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Preface

This report summarizes the early results of the first part of a three-part inquiry we
have underway into the scope, structure, financing, and role of the nonprofit sector in
various parts of the world.  

The aim of this first part of our inquiry has been to gauge the overall size and
structure of the nonprofit sector in the more than twenty countries covered by this phase
of our project. The other two parts focus, respectively, on (1) the causes of the patterns
of third-sector development we have uncovered as reflected in the legal, historical, and
broader “social origins” of this sector; and (2) the impact or achievements of this set of
institutions. 

We have chosen to make the results of this first part of our work available
immediately in view of the considerable interest that has been shown in the basic
descriptive information we have generated. Readers are advised, however,  that
substantial additional work is underway to address the many questions that this
descriptive material raises with respect to the causes of the patterns of nonprofit
development we have uncovered and the broader implications they have for the role that
nonprofit organizations play and the contributions they make. These matters will be
addressed in subsequent reports and publications.

As the body of this brief report makes clear, we have relied on a team of
collaborators to develop what we believe is a culturally sensitive and broadly applicable
definition of what we here term, following United Nations usage, the “nonprofit” sector.
Under this definition, this sector embraces all organizations that operate outside the
boundaries of the state or governmental apparatus, that do not distribute profits to their
directors or “owners,” that are self-governing, and that engage volunteer input to some
meaningful degree (e.g. involving volunteers as board members). Informal as well as
formally registered organizations are included within this definition as is the informal
input of volunteers as well as the more formal inputs of paid staff. Similarly, the data
include religious organizations as well as non-religious ones, though because of
considerations of information availability, the findings are presented here separately
with and without the religious worship activities of religious congregations (the non-
worship activities are included throughout). 

We are grateful to the extraordinary team of colleagues involved in the Johns
Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project for their invaluable assistance in
generating the information reported here.  Special thanks are owed to the Local
Associates listed on the inside of the front cover for gathering the basic data in their
countries and helping us interpret what they found.  These individuals worked with us
at every stage of the process to develop, revise, and adapt the project’s basic definition
and classification system, its approach, and its information-gathering tools, thus helping
guarantee that our approach was sensitive to the divergent realities of the different
project countries. 



We also want to express our appreciation to our colleagues in the Johns Hopkins
Center for Civil Society Studies who contributed significantly to this product.  These
include Dr. Stefan Toepler and Ms. Regina Rippetoe, who coordinated the data
gathering, resolved queries as they arose, and aided in the interpretation of the data;
Dr. Wojciech Sokolowski, who cross-checked the data and assembled it for analysis;
and Ms. Mimi Bilzor, Ms. Erin Lynch, Ms. Susan Mitchell, and Mr. Wendell Phipps
who assisted in the production of this document. 

Finally, we gratefully acknowledge the financial support provided by the
organizations listed on the inside of the back cover and the advice and counsel of the
numerous experts on the nonprofit sector and philanthropy who have served on the
national and international advisory committees to this project.

None of these people or organizations, nor any others with which we are affiliated,
bears responsibility for any errors of fact or interpretation that remain, however.  That
responsibility is ours alone.

Lester M. Salamon Helmut K. Anheier
Annapolis, MD, USA London, U.K.



THE EMERGING SECTOR REVISITED:
A SUMMARY

Lester M. Salamon, Helmut K. Anheier, and Associates

Background

Recent years have witnessed a considerable surge of interest throughout the world
in the broad range of social institutions that operate outside the confines of the market
and the state.  Known variously as the “nonprofit,” the “voluntary,” the “civil society,”
the “third,” or the “independent” sector, this set of institutions includes within it a
sometimes bewildering array of entities–hospitals, universities, social clubs,
professional organizations, day care centers, environmental groups, family counseling
agencies, sports clubs, job training centers, human rights organizations, and many
more. Despite their diversity, however, these entities also share some common
features.1  In particular, they are:

• Organizations, i.e., they have an institutional presence and structure;
• Private, i.e., they are institutionally separate from the state;
• Not profit distributing, i.e., they do not return profits to their managers or to a

set of “owners”;
• Self-governing, i.e., they are fundamentally in control of their own affairs;
• Voluntary, i.e., membership in them is not legally required and they attract

some level of voluntary contribution of time or money.
  
The “Global Associational Revolution”

That these organizations have attracted so much attention in recent years is due
in large part to the widespread “crisis of the state” that has been underway for two
decades or more in virtually every part of the world, a crisis that has manifested itself
in a serious questioning of traditional social welfare policies in much of the developed
North, in disappointments over the progress of state-led development in significant
parts of the developing South, in the collapse of the experiment in state socialism in
Central and Eastern Europe, and in continuing concerns about the environmental
degradation that continues to threaten human health and safety everywhere. In addition
to stimulating support for market-oriented economic policies, this questioning of the
state has focused new attention, and new expectations, on the civil society
organizations that also operate in societies throughout the world.

Also contributing to the attention these organizations are attracting is the sheer
growth in their number and scale.  Indeed, a veritable “global associational revolution”
appears to be underway, a massive upsurge of organized private, voluntary activity in
literally every corner of the world.2 Prompted in part by growing doubts about the
capability of the state to cope on its own with the social welfare, developmental, and
environmental problems that face nations today, this growth of civil society
organizations has been stimulated as well by the communications revolution of the past
two decades and by the striking expansion of educated middle class elements who are
frustrated by the lack of economic and political expression that has confronted them
in many places. 

“Civil society organizations
have surfaced as
strategically important
participants in the search for
a ‘middle way’ between sole
reliance on the market and
sole reliance on the state
that now seems to be
increasingly underway.”
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Finally, a new element has surfaced more recently to increase further the attention
that has been focused on nonprofit or civil society organizations.  This is the growing
questioning of the “neo-liberal consensus,” sometimes called the “Washington
consensus,” that has guided global economic policy over the past two decades. This
consensus essentially held that the problems facing both developed and developing
societies at the present time could most effectively be approached through the simple
expedient of unleashing and encouraging private markets.  In the wake of the
worldwide financial crisis and continuing social distress in many regions, however,
this consensus has come under increasingly severe attack, even from some of its most
ardent advocates.  As World Bank Chief Economist Joseph Stiglitz recently put it, 

“The policies advanced by the Washington consensus...are hardly complete and
sometimes misguided...It is not just economic policies and human capital, but the
quality of a country’s institutions that determine economic outcomes.”3

Reflecting this, political leaders in many parts of the world have begun searching for
alternative ways to combine the virtues of the market with the advantages of broader
social protections, a search that is evident in  Mr. Tony Blair’s emphasis on a “Third
Way” in the U.K., Gerhard Schröder’s “New Middle” in Germany, and French Prime
Minister Lionel Jospin’s summary declaration: “Yes to a market economy, no to a
market society.”

Because of their unique position outside the market and the state, their generally
smaller scale, their connections to citizens, their flexibility, their capacity to tap
private initiative in support of public purposes, and their newly rediscovered
contributions to building “social capital,” civil society organizations have surfaced as
strategically important participants in this search for a “middle way” between sole
reliance on the market and sole reliance on the state that now seems to be increasingly
underway. 

The Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project 

The nonprofit sector’s ability to participate in this search as a full-fledged partner
has been seriously impeded, however, by a gross lack of basic information about this
sector and how it operates.  Despite some considerable improvement over the past five
years, including the completion of the first phase of the present project and the
launching of empirical studies by Eurostat in response to the Commission of the
European Union, the nonprofit sector remains the “lost continent” on the social
landscape of modern society, invisible to most policymakers, business leaders, and the
press, and even to many people within the sector itself. 

Objectives.  It was to fill this gap in basic knowledge that the present project was
launched.  More specifically, this project seeks to deepen our knowledge of the
nonprofit sector in a variety of ways:

• By describing the sector more precisely than has yet been done to document
its size, structure, revenues, and composition;

• By explaining why the sector takes the form it does and what factors seem to
encourage or retard its development; 

• By evaluating the impact these organizations have and the contribution they
make;

• By publicizing the resulting information so that public awareness of the sector
can be improved; and

• By indigenizing the capacity to carry on this work into the future.

“The nonprofit sector
remains the ‘lost
continent’ on the social
landscape of modern
society, invisible to most
policymakers, business
leaders, and the press,
and even to many people
within the sector itself.”

Table 1
Country Coverage of Phase II

 of the Johns Hopkins
Comparative Nonprofit Sector

Project

Western Europe Central and
Eastern Europe

Netherlands   Germany Czech Republic
Ireland        Spain Hungary
Belgium        Austria Slovakia
France           Finland Romania
United Kingdom

Other Developed Latin America
Australia Argentina
United States Peru
Israel Brazil
Japan Colombia

Mexico
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 Approach. To pursue these objectives, we have adopted an approach that
embodies six key features:   

 • Comparative, covering a wide assortment of countries. A first phase of the
project, completed in 1994, focused in depth on eight countries (the U.S., the
U.K., France, Germany, Italy, Sweden, Hungary, and Japan).4  The current
phase is updating information on many of these original countries and has
extended the analysis to 28 countries in all.  Of these, 22 have completed the
basic data-gathering and are covered in this report,  including nine Western
European countries, four other developed countries, four Central and Eastern
European countries, and five Latin American countries (see Table 1);

 • Collaborative, enlisting local analysts in each country to carry out the data
gathering and analysis (see inside front cover). Altogether approximately 150
researchers have been involved in the effort;

 • Consultative, utilizing an International Advisory Committee of prominent
nonprofit, philanthropic, and business leaders (see inside back cover) and
relying on local advisory committees in each country to help interpret and
publicize the results. Altogether, more than 300 nonprofit, philanthropy,
government, and business leaders are taking part in the project through these
committees;

 • Use of a common definition worked out in collaboration with our country
associates and focusing on the common features outlined above.  Included,
therefore, is a broad range of organizations spanning a wide assortment of
fields, as outlined in Table 2;

 • Use of a common approach, based on a set of collaboratively developed field
guides and a modular approach that relies heavily on existing national income
data sources; and

 • Quantitative, seeking not just general impressions but solid empirical data on
this set of organizations, including data on employment, volunteers,
expenditures, and revenues.

Coverage. The present report summarizes some of  the major results of this
second phase of project work, focusing on the major empirical findings of the
descriptive portion of the effort in 22 countries. Subsequent publications will include
data on the remaining countries and go behind the basic descriptive statistics to
explain the patterns that are apparent and to evaluate the contributions  that nonprofit
organizations are making. 

