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Preface

This book summarizes the initial results of the second phase of an ambi-
tious project designed to shed important new light on a major social force
that has increasingly made itself felt in recent years in countries through-
out the world—the thousands of private community groups, health clinics,
schools, day care centers, environmental organizations, social clubs, devel-
opment organizations, cultural institutions, professional associations, con-
sumer groups, and similar entities that comprise what is increasingly com-
ing to be known as the private nonprofit or “civil society” sector.

Despite their considerable diversity and the variations that characterize
them in different countries, these entities also share some important fea-
tures that justify treating them as a distinguishable social “sector”: they are
all organizations that operate outside the state apparatus, that do not dis-
tribute profits, and that citizens are free to join or not join to pursue com-
mon purposes.

The work that we have undertaken in the Johns Hopkins Comparative
Nonprofit Sector Project, and that is partially covered in the present volume,
seeks to answer three basic questions about this important set of institutions:

1. What is their basic scale, structure, and revenue base and how does this vary
from country to country?

2. What accounts for the differences that exist in the scale, structure, and revenue
base of this set of institutions from place to place? What factors seem to encour-
age or retard their development?

3. Finally, what difference do these entities seem to make? What are their special
contributions?

The present book presents the answers that have emerged to the first of
these questions in 22 out of a total of 42 countries now covered by this pro-
ject. Included are countries in Western Europe, Central Europe, Asia,
Latin America, and North America where work on the current phase of
our project got under way the earliest.1 Subsequent products will fill in the
descriptive data for the remaining countries and then explore the answers
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to the other two questions, those relating to the causes of the patterns we
are uncovering and the contributions that this set of institutions is making.2

My hope is that this volume will constitute the first in a biennial series of
reports that will document the scale and structure of the nonprofit sector
throughout the world and thus provide the authoritative source of basic in-
formation that has long been needed in this field.3

The information presented in this volume is the product of the collabo-
rative effort of nearly 150 researchers and over 300 advisors throughout
the world. Local Associates in each of the project countries took an active
part in the development of the basic definition that determined the focus
of the work, helped devise the guidance and information-collection proto-
cols, and then had primary responsibility for applying these protocols and
interpreting the results in their respective countries. The result, I believe,
is a body of material that is systematically comparative but that still retains
its sensitivity to local realities and circumstances.

As overall director of this project, I want to express my gratitude to the
extraordinary team of researchers that has worked with me on this project
both at the Johns Hopkins Center for Civil Society Studies and in the vari-
ous project countries. This includes Dr. Helmut K. Anheier, Ms. Regina
List, Dr. Stefan Toepler, and Dr. Wojciech Sokolowski at Johns Hopkins
and the network of Local Associates in the project countries recorded in
Appendix E and in the authorship credits for the individual chapters.

I also want to express my appreciation to the extraordinary array of fund-
ing agencies that came together to make this project possible. Included
here were well over 50 foundations, government agencies, and corpora-
tions in five of the seven continents of the world. A list of these funders can
be found inside the back cover. Thanks are also due to the distinguished
International Advisory Committee to the Project and to the national advi-
sory committees made up of nonprofit, foundation, corporate, and govern-
ment leaders in each of the project countries (see Appendix D). Finally, I
am grateful for the critical assistance of Mimi Bilzor, who coordinated the
production of this book; for the energies of Amanda Briggs, Armen Cara-
petian, Doug Hess, Susan Mitchell, Toni Nunes, and Wendell Phipps, with-
out whom the book would not have been brought together; and for the de-
sign and production work of Brushwood Graphics of Baltimore, Maryland.

No project of this scope and complexity can reasonably aspire to being
the “last word” on a topic as vast as the one this book addresses, particularly
given the rudimentary nature of knowledge in this field in many of the
countries covered. While we have attempted to be thorough and precise,
therefore, we are also well aware of the limitations that nevertheless attend
work of this sort at this stage of the development of this field. Thus, for ex-
ample, while we have attempted to cover the informal parts of the non-
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profit sector as well as the formal ones, and designed special surveys of in-
dividual giving and volunteering in order to capture it, financial limita-
tions in some sites made it impossible to treat this dimension of civil society
activity as fully as we would have liked in all countries. Similarly, while we
sought to include religious worship institutions within the project’s focus,
practical considerations often made this impossible in particular sites.
Even for the formal portions of the sector and the more explicit dimen-
sions of activity, moreover, frustrating gaps in coverage often posed diffi-
cult methodological challenges.

In view of these challenges, we have presented our data in a way that of-
fers maximum flexibility to readers. Thus, for example, we report employ-
ment with and without volunteers. Similarly, we present the sector with
and without the religious worship activities. Readers can therefore choose
for themselves which definition of the sector, and which dimensions, are of
greatest relevance bearing in mind the different levels of coverage we were
able to attain for the different variables.

Even with the best of intentions, however, errors doubtless remain. As
overall director of the effort, responsibility for any such errors is ultimately
mine alone. I accept it gladly knowing that future work in this field can
benefit as much from the errors we may have made as by the break-
throughs we may have achieved.

