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No One Best Way:
Management Careers
and Curricula
in an Era of Institutional Crisis

This article is adapted from a presentation to the
Nonprofit Management Education Conference
"A U. S. and World Perspective” held March 4, 1996 at Berkeley, California

by Peter Dobkin Hall

view of the interrelationships between
the increasing population, centrality and
complexity of charitable tax- exempt organiza-
tions, the growth of academic interest in these
entities, and the development of nonprofit manage-
ment education over the past century. It will also
survey current debates over nonprofit management
education and nonprofits research in order to offer
speculations about the ultimate trajectory of
teaching and research about nonprofits.

Cz@ his article will provide an historical over-

1. The Managerial Revolution and the
Emergence of Modern Philanthropy, 1890-1940

Grantmaking foundations, federated

giving, community trusts, professional fundraising,
and the other distinctive vehicles of modem

philanthropy developed during a period of
fundamental social, economic, and political
restructuring -- turbulent years in which long-
established ways of earning and living were
disrupted, new technologies transformed work and
leisure, and individuals accumulated private
fortunes and power on a scale which
revolutionized long-held beliefs about freedom,
equality, and the nature of community.

The "corporate restructuring of American
life" of the nineteenth century fin de siecle was
more than a revolution in production and
distribution (Sklar 1980). It was a revolution in
management whose impact was not confined to
industry and commerce: it was a managerial
revolution involving basic changes in the ways
people understood the world and acted on it
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(Chandler, 1977). The same ruthless rationalism
Ahich transformed the workplace and marketplace
0 sought to reinvent government and the public
and private institutions of chanty, culture,
education, health care, religion, and social welfare
(Wiebe, 1967).

Accompanying the emergence of the new
institutional order, in which a powerful central
State coexisted with extraordinary concentrations
of private power, were a series of educational

How Should
Nonprofits Education and Research
recognize:
that future "knowledge workers" will move
easily between jobs in government, business,
and nonprofits rather than spending a career
in a single firm and industry?

initiatives focusing on the systematic accumulation

’nf knowledge as an instrument of planning and

© oolicy. The new century witnessed the
establishment of the first schools of business
management and public administration, and
schools, programs, institutes, and courses which,
their founders hoped, would bring, by joining
research and practice and by attracting the best
and brightest students, greater efficiency,
effectiveness, and justice to American life (Noble,
1977, Alchon, 1985).

2 Nonprofit Organizations and Managers in
the Modern Welfare State, 1940- 1968.

The emergence of the United States as the
world's leading economic and political power after
the second World War set in motion institutional
changes as fundamental as those which had
transformed the nation nearly a century earlier.
Global leadership required internal stability --
stability which depended on capacities to plan,
control, and equitably distribute resources.
P‘Eschewing European models, American policy
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makers developed a unique form of welfare state
which -- using new kinds of tax and budget
mechanisms -- allowed public purposes to be
carried out through the private sector (Webber &
Wildavsky, 1986; Hall, 1992; Salamon, 1995).

These post-war public policies fueled an
explosive growth in the population of charitable
tax-exempt organizations: between 1950 and
1990, their number grew from less than 50,000 to
more than a million (Weisbrod, 1989; Hall, 1992).
This growth in organizational population was
accompanied by qualitative changes:

» the increasing centrality of private
organizations to the delivery of basic
services and to the shaping of public
opiruon, as well as their growing depen-
dence on government grants, contracts,
and tax privileges attracted public and
legislative attention to these new entities --
which often took the form of demands for
greater accountability and efficiency;

* greater centrality, growing resources (the
displacement of traditional forms of dona-
tive financing by funds from government,
foundations, and corporations), and grow-
ing dependence effective advocacy and
lobbying (to ensure the continued flow of
public and private funding) produced
increasing organizational complexity;

+ the increasing complexity of the manage-
ment task, combined with rising demands
for accountability to regulators and fund-
ers, generated pressures from within the
tax-exempt universe for greater pro-
fessionalism, efficiency, and effectiveness.