Unless otherwise noted, all data here relate to 1995, and monetary values are
expressed in U.S. dollars. In most countries, data were collected on both the formal
and informal dimensions of nonprofit activity, and  results are reported separately for
paid staff only and for paid staff and volunteers. Similarly, both secular and
religiously based or affiliated organizations, including religious congregations, were
covered in most countries.  When denominational organizations were mainly devoted
to human service provision, they were assigned to the appropriate service field (e.g.
health, education, social services), along with the secular service providers.  The
organizations engaged primarily in religious worship or promotion of religion per se
(e.g., parishes, synagogues, mosques, shrines) were allocated to a special “religion”
category (ICNPO Group 10). Data on the latter were not available on all of the
countries covered here and are therefore reported separately in the discussion that
follows.   

Table 2
Fields of Nonprofit Activity
 Covered by Phase II of the 
Johns Hopkins Comparative

Nonprofit Sector Project

 1. Culture
 2. Education and Research
 3. Health
 4. Social Services
 5. Environment
 6. Development
 7. Civic and Advocacy
 8. Philanthropy
 9. International
10. Religious Congregations
11. Business and Professional, Unions
12. Other

Table 3
The Nonprofit Sector 
in 22 Countries, 1995

$1.1 trillion in expenditures
    -- 4.6 percent of GDP

19.0 million paid employees
    -- 5 percent of total
        nonagricultural employment
    -- 10 percent of total service employment
    -- 27 percent of public employment

Source: The Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project
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Principal Findings

The major findings emerging from this work on the scope, structure, financing,
and role of the nonprofit sector internationally can be grouped under five major
headings.

1. A Major Economic Force

In the first place, aside from its social and political importance, the nonprofit
sector turns out to be a significant economic force in most of the regions we have
examined, accounting for significant shares of employment and of national
expenditures.

More specifically:
• A $1.1 trillion industry. Even excluding religious congregations, the

nonprofit sector in the 22 countries we examined is a $1.1 trillion industry
that employs close to 19 million full-time equivalent paid workers. Nonprofit
expenditures in these countries thus average 4.6 percent of the gross domestic
product5 and nonprofit employment is nearly 5 percent of all nonagricultural
employment, 10 percent
of all service employ-
ment, and 27 percent of
all public sector em-
ployment (see Table 3).

• The world’s eighth lar-
gest economy. To put
these figures into context,
if the nonprofit sector in
these countries were a
separate national econo-
my, it would be the eighth
largest economy in the
world, ahead of Brazil,
Russia, Canada, and
Spain  (see Table 4). 

• More employees than in
largest private firms. Put
somewhat differently, nonprofit employment in these countries easily
outdistances the combined employment in the largest private business in each
country by a factor of 6:1 (19.0  million nonprofit employees vs. 3.3 million
combined employees in the largest private enterprise in each of these 22
countries) (see Figure 1 above).

 • Outdistances numerous industries. Indeed, more people work in the nonprofit
sector in these 22 countries than in the utilities industry, the textile
manufacturing industry, the paper and printing industry, or the chemical
manufacturing industry in these countries, and almost as many work in the
nonprofit sector as work in transport and communications (see Figure 2).

 • Volunteer inputs. Even this does not capture the full scope of the nonprofit
sector, for this sector also attracts a considerable amount of volunteer effort.
Indeed, an average of 28 percent of the population in these countries
contribute their time to nonprofit organizations. This translates into another
10.6 million full-time equivalent employees, which boosts the total number of
full-time equivalent employees of nonprofit organizations to 29.6 million.

Table 4
If the Nonprofit Sector

Were a Country...

Figure 1
Employment in Nonprofits vs
Largest Firm (22 Countries)

Country    GDP (trillion $)

US $7.2
Japan   5.1
China   2.8
Germany   2.2
France   1.5
U.K.   1.1
Italy   1.1
Nonprofit   1.1
Expenditures (22 Countries)
Brazil   0.7
Russia      0.7
Spain   0.6
Canada       0.5

Figure 2
Nonprofit Employment in Context,

1995 (Millions)

Source: The Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project
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With volunteers included, the nonprofit sector thus  represents, on average, 7
percent of  the total nonagricultural employment in these countries, 14 percent
of  the service employment, and a striking 41 percent of the public sector
employment (see Figure 3). 

• Religion. The inclusion of religious congregations, moreover, would boost
these totals further. Thus, in the 16 countries for which we were able to
compile data on the activities of religious congregations (all but Hungary,
Belgium, Spain, Colombia, Mexico, and Peru), the inclusion of these data
adds approximately 1.5 million paid full-time equivalent employees to the
nonprofit sector, an increase of roughly 7.5 percent over the amounts without
religion.6  With this religious employment included, the nonprofit share of
total nonagricultural employment in these 16 countries increases by 0.2
percent, from 5.3 percent to 5.5 percent. With religious volunteering included
as well, the share rises from 7.8 percent to 8.5 percent. 

   
2. Great Variations in Size Among Countries and Regions

While the nonprofit sector is a significant economic force, it nevertheless varies
considerably in size from place to place.
     C Larger in more developed countries. Generally speaking, the nonprofit sec-

tor is larger in the more developed countries and much less in evidence in
Latin America and Central and Eastern Europe.  Thus, compared to an
average of 4.8 percent for all the countries, nonprofit organizations account
for close to 7 percent of the nonagricultural labor force in Western Europe and
in the other developed countries we examined, but only 2.2 percent in Latin
America and 1.1 percent in Central and Eastern Europe (see Figure 4).
Evidently, the scale of the nonprofit sector may have as much to do with the
availability of resources as the presence of social or economic needs.

    C Margins widen with volunteers. This picture does not change much,
moreover, when we add volunteers. Indeed, to some extent the margin widens,
at least between the developed countries and Latin America, and between
Western Europe and other developed countries. Thus, with volunteers
included, nonprofit organizations account for 10.3 percent of total
employment in Western Europe, 9.4 percent in other developed countries, 3.0
percent in Latin America, and 1.7 percent in Central Europe (see Figure 4).
Viewed in perspective, therefore, with volunteers included, Western Europe
emerges as the region with the most highly developed voluntary and nonprofit
sector.  Also striking is the relatively low level of formal volunteering our data
reveal in Latin America.   

    C End of the myth of U.S. dominance. This point is even more apparent in
Figure 5, which records the level of nonprofit employment as a share of total
nonagricultural employment for each country. As this figure shows, several
Western European countries (the Netherlands, Ireland, and Belgium), as well
as one other developed country (Israel), have larger nonprofit sectors
measured as a share of total employment than does the United States. In other
words, the United States, long regarded as the seedbed of nonprofit activity,
does not have the world’s largest nonprofit sector after all, at least when
measured as a share of total employment.7   At the same time, while a number
of Western European countries exceed the United States and the all-country
average in nonprofit employment as a share of total employment, several
others (Finland, Austria, Spain, Germany, and France) and at least one other
developed country (Japan) fall very near or below the all-country average.8 

Figure 4
Nonprofit Share of Employment,

By Region, 1995

Figure 3
Nonprofits With Volunteers,

1995, as a % of...

Source: The Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project

Source: The Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project
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   C Impact of volunteers. The inclusion of  volunteers  would  lift
two of  the Western European countries (France and Germany)
further above the all-country average, but the rest of this pattern
would remain largely the same.

   C Inclusion of religious worship activities.  The inclusion of the
worship activities of religious congregations does not change
this overall picture either.  Although such employment boosts
the nonprofit share of total employment by 1 percentage point
in the U.S. (from 7.8 percent to 8.8 percent), elsewhere the
change is much smaller.  Even so, with religious worship
included, U.S. nonprofit employment still remains below the
level in the Netherlands (12.6 percent), Ireland (12.2 percent),
and Israel (9.3 percent).  When volunteering in religious
congregations is factored in, the overall picture changes only
slightly, though under these circumstances the U.S. moves
ahead of Israel (11.1 percent) but remains behind the
Netherlands (19.3 percent) and Ireland (15.0 percent).

   CGovernment social welfare spending and nonprofit size. One
possible explanation of these variations is the presence or
absence of sizable government social welfare protections.
According to a popular line of thought, the greater the scale of
government social welfare protections, the smaller the nonprofit
sector that can be expected.  In fact, however, our data give no
support to this theory.  Among the ten countries we studied that
have relatively low levels of government social welfare
protections (i.e., below the 22-country mean), only two had
relatively large nonprofit sectors (i.e., greater employment than
the 22-country average).  By contrast, eight of these countries
had relatively small nonprofit sectors.  On the other hand,
among the 12 countries with relatively high levels of
government social welfare spending, seven had relatively large
nonprofit sectors, while five had relatively small ones.  Thus, as
shown in Table 5, in more than half of our cases the outcome
contradicts the theory. Evidently, something more complex than
the relationship posited in this theory is determining the
variation in nonprofit scale from place to place.9   

3.  Welfare Services Dominate

Despite differences in scale from place to place, the nonprofit sector has certain
broad similarities in internal structure and composition, though these, too, differ
somewhat from place to place.
    C Two-thirds of employment in three fields. In the first place, it turns out that

two-thirds of all nonprofit employment is concentrated in the three traditional
fields of welfare services: education, with 30 percent of the total; health, with
20 percent; and social services, with 18 percent (see Figure 6). The field of
recreation and culture, moreover, is not far behind with 14 percent of  total
nonprofit employment.

 

Figure 5
Nonprofit Share of Total

 Paid Employment,  
By Country, 1995

Source: The Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project
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    C Pattern shifts with volunteers. This pattern changes considerably when
volunteer inputs are factored in.  Nearly three-fifths (55 percent) of volunteer
time goes into two principal fields: recreation, including sports; and social
services.  In addition, environment, civic, and development organizations
attract a significant share of the time of volunteers.  With volunteers included,
therefore, the proportion of all nonprofit employment in the three fields of
health, education, and social services falls from 68 percent to under 60 percent
while the share in culture and recreation, environment, development and
advocacy increases from 23 percent to 30 percent (see Figure 6). 

