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Inquiry into the Definition of

  Charities and Related Organisations

C/- The Treasury

Parks Place

PARKES  ACT  2600

The Chairman of the Committee

RE:  SUBMISSION TO THE ABOVE INQUIRY

On behalf of SU Queensland, I would like to thank you for the opportunity of responding to this important inquiry.

SU has been part of Australia’s Christian ministry landscape for over 100 years, and has a deep commitment to the health and wellbeing of the nation.

Attached, please find our submission to your inquiry.  If you need any clarification on the issues, please do not hesitate to contact this office at the above address.

Yours sincerely

Duncan Brown

SU Queensland State Director
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Executive Summary

The Inquiry into the Definition of Charities and Related Organisations is chaired by the Hon Ian Sheppard AO QC, and supported by a committee of Mr Robert Fitzgerald AM, and Mr David Gonski.  This submission addresses in order the issues on which the Committee is seeking comment and is made by Scripture Union Queensland in its own right being one of the eight state and territory based movements comprising Scripture Union in Australia.

A preamble and specific responses to the terms of reference are included in the body of the submission.  What follows are just some highlights and supports the independent submission by John Woodley, Australian Democrats Senator for Queensland.  

1.
Taxation benefits have allowed SU Queensland in the past to stretch its resources.  Activities that assist not for profit organisations to raise capital should be supported with appropriate taxation concessions.  It is recommended that the Federal Government follow the definitional inquiry into the charities sector with a comprehensive inquiry into the tax treatment of the sector.

2.
There is a concern that relational religious activity is increasingly difficult to describe in terms of social benefit as prescribed by the broader and social community sector.

3.
There is a degree of discomfort about the potential risk by ‘for profit organisations’ compromising services in order to maximise profits.

4.
A broader set of values and principles defining community development, client rights, social capital, religious expression, and charitable and human services benchmarks, which set a more comprehensive framework for organisations to describe their activities for the purposes of government regulation and assistance, might be a helpful approach.  Then the onus would rest on each organisation to describe the purpose and nature of the activities within the framework in order to attract government support and exemptions.

5.
The difficulty with defining religious groups is that those engaged in the decision making on the basis of the definition, may not readily appreciate the contribution to the community that activities like worship, religious education or other distinctively religious practices may make.  The evidence is that spirituality is beneficial for personal and social wellbeing.

6.
The opportunity must exist for organisations to describe their activities and purposes in terms of broader community welfare without prejudice.  Much of the religious activity is culturally and socially enriching to the Australian community. 

7.
There are some negative issues that have a bearing on the organisation because of the different definitions imposed by different agencies under differing jurisdictions.

8.
SU Queensland is not funded by government and does not engage in traditional church activity, PBI or charitable activity even though classified as a charity under Queensland legislation.  The part of the sector in which SU Queensland operates is relatively small.  This means that current definitions do not allow regard for the social and economic environment in which SU Queensland operates.  Experience reveals some falling between the cracks of the definitions. 

9.
Defining an organisation against both the nature and purpose of its activities demonstrates capacity and intent.  This would possibly open up new and innovative opportunities.

10.
SU Queensland would prefer that definitions be legislated and that an Australian Charities Commission is established to address the interests of the charities/not for profit sector, and be charged with interpretation and other responsibilities. 

11.
It is recommended that a broad set of value and principles is developed through which community service, not for profit organisations could be viewed.  These could be based on areas such as defining community development, client rights, capacity to develop social capital, religious expression, charitable and human services benchmarks and the like. 

Preamble

The Committee invites charities and related organisations to provide information about their organisation, and about the current social and economic environment they operate in, including how that environment is changing.

Who is SU?

SU History

SU (Scripture Union) is an interdenominational international Christian movement working in 127 countries/ states.  It was founded in the 1860’s as an evangelical mission to children in the age of voluntary societies, and through a variety of activities, works to propagate Christian faith and quality of life.  SU’s aims and beliefs are mainstream Protestant Evangelical, and the movement enjoys wide support within the major Christian denominations.