Lester M. Salamon
Director, Johns Hopkins Comparative 
Nonprofit Sector Project
Baltimore, Maryland
June 29, 1999

ENDNOTES

1. An initial phase of this project covered eight countries in depth and another five coun-
tries only partially. For a summary of the findings of this phase of project work, see: Lester M.
Salamon and Helmut K. Anheier, The emerging nonprofit sector: An overview (Manchester, U.K.:
Manchester University Press, 1996).

2. At least one project publication exploring the reasons for the variations in scope and
structure of the nonprofit sector in different countries is already available. See: Lester M. Sala-
mon 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.

3. To facilitate this process, the United Nations Statistics Division has invited the Johns
Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project to assist in the formulation of a Handbook for
possible distribution to statistical offices throughout the world to guide regular national data
gathering on this sector. For a discussion of this project, see: “Project Announcement: To-
ward an Official Global Economic Data System on Nonprofit Institutions.” Review of Income
and Wealth, Vol. 44, No. 4 (December 1998), 593–5.
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The following chapter presents an overview of the scope, size,
structure, and funding base of the nonprofit sector in twenty-two
countries in North America, South America, Europe, Asia, and
the Middle East. In addition, it documents recent trends in sec-
tor size and composition in a subset of these countries.

Among other things, the results demonstrate that the non-
profit sector is a far more significant economic force around the
world than is commonly understood, that substantial differences
exist in both the overall size and the composition of this sector in
different countries, that private philanthropy plays a far less sig-
nificant role in the financing of this sector than either fees or
public sector support, and that the sector has grown substantially
in recent years in most of the countries for which trend data are
available.

1

PART 1

Comparative Overview





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.2 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 af-

fairs; and

3
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• Voluntary, i.e., membership in them is not legally required and they at-
tract 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 so-
cial welfare policies in much of the developed North, in disappointments
over the progress of state-led development in significant parts of the devel-
oping South, in the collapse of the experiment in state socialism in Central
and Eastern Europe, and in concerns about the environmental degrada-
tion that continues to threaten human health and safety everywhere. In ad-
dition 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 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 as-
sociational revolution” appears to be underway, a massive upsurge of orga-
nized private, voluntary activity in literally every corner of the world.3

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 ele-
ments who are frustrated by the lack of economic and political expression
that has confronted them in many places.

Finally, a new element has surfaced more recently to increase further
the attention that has been focused on nonprofit or civil society organiza-
tions. This is the growing questioning of the “neo-liberal consensus,” some-
times 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 world-
wide financial crisis and continuing social distress in many regions, how-
ever, 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:
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“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.”4

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 re-
liance 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 ba-
sic information about this sector and how it operates. Despite some consid-
erable improvement over the past five years, including the completion of
the first phase of the present project and the launching of empirical stud-
ies 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 and put the non-
profit sector on the economic map of the world that the project re-
ported on here was undertaken. More specifically, this project seeks to:

Document the scope, structure, financing, and role of the nonprofit
sector for the first time in solid empirical terms in a significant num-
ber of countries scattered widely throughout the world;

Explain why this sector varies in size from place to place and identify
the factors that seem to encourage or retard its development;

Evaluate the impact these organizations are having and the contribu-
tion they make;
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Publicize the existence of this set of institutions and increase public
awareness of them; and

Build local capacity to carry on this work into the future.

• Approach. To pursue these objectives, this project adopted an ap-
proach that embodies six key features:

It is 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).5 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 volume, including nine Western European countries, four
other developed countries, four Central and Eastern European coun-
tries, and five Latin American countries (see Table 1.1).6

It is collaborative, enlisting local analysts in each country to carry out
the data gathering and analysis (see Appendix E). Altogether, approx-
imately 150 researchers have been involved in the effort.

It is consultative, utilizing an International Advisory Committee of
prominent nonprofit, philanthropic, and business leaders (see Ap-
pendix D) and relying on local advisory committees in each country to
help interpret and publicize the results. Altogether, more than 300
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Table 1.1 Country coverage of Phase II of the Johns Hopkins Comparative
Nonprofit Sector Project

Western Europe Central and Eastern Europe

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

Other Developed Latin America

Australia Argentina
Israel Brazil 
Japan Colombia
United States Mexico

Peru



nonprofit, philanthropy, government, and business leaders are taking
part in the project through these committees.

It utilizes a common definition worked out in collaboration with the local
associates and focused on the common features outlined above. In-
cluded, therefore, is a broad range of organizations spanning a wide
assortment of fields, as outlined in Table 1.2 and Appendix A.

It utilizes a common information-gathering approach based on a set of col-
laboratively developed field guides. This modular approach relies
heavily on existing national income data sources such as employment
surveys, estimates of the relationship of expenditures to wages by in-
dustry, and other similar data (for more information on data assem-
bly, see Appendix C).

It is quantitative, seeking not just general impressions but solid empiri-
cal data on this set of organizations, including data on employment,
volunteers, expenditures, and revenues.