    C Significant variations by region. Despite some general similarities, the
composition of the nonprofit sector also seems to vary considerably by region.
Thus, as shown in Figure 7:
S In Western Europe, the dominance of welfare services in nonprofit

employment is particularly marked.  On average, three-fourths of all
nonprofit employees in the Western European countries we examined work
in education, health, or social service organizations. This reflects the
historic role that the Catholic and Protestant churches have long played in
the education and social service fields in Western Europe. In Ireland, for
example, where Catholic influence is particularly strong, employment in
nonprofit schools alone accounts for 6 percent of the nonagricultural
employment in the country. Elsewhere the Catholic Church-inspired
doctrine of “subsidiarity” coupled with strong worker pressures for
expanded social welfare protections helped shape the evolution of social
policy.  Under this concept, which is especially influential in Germany, the
Netherlands, Belgium, and, to a lesser extent, Austria and Spain, nonprofit
associations are assumed to be the first line of defense for coping with social
welfare problems, and state involvement, when it occurs,  is expected to take
place with and through such groups to the extent possible. Significant
nonprofit organizations have consequently grown up in these fields, many
of them affiliated with religious groups, and, in some places, the workers’
movement. While nonprofit organizations operate in other fields as well,
such as culture and recreation, environment, development, advocacy, and
business and professions, their share of total nonprofit employment in these
fields in this region is considerably smaller (for further detail, see Appendix
Table 1).

With volunteers factored in, however, the welfare services dominance
declines somewhat in Western Europe.  This reflects the substantial
involvement of volunteers in sports and recreation, as well as in civic and
advocacy, activities in this region. Thus, with volunteers included, the
welfare services share of total nonprofit employment declines from 77
percent to 62 percent, while the culture and recreation share nearly doubles
from 10 percent to 19 percent and the environment/civic and advocacy share
goes from 3.3 percent to 6.1 percent.  

S In Central Europe, a quite different dynamic seems to be at work. In this
region, recreation and culture play a much more important part in the
employment base of the nonprofit sector.  As shown in Figure 7, more than
a third of the full-time equivalent workers in the nonprofit sector in these
countries is employed in culture and recreation associations.  This very
likely reflects the heavy subsidization of such associations during the
Communist era.  The resulting organizations thus had a comparative
advantage in making the transition to the post-Communist era. Indeed, they
have often managed to retain their prior state assets. Also  notable is the

Table 5
Relationship Between Government

Social Welfare Spending and
Nonprofit Size

Figure 6
Share of Nonprofit Employment in
Selected Fields, With and Without

Volunteers, 1995
 (22 Country Average)

Source: The Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project

Source: The Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project
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sizable 11 percent of all nonprofit employment in Central and
Eastern Europe in business and  professional associations,
again partly a  reflection of the Communist past, when the
state subsidized  writers’ unions, engineers’ associations, and
many other professional groups. Finally, Central Europe is
also notable for the significant scale of employment in
nonprofit environmental and advocacy organizations. These
seem to be newer organizations that emerged as part of the
transition to democracy and attracted Western funding.  Many
of the earliest nonprofit organizations in this region, in fact,
were environmental groups mobilizing mass support to deal
with the deteriorating environmental conditions in the region.
By contrast, the traditional welfare services–health, education,
and social services–still engage much smaller shares of the
nonprofit workforce in Central and Eastern Europe.  This is
because the state remains a much more favored vehicle for
social welfare provision in this region and the tradition of
subsidiarity so evident in Western Europe  retains only a faint
echo in Central Europe. 

When volunteers are factored into the equation, this
Central and Eastern European pattern changes only
marginally. This  is so because a third  of the volunteer input
goes into culture  and recreation organizations, which also
absorb the largest  single part of the employed workers.  The
one major deviation is in the area of social services, which
absorbs 28 percent of the volunteer time in the region as
compared with only 12 percent of  the paid employment. With
volunteers included, therefore, the social services share of
nonprofit employment in Central and Eastern Europe rises
from 12 percent to 18 percent, close  to what it is, as a share
of the total, though not in absolute scale, in Japan and the
U.K.

S In Latin America, education dominates the employment base
of the nonprofit sector whereas nonprofit employment in the
other fields of social welfare is more limited (see Figure 7).
This reflects again the prominent role of the Catholic Church
in the education field in this region, but also the middle and
upper-class tilt to the more formal components of the
nonprofit sector in the region, since private education has
tended to be heavily financed by fees and therefore available
mostly to the upper and middle classes. The unusually large
share of nonprofit employment in professional, business, and
labor organizations also supports this interpretation.

 At the same time, an above-average component of development organi-
zations is also evident in the Latin American data.  What is more, with
volunteering included, this component turns out to be even larger. Thus, on
average, 44 percent of all volunteer time in the Latin American countries we
examined goes for social service activities, some of it through religiously
affiliated assistance agencies, but increasingly through community-based
development organizations. Another  17 percent of volunteer time goes into
development organizations per se.  With volunteer time included, therefore, the
social service share of total nonprofit employment increases from 10 percent to

Figure 7
Composition of 

Nonprofit Employment, 
By Region, 1995

Source: The Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project
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17 percent, and the development share increases from 7 percent to 10 percent.
What this suggests is a dualistic nonprofit sector in this region, with a more
formal component oriented to middle class professionals, and a smaller, more
informal segment oriented toward the poor. 

S Finally, in the other developed countries covered by our project (the United
States, Japan, Australia, and Israel), the major area of nonprofit employment
is in the health field, which accounts, on average, for 35 percent of the total,
followed closely by education with 29 percent. This result is largely a
reflection of the situation in  the U.S. and Japan, in both of which nonprofit
activity is heavily concentrated in health and higher education.  Thus in both
of these countries, health alone accounts for nearly half (46 and 47 percent,
respectively) of all nonprofit employment and education, mostly at the higher
education level, for another 22 percent. By contrast, the social service field,
which accounts for 27 percent of nonprofit employment in Western Europe,
absorbs only 14-17 percent in the U.S. and Japan.  This suggests a fairly
strong amenities and middle-class orientation to the nonprofit sector in these
two countries. The situation in the other two countries included in this
grouping–Israel and Australia–differs somewhat from this U.S. and Japanese
pattern.  In Israel, the relative positions of education and health in the
employment base of the nonprofit sector are reversed, with education–mostly
elementary and secondary–accounting for 50 percent and health for 27
percent. In Australia, the social welfare complex also dominates the nonprofit
scene, but here the three main components–health, education, and social
services–are closely balanced, with 19-23 percent of  the total employment
embraced within each.

 With volunteers included, the amenities focus of the nonprofit sector,
particularly in the U.S., is moderated considerably.  Nearly 40 percent of the
considerable volunteer activity that takes place in the United States flows to
the social services area, and another 10 percent to civic and advocacy activity.
With volunteers included, therefore, the health dominance of the American
nonprofit sector declines somewhat and social services emerges as the second
largest type of nonprofit activity as measured by full-time equivalent
employment. Australia, too, exhibits a substantial amount of social service
volunteering, but here sports and recreation absorbs the largest share of
volunteer time. 

• Five patterns. More generally, it is possible to discern five more or less distinct
patterns of nonprofit structure among the 22 countries we examined, as reflected
in Table 6.  To some extent, these patterns follow regional lines.  But they also
reflect special national particularities that go beyond regional norms.  In
particular:
S Education-dominant model. Perhaps the most common pattern of nonprofit

activity is that embodied in the “education dominant” model.  Eight of our 22
countries adhered to this model, including 4 of the 5 Latin American
countries as well as Belgium, Ireland, Israel, and the U.K.  The distinctive
feature of this model is the heavy concentration of nonprofit employment in
the education sphere.  An average of 48 percent of all nonprofit employment
is in this field among these countries. For the Latin American countries as
well as Belgium and Ireland, this reflects the prominent presence of the
Catholic Church and its involvement in elementary and secondary education.
Religiously affiliated education also explains the substantial nonprofit
presence in the education  field  in Israel, though  here  it  is Judaism rather

Table 6
Patterns of Nonprofit Structure,

 By Country

Source: The Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project
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than Catholicism that is responsible.  In the U.K., by contrast, the concen-
tration of nonprofit employment in the education field occurs at the higher
education level and reflects the recent transformation of significant
segments of the U.K. higher education system from public into private,
nonprofit status during the Thatcher era. 

While the countries that adhere to this pattern share a common
concentration of nonprofit employment in the education field, however,
they differ in terms of where the balance of nonprofit employment is
concentrated. For the U.K., for example, culture and recreation absorbs a
quarter of the employment. For Ireland, Israel, and Belgium, however,
health accounts for 25-30 percent of the employment. And for Mexico,
business and professional organizations are the second largest field of
nonprofit action. In short, while these countries have some key features in
common, they also diverge along other dimensions.

   S Health-dominant model.  A second distinguishable model of nonprofit
structure is that evident in the United States, Japan, and the Netherlands.
What distinguishes this model is the extent of nonprofit employment in the
health field.  On average, 45 percent of nonprofit employment is
concentrated in this field in these countries. This reflects the unusual
private character of health care in these countries.  In addition, these three
countries also share a sizable nonprofit presence in the field of education,
though this is largely in higher education in the U.S. and Japan, and in
elementary and secondary education in the case of the Netherlands. 

S Social services-dominant model. A third pattern of nonprofit activity
finds expression in the four Western European countries of Austria,
France, Germany, and Spain.  These countries, too, share a common
background of extensive Catholic influence. However, for a variety of
reasons, religious influence has been weakened in the education sphere and
remains strong chiefly in the field of personal social services. On average,
about 44 percent of all nonprofit employment is thus in the social services
field in these countries, though in two of the countries (France and Spain)
a sizable nonprofit presence is also evident in education, and in a third
(Germany) health almost equals social services as a focus of nonprofit
employment.

S Culture/recreation-dominant model. Much different yet is the model of
nonprofit structure evident in the four Central European countries we have
examined.  As noted above, the largest portion of nonprofit employment
in these countries is concentrated in culture and recreation.  This reflects
the heritage of the Communist era in these countries, during which sport
and recreational associations were actively encouraged.  In addition, this
pattern also grows out of the transformation of cultural funds into
foundations in the immediate aftermath of Communist control in several
of those countries. The largest and most established nonprofit  organi-
zations in many of those countries, therefore, are traditional organizations
with roots in the old order.

