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The emergence of organizations that cannot be clearly categorized as for-profit or
nonprofit shows that this traditional boundary is blurring. Moreover, the legitimacy
of some categories that have been used to describe organizational diversity and the
dominant role given to profit to determine the ontology of organizations is ques-
tionable. In the encyclical letter Caritas in Veritate, Pope Benedict XVI calls for
enlarging managerial reason and the way in which organizations and their nature
are understood. He also remarks on the importance of institutional plurality for the
development of markets and society. Based on the dialogue between Catholic social
teaching and managerial sciences, this article presents the metaprofit proposition
as a way to overcome the for-profit/nonprofit dichotomy and to rethink organi-
zational purpose. Metaprofit evidences that, beyond profit, organizations have
multiple and interrelated goals that constitute their final purpose and emphasize the
instrumental role of profit as a means toward ulterior ends. The article concludes
by presenting possible consequences and challenges of the metaprofit proposition
for managerial sciences.

Introduction

The modern development of Catholic social teaching (hereinafter CST)' began
in the nineteenth century, even if its deep origins can be found in the Bible—in
particular in the New Testament—and some texts related to CST were published
from the thirteenth century onward. Since then, its goal has been to reflect on
social, economic, and political challenges to promote integral human develop-
ment. Catholic social teaching is mostly contained in the papal social encyclicals
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addressed not only to members of the Roman Catholic Church but also to “all
men of good will.”?

The social encyclicals tackle challenges related to the time in which they were
written. For example, the encyclical letter Rerum Novarum, published in 1891
by Pope Leo XIII, mainly tackles the emerging social upheavals born from the
Industrial Revolution. The encyclical letter Laudato Si' by Pope Francis addresses
environmental issues, such as climate change and ecology. The encyclical letter
Caritas in Veritate (hereinafter CV'), published in 2009 by Pope Benedict X VI,
addresses several issues, among which are the challenges of globalization, the
financial crisis, and issues concerning development and poverty. One relatively
new issue addressed by CV refers to the plurality of organizational forms, the
purpose of organizations, and calls for “a profoundly new way of understanding
business enterprise” (CV, 40).

This article aims to examine the contributions that CST—and, particularly,
the encyclical letter C/—have made to the understanding of the organizational
realm, proposing a more holistic comprehension of organizations and their pur-
pose. Based on these contributions of CST, we develop the metaprofit proposition,
endorsing and complementing the purposeful elements of CV in the framework
of managerial debate.

The article begins by reviewing how CST addresses organizational phenomena.
Then, highlighting the main points of CV, it presents how the fruitful relation
between CST and managerial sciences can help to consider organizations in a
more holistic way.® To that end, the article presents the metaprofit proposition
and its potential for management debate. The article concludes by presenting
theoretical consequences of the metaprofit proposition and illustrates the chal-
lenges it poses for management practice and education.

CST and Organizational Phenomena

Although CST developed in a time frame in which academic disciplines such as
sociology, anthropology, psychology, economics, and management began their
development, CST is not itself a social science. It does not offer specific scientific
solutions to social, political, and economic problems. It has a generally moral and
spiritual purpose but only of universal scope.* CST speaks not only to believers
but to humanity as a whole. For this, it adopts a language and method capable
of reaching all people through a rational approach to human (social, economic,
and political) problems.
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Even though it has a moral and spiritual purpose, CST’s content is not just
normative or regulatory. Instead, it always begins with an analysis of reality and
an understanding of human history before interpreting the latter in the light of
revelation (Gaudium et Spes, 4). Although based on an ethical and anthropological
perspective for understanding reality, CST does not renounce its normative role.
It cannot, however, limit itself to a normative role without first understanding its
“object of analysis”—the human being and its social life in detail.®

Catholic social teaching’s objectives and methods are interdisciplinary by
nature:® It is in dialogue with the social sciences even though it cannot be exclu-
sively classified under any one of them because they act on different levels of
knowledge.” The relation between CST and the social sciences is twofold: First,
the social sciences are necessary to CST because they allow it to better understand
the reality of humans and their social relations. The social sciences, therefore,
act as an instrument for CST, which does not have the scientific and technical
tools necessary to fully capture all social, political, and economic problems. As a
consequence, social sciences and CST are in a dialogue because the latter needs to
understand social phenomena to reach people living in the midst of their troubles.