As early as 1950, Congress expressed
concern about the growing population and power
of foundations and other tax-exempt entities.
While the investigations of this period did not
produce major legislative or regulatory changes,
they did succeed in alerting some philanthropic




leaders to the need for more systematized know-
ledge about their organizations and more effective
ways of presenting their needs to the public.

Though the Russell Sage Foundation and
the American Foundation Information Service had
been tracking the growth of philanthropy since the
late 1930s, in the mid-1950s, its effort were joined
by the Camegie Corporation and the Ford
Foundation, which began convening scholars to
encourage research on the history of philanthropy
(Princeton Conference, 1956) and set in motion
the initiatives which led to the establishment of the
Foundation Library Center -- a clearinghouse for
information on Grantmaking (Andrews, 1973) and
the Council on Foundations. These efforts, it was
hoped, would lead both to better public
understanding of philanthropy and improvements
in management and governance that might stave
off demands for more government regulation.

3. The Invention of the Nonprofit Sector and
the Professionalization of Nonprofit
Management, 1969-1990.

These efforts did not, however, stem the
rising tide of criticism directed at tax-exempt
organizations. By the early 1960s, both the newly
elected Democratic administration and Congress
were not only calling for greater accountability,
but questioning the necessity and desirability of
private philanthropy. Intense hostility character-
ized the acrimonious hearings which culminated in
the 1969 Tax Reform Act. The major impact of
the Act was to remobilize philanthropic leaders.

Though draconian on its face, most of the
specific regulatory provisions remained vague and
unspecified — presenting the private sector leaders
with opportunity to shape the policies and
practices through which they would be
implemented. Doing this would require knowledge
about tax-exempt organizations which ‘did not
exist at the time. With encouragement from John
D. Rockefeller 3rd and a network of philanthropic
executives and lawyers called the 501(c)3 Group,

-
an initiative was mounted to establish a blue-
ribbon commission to research and frame public
policy towards the broad universe of charitable
tax-exempt organizations. With co-sponsorship
from the Department of the Treasury and an
enthusiastic endorsement from the House Ways
and Means Committee, the Commission on Private
Initiatives and Public Needs (the Filer
Commission) began its work in 1974 (Hall, 1992).

Although its policy recommendations,

How Should
Nonprofits Education and Research
recognize.
that firms and enitities themselves move more
and more between government, business and

nonprofits sectors?

issued in 1976, remained controversial, the work
of the Filer Commission produced a number of
outcomes of enduring importance: 1) it redefined
perception of the tax-exempt universe, redefining
charitable enterprise as a coherent cohesive
"sector" of organizations; 2) it encouraged the
founding of a national organization to represent
the interests of those organizations regardless of
their field of activity (Independent Sector); 3) it
sparked academic interest and began to attract the
resources necessary for serious, sustained research
and teaching on issues affecting the management,
regulation, and perception of nonprofit enterprise
of which Yale's Program on Nonprofit Organiza-
tions was an early example.

These outcomes, generated primarily from
within tax-exempt industries, comprised only part
of the foundation of contemporary academic
interest in nonprofits. Other forces were also
important, particularly in expanding research
interests into teaching and training programs.
Certain academically-based professional fields --
hospital administration, social work, library
science, public health, and public administration

Philanthropy Monthly 96 January/February 7




among them -- had supported teaching and
research relating to philanthropy and nonprofits
(Yale, for example, established the Stark
Professorship of Practical Philanthropy in 1907,
Harvard's social relations courses involved
students in settlement houses and other forms of
experiential/institutional learning before the first
World War). In addition, in certain cities -- notably
Cleveland and New York -- bureaus of municipal
research and charities federations had been
supporting in-service learning since the first
decade of the century (Charities Review, 1898,
109-14; Ayres, 1898; Charities Review, 1899, 12-
14; Ayres, 1899). By the 1970s, these efforts came
under the wing of "commuter colleges" offering
degree and certificate programs to social and
health services personnel.