S Balanced model. Finally, three countries exhibit a more “balanced”
pattern of nonprofit employment, with no subsector clearly in the
ascendance. In each of these countries (Australia, Colombia, and Finland),
anywhere from 14 to 26 percent of total nonprofit employment is dedicated
to the three fields of education, health, and social services; but no one of
the fields claims more than 26 percent of the total.

• No fundamental change with inclusion of religious worship activities.  The
overall profile of the nonprofit sector does not change much, moreover,

Figure 9
Sources of

 Nonprofit Revenue, 1995
  (21 Country Average)

Figure 8
Nonprofit Employment by Field,

With and Without Religious
Worship Activities, 16 Countries

Source: The Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project

Source: The Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project
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when the religious  worship activities of religious congregations are included. As
reflected in Figure 8, religious congregations account for approximately 6 percent
of nonprofit employment on average in the 16 countries for which we were able
to compile such data. With religious worship included, therefore, the relative share
of education, health, and social services in the employment base of the nonprofit
sector declines somewhat  from 70 percent to 66 percent – but it remains clearly
dominant.  Even in the United States, where religious congregations account for
a larger share of total nonprofit employment than elsewhere (11 percent), health,
education, and social services still remain the dominant fields when religious
worship is included, accounting for 72 percent of the total sector employment.
In short, the nonprofit sector is not a single thing. Rather, it takes different forms

in different places reflecting the particular constellation of cultural, historical,
political, and economic forces that are at work. At the same time, these patterns are
not wholly random.  Rather, they take definable shapes where circumstances are
similar.10  

4. Most Revenue From Fees and Public Sector, Not Philanthropy

Not only does the nonprofit sector take different forms in different places,
it also has a distinctive revenue structure. However, this structure differs from
what conventional thinking often assumes. In particular:
   C Limited support from philanthropy. Private philanthropy is hardly the

major source of nonprofit sector income.  To the contrary, as Figure 9
shows, private philanthropy–from individuals, corporations, and foundations
combined– accounts for only 11 percent of nonprofit income on average.

   C Fees and public support. By contrast, the major sources of nonprofit income are
fees and public support.  Fees and other commercial
income alone account for nearly half (48 percent) of all
nonprofit revenue, while public sector payments
account for 41 percent (see Figure 9).  

   C Variation among countries. This general pattern holds
up across most of the countries we examined, though
some significant variations are also apparent.  In
particular, as shown in Figure 10:
- Fee-dominant countries. Fee income is the

dominant source of income for 12 of the 21 countries
on which we were able to assemble detailed revenue
data. The fee share of total revenue in these
countries ranged from a high of 85 percent in
Mexico to 47 percent in the Czech Republic.
Generally speaking, fee income was especially
important in Latin America, in Central and Eastern
Europe, and in some of  the developed countries
outside of Western Europe (Australia, Japan, and the
U.S.).

This reflects, in part, the composition of the
nonprofit sector, as will be noted more fully  below.
Under these circumstances, the scale of the nonprofit
sector comes to depend on the scope  of a private
market for the services that nonprofits can  provide.

 Figure 10
 Sources of Nonprofit

Revenue,
 By Country, 1995

 (21 Countries)

Source: The Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project
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A fee-dominant  revenue structure is thus con-
sistent with both relatively large and relatively
small nonprofit sectors.  Where the market is
small, as in Central Europe and Latin America,
dependence on fees translates into a small
nonprofit sector. Where the market is large, as in
Australia and the U.S., the nonprofit sector can be
relatively large even though fees are the major
source of income. To the extent that this model
prevails, however, it puts serious limitations on
the scope and nature of the nonprofit sector,
pushing it in the direction of market forces.

S Public sector-dominant countries. A signifi-
cantly different pattern of nonprofit finance is
apparent in the remaining nine of the 21
countries on which we were able to assemble
revenue data (see Figure 10). In these countries
the major source of nonprofit revenue is not fees
and payments but public sector grants and
contracts.  Included here are third-party payments
from public sector social security and health
programs.  Every one of the Western European
countries except for Spain and Finland exhibits
this pattern.  As noted earlier, this reflects the
tradition of subsidiarity built into European social
policy, a tradition that acknowledges the impor-
tant role of the state in financing social welfare
services, but turns extensively to private,
nonprofit organizations to deliver many of the
services that result.

A similar pattern is also evident in Israel, where publicly enforced health
benefits are channeled to essentially private health care providers.  While
similar relationships are evident in other countries (e.g., in the federally
operated health insurance program for the elderly in the United States), the
relative scope is far more extensive in these countries, where the public sector
share of nonprofit revenues tends to exceed 50 percent, and often 60 percent, of
the total.  Significantly, moreover, the countries that have the largest nonprofit
sectors seem to adhere universally to this pattern.  This is true, for example, of
Ireland, the Netherlands, Belgium, and Israel, the four countries that surpass the
United States in the relative scope of nonprofit activity.  Evidently, public sector
support is a critical factor in the growth of nonprofit action. 

S Private philanthropy. Significantly, in no country is the nonprofit sector
supported chiefly by private philanthropy.   At the same time,  private giving is
quite important in a number of settings. Interestingly, this is particularly true in
Central and Eastern Europe, where private giving generally accounts for about
21 percent of  nonprofit revenue, considerably higher than for other regions.
This paradoxical result likely reflects the residue of a long tradition of enterprise
financing of key services for employees under the Communist era and the
relatively limited scale of other support for nonprofit action in this region.  Also
at work in all likelihood is a significant level of outside philanthropic support to
the incipient Central European nonprofit sector.  Among the more developed
countries, private giving is higher in the U.S. and Israel than in most of the other
countries, but even here it does not exceed 13 percent of total income.

Figure 11
Sources of Nonprofit 

Revenue, By Field, 1995

Source: The Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project
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   • Variations among fields. That the pattern of nonprofit finance varies among
countries is at least partly a result of the fact that revenue sources vary
considerably among different fields of nonprofit action, and these different fields
are more or less prominent in different places.  In particular:  
S Fee-dominant fields. In six of the 10 fields we examined in depth, fees and

service charges are the dominant source of nonprofit income (see Figure 11).
This is understandable enough in the cases of business and professional
organizations and recreation and culture.  In the case of the development
organizations, the explanation lies in the substantial number of housing
organizations that are included within this category.  So far as foundations are
concerned, the chief source of revenue is earnings on endowments, which are
treated here as earnings.  The significant fee income for environmental
organizations likely reflects the membership fees often collected by such
organizations.  Finally, civic and advocacy organizations generate slightly more
income from fees, including, for example, fees for legal services or membership
dues, than from the public sector.

SS Public sector-dominant fields. In three of the 10 major fields of nonprofit
action we have examined, by contrast, the major source of nonprofit income is
not fees and charges but public sector support.  This is especially true of the
major fields of social welfare–health, education, and social services–where
public sector support ranges anywhere from 46 percent to almost 57 percent of
the total.

S Private philanthropy-dominant fields.  In at least one field–international
assistance–private philanthropy is the dominant source of income, though it is
a close second in one other–foundations.  What is more, private giving is also
the principal source of  income of religious congregations. 

  • Revenue structure with volunteers. The pattern of nonprofit revenue portrayed
here changes significantly when volunteers are factored into the picture.  Although
the relative ranks of the three major sources of income do not change with
volunteers included, the philanthropy proportion increases substantially, from 11
percent to 27 percent, and the fee and public sector proportions decline
proportionally, to 40 percent and 33 percent, respectively, as shown in Figure 12.
Because much of the volunteer input flows to essentially sports and recreation
organizations, the relative rankings of funding sources do not change  significantly
among the different fields.  At the same time, the fee dominance of the culture and
recreation field declines significantly, from 64 percent to 46 percent, while the
private giving share grows from 14 percent to 40 percent.  In addition, four
additional fields become philanthropy-dominant once volunteers are included:
environment, civic and advocacy, philanthropic intermediaries, and social
services.

   • Modest change with inclusion of religious worship.  With the worship activities
of religious congregations included, the general picture of nonprofit finance
painted here changes only slightly. With regard to cash revenue, the inclusion of
religious worship and religious congregations boosts the private philanthropy
share of total revenue from an average of 10 percent in the 16 countries for which
we have data to 12 percent.  With congregational volunteers included as well, the
philanthropy share of the total goes from 29 percent to 32 percent–still behind fees
(34 percent) and public sector support (34 percent), though somewhat closer.  Only
in the United States does the inclusion of religious worship and religious
congregations make a major change in the nonprofit revenue picture, boosting
private philanthropy from 13 percent to 21 percent when only cash income is
considered, and from 27 percent to 37 percent when volunteers are included as
well.

Figure 12
Sources of Nonprofit Revenue 

With Volunteers, 1995
 (21 Countries)

Source: The Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project
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 5. A Major Employment Generator 

Not only is the nonprofit sector a larger economic force than commonly
recognized, but also it has been an unusually dynamic one in recent years,
outdistancing the general economies in most project countries in generating
employment growth. 
  C Nonprofit vs. overall employment growth. Nonprofit employment in the eight

countries for which we were able to assemble time-series data grew by an
average of  24 percent, or more than 4 percent a year,  between 1990 and 1995
(see Figure 13). By comparison, overall employment in these same countries
grew during this same period by  a considerably slower 9 percent, or less than
2 percent a year.  The nonprofit sector therefore outpaced the overall growth
of employment in these countries by nearly 2.5 to 1.11

  C Nonprofit contribution to employment growth especially significant in
Western Europe.  The growth of nonprofit employment between 1990 and
1995 was even stronger in Europe than elsewhere, moreover.  Nonprofit
employment expanded by an average of 24 percent in the four European
countries for which we have longitudinal data (France, Germany, the
Netherlands, and the UK), thus accounting for 20 percent of total employment
growth (3.8 million new FTE jobs).  In  the three other developed countries for
which we have employment data (Israel, Japan, and the U.S.), the increase
averaged 20 percent,  though this accounted for a somewhat smaller 11 percent
of the 16 million new FTE jobs.  

  C Health and social services the dominant sources of nonprofit growth. The
overwhelming majority of nonprofit job growth between 1990 and 1995 took
place in two fields: health and social services. The former of these absorbed 40
percent of the job growth and the latter 32 percent (see Figure 14). This
exceeded substantially the shares of total employment with which these fields
started the period. Nonprofit education organizations also absorbed a
considerable share of employment growth, though here the share was smaller
than the one with which these organizations began the period. Finally,
development organizations accounted for 5 percent of the nonprofit job growth.