SU in Australia

SU in Australia comprises 8 state and territory based movements that operate a variety of programs to fulfil the movements aims, which are to “make God’s good news known to children, young people and families, and to encourage people to meet God through the study of the Bible and prayer”.  

Though SU employs 230 staff , and operates from offices in every Capital City and most major regional centres, it is primarily a volunteer movement.  Each year, over 16,000 people serve the community through SU, with over 200,000 program participants.  Non staff voluntary councils under incorporated status govern the movement.

Among the diverse activities of SU are:

· Secondary Schools Programs:

These programs which aim to explore issues of meaning, worth, faith and culture, are conducted in over 600 secondary colleges throughout Australia.  They range in format from concerts, seminars, discussion groups, lunchtime programs and special focus speakers.

· Primary Schools Program:

These programs aim at aiding primary school aged children to explore matters of faith, personal formation, morality, ethics and relationships.  They vary from school organised programs, after school clubs, seminars, issues based drama, and seminars.  Currently, SU works in over 300 primary schools.

· Missions:

SU currently works a series of mission activities, which are aimed at encouraging children, youth and families to engage issues of Christian faith, community, personal development and recreation.  The missions range in style and approach from short term summer camping at most popular holiday destinations to longer term urban missions directed towards specific locations and subgroups.  Currently, SU conducts over 200 missions per year.

· Camps:

These programs are conducted in a variety of locations, including three SU owned and managed camping properties catering for school groups, disadvantaged families and holiday programs.  Additionally, SU is recognised as a leader in the sport and recreational adventure based camping movement, conducting camps for youth leadership development, self esteem building, relationships and skill enhancement.  Each year, SU conducts over 200 camps.  

When taking the missions and camps together, SU is one of Australia’s largest not for profit camping organisations.

· Chaplaincy:

SU operates chaplaincy programs in over 150 state secondary and primary schools.  In Queensland, SU acts as facilitator for almost the entire chaplaincy sector.  Chaplaincy has rapidly become a major strategy for assisting young people to deal with issues of anxiety, meaning, self worth and personal development.  SU chaplaincy is recognised by education authorities as an established and invaluable part of Queensland’s education system. In many cases the presence of a chaplain is accompanied by a drop in social problems such as drug usage and suicide.

· Publishing:

SU Australia operates a publishing branch dedicated to the development of resources for the various areas of its ministries.  Among the publications is an acclaimed safety and care manual, training material and study guides for Scripture reading.

· Training:

Each year, SU undertakes to deliver leadership training to hundreds of young people and adults who wish to work in a volunteer capacity within the various programs.  From 2001, SU will deliver Frontline Management, a nationally accredited leadership development program.  

· Deposit Fund Management

SU operates a national deposit fund on behalf of members and contributors.  The income from the fund is turned back into SU activity.

Throughout its various programs, SU receives no direct government funding, but does receive fee for service payments at a nominal rate from government funded instrumentalities like schools, state government Departments of Community Services and some welfare agencies.

SU Queensland’s annual budget of approximately 4.5 million dollars is chiefly funded through donations from the  community, general donations and legacies.

SU Ethos

SU has been a valued part of the Australian churches for over a century, and operates with a team of professional staff, most of whom have degrees in youth and/or children’s work, theology, human relations and management.  Many have post graduate qualifications.  

The movement works from an holistic relational perspective, respecting the rights of individuals, and especially upholding the rights of marginalised persons including indigenous persons, persons from other cultures, young people and children.  The movement believes working with people involves engaging the whole person, social, relational, physical, intellectual and spiritual and that healthy spiritual depth enables individuals to work through challenging situations.     

SU operates from a policy of non discrimination on the grounds of race, disability, sex, age or social standing  with all clients in its public programs.

Because SU is a movement that specifically teaches Christian faith, it chooses suitably qualified persons for staff roles related to training and fieldwork.  Because the safety of young people in our programs is of paramount importance, the movement has a rigorous selection and training process for recruiting volunteers.  