Second, the social sciences—including economics and management—interplay
with CST. The latter proposes a unitary anthropological view, therefore support-
ing the social sciences to understand certain dimensions of human actions that
cannot be captured by their own technical instruments. Consequently, CST can
reinforce social sciences in their ethical foundations and in their attitudes in order
to understand humankind and its deep nature. Looking at CST for inspirational
insights in management is, therefore, a legitimate task. Catholic social teaching
not only intends to speak to all men of good will (Gaudium et Spes, 22) but also
to all sciences in a mutually fertile exchange of views. It is also notable that while
CST is restricted to official pontifical or episcopal statements, Catholic social
thought (as distinct from Catholic social teaching or CST) includes many other
sources, such as contributions from intellectuals and socially engaged Christians
who frequently acted in the past as forerunners of the official CST.

Historically, when CST confronted economic themes, it mainly did so in
political® or moral terms’ that had only an indirect reference to management.
However, the dialogue with managerial sciences has broadened over the last
twenty years, including several articles in well-established academic journals
and special issues devoted to CST.!” Nevertheless, a wide-ranging debate has
developed around CST and, in particular, some social encyclicals such as the
encyclical letter Centesimus Annus"' and more recently CV. The discussion around
official CST documents can be considered part of Catholic social thought and has
involved some important managerial subjects, such as (1) a personalist vision
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of economics that places the whole human at the center of economic exchange,
including the biological, psychological, and spiritual dimensions;'? (2) the prin-
ciple of the common good, understood as guiding social and political life as well
as economic initiatives;!'? (3) the principles of subsidiarity and solidarity that
influence organizations’ strategies and structures;'* and (4) the subject of work
and employment that, although confronted from moral and social perspectives,
affects questions concerning organizations.'s

Pope Benedict XVI made a significant contribution to the dialogue between
CST and managerial disciplines with his encyclical letter CV. While setting itself
in continuity with the previous ecclesiastical magisterium,'® he placed renewed
importance on managerial studies by analyzing institutions, organizations, and
business ethics, indicating the shortcomings of some management theories. From
an epistemological point of view, CV reinforced the interdisciplinary dialogue
between CST and the managerial sciences in the perspective of the dialectics
between faith and reason.!” From a managerial point of view, CV opened a
channel of communication with management theories in terms of the purpose
of organizations and the legitimacy of stakeholder management.'®

In particular, CV includes an innovative reflection about the plurality of orga-
nizational purpose and the limitations of the profit-making criterion to determine
organizational forms:

When we consider the issues involved in the relationship between business and
ethics, as well as the evolution currently taking place in methods of production,
it would appear that the traditionally valid distinction between profit-based
companies and non-profit organizations can no longer do full justice to reality,
or offer practical direction for the future. In recent decades a broad intermediate
area has emerged between the two types of enterprise. (CV, 46)

In CV, Benedict XVI highlights the incompleteness of the economic cat-
egories used to define certain phenomena by using organizational purpose in
particular. This indicates a need for continuous dialogue between management
sciences and the other social sciences (particularly those concerning ethics) to
avoid reducing the former to a mere technique incapable of capturing reality in
all of its complexity! or leaving management to the forces of a type of reductive
pragmatism. Understanding organizational reality is the first and most important
step in structuring effective management theories.