  C Social services the dominant source of growth in Western Europe. The
composition of nonprofit job growth in Western Europe deviated significantly
from the overall average.  Instead of health, social services accounted for the
largest share of nonprofit job growth in Western Europe (50 percent vs. 16
percent). In addition, development organizations in Western Europe
experienced a 38 percent increase in employment and accounted for 11 percent
of the nonprofit job growth. In all likelihood, these figures reflect the
investment that the European Commission, as well as national governments,
have been putting into job training and development programs in the European
region. 

   C “Marketization.” 12 More generally, the growth in nonprofit employment
evident  in these figures has been made possible not chiefly by a surge in
private philanthropy or public-sector support, but by a substantial increase in
fee income. As shown in Figure 15, in the six countries for which we have
comparable revenue data going back to 1990, fees accounted for 52 percent of
the real growth in nonprofit income between 1990 and 1995. By comparison,
the public sector accounted for 40 percent and private giving 8 percent.  This
means that the fee share of the total increased over what it was earlier whereas
both the philanthropic and public sector shares declined.

 To be sure, this general trend was not evident everywhere.  In Israel,
Hungary, and  the  U.K.,  for example, substantial increases took place in the

Figure 14
Areas of Nonprofit Job Growth,

By Field, 1990-1995

Figure 13
Growth in Nonprofit Employment vs

Total Employment, 1990 - 1995
 (8 Countries)

Source: The Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project

Source: The Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project
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levels of public sector support to nonprofit organizations. In the three other
countries, however, such support, while growing in absolute terms, nevertheless
declined as a share of total nonprofit revenue, forcing nonprofit organizations
to turn more extensively to fees and other commercial income.  Moreover, this
marketization trend was not only apparent in the United States, where it has
long been in evidence, but also in Western Europe. Thus in both France and
Germany as well, fees and service charges grew faster than overall nonprofit
income and thus boosted their share of total income.

  C Tepid growth of private giving. The record of private giving during this period
was varied.  Some growth in private giving occurred in every country, and in
at least three (the U.S., Hungary, and France) the growth was substantial,
exceeding 10 percent.  Because of the small base from which such growth is
measured, however, it still did not add very much to overall nonprofit revenue.
Indeed, in five of the six countries for which we have time-series data, the
philanthropy share of total nonprofit income actually declined during this
period, and even in France where it gained ground, the absolute growth in fee
income outpaced the absolute growth in philanthropic support by 4:1. 

Conclusions and Implications

The nonprofit sector thus emerges from the evidence presented here as a sizable
and highly dynamic component of a wide assortment of societies throughout the
world.  Not only does this set of institutions serve important human needs, it also
constitutes a major, and growing, economic force and a significant contributor to
economic as well as social life. At the same time, this sector is hardly equally
developed everywhere.  While it has taken its place as a full-fledged partner with
government and the business sector in many countries, in far more it remains a
highly fragile organism whose future is very insecure.  Thus, no single set of
implications will apply equally in all places. Under these circumstances, it may be
appropriate to outline the implications that seem to flow from the discussion here,
and from the broader evidence this project is generating, for the different regions
we have examined.

Central and Eastern Europe: An Ambiguous Sector

Ambiguity is perhaps the principal characteristic that emerges from the picture
of the nonprofit sector that our data reveal in Central and Eastern Europe.  To be
sure, the period since the fall of Communism in 1989 has been aptly termed the
“rebirth of civil society,” but this rebirth has not been without its delivery pains and
the offspring, despite some remarkable energy, has hardly attained full maturity.
Indeed, one of the more striking features of the post-Communist nonprofit sector
as it appears in the data we have assembled is how fully it still reflects the
Communist legacy, as evidenced by the comparatively strong position of culture
and recreation and professional organizations and unions, the two main types of
activities that were tolerated and even supported by the Communist regimes.  This
coexistence of the old and the new creates a pervasive tension that has hardly been
addressed, let alone overcome.  At the same time, and in striking contrast to the
developed world,  nonprofit activities  in the core welfare state areas of social
services,  health and education are still limited. This reflects the expectation that
Central and Eastern European citizens still have about the state’s obligation to
provide for citizen welfare, an expectation that is all the more paradoxical in view
of the abuses of state power under the Communist regimes. This persisting
ambiguity  suggests  the  need  for continued  concerted  effort to nurture a truly

 

Figure 15
Sources of Nonprofit Revenue

Growth, 1990 - 1995
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Source: The Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project
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effective private,  nonprofit sector in Central and Eastern Europe.  Among  the tasks
that must be addressed, moreover, three seem especially important:
  C Fostering legitimacy.  The persistent ambiguity of the Central and Eastern

European nonprofit sector is due in important part to the legitimacy problems that
the sector continues to face. For better or worse, the early evolution of the sector
in the immediate aftermath of the fall of Communism produced a limited, but
highly publicized, number of scams and scandals in many countries. These were
due, in many instances, to early loopholes and uncertainties in the law, which
enabled unscrupulous operators to utilize the nonprofit form for personal financial
gain. Fortunately, many countries across the region have since passed new legal
frameworks that spell out the functions and purposes of various types of nonprofit
organizations more clearly; and some have also improved the tax treatment of
both organizations and donations. Indeed, in many ways, the new legal
frameworks emerging in the region appear to be superior to those in the West,
which developed in far more haphazard fashion.  Nevertheless, public attitudes
still lag behind this legal development and the public at large seems disillusioned
with the promise of the sector. To overcome this, a significant investment in
public education will be needed along with the development of effective codes of
conduct among nonprofit organizations themselves.

  C Capacity building. A second key conclusion that emerges from the data presented
here concerns the time frame required to build a truly viable and self-sustaining
nonprofit sector. As we have seen, despite considerable growth, the nonprofit
sector in Central and Eastern Europe, five years after the fall of Communism,
remains a pale reflection of its counterparts elsewhere in the world, including
Latin America as well as Western Europe. To grow and nurture a sustainable
nonprofit sector and civil society obviously takes more than just a few years of
investment.  Accordingly, it seems crucially important to continue the training
and capacity building efforts that marked the first years of Western assistance at
significant levels in the foreseeable future.  So, too, with the efforts to build an
institutional infrastructure for this sector in the region to facilitate training efforts
and information-sharing and provide a unified voice vis-à-vis the government,
especially at the national level.  Such efforts have made important headway, but
they regularly run into resistance on the part of nonprofit leaders fearful of
“umbrella organizations” that seem to resemble what existed under the previous
regime.    

   C Resource development. Finally, as elsewhere, there remains a significant need to
create a sustainable financial base for the sector in this region.  In part, this will
require nurturing a culture of philanthropy and giving. Fortunately, there is a long
tradition of enterprise giving, but this has yet to translate into sizable individual
donations capable of freeing these organizations from dependence on fees and
corporate support. In addition, however, progress is also needed in allowing
nonprofit organizations to tap into public funding, which has been a significant
engine of nonprofit growth elsewhere in Europe.

   
Latin America: The Problem of Duality

If ambiguity is the central reality of the nonprofit sector in Central and Eastern
Europe, “duality” is the central feature in Latin America.  In a sense, two separate
nonprofit sectors exist in this region–one of them composed of more traditional
charitable organizations and other agencies linked to the social and economic elite and
the other associated with the relatively newer forms of grassroots organizations and
so-called “non-governmental organizations” (NGOs) that support them.  As we have

“In many ways, the new 
legal frameworks
emerging in the [Central
and Eastern European]
region appear to be
superior to those in the
West.”

“One of the more striking
features of the post-
Communist nonprofit sector
as it appears in the data we
have assembled is how fully it
still reflects the Communist
legacy.”
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seen, the former of these remains quite prominent so far as the formal picture of the
sector is concerned, but the latter is clearly gaining ground and comprises an
increasingly prominent “informal” or less formal component.  Given this situation,
the challenges facing the Latin American nonprofit sector therefore take the following
forms:
  C Making “sector” a reality.  In the first place, serious steps are needed to bridge

this divide between the two major components of the Latin American nonprofit
sector and foster a common understanding of a “sector” sharing common interests
and needs.  The emergence of the concept of “civil society” has been useful in this
regard, but much more dialogue and interaction will be required. 

  C Capacity building. One way to foster a sense of a distinctive nonprofit sector in
Latin America is to invest in the capacity of this sector through improved training
and infrastructure organizations.  Although considerable effort has been put into
training  nonprofit personnel in this region, indigenous capacity to provide such
training, and indigenous infrastructure organizations, have been lacking until
recently. Building these capabilities thus seems a high priority for the region.
Equally important is encouraging indigenous philanthropic institutions to buttress
the financial foundation of the sector. In short, with the significant base that has
now been built, Latin America is ripe for a major nonprofit sector capacity-
building campaign to bring the less formal part of the region’s civil society sector

 more fully into a position to operate on a par with the more traditional part, and
with partners in government and the business sector.  

  C Building partnerships with government and business. Government has emerged
in recent years as an important source of support for nonprofit organizations in
many parts of Latin America.  At the same time, the relationships between the
nonprofit sector and the state remain strained.  In part, this reflects the lack of
transparent procedures for regularizing contacts between these two sectors and the
long tradition of clientelistic politics under which the funding and operation of
nonprofit organizations are subjected to the whims of local or national political
elites. A significant priority for the future, therefore, is to build a firmer
foundation for cooperation between these two sectors to ensure a reasonable
degree of autonomy for the nonprofit partners.  Similarly, the nonprofit sector
must find ways to build cooperative ties with the business sector in the region if
for no other reason than as a counterpoise to excessive dependence on the state.

   C Making room in the public space. One way to foster a greater partnership
between nonprofit organizations and the state is to ensure nonprofit organizations
a more secure place at the table in the so-called “public space” that is opening in
most countries in the region, in which dialogue among social and political actors
should occur.  Clearly, advances have been made in many countries in bringing
nonprofit organizations into the process of public policy formulation and
implementation, but much has yet to be done. 