Not only were such efforts largely
uncoordinated, many academic scholars resisted
and resented those who sought to bring together
basic research, professional traiming, and
continuing education -- and their hostility was
intensified by the fact that efforts to nurture
nonprofits scholarship and nonprofits management
were being underwritten by the industries which
would most benefit from academic legitimacy
(Karl, 1987, Bailey, 1988). Although the
Association of Voluntary Action Scholars (now
ARNOVA), established in 1972, created
opportunities for independent scholars to present
work in its journal and annual conferences,
academics, increasingly pressured to publish in
prestigious disciplinary venues as a requisite for
tenure, tended to keep their distance from the
field.

Because of this resistance and suspicion,
the impressive growth of nonprofits teaching and
research during the 1980s and 90s remained
selective: nonprofits centers took root in
universities throughout the country, but the vast
majority of them focused on professional training
and were located at institutions not noted as
research centers of the first rank. (With the
exception of Yale, the elite private universities
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resisted any form of institutional commitment to
nonprofits teaching and research -- and even Yale's
efforts were restricted to scholarship. The univer-
sity had no management school until the late 1970s
and, despite a rhetorical commitment to public and
private management, the school has never offered
a regular course focusing on nonprofits).

4. Management Careers and Curricula in an
Era of Institutional Crisis, 1990 and Beyond

Changes in public policy, which emerged in
the mid-1970s and achieved dominance by the late
1980s, have both increased demand for teaching
and research on nonprofits and intensified the
debate over the form it should assume. The
devolution of public responsibilities to states and
localities under the banner of the New Federalism,
coupled with the privatization and contracting out
of service delivery in education, health, and human
services, has created a tremendous demand for
skilled nonprofit managers. Changes in the
economy and in technology, have not only loosen-
ed ties between employees and corporate employ-
ers, but also changed the nature of work itself.
According to some commentators, a new cadre of
"knowledge workers" who move easily between
jobs in government, business, and nonprofit
enterprise, are replacing the class of managers who
spent their careers working in a single firm and
industry (Drucker, 1989; Rifkind, 1995).

Because the new polity and economy
involves both free movement of personnel from
sector to sector and continuously changing rela-
tionships between government, business, and
nonprofit enterprise (including in many instances
shifts of firms themselves from one sector to
another), the effort to frame nonprofits research,
teaching, and management education within
separate fields and training programs ("philan-
thropic studies” and nonprofit management degree
programs) has altered the terms of the debate over
the place of nonprofits in the curriculum.

Most notably, the elite research institutions
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are beginning to change their stance. As increasing
numbers of students are seeking careers in
nonprofit firms, expect to be involved with them in
the course of their careers, or become aware of
their importance through community service and
experiential learning programs, demands for
relevant course offerings, programs, and interest
groups are rising. Faculty interest is being stimu-
lated by the increasing centrality of nonprofits in
policy and service delivery -- and by the consulting
opportunities they offer.

While it is
inevitable that the

seeking graduate and professional degrees in
preparation for nonprofit careers are likely to
expand -- but these are likely to be pursued as
concentrations within general management, law,
public administration, and public health programs
rather than as specialized credentials in nonprofit-
management.

Whether the separate field and integrated
curricular models will converge is anybody's guess.
If the history of education provides any precedent,
it seems possible
that they will not
(Bailyn, 1960). In

elite universities will
eventually make
significant com-
mitments to teach-

What will better prepare managers to face
the ongoing transformation of institutions
and careers: special programs, courses
built on the "distinctiveness" of a Third

the United States,
the elite universi-
ties generally left

ing and research
relating to nonpro-
fit enterprise, it
seems clear that
they will follow a
very different path
than the first wave
of nonprofit
management
programs. Rather than proceeding from
convictions about the distinctiveness of the "Third
Sector" to initiate special courses, academic
centers, or degree programs, attention to
nonprofits seems likely to be framed by the
interests and boundaries of established
departments, disciplines, and professional schools.
Thus, for example, teaching and scholarship about
the history of charity and philanthropy is likely to
grow - but will do so within American, religious,
and women's' studies programs or as course
offerings in economics, history, political science,
and sociology departments rather than as a
separate field. In addition, established courses in
these fields are likely to give more attention to
philanthropy, voluntarism, and nonprofit
organizations. '

nonprofit

and social work?