In this regard, CST is a useful source of comparison because it structurally
proposes interdisciplinary dialogue as a means of investigation. Even when CST
recognizes profit as the cornerstone of a firm, it highlights the limitations arising
from not integrating it sufficiently with a broader anthropological perspective:
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The Church acknowledges the legitimate role of profit as an indication that
a business is functioning well. When a firm makes a profit, this means that
productive factors have been properly employed and corresponding human
needs have been duly satisfied. But profitability is not the only indicator of a
firm’s condition. It is possible for the financial accounts to be in order, and yet
for the people—who make up the firm’s most valuable asset—to be humiliated
and their dignity offended. (Centesimus Annus, 35)

Referring to the encyclical letter Rerum Novarum of Pope Leo XIII, it seems
that CST did not question the fact that profit is a factor defining the purpose of
the firm, albeit not the only one and one that is hierarchically inferior to human
dignity (Rerum Novarum, 20) and the common good (Mater et Magistra, 70).
Nevertheless, the use of the managerial category of profit to define organizations
has obstructed the full understanding of organizational purpose in the light of
CST. In this regard, CV introduces a number of innovative elements for under-
standing organizations’ ontology.

It is interesting to note that Benedict XVI did not overlook organizations’
internal problems and the way in which they are understood and driven toward
the single goal of profit.?* Caritas in Veritate stresses that the instruments cur-
rently used to understand firms and their purpose are insufficient. It, therefore,
does not place itself on a normative/moral plane but on the plane of understand-
ing reality and underscores that it is, above all, necessary to enlarge the way we
view organizations: “Today’s international economic scene, marked by grave
deviations and failures, requires a profoundly new way of understanding busi-
ness enterprise” (CV, 40).

The inability of managerial theories to fully capture the existence of many
innovative realities that transcend the traditional schema of a capitalist firm (CV,
40, 46) and the increasing significance of “differentiated forms” or “different
types” of business activity (CV, 41) demonstrates this insufficiency. The man-
agement of these new forms of organization is not exclusively directed at the
interest of profit for a single category (i.e., shareholders) but at metaeconomic
goals strictly related to the nature of the managerial profession, thus making it
ethical as well as technical.

It therefore seems that CV supports the idea that the traditional for-profit/
nonprofit divide is a dichotomy incapable of interpreting the growing number
of organizations that pursue social goals without rejecting profit as a means of
achieving their metaecconomic goals (CV, 46). It is not a question of the formal,
technical/juridical recognition of such organizations but rather one of under-
standing their purposes, related managerial behaviors, and the roles they play in
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society.?! These organizations go beyond the “third sector,” because their goals
do not exclude profit but rather include it as part of a broader set of aims related
to the common good and promoting humanity (CV, 47). In macroeconomic terms,
it recognizes that a plurality of institutional forms is a factor of economic and
social development and highlights the need for a profound review of the ways
in which we view individual organizations.

However, CST (and more specifically CV) has seized on a fundamental ele-
ment for developing managerial debate: the need to enlarge the way in which
we understand organizational purpose. This idea can be usefully integrated into
the framework of management theory. In this sense, CST is a valid stimulus for
the development of such theories because it offers them an interdisciplinary
vision and a broad anthropological and ethical perspective.?? It is not, however,
sufficient to unravel the conceptual knots that have important consequences on
management theory.

The analysis of organizational reality made in CV allows a reconsideration of
the conceptual instruments currently available for understanding organizations.
In other words, the “intuitions” of CST can be re-expressed in managerial terms
so they can help management to interpret reality in a more holistic way.

The Metaprofit Proposition

Based on CV’s suggestions regarding organizations and their purpose, this section
develops the metaprofit proposition.? Metaprofit is a term used to understand in
a unitary way the mix of goals that organizations pursue independently of their
legal status, academic classifications, governance structure, and profit produc-
tion and destination. It reflects that organizations have multiple and interrelated
goals that cannot be reduced to profit making. Moreover, metaprofit emphasizes
the role of profit as a means toward ulterior goals and opens the perspective that
organizations are contributors to the common good.

The arguments in favor of the metaprofit proposition can be traced to some of
the intuitions evidenced in CV and to the empirical evidence of recent research
in the field of management: first, the need to overcome the for-profit/nonprofit
dichotomy and, second, the need to identify a wider ontological grounding for
the study of organizations. The practice of classifying organizations as either for-
profit or nonprofit seems to have consolidated over time. On one extreme, some
for-profit organizations view profit as the principal, and sometimes the only, goal
of the organization. On the other extreme, profit is completely excluded from
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the goals of nonprofit organizations, whose main goals may be social, cultural,
or philanthropic, but not necessarily economic.