SU fulfils a role within the Christian community of pointing to benchmarks in children’s and youth work and  training voluntary workers to develop best practice.  As a movement, SU is committed to assisting young people to develop resilience, and therefore it’s approach to faith expression is culturally sensitive, with a clear emphasis on exploring potential and reaching capacity.

Information on The Characteristics of the Sector  (ref  p7 Terms of Reference)

Correctly defining the concepts “charity”, “welfare” and “not for profit” is important to SU.  These terms carry with them unconscious meanings, and as usage of the terms increased in the 20th century, so the meanings became more blurred.

For many people, charity and welfare have become interchangeable words when used in the context of social activity, and have commonly described the alleviation of material poverty and direct support to the disadvantaged.   The word charity is most synonymous with this description.

However, SU believes that the concept of “welfare” in particular needs to be broadened to include, alongside agencies which work directly with particular marginalised subgroups, those agencies which are indirectly involved in producing a better society.  For instance, Governments are charged with  maintaining the “welfare” of all citizens, in which case the term welfare is more accurately definable as “wellbeing”.   Under this terminology, churches, para-church agencies (like SU), Scouts, community sporting groups, service clubs and associations would all be classified as welfare bodies. 

When it comes to this broader definition, a group’s status as either “not for profit” or “profit based” is immaterial to the discussion of definition.  If a group’s activity is primarily directed at raising the social capital of the community, that group can be determined to be a welfare organisation.  The difference in definition between “not for profit” and “profit” matters when considering Government support mechanisms eg. taxation, industrial regulation, support with expertise etc.   

In the latter part of the 20th Century, the provision of charity and welfare services became  “big business”, creating a large sector mainly funded by Government.  Many organisations from the “for profit”  business sector were invited to tender for services and thus become part of the welfare fabric.

With the growth of the sector, the calls for taxation relief for “for profit entities” has caused a rethink of the whole sector.

Amidst these changes, relatively small “not for profit”  non government funded movements (like SU) have felt that their participation in developing the social capital of the nation has been largely overlooked.

SU believes that there are several major reasons for this…

· The wellbeing of the community has become increasingly measured in economic terms.  Social indicators have been less valued as a means of measuring the wellbeing of the nation.

· Commensurately, the determination of what is welfare and what is not has been tied to measurable economic benefit.  The outcome based approach to employment services is a primary example.  Performance resources need to be utilised that reflect social value, not directly economic.

· The increasing narrowing of the emphasis on charity and welfare as being the delivery of services primarily to the disadvantaged and marginalised.

It is our contention that the community is greatly benefited by the many diverse cultural, artistic, ethnic, community based service, religious and support groups.  Indeed, SU would go so far as to say, that it is the staggering breadth and health of this “hidden” sector, which ultimately makes Australia the socially healthy nation it is today.  It is further our contention that Governments at every level must do all they can to foster and create an environment where such groups can flourish.

Not only is it essential to the social health of the nation, but it remains the most cost effective strategy for building social capital.  

SU’s place in the sector.

SU has, in the past, been designated a Religious Not for Profit Organisation for taxation exemption purposes.  Under this status, SU enjoyed exemptions on certain goods related to children’s and youth work and the propagation of religion.  However, in Queensland under the Collections Act, SU is a “charity”.  The A.T.O. has recently confirmed “DGR” status to SU Queensland.

SU is not exclusively  involved with work amongst the most disadvantaged, but its programs are non discriminating on social grounds.  However, whilst not providing direct welfare and social relief, the services SU and other like organisations supply play an important part in contributing to the social capital of Australian society.  

The work of SU is provided free of government assistance, with the movement undertaking enormous effort to raise the necessary finances.  Almost all of these funds are raised through donations from individuals and organisations.

If organisations like SU did not exist, the increased cost to Government to offset what 230 staff and 16,000 volunteers do would be enormous.