Developed Countries: The Challenge of Renewal

If basic capacity building and resourcing are the central challenges facing the
nonprofit sectors in Central Europe and Latin America, in the more developed regions
of the world the central challenge is one of “renewal.”  The 1990s, as we have
seen,was a period of considerable growth for the nonprofit sector. A heightened
demand for social services of all kinds and a generally reduced role for governments,
among other factors, increased the importance of the nonprofit sector. At the same
time, however, this growth has not been without its challenges, though the challenges
have been as much to the heart of the sector as to its stomach. Long accustomed to
significant levels of public support, and enticed by the promise of greater fee  income,

“If ambiguity is the central
reality of the nonprofit sector
in Central and Eastern
Europe, ‘duality’ is the
central feature in Latin
America.”

“Long accustomed to
significant levels of public
support, and enticed by the
promise of greater fee
income, nonprofit agencies
in the developed world are
in heightened danger of
losing touch with their
citizen base.”
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nonprofit agencies in the developed world are in heightened danger of losing touch
with their citizen base.  On the one hand, many of these organizations have long since
been transformed into large bureaucracies seemingly indistinguishable from the
government bureaus with which they interact; on the other hand, they face a growing
danger of becoming evermore like the business firms with which they frequently
compete. Negotiating the dual dangers of over-bureaucratization and over-
commercialization becomes thus the true challenge for nonprofit managers and
policymakers in these areas.
   C A renewal strategy. To help preserve and regain the sector’s true identity and core

values, serious effort needs to be made to reinvigorate the nonprofit sector on a
regular basis.  This can be  done through regular strategic planning, through
improved training and management models that reflect the central values this set
of institutions is supposed to promote, and through a critical dialog that engages
a wide range of societal actors in a discussion of the sector's appropriate social
role. Clearly, citizens cannot be expected to defend this sector's worth if the sector
does not make itself worthy of their support.

   C Accountability and effectiveness. In order to ensure their claims on citizen
loyalties, nonprofits  also  need to be able to  demonstrate the worth of what they
do, and to operate both efficiently and effectively in the public interest.  This will
require something more than traditional management training, or the wholesale
adoption of management techniques imported from the business or government
sector. Rather, continued effort must be made to forge a distinctive mode of
nonprofit management training that takes account of the distinctive values and
ethos of this sector while ensuring the effectiveness of what it does.  Important
progress has been made along these lines in a number of countries, but significant
steps remain to be made in building up the training capability in numerous places,
especially in Western Europe.

   C Expanding philanthropy.  Important as the development of organizational and
leadership capacities are for the future of the nonprofit sector, the expansion of
private philanthropy continues to be vital to ensure a meaningful level of
independence from both government and business.  Yet, as we have seen, such
support is marginal in many countries.  What is more, it has not kept pace with
the overall growth even in the countries where it has historically been more
substantial.  Over the long run, therefore, serious efforts are needed to encourage
private philanthropy.  The recent increases in the number of grant-making
foundations in many developed countries suggest a positive trend toward greater
philanthropic input into the nonprofit sector—a trend that needs the active
encouragement of policymakers and nonprofit leaders.  Moreover, changes in
demographics and the labor force suggest that in many countries large reservoirs
of potential volunteers remain “untapped” for the expansion of the philanthropic
share of nonprofit operations. However, this will require public education efforts
on behalf of the sector’s leadership, and creative models for combining paid and
unpaid work, particularly in countries with high levels of unemployment.

  C International integration and globalization.  For the European countries, greater
efforts toward integration and harmonization are under way that will certainly
increase the role transnational governments play in nonprofit sector affairs.  Yet
institutions like the European Union have been hesitant in their approach towards
the nonprofit sector and civil society.  The recent publication of an official
Communication, which benefitted much from the work done in the initial Phase
of this Project, is a step in the right direction.  Yet much more remains to be
done—for the European Commission as well as on the part of nonprofit
leaders—to make sure that this set of institutions can develop its full potential in

“To help preserve and
regain the sector’s true
identity and core values,
serious effort needs to
be made to reinvigorate
the nonprofit sector on a
regular basis.”
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and  for the New Europe. More generally, the world-wide trend towards
globalization hardly excludes the nonprofit sector.   Policymakers and nonprofit
leaders thus face the challenge to build adequate legal environments for cross-
national nonprofit action while protecting legitimate national interests at the same
time. 

Conclusion

More generally, the discussion here points up the vital need to improve the
general awareness of this set of institutions in virtually every part of the world, and
to monitor the trends affecting it on a more pervasive, and more sustained, basis.  The
existence of a vibrant nonprofit sector is increasingly being viewed not as a luxury, but
as a necessity, for peoples throughout the world. Such institutions can give expression
to citizen concerns, hold governments accountable, promote community, address
unmet needs, and generally improve the quality of life.  Putting this sector firmly on
the mental map of the world is therefore a matter of some urgency.  However
incomplete, if the work reported here has contributed to this goal, it will have served
its purpose well.

“Putting [the nonprofit]
sector firmly on the mental
map of the world is a
matter of urgency.”
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1. For further detail on the derivation of this “structural-operational definition” of the
nonprofit sector, see: Lester M. Salamon and Helmut K. Anheier, Defining the
Nonprofit Sector: A Cross-national Analysis (Manchester, U.K.: Manchester
University Press, 1997).

2. Lester Salamon, “The Rise of the Nonprofit Sector,” Foreign Affairs, vol. 74, 
No. 3 (July/August 1994).

3. Joseph Stiglitz, 1998 Wider Lecture, Helsinki (January 1998).

4. For a summary of the results of Phase I of project work, see: Lester M. Salamon and
Helmut K. Anheier, The Emerging Sector: An Overview (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
Institute for Policy Studies, 1994), republished as The Emerging Nonprofit Sector,
Vol. 1 in the Johns Hopkins  Nonprofit Sector Series  (Manchester: Manchester
University Press, 1996). More detailed results are available in a series of books
published in the Johns Hopkins Nonprofit Sector Series by Manchester University
Press. For a complete list of the products of the Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit
Sector Project, please contact us as noted on the back cover of this report.

5. Technically, the more precise comparison is between nonprofit contribution to
“value added” and gross domestic product.  For the nonprofit sector, “value added”
in economic terms essentially equals the sum of wages and the imputed value of
volunteer time.  On this basis, the nonprofit sector in our 22 countries account for
$840 billion in value-added, which represents, on average, 3.5 percent of the gross
domestic product. This still leaves the nonprofit sector if it were a country,  as the
eighth largest economy in the world.

6. These personnel engaged principally in religious worship activities are in addition
to the employees of religiously affiliated service organizations (e.g. hospitals, social
service agencies, soup kitchens), which, as noted above, are already included in the
data reported earlier.

7. Given the overall size of the U.S. economy, the U.S. nonprofit sector is still larger
in absolute terms, of course. Thus, of the 18.97 million full-time-equivalent nonprofit
employees we have identified in the 22 countries examined here, 8.6 million, or 45
percent, are in the U.S. alone.  By comparison, the nine countries of Western Europe
included in our data set account for 5.6 million nonprofit employees, or 30 percent of
the total; Japan accounts for 2.1 million, or 11 percent of the total; the five Latin
American countries account for 1.9 million employees, or 10 percent of the total; the
other developed countries (Australia and Israel) account for 0.5 million employees,
or 3 percent of the total; and the four Central and Eastern European countries account
for 0.2 million employees, or 1 percent of the total.  These figures are summarized in
Appendix Table 1.

8. In the case of Germany, this outcome is very likely a result of the inclusion of East
Germany in the data.  Without former East Germany, the German figure would
probably be close to 5.5 percent, or well above the all-country average. 

ENDNOTES
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9. For more detailed analysis of the forces that give shape to the nonprofit sector in
different settings, and the resulting patterns that emerge, see: Lester M. Salamon and
Helmut K. Anheier, "Social Origins of  Civil Society: Explaining the Nonprofit Sector
Cross-Nationally," Voluntas, Vol. 9, No. 3 (September 1998) pp. 213-248.

10. For further elaboration of the alternative patterns, see end note 9.

11. These data do not include the shift in structure of the U.K. higher education field
that occurred during the Thatcher period, since we did not have comparable data for
these organizations in both 1990 and 1995.  We also note that German data for 1990
include only West German organizations.  Therefore, a part of the reported growth of
the German nonprofit sector is due to the country’s 1990 unification.

12.  For a discussion of  this concept in the context of  the United States, see: Lester M.
Salamon, "The Marketization of Welfare: Nonprofit and For-Profit Roles in America's
Welfare State," Social Service Review, Vol. 67, No. 1 (March 1993) pp. 16-39.
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Appendix A: Explanatory Notes

A. Coverage

The data presented here cover a broad range of organizations that share certain common features while engaging
in diverse activities.  To capture both the commonalities and the differences among these nonprofit organizations, and
hence among the nonprofit sectors in the various countries, the team of scholars working on the Johns Hopkins
Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project collaborated to develop the “structural-operational definition” and the
International Classification of Nonprofit Organizations, which are described below.

1. Types of Entities

Entities covered by the Project are those that meet all five of the criteria outlined in the “structural-operational
definition” of a nonprofit organization.  These entities are, therefore:

Organized, i.e., institutionalized to some extent. What is important is not that the organization be registered or
legally recognized, but that it has some institutional reality.  This is signified by a legal charter of incorporation,
some degree of internal organizational structure, relative persistence of goals, structure and activities, or
meaningful organizational boundaries.  Excluded are purely ad hoc and temporary gatherings of people with no
real structure or organizational identity. 

Private, i.e., institutionally separate from government.  This does not mean that nonprofit organizations may not
receive significant government support or even that government officials cannot sit on their boards.  Rather, they
are “non-governmental” in the sense of being structurally separate from the instrumentalities of government, and
they do not exercise governmental authority.

Self-governing, i.e., equipped to control their own activities. Some organizations that are private and
nongovernmental may nevertheless be so tightly controlled either by governmental agencies or private businesses
that they essentially function as parts of these other institutions even though they are structurally separate. To meet
this criterion, organizations must control their own activities to a significant extent, have their own internal
governance procedures, and enjoy a meaningful degree of autonomy.

Non-profit-distributing, i.e., not returning profits generated to their owners or directors. Nonprofit organizations
may accumulate surplus in a given year, but the profits must be plowed back into the basic mission of the agency,
not distributed to the organizations’ owners, members, founders or governing board.  The fundamental question
is:  how does the organization handle profits?  If they are reinvested or otherwise applied to the stated purpose of
the organization, the organization would qualify as a nonprofit institution.