However, particularly over the last twenty years, a careful observation of
organizational phenomena demonstrates the existence of organizations that
simultaneously aim to be for-profit and nonprofit. These cannot be classified
as being only for-profit because their goals have strong social connotations. At
the same time, they also cannot be considered nonprofit because they do not
completely exclude the generation of profit.

The existence of such organizations demonstrates that the traditional boundar-
ies between for-profit and nonprofit are blurred and incapable of fully capturing
organizational diversity.* The taken-for-granted assumption that organizations
can only be either for-profit or nonprofit is what we call the for-profit/nonprofit
dichotomy. This dichotomous approach toward organizations prevents our viewing
the singularity of organizations that do not fit purely into one of its categories,
or that would fit into both of them.

This raises an important two-part research question: Is it sufficient to redefine
the boundaries separating for-profit from nonprofit, or is it that the categories that
have been used thus far to understand organizations are insufficient or outdated
and need to be radically changed? This question has various implications for
management and organizational studies.

The answers published thus far emphasize different aspects in an attempt
to define a third category of organizations. Some scholars consider that the
“mixed” nature of organizations combine both sides of the for-profit/nonprofit
equation; for example, Battilana and others refer to organizations that produce
“social value and commercial revenue through a single, unified strategy” as
hybrid organizations.?®

The taxonomic problem has also been solved by qualifying these organizations
as social enterprise to denote the existence of considerable differences between
these and ordinary enterprises®’ or by making reference to the market positioning
of organizations, calling them, for example, “non-market entrepreneurships.”

The hybrid organization has been defined as “a market-oriented, common-
good mission-centered organization which operates in the blurred space between
traditional for-profit and nonprofit enterprises.”?® Hoffiman and others elaborated
on this definition: “Hybrid organizations call for mission-centered business models
that employ market tactics to address social and environmental issues.”* The
authors emphasize the complementarities between purposes and tactic strategies
that these organizations adopted. Battilana and others explore the hybrid ideal
that depicts a hypothetically fully integrated organization in which “everything
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it does produces both social value and commercial revenue.”! The authors also

emphasize the challenges and tensions that organizations face because of their
hybrid status. Another feature of hybrid organizations is their capacity to combine
“different institutional logics in unprecedented ways.”*

Hybrid organizations have also been defined as belonging to the intersection
among state, private, and civil society sectors transcending the typical for-profit/
nonprofit divide.*® However, according to Grassl, “the conceptualizations that
have been suggested are formally weak, vague, or materially not substantive....
They typically neglect important issues such as the nature of components to be
merged and the ontological differences between heterogeneity, hybridization,
fusion, and other processes.””* We endorse this criticism and add that by using
the term hybrid organizations an implicit acceptance of the for-profit/nonprofit
dichotomy also takes place.

Organizations have also been defined as mission-driven,*® values-driven, or
values-based,”” emphasizing the need for consistency among purpose, values, and
management within an organization. This approach, clearly focused on manage-
ment, leaves behind tensions arising from the lack of legal frameworks that permit
the pursuit of social missions with economic instruments. Alternatives have been
implemented in different countries to solve this shortcoming; for instance, the
possibility of creating organizations under particular legal forms such as those of
an L3C or benefit corporation in the USA,*® Gemeinniitizge GmbH in Germany,
or impresa sociale in Italy.

However, classifications based on legal definitions are conditional because of
the evolutionary nature of civil law, and they therefore depend on the country,
society, or political setting that legitimates laws, as well as the time needed for
law development, creation, and acceptance.