• Coverage. The present chapter 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. Subse-
quent 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 organi-
zations 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 col-
lected on both the formal and informal dimensions of nonprofit activ-
ity, and results are reported separately for paid staff only and for paid
staff and volunteers. Similarly, both secular and religiously based or af-
filiated organizations, including religious congregations, were covered
in most countries. When denominational organizations were mainly
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Table 1.2 Fields of nonprofit activity covered by Phase II of the Johns Hopkins
Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project

1. Culture 7. Civic and advocacy
2. Education and research 8. Philanthropy
3. Health 9. International
4. Social services 10. Religious congregations
5. Environment 11. Business and professional, unions
6. Development 12. Other



devoted to human service provision, they were assigned to the appro-
priate 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, syna-
gogues, mosques, shrines) were allocated to a special “religion” cate-
gory (ICNPO Group 10). Data on the latter were not available for all
of the countries covered here and are therefore reported separately in
the discussion that follows.

PRINCIPAL FINDINGS

The major findings emerging from this work on the scope, structure, fi-
nancing, 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 non-
profit sector turns out to be a significant economic force in most of the re-
gions 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 in-
dustry that employs close to 19 million full-time equivalent paid work-
ers. Nonprofit expenditures in these countries thus average 4.6 per-
cent of the gross domestic product,7 and nonprofit employment is
nearly 5 percent of all nonagricultural employment, 10 percent of all
service employment, and 27 percent of all public sector employment
(see Table 1.3).
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Table 1.3 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



• The world’s eighth largest economy. To put these figures into context,
if the nonprofit sector in these countries were a separate national
economy, it would be the eighth largest economy in the world, ahead
of Brazil, Russia, Canada, and Spain (see Table 1.4).

• More employees than in largest private firms. Put somewhat differ-
ently, nonprofit employment in these countries easily outdistances the
combined employment in the largest private business in each country
by a factor of six (19.0 million nonprofit employees vs. 3.3 million
combined employees in the largest private enterprise in each of these
22 countries) (see Figure 1.1).

• Outdistances numerous industries. Indeed, more people work in the
nonprofit sector in these 22 countries than in the utilities industry, the
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Table 1.4 If the nonprofit sector were a country . . .

Country GDP (trillion $)

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

Figure 1.1 Employment in nonprofits vs. largest firm (22 countries)
Source: The Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project



textile manufacturing industry, the paper and printing industry, or
the chemical manufacturing industry in these same countries, and al-
most as many work in the nonprofit sector as work in transport and
communications (see Figure 1.2).

• Volunteer inputs. Even this does not capture the full scope of the non-
profit sector, for this sector also attracts a considerable amount of volunteer
effort. Indeed, an average of 28 percent of the population in these coun-
tries contributes 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. With volunteers included, the nonprofit sector thus repre-
sents, 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 1.3).
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Figure 1.2 Nonprofit employment in context, 1995
Source: The Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project
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• 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.8 With this religious employment included, the nonprofit
share of total nonagricultural employment in these 16 countries increases
from 5.3 percent to 5.6 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 neverthe-
less varies considerably in size from place to place.
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Figure 1.3 Nonprofits with and without volunteers, 1995, as a % of . . . 
Source: The Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project
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• Larger in more developed countries. Generally speaking, the non-
profit sector 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 about 7 percent of the nonagricultural la-
bor force in Western Europe and in the other developed countries
this project examined, but only 2.2 percent in Latin America and 1.1
percent in Central and Eastern Europe (see Figure 1.4). Evidently, the
scale of the nonprofit sector may have as much to do with the avail-
ability of resources as the presence of social or economic needs.

• Margins widen with volunteers. This picture does not change much,
moreover, when volunteers are added. Indeed, to some extent the
margin widens, at least between the developed countries and Latin
America, and between Western Europe and other developed coun-
tries. 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 1.4). 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 the data
reveal in Latin America.

• End of the myth of U.S. dominance. This point is even more apparent
in Figure 1.5, 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 (Is-
rael), have larger nonprofit sectors measured as a share of total em-
ployment 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 mea-
sured as a share of total employment.9 At the same time, while a num-
ber 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.10

• 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 re-
main largely the same.

• Inclusion of religious worship activities. The inclusion of the worship ac-
tivities of religious congregations does not change this overall picture
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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 (12.7 percent), Ireland (12.2 percent), and Is-
rael (9.3 percent). When volunteering in religious congregations is fac-
tored 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 (19.4 percent) and Ireland (15.0 percent).

• Government social welfare spending and nonprofit size. One possible
explanation for 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,

Civil Society in Comparative Perspective 13

Figure 1.4 Nonprofit share of employment, with and without volunteers, by
region, 1995

Source: The Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project
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the smaller the nonprofit sector that can be expected. In fact, however,
data on the 22 countries studied give no support to this theory. Among
the eleven countries with relatively high levels of government social wel-
fare spending (i.e., above the 22-country mean), five had relatively small
nonprofit sectors (i.e., lower employment than the 22-country average)
while six had relatively large ones. On the other hand, among the 11
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Figure 1.5 Nonprofit share of total paid employment, by country, 1995
Source: The Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project
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countries that have relatively low levels of government welfare protec-
tions, eight had relatively small nonprofit sectors. By contrast, only
three had relatively large nonprofit sectors. Thus, as shown in Table 1.5,
in more than half of these 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.11

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.