Specific response to the Inquiry Terms of Reference

The attributes, purpose and behaviour of organisations within the sector in the light of current social expectations and experiences

What are some of the major social and economic factors affecting the ‘attributes, purpose and behaviour’ of your organisation, and what are the implications for how your organisation is or should be defined?

The rise of Post Structuralism

One of the major issues being faced by most volunteer movements is the rise of Post Structuralism.  Australia is currently in a period of history where long term voluntarism is generally in decline, where community service is being redefined, and where short term commitment to community activity is normative.  This means that SU is subtly redesigning its processes to encourage greater voluntarism, and has increased its emphasis on training.

Multi-culturalism

The breadth of nationalities within Australia means that the cultural landscape is constantly being redefined.  Australia is a rich blend of ethnic, generational and sub cultural groupings.  The challenge for SU is continually being open to cultural diversity. 

Australian Dollar Exchange Rate

The plunge of the Australian Dollar over the past 3 years has seriously affected our capacity to operate our distribution and publishing company, thus reducing the ability to support the work from this enterprise.

What do you think will be some of the major influences on the environment in the coming decade, and what might this mean for how your organisation is defined?

Changes in government legislation

Of primary concern is the possible loss of taxation benefit that has enabled SU to stretch its resources.  Furthermore, the costs of complying with Government requirements cannot be recouped from commercial activity, but rather erode funds given for the work of the movement.

Changes in donor behaviour

There is increasing demand for the donation dollar as charities compete.  Additionally, there are signs that Australians are beginning to suffer from “charity burnout”, and this is affecting patterns of giving, and in some cases leading to cynicism.  SU will always be a niche in the area, but the general change in giving habits poses a challenge.  Charities provide an important service to a growing sector and ease the burden on the Government.

The shift from religious fundamentalism to liberalism
SU is a conservative Christian movement in belief and progressive in strategy.  As fundamentalism in general wanes, there will be a change in the nature of movements engaging in charitable services.  The current definitions will be much more difficult to sustain as the core business of religious bodies diversifies.

How have your organisation’s ‘attributes, purpose and behaviour’ changed over recent years, and has this involved any change in how your organisation has been or should be defined for various purposes?

The views of government agencies, researchers, for-profit organisations and peak interest groups are also sought by the Committee.

SU has experienced the challenge of redefining itself in a more holistic manner.  It has needed to come to terms with life in post Christian Australia.  SU has been discovering that religion and relationship are fundamentally linked and has developed a more relational style, grounded in a credible stance with respect to social and community issues.  Christians are called to put others first and offer unconditional support to people regardless of whether they are open to the Christian message.  SU was originally brought into being to work with wealthier Christian children in holiday destinations.  However, much of our ministry now takes place with disadvantaged persons in urban missions, families and young people of all social backgrounds.

What are the key characteristics of the current social and economic environment for the sector as a whole, and what significance do these characteristics have on how various parts of the sector are or should be defined?

The entire sector is facing the challenge of moving towards community development models of activity.  Indeed, some governments have this struggle.  It is imperative that welfare support includes a move from predominant models of “services to” to models of empowering and equipping communities.  One difficulty that this presents is that images of communities assisting themselves are not as evocative to media and funding bodies as direct assistance.  Another dimension is the time and cost involved in deep community change as distinct from band-aid solutions.  Agencies and organisations that aim at building resilience and capacity in communities and individuals need to be defined as promoting the most sustainable approach to increasing social capital.

Another key characteristic of the current social and economic environment is the tendency towards a prescriptive approach to welfare and charitable services.  The current processes where funding agencies are defining and designing the processes of social engagement are potentially ignoring and devaluing the potential creativity which exists in the social, welfare and community sector.  The great risk in this is that organisations that decide to pioneer or model might be marginalised in the process. 

Do these influences impact differently, with different definitional consequences, on various parts of the sector?