Social enterprise, or social business, is probably one of the most commonly
used labels to identify organizations that cannot fit into traditional categoriza-
tion frameworks. Research on social enterprises and social entrepreneurship has
expanded in recent years. However, some critical voices allege that the adjective
“social” implies a normative or moralistic content.** The need to place the word
before enterprise indirectly assumes that seemingly common enterprises are less
social or not social at all—a clear symptom of adoption of the for-profit/non-
profit dichotomy. But beyond the denomination, recent research on the internal
dynamics of social enterprises evidences the existence of several tensions that
these organizations have faced as a consequence of “their commitments to both
social missions and business ventures.”*® While the need to apply the word social
is another expression of dichotomous thinking, the existence of internal tensions
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is partially a symptom of deeper cognitive problems triggered by the for-profit/
nonprofit dichotomy in society.

All these solutions published in the literature are partially valid because
they demonstrate the existence and (theoretical and operational) relevance of
the problem. Each of them also sheds light on some interesting aspects of these
organizations and their management. In particular, they underscore the coexistence
of multiple elements that are apparently difficult to reconcile within the context
of a unitary, formal juridical structure. Yet none of them seems to be totally free
from the for-profit/nonprofit dichotomy insofar as they all tend to define a third
category whose characteristics are at least partially inherited from the two larger
categories rather than being substantially their own. This makes it difficult to
identify the main purpose of these organizations that, consequently, is not plainly
recognized as a unique characteristic. The permanence—or negation—of the
goal of profit is not a satisfactory means of understanding organizational novelty
because profit seeking is only one of multiple interdependent goals that constitute
an organization’s main purpose.

To better understand organizations, a dichotomous approach based on specific
phenomenological characteristics, such as profit distribution, legal status, and
managerial style, needs to be avoided. To that end, rather than remain at the
same logical level, we suggest going to a metalevel and propose consideration
of metaprofit as a concept that brings together different, interrelated goals in a
unitary sense.

The distinction between for-profit and nonprofit is supported by the paradigm of
profit as the main ontological determinant of organizational identity. Nevertheless,
as an incremental value created by management, profit is not entirely peripheral
to nonprofit organizations: the decision not to distribute a profit*' does not mean
abandoning the pursuit of its creation. Consequently, distinguishing between
organizations based on their attitude toward distributing profits is to adopt a
criterion that generates a formal distinction but not an ontological one.

Then limitations of considering profit as the main ontological determinant
of organizational identity become clear. On one side is the existence of orga-
nizations that do not fit into profit-based categories (e.g., hybrid organizations,
social businesses). On the other side, these limitations refer to the potentially
ambiguous meaning of profit when transformed from a measure of efficiency to
a paradigm of understanding organizational phenomena. According to the logi-
cal categories of accounting and management, profit is a measure of produced
economic value expressed by the difference (in various configurations) between
income and costs.*
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However, if we consider profit to be the main determinant of identity or
category membership, it tends to assume further significance of organizations’
primary goal, and this profoundly affects the way in which we conceive of
organizations. Empirical evidence shows that companies that assume profit as
the organization’s main goal are less successful than companies that explicitly
pursue goals beyond profit.* There are serious consequences if profit becomes
the fundamental discriminating factor for interpreting and guiding an organiza-
tion’s behavior:

1. Epistemologically, considering profit as defining organizational
behavior means defining organizations based on a single crite-
rion that becomes the framework for category cognition (e.g., for
potential investors, supporters, customers, or beneficiaries), identity
building (e.g., for workers, employees, volunteers, customers, or
beneficiaries),* and legitimacy-granting (e.g., in society or among
stakeholders).**

2. Profit making is a formal classification criterion that does not fully
embrace organizational reality and hinders securing heterogeneity
and isomorphisms.* Organizations not clearly fitting a particular
category would be constrained to be part of one established category.

3. Identifying profit as the principal (or sole) goal of organizations
promotes an approach to managerial problem solving that relies
exclusively on contractual regulations to handle intraorganizational
interactions,*’” so management can, unsatisfactorily, begin to easily
consider organizations as a net of contracts between subjects that
have individually profitable aims.