Voluntary, i.e., involving some meaningful degree of voluntary participation.  This involves two different, but
related, considerations: First, the organization must engage volunteers in its operations and management, either
on its board or through the use of volunteer staff and voluntary contributions.  Second, “voluntary” also carries
the meaning of “non-compulsory.”  Organizations in which membership is required or otherwise stipulated by law
would be excluded from the nonprofit sector.  These include some professional associations that require
membership in order to be licensed to practice a trade or profession.

Cooperatives, mutuals and self-help groups. Certain types of organizations occupy a “gray area” so far as this
definition is concerned.  For example, most cooperatives, mutual societies, and economic self-help groups would be
excluded from the Project’s coverage because they generally would not meet the “non-profit-distributing” criterion.
However, it was determined that those cooperatives, mutuals, and similar organizations for which the profit motive is
secondary and the primary intent is to offer services that benefit the broader local community could be included.
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For further information about the structural-operational definition and how it applies in various country settings,
see Salamon, Lester M. and Helmut K. Anheier, eds., Defining the Nonprofit Sector: A Cross-National Analysis.
Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1997; and the collection of “definitions working papers” published as part
of the Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project Working Paper Series, available through the Johns Hopkins
Institute for Policy Studies at the address indicated on the back cover of this report.

2. Fields of Activity

Once it was determined that an organization (or type of organization) met the criteria of a nonprofit organization,
it was classified according to the International Classification of Nonprofit Organizations (ICNPO), developed within
the Project and modeled after the International Standard Industrial Classification (ISIC) system of the United Nations.
The establishment’s main economic activity, i.e., the activity that consumes the largest share of operating expenditures,
determines its placement among the various ICNPO subgroups.  Thus, for example, a nonprofit organization that mainly
provides health services, but also conducts research as a secondary activity, would be classified as a health-related
organization, rather than an educational one.  Similarly a religious congregation whose main economic activity is
operating a primary school would be classified under education, not religion.  Because it is not always feasible to do this
on an organization by organization basis, such determination would often be made for an entire class of organizations.

In Table A1 below, we list the Major Groups and Subgroups of the ICNPO.  For a more detailed description, please
see Salamon, Lester M. and Helmut K. Anheier, “The International Classification of Nonprofit Organizations: ICNPO-
Revision 1, 1996,” Working Papers of the Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project, No. 19. Baltimore:
The Johns Hopkins Institute for Policy Studies, 1996.  

Table A1
The International Classification of Nonprofit Organizations,

Major Groups and Subgroups 

GROUP 1: CULTURE AND RECREATION
1 100 Culture and Arts
1 200 Sports
1 300 Other Recreation

GROUP 2: EDUCATION AND RESEARCH
2 100 Primary and Secondary Education
2 200 Higher Education
2 300 Other Education
2 400 Research

GROUP 3: HEALTH
3 100 Hospitals and Rehabilitation
3 200 Nursing Homes
3 300 Mental Health and Crisis

Intervention
3 400 Other Health Services

GROUP 4: SOCIAL SERVICES
4 100 Social Services
4 200 Emergency and Relief
4 300 Income Support and Maintenance

GROUP 5: ENVIRONMENT
5 100 Environment
5 200 Animal Protection

GROUP 6:          DEVELOPMENT AND HOUSING
6 100 Economic, Social and Community

Development
6 200 Housing
6 300 Employment and Training

GROUP 7: LAW, ADVOCACY AND                  
                           POLITICS
         7 100 Civic and Advocacy

7 200 Law and Legal Services
7 300 Political Organizations

GROUP 8:       PHILANTHROPIC                              
      INTERMEDIARIES AND                   
      VOLUNTARISM PROMOTION

GROUP 9:       INTERNATIONAL

GROUP 10:       RELIGION

GROUP 11:       BUSINESS AND PROFESSIONAL
                          ASSOCIATIONS, UNIONS

GROUP 12:       [NOT ELSEWHERE CLASSIFIED]
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B. Key Variables

To illustrate the dimensions and character of the nonprofit sector in the 22 countries reported on here, we
collected data on four key variables. The significance of these variables and the various terms we use to discuss them
are described below.

1. Expenditures

In this report, the term “expenditures” is used as a shorthand for “operating expenditures,” i.e., the costs
incurred in the general operations of an organization.  These include salaries, fringe benefits, and other personnel costs;
purchases of non-capital goods, supplies, and services; and any fees and charges paid.  However, “operating
expenditures” excludes “capital expenditures,” i.e., costs incurred in land acquisition, building construction, and
purchase of major equipment and vehicles, since these are typically paid for over time.

2. Employment

Throughout the text, “employment,” “employees,” and “jobs” refer to “full-time equivalent (FTE)” employment
or jobs.  By converting part-time employment into “full-time” jobs using the country’s standard number of hours for
a full-time worker, we ensure that we capture all employment in the sector.  Note that we often use “total employment”
as a shorthand for “non-agricultural employment,” i.e., total salaried jobs and self-employment in non-agricultural
establishments.

3. Volunteering

Volunteering data are figured into employment, expenditure and revenue calculations.  The number of “FTE
volunteers,” which we add to the number of paid employees, is estimated by taking the total number of volunteer hours
per year and dividing by the standard number of hours for a full-time worker.  The imputed value of that volunteer labor,
which is shown in this report mainly in the context of revenue, is calculated in most countries by multiplying the
number of FTE volunteers by the average wage in the particular industry.

4. Revenues

Simply stated, revenues are inflows of spendable resources received by the organization during the year.  In
this project, we distinguish cash revenues from in-kind revenues, which include the imputed value of volunteer labor.
Unless otherwise noted in the text, we typically refer to cash revenues.  These revenues are identified according to three
main sources:

Fees, Charges, which include membership dues; service charges paid directly by the client in exchange for
services; investment income; and income from the sale of goods and services whether or not they are related
to the organization’s mission.

Public Sector  refers to revenues coming from all branches of government (administrative, judicial, and
legislative) at all levels (national, departmental, municipal, etc.).  In essence, we use “public sector” and
“governmental” synonymously.  Public sector revenues include grants and contracts in support of specific
organizational activities or services; statutory transfers mandated by law in support of an organization’s
general mission or activities; and third party payments, i.e., indirect government payments for reimbursement
to the organization for services rendered to individuals.

Philanthropy, or private giving, covers revenues received via individual contributions; private foundation
grants; corporate donations, including those from corporate foundations; and contributions channeled through
federated giving funds or programs.
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Appendix B: Comparative Tables



Appendix Table 1: Nonprofit Sector FTE Employment, by Country and Field of Activity, 1995

Region Country
Culture

Edu-
cation Health

Social 
Svcs

Environ-
ment

Develop-
ment

Civic / 
Advo-
cacy

Foundat-
ions

Inter- 
national

Profes-
sional

Other/ 
n.e.c.

Total Nonprofit 
Employment

Nonprofit Share 
of Total** 

Employment

European Austria 8.4% 8.9% 11.6% 64.0% 0.4% - 4.5% - 0.8% 1.4% - 143,637 4.46%

Union Belgium 4.9% 38.8% 30.4% 13.8% 0.5% 9.9% 0.4% 0.2% 0.2% 0.9% - 357,802 10.48%
Finland 14.2% 25.0% 23.0% 17.8% 1.0% 2.4% 8.7% 0.0% 0.3% 7.2% 0.3% 62,848 2.96%
France 12.1% 20.7% 15.5% 39.7% 1.0% 5.5% 1.9% 0.0% 1.8% 1.8% - 959,821 4.90%
Germany 5.4% 11.7% 30.6% 38.8% 0.8% 6.1% 1.6% 0.4% 0.7% 3.9% - 1,440,850 4.93%
Ireland 6.0% 53.7% 27.6% 4.5% 0.9% 4.3% 0.4% 0.1% 0.3% 2.2% - 118,664 11.54%
Netherlands 3.5% 28.0% 42.1% 19.3% 1.0% 2.6% 0.6% 0.4% 0.6% 2.0% - 647,297 12.49%
Spain 11.8% 25.1% 12.2% 31.8% 0.3% 11.2% 3.4% 0.1% 2.0% 1.8% 0.3% 475,179 4.52%
UK 24.5% 41.5% 4.3% 13.1% 1.3% 7.6% 0.7% 0.7% 3.8% 2.6% - 1,415,743 6.20%

European Union Average*/ Total 10.1% 28.2% 21.9% 27.0% 0.8% 6.2% 2.5% 0.2% 1.2% 2.6% 0.3% 5,621,841 6.94%

Other Australia 16.4% 23.3% 18.6% 20.1% 0.5% 10.8% 3.2% 0.1% 0.2% 4.3% 2.6% 402,574 7.24%

Developed Israel 5.9% 50.3% 27.0% 10.9% 0.8% 1.0% 0.4% 2.0% 0.1% 1.8% - 145,396 9.21%

Countries Japan 3.1% 22.5% 47.1% 16.6% 0.4% 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 0.4% 5.0% 4.3% 2,140,079 3.50%
US 7.3% 21.5% 46.3% 13.5% - 6.3% 1.8% 0.3% - 2.9% - 8,554,900 7.83%

Other Developed Average*/Total 8.2% 29.4% 34.8% 15.3% 0.5% 4.6% 1.4% 0.6% 0.2% 3.5% 3.4% 11,242,949 6.95%

All Developed  Average*/ Total 9.5% 28.5% 25.9% 23.4% 0.7% 5.7% 2.1% 0.4% 0.9% 2.9% 1.9% 16,864,790 6.94%

Central Czech Rep. 31.0% 14.6% 13.6% 11.2% 3.7% 7.4% 3.1% 2.0% 1.1% 12.3% - 74,196 1.75%

Europe Hungary 38.1% 10.0% 4.5% 11.1% 2.0% 13.2% 1.0% 3.3% 0.8% 16.1% - 44,938 1.33%
Romania 34.0% 17.9% 13.1% 20.7% 0.7% 3.6% 4.4% 0.8% 1.3% 3.6% - 37,353 0.60%
Slovakia 36.7% 28.5% 1.9% 5.2% 6.8% 1.1% 2.9% 4.9% 0.9% 10.4% 0.8% 16,196 0.87%