The part of the sector in which SU operates is greatly impacted by these influences.  Many organisations within this part (non government funded religious) conduct quality and sustainable programs, but do not always fit within the current trends and models in social and community services delivery.  There is a concern in this part of the sector, that relational religious activity is increasingly difficult to describe in terms of social benefit as prescribed by the broader social and community sector.

Additionally, infrastructure is increasingly expensive to build, and there is a risk for organisations that might find themselves subject to major changes in government policy that “retooling” will be beyond their capacity.  Consequently, much intellectual capital is lost in major shifts of policy, and as movements attempt to redefine themselves.   

Are there factors which impact differently on for-profit organisations delivering similar services to not-for-profit organisations?

The need to not only deliver programs which benefit the clients, but the equal imperative to return a dividend to stakeholders.  There is a degree of discomfort within the sector about the potential risk of compromised services in order to maximise profits.  The recent example of a number of boarding houses in Sydney and privately owned nursing homes attest to this, as does the experience of the “hospital industry” in the USA. There are, likewise, many examples of abuse in the use of funds by government and donation-funded organisations.  Accountability is important for all service organisations, but may take a different form for “the profit” and “not for profit” organisations.  
Those organisations that are wholly or partially charitable, religious or community service not - for - profit.

Should definitions be based on the purpose of the activities carried out by the organisation only, or on the nature of the activity?

The problem with defining on the basis of the nature of the activity is that as society changes, so the nature of social activity changes.  For example 100 years ago, who would have foreseen the environmental movement having such an impact on social debate.  Fifty years ago, organisations were funded to remove aboriginal children because it was the social policy of the time.  Defining according to nature of the activity means that redefining is going to be required whenever trends change.

Defining according to purpose does not necessarily come without difficulties either.  Wrongful actions on the grounds of good intent ought not be deemed as building social capital because of a definition which was more interested in the intent than the content.  Perhaps the difficulty with trying to define at this level is that the social value of a particular activity is often subjectively viewed.  Often the social value is more apparent to the deliverer than the recipient (such as a service which believes itself to offer more than it actually does), and sometimes more so to the recipient than the deliverer (which actually delivers more than it believes it does).

A broader set of values and principles defining community development, client rights, social capital, religious expression, charitable and human services benchmarks which set a more comprehensive framework for organisations to describe their activities for the purposes of government regulation and assistance might be a helpful approach.  The onus must rest on the movement to describe the purpose and nature of their activity within the framework to attract government support and exemptions.  

Should account be taken of multiple purposes, or is it appropriate to rely on the sole or dominant purpose of an organisation in order to define it?

The difficulty here is that many organisations in the sector have engaged in activities which might not be deemed charitable in themselves in order to sustain their charity or welfare work.  To describe these activities as non profit is misleading because they actually make a profit.  Yet to describe these organisations as “not for profit” is not misleading, because (in reputable organisations) the profits are returned to the service’s primary activities.

Failure to recognise the breadth of these activities and their value from a concessional perspective, may ultimately result in agencies ceasing these activities which will either cause the national social budget to experience pressure, or the partial collapse of the sector.  Activities that assist not for profit organisations to raise capital should be supported with appropriate taxation concession etc.

On the other hand, the concept of setting up a “shelf organisation” for the purposes of attracting concessions should be discouraged.

Account should be taken of the purpose for which activities outside the current definition are conducted, and the organisation judged on the basis of its primary roles and functions. 

What methodology is appropriate to determine when a purpose is secondary?

SU would suggest that the motive for the activity or purpose is a useful start.  In describing the motive, altruism or community welfare value should be apparent.  Accordingly, each activity or purpose of an organisation should be considered in the context of the organisation’s aims, beliefs and working principles.

However, the social value of not-for-profit organisations which serve their own constituencies should also be recognised.  The proportion of resources used and the role of business planning related to organisational purpose should also be part of the process.

For organisations, such as religious organisations, that perform a wide spectrum of activities, is it appropriate to define the various activities differently?