• 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 per-
cent (see Figure 1.6). The field of recreation and culture, moreover, is
not far behind with 14 percent of total nonprofit employment.

• Pattern shifts with volunteers. This pattern changes considerably when
volunteer inputs are factored in. Nearly three-fifths (55 percent) of vol-
unteer 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
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Table 1.5 Relationship between government social welfare spending and
nonprofit size

Nonprofit Share
Government Social of Employment
Welfare Spending (No. of countries)

Small Large

High 6

Low 8

Outcome predicted by theory

Source: The Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project

3

5



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 1.6).

• 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 1.7:

In Western Europe, the dominance of welfare services in nonprofit em-
ployment is particularly marked. On average, three-fourths of all non-
profit employees in the Western European countries 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 espe-
cially 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,
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Figure 1.6 Share of nonprofit employment in selected fields, with and without
volunteers, 1995 (22-country average)

Source: The Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project

30%

60%

23%

68%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

Recreation and
Advocacy

Welfare
Services

Without volunteers

With volunteers



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
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Figure 1.7 Composition of nonprofit employment, by region, 1995
Source: The Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project
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well, such as culture and recreation, environment, development, advo-
cacy, and business and professional, their share of total nonprofit em-
ployment in these fields in this region is considerably smaller (for fur-
ther detail, see Appendix B: Table 1).

With volunteers factored in, however, the welfare services domi-
nance declines somewhat in Western Europe. This reflects the sub-
stantial involvement of volunteers in sports and recreation, as well as
in civic and advocacy activities in this region. Thus, with volunteers in-
cluded, the welfare services share of total nonprofit employment de-
clines from 77 percent to 62 percent, while the culture and recreation
share nearly doubles from 10 percent to 19 percent and the environ-
ment/civic and advocacy share goes from 3.3 percent to 6.1 percent.

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 1.7, 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 dur-
ing the Communist era. The resulting organizations thus had a compar-
ative advantage in making the transition to the post-Communist era. In-
deed, they have often managed to retain their prior state assets. Also
notable is the 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 organiza-
tions. 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 environ-
mental groups mobilizing mass support to deal with the deteriorating
environmental conditions in the region. By contrast, the traditional wel-
fare services—health, education, and social services—still engage much
smaller shares of the nonprofit workforce in Central and Eastern Eu-
rope. 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 organi-
zations, which also absorb the largest single part of the paid workers.
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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, there-
fore, 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 the U.K. and
Japan.

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 1.7). 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 educa-
tion 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 organiza-
tions also supports this interpretation.

At the same time, an above-average component of development or-
ganizations 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 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.

Finally, in the other developed countries covered by this project (the
United States, Japan, Australia, and Israel), the major area of non-
profit employment is in the health field, which accounts, on average,
for 35 percent of the total, followed closely by education with 29 per-
cent. 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,
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which accounts for 27 percent of nonprofit employment in Western
Europe, absorbs only 14 to 17 percent in the U.S. and Japan. This sug-
gests a fairly strong amenities and middle-class orientation to the non-
profit 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 non-
profit sector are reversed, with education—mostly elementary and sec-
ondary—accounting for 50 percent and health for 27 percent. In Aus-
tralia, 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 to 23 percent of the total em-
ployment embraced within each.

With volunteers included, the amenities focus of the nonprofit sec-
tor, particularly in the U.S., is moderated considerably. Nearly 40 per-
cent 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 some-
what and social services emerges as the second largest type of non-
profit activity as measured by full-time equivalent employment. Aus-
tralia, 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 exam-
ined, as reflected in Table 1.6. To some extent, these patterns follow
regional lines. But they also reflect special national particularities that
go beyond regional norms. In particular:

Education-dominant model. Perhaps the most common pattern of non-
profit activity is that embodied in the “education dominant” model.
Eight of the 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 coun-
tries. For the Latin American countries as well as Belgium and Ireland,
this reflects the prominent presence of the Catholic Church and its in-
volvement in elementary and secondary education. Religiously affili-
ated education also explains the substantial nonprofit presence in the
education field in Israel, though here it is Judaism rather than
Catholicism that is responsible. In the U.K., by contrast, the concen-
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tration of nonprofit employment in the education field occurs at the
higher education level and reflects the recent transformation of signif-
icant 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 con-
centration of nonprofit employment in the education field, they differ
in terms of where the balance of nonprofit employment is concen-
trated. For the U.K., for example, culture and recreation absorbs a
quarter of the employment. For Ireland, Israel, and Belgium, however,
health accounts for 27 to 30 percent of the employment. And for Mex-
ico, business and professional organizations are the second largest field
of nonprofit action. In short, while these countries have some key fea-
tures in common, they also diverge along other dimensions.

Health-dominant model. A second distinguishable model of nonprofit
structure is that evident in the United States, Japan, and the Nether-
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Table 1.6 Patterns of nonprofit structure, by country

Pattern* Country

Education-Dominant Argentina Israel
Belgium Mexico
Brazil Peru
Ireland U.K.