Similarly, opportunities for students

Sector and of nonprofit management or less
education
concentrated within
disciplines and professional curricula as
management, law, public administration

teacher training to
prestigious

and  research institutions and, to
such established the extent that
they were con-
cerned with edu-
cation at all, foc-
used on issues of
policy, adminis-
tration, and peda-
gogical research. M.A.T. programs intended to
bring teachers more into the orbit of scholarship
have, like other forms of continuing education,
been generally neglected by the elite universities.
At the same time, the changing polity and
economy, with its impact on career trajectories
may force stronger ties between scholarship and
practice. As institutions and opportunities change,
universities may be forced to respond to demands
for "lifetime learning," enabling alumni and others
to continuously retool and reskill over the course
of their careers.

While circumstances seem likely to compel
increasing attention to nonprofits within the
universities, the erosion of boundaries between
sectors --so evident in the highly entrepreneurial
health care and human services industries -- will
make efforts to posit nonprofit enterprise as
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distinctively altruistic or associated with
democratic/pluralist values less credible. Without
this ideological rationale, it is hard to imagine that
the "separate field" approach has a long-term
future. At the same time, pragmatic
considerations, most importantly diminishing
resources within higher education for the
establishment of new fields (and, for that matter,
for supporting long-established ones!), are likely
to weaken the separate field effort. Finally, even
the astounding generosity of certain foundations
towards academic enterprises which serve as
industry cheerleaders as the activities of these
centers, tainted by "an atmosphere of special
professional purpose,” increasingly isolates them
from the mainstream of scholarship and
management training efforts.

What will better prepare managers to face
the on-going transformation of institutions and
careers? Will special courses, programs, academic
centers, and degree programs, built on
questionable premises about the distinctiveness of
the "Third Sector" and the generic nature of
nonprofit management -- or initiatives framed as
concentrations within the established disciplinary
and professional curricula in management, law,
public administration, public health programs, and
social work -- succeed in imparting the range of
"portable skills" needed by the "knowledge
workers" of the future (Drucker, 1989)?

Given the extraordinary diversity of indus-
tries in which nonprofits operate -- as well as the
range of competencies needed with organizations
--, the answer is clear: for the rank-and-file of
students, vocational/"normal school" programs
will very likely provide the fundamental compet-
encies. But this is not enough: for, if nonprofits re-
ally are -- as seems likely to be the case -- the
organizational platform upon which the new polity
is based, we will also need teaching and research
of the highest quality carried out within the schools,
programs, and departments of research universities.

The history of American education
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provides a cautionary precedent. The training of
school teachers and administrators in the U.S. was
framed by a "special atmosphere of professional
purpose" very similar to that characterizing much
of today's nonprofit management. As a result,
according to Bernard Bailyn, it "isolated itself
from the major influences and shaping minds of

twentieth century scholarship and public life." "Its |

isolation," Bailyn concluded, "proved to be self-
intensifying: the more parochial the subject
became, the less capable it was of attracting the
kinds of scholars who could give it broad
relevance and bring it back into the public domain.
It soon displayed the exaggeration of weakness
and extravagance of emphasis that are the typical
results of sustained in-breeding" (1960, 7-8).

This unhappy outcome is avoidable -- but
we stand at a turning point. At present, the
possibility of developing a legitimate and powerful
community of scholars capable of building the
research base and creating the curncula for
meeting the challenges of fundamental institutional
change is endangered by half-hearted foundation
commitments to funding cntical research on
nonprofits, weak support for infrastructure (hard
money investments in professorships, centers,
scholarly associations), and lack of interest in
developing and sustaining alternative models of
models of management education -- combined
with the imprudent commitment of certain
grantmakers towards academic centers and
programs willing to serve as industry cheerleaders
-- threatens to produce a similar isolation,
parochialism, and irrelevance.®

Peter Dobkin Hall is Deputy Director of the
Program on Nonprofits Organizations and
Research Scholar at Yale University
AUTHOR'S NOTE: The research on which this
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