4. Limiting the horizon of goals to profit excludes important aspects of
governance, such as the intrinsic motivations underlying the actions
of individuals within an organization that affects the behavior of
the organization itself.*®

Moreover, profit as a main ontological determinant is not a sufficient justifi-
cation for organizations that include profit as one of their organizational goals.
This is not only the case for organizations specifically designed to operate in
particular markets such as personal services, health care, cultural production, or
training and education. In all these organizations, the principal goal usually is a
societal one.* Therefore, organizations such as family businesses clearly pursue
extraeconomic objectives associated with familial relations, although they operate
in the market.*® In a similar way, cooperatives, with their connotation of mutual
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aid;! cross-sector partnerships, which bring together private and public interests;>
several small- to medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) whose interorganizational
relationships are highly relational and dominated by the intrinsic motivations or
even the spirituality of their internal stakeholders;> and microenterprises created
only for subsistence also pursue extracconomic objectives.

In summary, we propose metaprofit as an idea that enables consideration of
organizational purposes in a more holistic way. It demonstrates that the ultimate
purpose of organizations is a complex system of multiple and interrelated goals
that cannot be reduced to profit-making activity. The metaprofit proposition
embodies the idea of profit as a means to additional ends. By doing so, it con-
tributes to overcoming cognitive shortcomings.

In metaprofit, profit is simultaneously a useful means of achieving various
types of goals (e.g., social, solidaristic, or cultural) and a measure of manage-
ment’s capacity to efficiently govern an organization. Profit as a measure of
value generation expresses the economic dimension of managerial action: only
when profit is generated can it be appropriately directed toward the organiza-
tion’s proposed goals.

The metaprofit proposition is a managerial reflection based on recent CST, and
the etymological origin of the neologism metaprofit is based on the polysemy of
the Greek prefix peta (meta) that can mean “after” or “beyond,” “together with,”
or even “change” when it is found in composites. The neologism metaprofit is
based on two of its acceptatioans, in particular:

1. Causal: in this sense, metaprofit refers to the existence of ultimate
causes that are “beyond” profit in human economic activity. In
comparison with these, profit is not an ultimate horizon for orga-
nizations oriented toward reaching noneconomic ends, which can
have a highly disparate nature and are rooted in various aspects of
human life consistent with achieving the common good.

2. Instrumental: profit (i.c. a measure of the creation of value) is an
indispensable means of reaching the proposed ends. Thus, meta
also means “by means of,” which indicates economic activity as an
instrument that people can use for achieving their purposes. Profit,
then, is the measure of the “good governance” of the activity itself.
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Some Theoretical Consequences
of the Metaprofit Proposition

Several consequences at a theoretical level follow from the metaprofit proposi-
tion. In particular, this proposition suggests the necessity of a new paradigm to
understand organizational purposes: overcoming profit as an essential determi-
nant of organizational ontology and behavior. For example, metaprofit enables a
holistic consideration of organizational purposes and avoids reductive approaches
that consider profit maximization as the sole and paramount goal to strive for.

From one standpoint, with regard to organizations that would fit into the
wrongly labeled for-profit sector, it is questionable to assume that a firm can be
comprehensively described as existing for the purpose of creating profit. In fact,
considering a firm as a “one-purpose-institution is untenable.”>* While profit-
ability is an important objective, there are other legitimate objectives within a
firm. Some can be seen as complementary to profit creation, such as customer
satisfaction or product quality, but others can be interpreted as contradictory,
such as when a firm delegates resources to socially responsible activities without
certainty about the profitability of those activities.>

From the opposing standpoint, if we consider organizations that would belong
to the wrongly labeled nonprofit sector, we are referring to them only residually as
organizations that do not pursue profit. This distinction, however, does not grasp
the ulterior peculiarities regarding these organizations. According to Anheier, “the
nonprofit sector as a concept has not become ... a cognitive device that groups
together similar objects, facilitating recognition and communication.”® In fact,
in the for-profit sector, the question regarding corporate purpose is recurrent®’
and even considered a cornerstone of recent philosophical approaches toward
management. Such a question seems to be a nonstarter with regard to nonprofit
organizations but instead is a crucial one.