The difficulty with defining religious groups is that those engaged in the decision making on the basis of the definition may not readily appreciate the contribution to the community that activities like worship, religious education or other distinctly religious practices may make.  The evidence is that spirituality is beneficial for personal and social wellbeing.  SU has had experience with government officials in both taxation and community service departments determining the value of its religious activities in a different manner than its camping or family programs.  Groups like the Salvation Army have also experienced this.

Again, the opportunity must exist for movements to describe their activities and purposes in terms of broader community welfare without prejudice.  Assessment needs to take into account a broader social value than the narrow definitions might suggest.  Not all religious activity is aimed at developing healthy communities (eg some extreme cults and sects), but much is culturally and socially enriching to the Australian community.  

Is it appropriate to distinguish between commercial and non-commercial activities undertaken by charities and related organisations?

Yes, but only where the commercial activity returns a direct personal financial or in kind dividend to the directors or shareholders/stakeholders.  This excludes, for instance, the majority of community thrift shops, not for profit deposit funds, sheltered workshop operations and co-operatives.  It includes, for instance, thrift stores who may donate some of their profits, private contractors who win government tenders, and private operators of nursing homes and hospitals, prisons and boarding houses.  

Is there an expectation that charities and related organisations will undertake commercial activities in order to perform their core purpose effectively?  How should these activities be defined and should they have a role in determining the definition of the organisation?
Many organisations have willingly committed themselves to raising finance through commercial activity as a means of both demonstrating commitment to the sector and diversifying their funding base.  It is not in the interests of the Government or the organisations for the only source of their funding to be Government grants.  However, these activities need to be defined differently than just commercial activity.  Fundraising for community welfare programs uses commercial methodology, but they are not commercial enterprises.

They could be defined as a separate activity, or using a broader set of values and principles described as charitable or for welfare purposes.  

Existing  definitions of charities and related organisations used in Australia.

Is your organisation ‘defined’ as a charity, PBI, religious organisation or community service not-for-profit organisation for the purposes of any law or administrative practice?

SU is defined as a religious organisation for the purposes of law and administrative practice.  It is separately incorporated in each state, and the deposit fund and national body are also separately incorporated.

Is your organisation ‘defined’ differently by different agencies or jurisdictions?

Yes, SU Queensland is defined as a religious institution with DGR status by the Australian Taxation Office and as a charity under the Collections Act in Queensland.

If so, does operating under different definitions affect your ability to provide services?

SU has experienced no difficulty in the past.  However, recent changes to the taxation system and interpretation have created some negative situations.

Does the current definition of your organisation impose any constraints on the ability of your organisation to provide services?

Not in the past.

Does the current definition of your organisation impose any constraints on your ability to adjust your ‘attributes, purpose and behaviour’ to respond to changing demands?

It is not possible to give a clear answer on this, because the ramifications of the changes to the taxation system and the potential changes (e.g. Fringe Benefits) are yet to be fully felt.  Previously, SU enjoyed tax exemptions and tax deductibility status for much of its fundraising.  In November 2000 the ATO clarified SU Queensland’s position, and this is currently being implemented.   

Do current definitions allow regard to be taken of the social and economic environment that your organisation operates in?

SU doesn’t believe that they do.  The part of the sector which SU works from is not government funded, and does not engage in traditional church activity, PBI or charitable activity, even though classified as a charity in Queensland under the Collections Act.  We often find that we fall between the cracks of the definitions.

This has been especially so with the new tax system.  Several tax department officers have indicated that the implications for the sector as a whole were not fully understood.  The part of the sector which SU operates from is relatively small, and this means that organisations like SU are potentially more affected by the new system.

Do the terms ‘charity’, ’religious organisation’ and ‘community service not-for-profit organisation’ continue to have relevance in the current social and economic environment?

SU believes that the terms are loaded and used in a variety of ways.  This means that consistency of meaning is difficult to attain.  What the various parts of the sector are called will depend on the purpose for which the definitions will be used.  We do believe that the concept of “welfare” needs to be broadened to include all activities conducted by not for profit organisations that enhance the wellbeing of the community and individuals, and that perhaps “community service not for profit organisation” is the most inclusive title.