Central European Average*/ Total 34.9% 17.7% 8.3% 12.0% 3.3% 6.3% 2.8% 2.8% 1.0% 10.6% 0.8% 172,683 1.14%

Latin Argentina 15.1% 41.2% 13.4% 10.7% 0.3% 5.7% 0.4% 0.2% 1.3% 6.8% 4.9% 395,315 3.70%

America Brazil 17.0% 36.9% 17.8% 16.4% 0.2% 1.1% 0.6% - 0.4% 9.6% - 1,034,550 2.25%
Colombia 9.4% 26.1% 17.5% 14.6% 0.8% 13.1% 1.3% 0.9% 0.1% 15.1% 1.2% 286,861 2.38%
Mexico 7.7% 43.2% 8.1% 8.7% 0.7% 0.5% 0.3% 0.3% - 30.5% - 93,809 0.44%
Peru 4.0% 74.5% 4.2% 1.2% 0.6% 14.5% 0.8% 0.1% 0.0% - - 126,988 2.38%

Latin American Average*/ Total 10.6% 44.4% 12.2% 10.3% 0.5% 7.0% 0.7% 0.4% 0.4% 15.5% 3.0% 1,937,524 2.23%

Grand Average/ Total 14.4% 30.2% 19.6% 18.3% 1.2% 6.1% 1.9% 0.8% 0.8% 6.8% 2.1% 18,974,996 4.8%

* Unweighted averages
** Nonagricultural FTE Employment
Source: Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project, Phase II

Field of Activity (ICNPO)



Appendix Table 2: Nonprofit Sector FTE Employment with Volunteers, by Country and Field of Activity, 1995

Region Country
Culture

Edu-
cation Health

Social 
Svcs

Environ-
ment

Develop-
ment

Civic / 
Advo-
cacy

Foundat-
ions

Inter- 
national

Profes-
sional

Other 
/n.e.c

Total Nonprofit 
Employment

Nonprofit Share 
of Total** 

Employment

European Austria 6.5% 6.9% 9.1% 49.9% 0.3% - 3.5% - 0.6% 1.1% 22.1% 184,323 5.65%

Union Belgium 11.1% 30.5% 23.9% 22.9% 0.5% 8.3% 0.5% 0.3% 0.4% 1.5% - 456,901 13.00%
Finland 32.6% 12.4% 13.1% 15.5% 0.7% 1.6% 16.8% 0.2% 0.4% 6.2% 0.4% 137,599 6.27%
France 30.0% 14.6% 9.2% 27.4% 5.0% 4.7% 1.9% 0.6% 2.4% 4.3% - 1,981,476 9.61%
Germany 19.7% 7.6% 21.8% 27.2% 2.8% 4.4% 3.3% 1.0% 1.6% 4.2% 6.4% 2,418,924 8.00%
Ireland 10.5% 43.0% 23.3% 13.0% 0.9% 5.7% 0.5% 0.7% 0.4% 1.7% 0.3% 150,314 14.19%
Netherlands 17.0% 23.4% 29.1% 20.5% 2.1% 1.7% 3.0% 0.2% 1.2% 1.8% - 1,037,397 18.62%
Spain 15.2% 20.6% 10.5% 30.8% 3.0% 9.2% 5.9% 0.1% 2.6% 1.8% 0.2% 728,778 6.76%
UK 27.5% 25.4% 8.0% 16.0% 2.4% 12.5% 1.8% 1.3% 2.4% 1.5% 1.2% 2,536,026 10.58%

European Union Average*/ Total 18.9% 20.5% 16.4% 24.8% 2.0% 6.0% 4.1% 0.5% 1.3% 2.7% 5.1% 9,631,738 10.30%

Other Australia 22.7% 17.9% 14.9% 23.6% 1.4% 10.4% 2.9% 0.2% 0.4% 3.3% 2.4% 579,722 10.11%

Developed Israel 8.6% 41.4% 27.2% 16.0% 0.6% 0.8% 2.0% 1.6% 0.1% 1.6% - 176,657 10.97%

Countries Japan 5.5% 18.5% 37.3% 17.3% 0.7% 1.9% 0.5% 1.1% 1.6% 5.0% 10.7% 2,835,176 4.58%
US 9.0% 18.5% 34.2% 22.1% 1.0% 4.0% 4.9% 1.0% 0.3% 3.9% 1.1% 13,549,062 11.87%

Other Developed Average*/Total 11.5% 24.1% 28.4% 19.7% 0.9% 4.3% 2.6% 1.0% 0.6% 3.4% 4.7% 17,140,617 9.38%

All Developed  Average*/ Total 16.6% 21.6% 20.1% 23.3% 1.6% 5.4% 3.6% 0.7% 1.1% 2.9% 5.0% 26,772,356 10.02%

Central Czech Rep. 35.8% 10.6% 11.9% 13.1% 6.1% 6.7% 3.5% 2.2% 1.4% 8.6% - 115,056 2.69%

Europe Hungary 36.8% 8.9% 4.7% 15.1% 2.2% 11.3% 2.3% 3.7% 1.0% 14.0% - 54,816 1.62%
Romania 28.6% 15.1% 8.5% 32.2% 2.2% 2.4% 3.8% 1.0% 4.0% 2.4% - 83,861 1.34%
Slovakia 37.0% 20.4% 1.9% 10.1% 9.0% 1.1% 3.8% 5.6% 0.9% 9.1% 1.1% 23,047 1.23%

Central European Average*/ Total 34.5% 13.8% 6.7% 17.6% 4.9% 5.4% 3.4% 3.1% 1.8% 8.5% 1.1% 276,780 1.72%

Latin Argentina 13.8% 31.5% 9.8% 13.5% 1.6% 15.7% 1.8% 0.1% 0.8% 8.2% 3.2% 659,425 6.03%

America Brazil 15.1% 35.1% 17.5% 19.2% 0.2% 3.0% 0.7% - 0.4% 8.6% 0.3% 1,173,766 2.54%
Colombia 7.5% 20.2% 15.3% 18.7% 0.8% 18.5% 1.6% 1.5% 0.1% 14.9% 0.9% 377,617 3.11%
Mexico 6.4% 30.7% 8.4% 16.3% 1.8% 1.2% 0.8% 0.8% - 33.6% - 141,024 0.66%
Peru 3.4% 62.0% 3.5% 17.7% 0.6% 12.1% 0.7% 0.1% 0.0% - - 153,374 2.86%

Latin American Average*/ Total 9.2% 35.9% 10.9% 17.1% 1.0% 10.1% 1.1% 0.6% 0.3% 16.3% 1.5% 2,505,207 3.04%

Grand Average/ Total 18.2% 23.4% 15.6% 20.8% 2.1% 6.5% 3.0% 1.2% 1.1% 6.5% 3.9% 29,554,343 6.9%

* Unweighted averages
** Nonagricultural FTE Employment
Source: Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project, Phase II

Field of Activity (ICNPO)



Appendix Table 3: Nonprofit Revenues (with and without Volunteer Input), by Revenue Source and Country, 1995

Region Country
Total Cash 

Revenue

Total Cash Revenue
and 

Volunteer Input
Public 
Sector

Private 
Giving

Fees, 
Charges millions US $

Public 
Sector

Private 
Giving

Fees, 
Charges millions US $

European Austria 50.4% 6.1% 43.5% 6,262 41.3% 23.1% 35.6% 7,643
Union Belgium 76.8% 4.7% 18.6% 25,576 65.9% 18.1% 16.0% 29,773

Finland 36.2% 5.9% 57.9% 6,064 25.2% 34.6% 40.3% 8,722
France 57.8% 7.5% 34.6% 57,304 33.4% 46.6% 20.0% 99,234
Germany 64.3% 3.4% 32.3% 94,454 42.5% 36.2% 21.3% 142,887
Ireland 77.2% 7.0% 15.8% 5,017 67.6% 18.6% 13.8% 5,732
Netherlands 59.3% 1.9% 38.8% 59,107 45.3% 25.1% 29.6% 77,383
Spain 32.1% 18.8% 49.0% 25,778 25.2% 36.3% 38.5% 32,833
UK 46.7% 8.8% 44.6% 78,220 36.4% 28.8% 34.8% 100,196

European Union Average*/ Total 55.6% 7.1% 37.2% 357,781 42.5% 29.7% 27.8% 504,403
Other Australia 31.1% 6.4% 62.5% 20,227 25.4% 23.4% 51.2% 24,712
Developed Israel 63.9% 10.2% 25.8% 10,947 59.1% 17.0% 23.9% 11,842
Countries Japan 45.2% 2.6% 52.1% 258,959 41.5% 10.7% 47.8% 282,314

US 30.5% 12.9% 56.6% 566,960 25.6% 26.9% 47.4% 675,973

Other Developed Average*/ Total 42.7% 8.0% 49.3% 857,094 37.9% 19.5% 42.6% 994,841

All Developed Average/ Total* 51.7% 7.4% 40.9% 1,214,876 41.1% 26.6% 32.3% 1,499,244
Central Czech Rep. 39.4% 14.0% 46.6% 860 32.1% 30.0% 37.9% 1,056
Europe Hungary 27.1% 18.4% 54.6% 1,433 26.2% 21.1% 52.7% 1,483

Romania 45.0% 26.5% 28.5% 130 20.5% 66.5% 13.0% 285
Slovakia 21.9% 23.3% 54.9% 295 21.3% 25.1% 53.5% 302

Central European Average*/ Total 33.3% 20.5% 46.1% 2,718 25.0% 35.7% 39.3% 3,126
Latin Argentina 19.5% 7.5% 73.1% 13,321 16.2% 23.0% 60.8% 16,014
America Colombia 14.9% 14.9% 70.2% 1,719 13.1% 24.9% 62.0% 1,948

Mexico 8.5% 6.3% 85.2% 229 7.5% 17.9% 74.7% 261
Peru 19.3% 12.9% 67.8% 1,190 19.0% 14.0% 66.9% 1,206

Latin American Average*/ Total 15.5% 10.4% 74.1% 16,458 14.0% 20.0% 66.1% 19,428

Grand Average*/ Total 41.3% 10.5% 48.2% 1,234,051 32.9% 27.0% 40.1% 1,521,798

* Unweighted averages
** Volunteer input has been included in the Private Giving column. 
Source: Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project, Phase II

Share of Revenue from: Share of Revenue from:

Excluding Volunteer Input Including Volunteer Input**


