more important than (or at least equal to) any other ser-
vice tends to restrict the agenda and the scope of discus-
sion. It may be that public planning agencies will, in the
long run, be more successful because of their linkages with
those responsible for the allocation of money; but planning
under voluntary auspices tends to be successful only as
there are volunteers whose influence can be felt around the
planning table. This is not to fault agency representatives
out of hand. They can and should defend their programs
and accomplishments, and if they do not have a deep
dedication and commitment to their organization and its
purposes, they should not be associated with the organiza-
tion. What is called for, in our view, is a delicate balance
between self-interest of the organization and the broader
interests of the community.

Are voluntary organizations meeting needs? We
eschew a simplistic response. In general, established
voluntary organizations are meeting needs, ranging on
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The problems of evaluating effectiveness by out-
come in the nonprofit field are exceedingly complex. There
is little or no scientific evidence of effectiveness, for exam-
ple, in the social welfare field. How can one measure the

/’ effectiveness of a friendly visitor to a home-bound isolated
aged person? How can one measure the effectiveness of -
sensitive counseling to a frightened pregnant teen-ager?

//How can one measure the effectiveness of a training pro-
~  gram for a mentally retarded child? How can one measure
the effectiveness of the Camp Fire Girls program for a
withdrawn, mistrusting ten-year-old? The same kinds of
questions can be asked of those within the various speciali-
ties of the medical profession, of educators—in fact, of
~anyone within the voluntary sector. As William
[ McCurdy, Systems and Information Manager for FSAA,
. has said, the problem with performance expectation is that
of translating human services into operationally defined
[expectations which can, in turn, be measured in actual
iperformance. There is a substantial gap between knowl-
‘edge and effectiveness.

Beyond the intrinsic, and perhaps insoluble, ques-
tions raised above, there are also some practical problems.
While uniform standards of accounting have been devel-
oped for hospitals and within education, it is only recently
that they have been formulated for the social welfare and
health fields as a whole. The Uniform Standards of Ac-
counting and Financial Reporting for voluntary health
and welfare organizations, revised in 1974 to accommo-
date generally accepted accounting principles adopted by
the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants,
make it possible for health and welfare organizations to
cost out program activities, and to separate them from
costs of fund raising and management. The production of
the United Way of America Services Identification System
























214 VOLUNTARISM AT THE CROSSROADS

It should be added that the project contains, in addition
to this particular peer review process, a method of evaluat-
ing treatment success for each client, determined by a
point system derived from the assignment of numerical
values to the behaviors to be modified, and a calculation
of the percentage of goal attainment achieved.

We have belabored this matter of outcomes be-
cause we think people should temper their calls for instant
cost-benefit information with an appreciation of some of
the intrinsic problems. There should be a wider recogni-
tion of the research which has been done, and a willingness
to invest more in further research, because a substantial
investment in research is necessary to advance the present
state of the art. And above all, there should be acceptance
of what is being done to achieve accountability: research
into client responses; processes of peer review; and finally,
improvement in management techniques. We believe that,
given the present state of deficiency in correlation between
services and outcomes, the well-managed organization
should be accorded high marks for accountability, for
efficiency and economy, and for quality of service.

Discussion with others of the management skills
(or absence of them) will bring out an astonishing array
of responses. A not uncommon view is that a certain
amount of inefficiency, economic waste, and duplication is
one of the necessary costs of freedom of choice and plural-
ism, and that social values should outweigh efficiency val-
ues in meeting the needs of people.

In a conversation with Wallace Fulton, Vice-Presi-
dent, Corporate Communications Division, Equitable Life
Assurance Company, reference was made to increasing
pressure on voluntary organizations from corporations to
do a better job. He observed that corporations now have
a better understanding of voluntary agencies, and in their
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right to participate in those decisions affecting their lives,
and an obligation to contribute to a better quality of life
for all. We deeply believe that this is the only way volun-
tarism is going to survive. '

In particular, this charge to effect constant renewal
must be laid upon voluntary organizations, the estab-
lished, the new, and those yet to be formed. They must
achieve a more diversified representation of the commu-
nity on boards and among volunteers; more diversification
within staffs and memberships; and greater involvement of
client or consumer groups. This is the most certain path
to institutional renewal that we know, the surest way to
avoid parochialism, to achieve relevancy, and to embrace
meaningful change. The process can not always be neat
and orderly, but in the long run there will be improved
public confidence, improved board, volunteer member,
and staff trust, and both the image and reality of ability
to adapt to external change. Thus can voluntarism find its
own salvation.

Little did Mrs. Rosa Parks realize, when she
refused to move to the rear of the bus in Montgomery,
Alabama in December 1955 (she said her feet hurt), that
the civil rights struggle was thereby joined. Little did she
know that her act would lead to a parallel struggle to
enfranchise the poor, that both of these movements would
find expression in the concept of “maximum feasible par-
ticipation™ contained in the federal antipoverty law, and
that these movements would lead to neighborhood groups,
to self-help organizations, to the women’s movement, and
to consumerism as we experience it today. Not that cause
and effect have been that clear; but there has been an
irresistible confluence of a variety of forces over the past
decade to form what is now seen as a movement for hu-
man rights.
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tion, friendship with other members in some particular
area, expertise in some particular area, representation of
community groups, amount of money contributed, place
of residence (for national organizations), sex, achievement
in business or a profession, and so forth? All of these
criteria, and others, have been used from time to time.