Probably most evident are the cognitive challenges that arise while refer-
ring to hybrid organizations and social businesses in the framework of the for-
profit/nonprofit divide. For example, Battilana and others cite the lack of legal
structures that such organizations face, the difficulties in defining an integrative
organizational identity capable of attracting financial and human resources, and
the sometimes-problematic distinction among customers and beneficiaries.>
Moreover, these authors acknowledge the existence of a “hybridization movement”
in which for-profit and nonprofit organizations are also involved. The question
that remains unanswered regards the teleology of this movement.

Metaprofit presents an integrative function across divergent organizational
purposes; it allows a broad and composite view of the ontology of organizations

286



Exploring the Metaprofit Proposition

as complex relational systems in which profit acts as a means of knowledge
and governance, but is not the founding element of the system. Moreover, the
metaprofit proposition introduces a teleological shift or clarification. It situates
the role of profit as a means for ulterior ends, avoiding possible consequences
of considering profit as the main goal of organizations,*® and also avoiding an
approach that supposes a trade-off between the profit purpose of an organization
and other possible purposes. It rejects the either/or approach to organizational
purposes, as if they were considered participants in a zero-sum game, and supports
a both/and approach that integrates organizational purposes at an ulterior level:
we would say a multilevel and a metalevel.

Consequently, the metaprofit proposition suggests redesigning the paradigms
of organizational purpose.®® The foundations of metaprofit at an individual level
rely on a holistic anthropological view of economic agents (e.g., workers, entre-
preneurs, and managers); consequently, its organizational reflection concerns a
holistic view of organizations and the relationships that take place within them.

Organizations use the economic activities of production and the market
exchange and therefore can generate profits; however, underlying them is a
community of people with their own interests, motivations, experiences, com-
petencies, and sensitivities.®!

Conclusions and Challenges
of the Metaprofit Proposition

This article has described how the metaprofit proposition can further develop
the debate concerning organizational purposes. Starting from some intuitions of
CST, metaprofit has been proposed as a development of some reflections from
CV. The following consequences result from our analysis and presentation:

First, it has been pointed out that metaprofit supersedes the traditional for-
profit/nonprofit dichotomy by shifting the focus away from profit and toward
broader paradigms for understanding organizations and their purposes.

Second, the etymological explanation of metaprofit indicates that profit is a
means to ulterior ends, suggesting a teleological clarification toward the relation
between profit and purpose, and avoiding confusion between means and ends
that has a direct impact on how organizations are understood and managed. From
the analysis, it becomes clear that while profit represents a contingent element,
the purpose of organization reflected in the metaprofit proposition points toward
other elements that take greater precedence.
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Third, metaprofit questions the current ways in which we understand orga-
nizational taxonomy, the validity of current categorizations, and the reductive
criteria used to define category membership. It evidences that the actual method
of defining category membership relies on a reductive view of organizational
purpose. In contrast, the metaprofit approach supports the idea that the purpose
of organizations includes multiple and concomitant ends and objectives that
embrace purpose complexity and its consequences.

The metaprofit proposition directly tackles one of the main issues concern-
ing management philosophy: the purpose of organizations. However, because
of the exploratory nature of this article, it is clear that a metaprofit approach to
organizations faces several challenges in contributing further to the subject of
management. The following areas in particular need additional investigation:

 The metaprofit idea—proposed as a means of understanding organi-
zational phenomena that fall outside traditional categories—evidences
the necessity of a larger discussion around organizations from an
ontological point of view; in particular, the relationship between
profit and organizational purpose. This challenge particularly con-
cerns management, because some theories do not appear exhaustive
or capable of including the consequences of organizational variety.

Metaprofit can be further studied as an interlocutor of theoretical
approaches, such as stakeholder theory. Metaprofit can help the
development of these theories in order to determine the ontology
of organizations, overcoming some unsatisfactory instrumental
approaches to management.

« Starting from this point of view, metaprofit suggests enlarging our

way of understanding organizational purpose, managerial style and
related managerial tools, and business ethics.

The breadth of the challenges raised by studying the metaprofit proposition
supports the need for further research as a useful contribution to the develop-
ment of the management debate concerning organizational forms that cannot
adequately be categorized based on the paradigm of profit.
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