Health-Dominant Japan
Netherlands
U.S.

Social Services-Dominant Austria
France
Germany
Spain

Culture/Recreation-Dominant Czech Republic
Hungary
Romania
Slovakia

Balanced Australia
Colombia
Finland

*Based on paid employment

Source: The Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project



lands. What distinguishes this model is the extent of nonprofit em-
ployment in the health field. On average, 45 percent of nonprofit em-
ployment is concentrated in this field in these countries. This reflects
the unusual private character of health care in these countries. In ad-
dition, 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.

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 ser-
vices. 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 evi-
dent in education, and in a third (Germany) health almost equals so-
cial services as a focus of nonprofit employment.

Culture/recreation-dominant model. Much different yet is the model of
nonprofit structure evident in the four Central European countries
examined. As noted above, the largest portion of nonprofit employ-
ment 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 encour-
aged. This pattern also grows out of the transformation of cultural
funds into foundations in the immediate aftermath of Communist
control in several of these countries. The largest and most established
nonprofit organizations in many of these countries, therefore, are tra-
ditional organizations with roots in the old order.

Balanced model. Finally, three countries exhibit a more “balanced” pat-
tern of nonprofit employment, with no subsector clearly in the ascen-
dance. In each of these countries (Australia, Colombia, and Finland),
anywhere from 14 to 26 percent of total nonprofit employment is ded-
icated 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, when the religious worship activities of religious congrega-
tions are included. As reflected in Figure 1.8, religious congregations
account for approximately 6 percent of nonprofit employment on av-
erage in the 16 countries for which such data were compiled. With reli-
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gious worship included, therefore, the relative share of education,
health, and social services in the employment base of the nonprofit sec-
tor declines somewhat from 70 percent to 66 percent—but it remains
clearly dominant. Even in the United States, where religious congrega-
tions account for a larger share of total nonprofit employment than
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Figure 1.8 Nonprofit employment by field, with and without religious worship
activities, 16 countries

Source: The Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project

22.1%

20.1%

15.1%

4.9%

4.1%

3.4%

26.2%

20.9%

5.6%

4.5%

3.9%

3.3%

27.9%

2.5%

19.2%

14.1%

2.2%

0% 10% 20% 30%

Education

Health

Social svcs

Rec/Culture

Religious
worship

Professional

Development

Envir/Advocacy

Other

% of nonprofit employment

With religious worship

Without religious worship

n/a



elsewhere (11 percent), health, education, and social services still re-
main the dominant fields when religious worship is included, account-
ing for 72 percent of the total sector employment.

In short, the nonprofit sector is not a single thing. Rather, it takes differ-
ent forms in different places reflecting the particular constellation of cul-
tural, historical, political, and economic forces that are at work. At the
same time, these patterns are not wholly random. Rather, they take defin-
able shapes where circumstances are similar.12

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:

• Limited support from philanthropy. Private philanthropy is hardly the
major source of nonprofit sector income. To the contrary, as Figure
1.9 shows, private philanthropy—from individuals, corporations, and
foundations combined—accounts for only 11 percent of nonprofit in-
come on average.

• Fees and public support. By contrast, the major sources of nonprofit in-
come are fees and public support. Fees and other commercial income
alone account for nearly half (49 percent) of all nonprofit revenue,
while public sector payments account for 40 percent (see Figure 1.9).
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Figure 1.9 Sources of nonprofit revenue, 1995 (22-country average)
Source: The Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project
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• Variation among countries. This general pattern holds up across most
of the countries this project examined, though some significant varia-
tions are also apparent. In particular, as shown in Figure 1.10:

Fee-dominant countries. Fee income is the dominant source of income
for 13 of the 22 countries. 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 im-
portant 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
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Figure 1.10 Sources of nonprofit revenue, by country, 1995 (22 countries)
Source: The Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project



the nonprofit sector comes to depend on the scope of a private mar-
ket for the services that nonprofits can provide.

A fee-dominant revenue structure is thus consistent with both rela-
tively 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 mar-
ket forces.

Public sector-dominant countries. A significantly different pattern of non-
profit finance is apparent in the remaining nine countries (see Figure
1.10). 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 ex-
cept 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 important role of the state in financ-
ing 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 el-
derly 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. Signifi-
cantly, 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. Ev-
idently, public sector support is a critical factor in the growth of non-
profit action.

Private philanthropy. Significantly, in no country is the nonprofit sector
supported chiefly by private philanthropy. At the same time, private giv-
ing is quite important in a number of settings. Interestingly, this is partic-
ularly 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
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of a long tradition of enterprise financing of key services for employees
under the Communist era and the relatively limited scale of other sup-
port for nonprofit action in this region. Also at work in all likelihood is a
significant level of outside philanthropic support to the incipient Cen-
tral 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.

• 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:

Fee-dominant fields. In six of the 10 fields examined in depth, fees and
service charges are the dominant source of nonprofit income (see Fig-
ure 1.11). 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 cate-
gory. 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,
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Figure 1.11 Sources of nonprofit revenue, by field, 1995
Source: The Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project



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.