In part the situation has been complicated by two
developments. The first, articulated by sociologists and
students of urban growth, is that the traditional pyramidal
structure of communities, in which control, decision mak-
ing, and power tended to be centralized in a relatively few
persons, has given way to a dispersal of influence and
decision making among several groups, i.e., business, in-
dustry, labor, government, the professions, federations of
neighborhood groups, colleges or universities, political
parties, to name just a few. Thus, an organization seeking
“influentials™ for board membership cannot proceed in
the same way as it may have done formerly.

A second development has been the insistent de-
mand of many formerly excluded groups for participation
in those decision-making processes affecting their lives.
The poor, the young, members of racial, religious, and
ethnic groups, and the aging are among those whose
voices are being heard, and to whom, we believe, volun-
tary organizations must respond at this juncture in his-
tory.

How, then, can voluntary organizations best pro-
ceed? What criteria should the nominating committee em-
ploy? In our opinion, expertise and diversity are two com-
plementary criteria needed by a viably functioning board.

The first of these is essential since if the organiza-
tion is to survive it must give primary attention to carrying
out its purpose wisely and effectively. There are six kinds
of expertise which are desirable, even necessary, for a
board to function in such manner: administration; fund-
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in producing real change. The analogy may not be apt, but
one thinks of the country of Sri Lanka (Ceylon). The
country was occupied by the Portugese for 100 years, by
the Dutch for 100 years, and by the British for 200 years
and yet these successive efforts at colonizing and trans-
forming the country have proven futile. Sri Lanka retains
today its culture, its values, its customs, and its traditions.
We do not know how cultural anthropologists would ex-
plain this but it seems evident that the people liked things
the way they were and resisted change. It seems safe to
predict that when they are ready for change, it will come.
There are a number of things which any organiza-
tion can do to reflect readiness to change. Some are direct
actions, others are indirect in that they help to create a
climate conducive to movement and change. All of them
can be set in motion with a minimum of fanfare, prepara-
tion, or resources. There are two direct activities that look
foward renewal. The first is the agency self-study, which
(/;hould be conducted at least every five years. It should be
a formal, comprehensive review of the organization and
the community at a given point in time, and should engage
members, board, executive, and staff. In addition, every
t/{)rganization should have a formal outside study at least
every ten years, utilizing an independent research or con-
sulting firm.

The criteria for selection of a consulting firm
should emphasize the firm’s willingness to work with,
rather than for, members, board, and staff, and the firm’s
understanding that it is really initiating a process, rather
than simply providing the board with a beautifully pre-
pared report, complete with well turned out recommenda-
tions. Because any study really compresses into a very
short time frame a process that would normally go on all
the time, involvement of membership, board and staff at












244 VOLUNTARISM AT THE CROSSROADS

member, is creating a situation in which change and
renewal become more difficult. Big business tends to weed
out people and assure turnover by non-promotion. Volun-
tary agencies need a policy to assure turnover at the top.
We hope we have conveyed the urgency of our
views. Only by opening their doors to the rich diversity of
all emerging groups as members, volunteers, board, and
staff, can voluntary organizations find the spark which
will ignite internally generated change. Only by constant
regeneration and renewal can voluntarism survive.
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the rich diversity of individuals who make up
our country; enfranchisement and participa-
tory democracy must become a reality.

2. All voluntary organizations must build in
policies and processes requiring a periodic re-
view of goals, objectives, purposes, and pro-
grams in order to adapt to changing times,
conditions, and needs.

3. Within whatever limits may be established by
law and regulation, voluntary organizations
must substantially increase the commitment
of their resources to advocacy, influencing
public policy, and contributing to social re-
form.

4. Organizations must actively seek, recruit,
train, and constructively engage more volun-
teers from the vast reservoir of compassion,
altruism, and commitment which exists
among all people.

5. Voluntary organizations must remember that
they exist by public sanction, that many sub-
sist by public generosity in giving, and that
beyond their particular publics, all are ulti-
mately accountable to the general public, and
its representatives.

6. Voluntary organizations must constantly see
themselves, not as isolated islands of program
or service, but as integral parts of a network
of service or influence, whose common objec-
tives can be multiplied by participation in con-
sortia, ad hoc coalitions, and concerted ar-
rangements.

Should all voluntary organizations, by a stroke of
the pen, translate these principles into active operating
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monitor and act as a watchdog in relation to the sector,
is assurance that their point of view will continue to be
part of the necessary debate of public policy issues in the
future.

We agree with the value orientation of the Donee
Group, with their point of view concerning accountability,
and with many of their recommendations, although we
frequently seek the same ends in different ways. As a case
in point, we have greater faith than does the Donee Group
in regenerative forces within voluntary organizations, as
opposed to the necessity of legal means.

We have two additional observations. We think the
Donee Group, in some of its criticisms of foundations,
does not take sufficiently into account the chilling effect of
the Tax Reform Act of 1969 on the freedom, creativity,
and willingness of foundations to take risks. Foundations
saw the Tax Reform Act of 1969 as, in effect, punishing
them for being controversial, innovative, and too liberal.
The result was a more conservative posture on the part of
all foundations.

Another observation is that the Donee Group does
not, in our judgment, sufficiently assess the ultimate im-
pact of government money and accompanying control on
the voluntary sector. We realize that sometimes private
control can be as onerous as government control, but to
implicitly assume, as the Donee Group has seemingly
done, that government control is benign and will not ulti-
mately change and perhaps destroy voluntarism as we
know it, is a proposition we cannot accept.

In any case, the advent of the Filer and Donee
reports is bound to stimulate and enrich the necessary
debate that must precede those changes in public policy
and private behavior which are so essential to the further-
ance of voluntary effort in the next few decades.
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