SU believes that defining an organisation against both the nature and purpose of its activities allows them to demonstrate their capacity and intent, and possibly opens the sector up to innovation and new opportunities.

Do the four ‘purposes’ of charity in the common law continue to have relevance?

“Other purposes beneficial to the community” can mean almost anything.   “Beneficial to the community” needs clarification.  For example, “Enhancing the wellbeing of community and individuals” would be a clearer expression.

Is the concept of PBI of continuing relevance?

PBI is just another definition that could be included in a broader understanding of “welfare”.  

Is there a place for ‘direct’ assistance to be distinguished from other forms of assistance?
SU’s argument would be that the current trend in social activism is focussing on assisting communities to develop solutions, and assisting with development of capacity and social capital.  This is a relatively recent trend in social program development, but is becoming a major force for social transformation.  If this is not identified as a distinctive and valued approach to “welfare” (the development of wellbeing), and if the capacity to deliver direct assistance remains the standard measurement for valuing social strategy,  many organisations may lock into direct assistance and lock out more innovative approaches and longer term preventative strategies.    

Also by defining indirect “welfare” activity, many of the services of groups which sit outside the peak body structures are also validated.

Should the definitions of charitable, religious and community service not-for-profit organisations be left to the courts or enacted in legislation? What are the advantages and disadvantages of the different approaches?

SU can see difficulties with leaving the definitions with the courts.  Such a move could spawn litigation every time a tender was refused on the grounds that the organisation didn’t match funding guidelines, or a perceived discrimination.  On the other hand, enshrining the definitions in legislation may create barriers to interpretation in changing social climates.  SU would prefer that definitions be legislated and that an Australian Charities Commission be established to address the interests of the charities/not-for-profit sector, and to be charged with interpretation and other responsibilities.  What is needed is a broad, but defined set of values and principles which can be held up against organisations in the sector, and which would be the determinative framework. 

Definitions used in overseas jurisdictions

The Committee would be interested to hear views on overseas definitions that are considered suitable for adoption in Australia.

If your organisation operates overseas, are there any particular issues regarding the definitions used in Australia compared to those in other countries that affect the international activities of your organisation?

Scripture Union operates in 127 countries/states.  At the moment, international activities do not appear to be directly affected by issues resulting from differing definitions.

Options for enhancing the existing definitions in Australia

What do you regard as the framework and key criteria that could form the basis for the classification of charitable, religious and community service not-for-profit organisations?

SU would suggest the development of a broad set of values and principles through which community service not for profit organisations could be viewed.  These could be based on areas such as defining community development, client rights, capacity to develop social capital, religious expression, charitable and human services benchmarks etc.    

Do you have a preferred definition of a charitable, religious or community service not-for-profit organisation and, if you believe relevant, PBI?

“Any organisation which has the “welfare” (defined as wellbeing) of the community as their core purpose and reflected in the nature of their activities.  Such organisations must be:

· Not for profit

· Non government instrumentality

· Able to describe how they contribute to the social capital of the community (either particular subgroups or general) and can include religious, social, charitable organisations, clubs, associations, etc.

· Must have transparent management and financial processes.”

This definition is by no means exhaustive.

Would it be desirable to split out different types of activities into separate entities for definitional purposes? What would be the implications of such an approach for your organisation?

SU believes that most organisations in the sector engage in a variety of activities, many of which would not have been viewed as charitable under past definitions.  However, the majority of these have either contributed directly to the communities wellbeing or have supplied material resources to enable the sector to do so.

Separating them out will create an administrative difficulty, whereas assessing the nature of the activities and purpose of the organisation against a set of values and principles should identify the motive for the activity. 

Is there anything else you consider to be relevant in developing options for new definitions?
Refer to preamble, “Information on the characteristics of the sector”.







1