Public sector-dominant fields. In three of the 10 major fields of nonprofit
action that were examined, by contrast, the major source of nonprofit
income is not fees and charges but public sector support. This is espe-
cially true of the major fields of social welfare—health, education, and
social services—where public sector support ranges anywhere from 45
percent to 55 percent of the total.

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—philanthropic intermedi-
aries. What is more, private giving is also the principal source of in-
come 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 in-
come do not change with volunteers included, the philanthropy pro-
portion increases substantially, from 11 percent to 27 percent, and the
fee and public sector proportions decline proportionally, to 41 percent
and 32 percent, respectively, as shown in Figure 1.12. Because much of
the volunteer input flows to sports and recreation organizations, the rel-
ative rankings of funding sources do not change significantly among the
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Figure 1.12 Sources of nonprofit revenue with volunteers, 1995 (22 countries)
Source: The Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project
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different fields. At the same time, the fee dominance of the culture and
recreation field declines significantly, from 65 percent to 48 percent,
while the private giving share grows from 13 percent to 38 percent. In
addition, four other fields become philanthropy-dominant once volun-
teers are included: environment, civic and advocacy, philanthropic in-
termediaries, and social services.

• Modest change with inclusion of religious worship. With the worship ac-
tivities of religious congregations included, the general picture of non-
profit 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 there are data to 12 percent.
With congregational volunteers included as well, the philanthropy
share of the total goes from 28 percent to nearly 32 percent—still be-
hind fees (36 percent) and public sector support (almost 33 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.

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 generat-
ing employment growth.

• Nonprofit vs. overall employment growth. Nonprofit employment in
the eight countries for which time-series data were available grew by
an average of 24 percent, or more than 4 percent a year, between 1990
and 1995 (see Figure 1.13). By comparison, overall employment in
these same countries grew during this same period by a considerably
slower 8 percent, or less than 2 percent a year. The nonprofit sector
therefore outpaced the overall growth of employment in these coun-
tries by nearly 3 to 1.13

• 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 longitudinal data were available
(France, Germany, the Netherlands, and the U.K.), thus accounting
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for 40 percent of total employment growth (3.8 million new FTE
jobs). In the three other developed countries for which there were
employment data (Israel, Japan, and the U.S.), the increase averaged
21 percent, though this accounted for a somewhat smaller 11 percent
of the 16 million new FTE jobs.

• 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 1.14). This exceeded substantially the shares of total em-
ployment with which these fields started the period. Nonprofit educa-
tion 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 organiza-
tions accounted for 5 percent of the nonprofit job growth.

• Social services the dominant source of growth in Western Europe. The
composition of nonprofit job growth in Western Europe deviated sig-
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Figure 1.13 Growth in nonprofit employment vs. total employment, 1990–1995
(8 countries)

Source: The Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project
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nificantly from the overall average. Instead of health, social services
accounted for the largest share of nonprofit job growth in Western
Europe (50 percent vs. 15 percent). In addition, development organi-
zations in Western Europe experienced a 38 percent increase in em-
ployment and accounted for 11 percent of the nonprofit job growth.
In all likelihood, these figures reflect the investment that the Euro-
pean Commission, as well as national governments, have been putting
into job training and development programs in the European region.

• “Marketization.”14 More generally, the growth in nonprofit employ-
ment evident in these figures has been made possible not chiefly by a
surge in private philanthropy or public-sector support, but by a sub-
stantial increase in fee income. As shown in Figure 1.15, in the six
countries for which there were 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 ac-
counted 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 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
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Figure 1.14 Areas of nonprofit job growth, by field, 1990–1995
Source: The Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project
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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. In both France and
Germany as well, fees and service charges grew faster than overall non-
profit income and thus boosted their share of total income.

• 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 time-series data were available, 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 is
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
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Figure 1.15 Sources of nonprofit revenue growth, 1990–1995
Source: The Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project

Public
Sector
40%

Fees
52%

Philanthropy
8%



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 im-
plications that seem to flow from the discussion here, and from the broader
evidence this project is generating, for the different regions examined.

Central and Eastern Europe: An ambiguous sector

Ambiguity is perhaps the principal characteristic that emerges from the
picture of the nonprofit sector that these data reveal in Central and East-
ern 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
the project has assembled is how fully it still reflects the Communist legacy,
as evidenced by the comparatively strong position of culture and recre-
ation and professional organizations and unions, the two main types of ac-
tivities 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 strik-
ing contrast to the developed world, nonprofit activities in the core welfare
state areas of social services, health, and education are still limited. This re-
flects 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 effective private, nonprofit
sector in Central and Eastern Europe. Among the tasks that must be ad-
dressed, moreover, three seem especially important:

• Fostering legitimacy. The persistent ambiguity of the Central and East-
ern European nonprofit sector is due in important part to the legiti-
macy 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 in-
stances, to early loopholes and uncertainties in the law, which enabled
unscrupulous operators to utilize the nonprofit form for personal fi-
nancial gain. Fortunately, many countries across the region have since
passed new legal frameworks that spell out the functions and purposes
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of various types of nonprofit organizations more clearly; and some
have also improved the tax treatment of both organizations and dona-
tions. Indeed, in many ways, the new legal frameworks emerging in
the region appear to be superior to those in the West, which devel-
oped in a 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 sig-
nificant investment in public education will be needed along with the
development of effective codes of conduct among nonprofit organiza-
tions themselves.

• 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. Despite considerable
growth, the nonprofit sector in Central and Eastern Europe, five years
after the fall of Communism, remains a pale reflection of its counter-
parts elsewhere in the world, including Latin America as well as West-
ern 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 assis-
tance at significant levels in the foreseeable future. So, too, are the ef-
forts to build an institutional infrastructure for this sector in the re-
gion 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 “um-
brella organizations” that seem to resemble what existed under the
previous regime.

• Resource development. Finally, as elsewhere, there remains a signifi-
cant 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 corpo-
rate 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,
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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 “nongovernmental
organizations” (NGOs) that support them. As shown previously in this chap-
ter, the former of these remains quite prominent so far as the formal pic-
ture 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:

• 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.

• 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 indige-
nous infrastructure organizations, have been lacking until recently.
Building these capabilities thus seems a high priority for the region.
Equally important is encouraging indigenous philanthropic institu-
tions 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.

• Building partnerships with government and business. Government has
emerged in recent years as an important source of support for non-
profit 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 non-
profit organizations are subjected to the whims of local or national po-
litical elites. A significant priority for the future, therefore, is to build a
firmer foundation for cooperation between these two sectors to en-
sure a reasonable degree of autonomy for the nonprofit partners.
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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.

• Making room in the public space. One way to foster a greater partner-
ship between nonprofit organizations and the state is to ensure non-
profit 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 non-
profit 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 fac-
ing the nonprofit sectors in Central Europe and Latin America, in the
more developed regions of the world the central challenge is one of “re-
newal.” The 1990s, as shown in these data, 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, 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 fre-
quently compete. Negotiating the dual dangers of over-bureaucratization
and over-commercialization becomes thus the true challenge for nonprofit
managers and policy-makers in these areas.

• A renewal strategy. To help preserve and regain the sector’s true iden-
tity and core values, serious effort needs to be made to reinvigorate
the nonprofit sector on a regular basis. This can be done through reg-
ular strategic planning, through improved training and management
models that reflect the central values this set of institutions is sup-
posed to promote, and through a critical dialog that engages a wide
range of societal actors in a discussion of the sector’s appropriate so-
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cial role. Clearly, citizens cannot be expected to defend this sector’s
worth if the sector does not make itself worthy of their support.

• 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 tradi-
tional management training, or the wholesale adoption of manage-
ment 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 num-
ber of countries, but significant steps remain to be made in building
up the training capability in numerous places, especially in Western
Europe.

• Expanding philanthropy. Important as the development of organiza-
tional and leadership capacities are for the future of the nonprofit sec-
tor, the expansion of private philanthropy continues to be vital to en-
sure a meaningful level of independence from both government and
business. Yet, such support is marginal in many countries. What is
more, it has not kept pace with the overall growth even in the coun-
tries where it historically has been more substantial. Over the long
run, therefore, serious efforts are needed to encourage private philan-
thropy. The recent increases in the number of grant-making founda-
tions in many developed countries suggest a positive trend toward
greater philanthropic input into the nonprofit sector—a trend that
needs the active encouragement of policy-makers and nonprofit lead-
ers. 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 the
part of the sector’s leadership, and creative models for combining
paid and unpaid work, particularly in countries with high levels of un-
employment.

• International integration and globalization. For the European coun-
tries, 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 Communi-
cation, which benefited much from the work done in the initial phase
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of this project, is a step in the right direction. Yet much more remains
to be done—on the part of the European Commission as well as non-
profit leaders—to make sure that this set of institutions can develop its
full potential in and for the New Europe. More generally, the world-
wide trend towards globalization hardly excludes the nonprofit sector.
Policy-makers 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 in-
creasingly being viewed not as a luxury, but as a necessity, for peoples
throughout the world. Such institutions can give expression to citizen con-
cerns, hold governments accountable, promote community, address un-
met 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 ur-
gency. However incomplete, if the work reported here and in the chapters
that follow has contributed to this goal, it will have served its purpose well.
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One of the notable discoveries of the work reported in this
book is the immense scale of the nonprofit sector in much of
Western Europe. This outcome is a byproduct, in important part,
of the partnership arrangements between the state and nonprofit
organizations that formed in many parts of Western Europe dur-
ing the expansion of the welfare state. In the process, a distinc-
tive Western European pattern took shape that, with important
variations from country to country, features a large and well-de-
veloped nonprofit sector that is heavily financed by the public
sector and significantly engaged in the provision of core welfare
services in the fields of education, health, and social services.
The major deviation from this pattern is in the Nordic countries,
where less reliance is placed on nonprofit organizations to de-
liver welfare services, but where these organizations still play a vi-
tal role in civic and cultural life.

This sizable Western European nonprofit sector has long been
overshadowed by the rise of the welfare state. Now, however, it is
attracting increased attention as a potentially important part of the
solution to the significant unemployment and social cohesion
problems currently plaguing Western European societies, and as
contributors as well to a revitalization of Western European
democracy.
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BACKGROUND

The Belgian nonprofit sector, among the largest of those described in this
volume, is in great measure a product of the unique welfare state model the
country adopted in the immediate post-World War II period. This model, a
combination of the principle of subsidiarity and centralized public adminis-
tration, facilitates cooperation between “associations without profit pur-
poses,” as many nonprofit organizations are known in Belgium, and govern-
ment agencies to provide social welfare services such as health care and
education. Thus, like much of Western Europe but unlike most other coun-
tries, Belgium’s nonprofit sector relies on government sources for the major-
ity of its revenue. Still, volunteers, who make up more than a third of the sec-
tor’s total human resource pool, are crucial to the sector’s activity and impact.

These findings result from work carried out by a Belgian inter-university
research team based at the Centre d’Economie Sociale (Center for Social Econ-
omy) of Liège University and the Hoger Instituut voor de Arbeid (Higher Insti-
tute of Labor) of the Katholieke Universiteit Leuven (Leuven Catholic Univer-
sity) as part of the Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project’s
collaborative international inquiry.1 It thus offered excellent opportunities
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both to capture local Belgian circumstances and peculiarities and to com-
pare and contrast them with those in other countries in Western Europe
and elsewhere in a systematic way.2 The result is the first empirical overview
of the Belgian nonprofit sector, the first systematic comparison of Belgian
nonprofit realities to those elsewhere in the world, and a first step toward
bringing the Belgian nonprofit sector into focus in national statistics.

The present chapter reports on just one set of findings from this project,
those relating to the size and structure of the nonprofit sector in Belgium
and elsewhere. Subsequent publications will fill in the historical, legal, and
policy context of this sector and also examine the impact that this set of in-
stitutions is having. Most of the data reported here have been extrapolated
from a detailed pilot face-to-face survey of organizations.3 Information
about hospitals and schools was obtained from the relevant government
ministries. (For a more complete statement of the sources of data, see the
references section of this chapter and Appendix C.) Unless otherwise
noted, financial data are reported in U.S. dollars at the 1995 average ex-
change rate.

PRINCIPAL FINDINGS

1. The weight of the nonprofit sector in the national economy

At the start, it is important to highlight one of the most significant find-
ings revealed by the survey.4 As shown in Table 2.1, of every ten Belgian “as-
sociations without profit purpose” (AWPPs) maintaining formal legal per-
sonalities in 1995, four had ceased all activity without necessarily
publishing a formal dissolution, four operated with the participation of
only voluntary workers, and two employed paid staff. Consequently, it is es-
timated that, of the 82,000 nonprofit organizations registered with the Na-
tional Register for Legal Entities, just over 50,000 associations were actually
in operation in 1995. And as only about one-third of these active nonprofit
organizations (approximately 18,000 associations) employed paid staff, the
majority of nonprofit organizations relied entirely on volunteers.

Employment in the nonprofit sector. There are several basic indicators of
the significance of the nonprofit sector in the economic life of the country.
One of these indicators is the sector’s contribution to employment. During
the course of 1995, nearly 470,000 paid workers were employed by non-
profit associations in Belgium. This workforce can also be expressed as the
equivalent of 359,000 full-time jobs,5,6 or approximately 10.5 percent of
nonagricultural full-time equivalent (FTE) paid employment,7 12.7 per-
cent of FTE paid employment in the private sector, and 14.7 percent of
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FTE paid employment in the service sector. Although paid employment in
the nonprofit sector represents a considerable contribution to the econ-
omy, it cannot be forgotten that one of the particularities of this sector is
the fact that volunteering constitutes the equivalent of 100,000 additional
full-time jobs.8

The contribution of the nonprofit sector to gross domestic product. The
total monetary resources raised by all nonprofit associations amounts to
more than $25 billion (750 billion Belgian francs), an amount equivalent
to 9.5 percent of the gross domestic product (GDP). On the basis of data
relative to paid employment, the wage bill of the sector is estimated to be
$15 billion (about 450 billion Belgian francs),9 and the sector’s added
value as a percentage of the GDP to be the equivalent of nearly 6 percent.10

If the imputed value of volunteer input is factored in, the nonprofit sec-
tor’s value added exceeds 7 percent of the GDP.11 These figures represent
the extent to which Belgian nonprofit associations contributed to the
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Table 2.1 The nonprofit sector in Belgium, 1995

AWPPs recognized as legal personalities 82,123
— In operation 50,773

— With paid workers 18,100
— Without paid workers 32,673

— Inactive 31,350

Labor force in AWPPs
— Paid employment

— Head count 468,764
— Full-time equivalent 358,852
— As % of nonagricultural paid employment 10.5%

— Volunteering
— Full-time equivalent 100,687

Cash resources of the AWPPs
— Millions U.S. dollars 25,688

Wage bill of the AWPPs
— Millions U.S. dollars 15,200
— As % of GDP 5.6%
— As % of GDP (including volunteers) 7.1%

Sources: See References section and Appendix C.



growth of national wealth in 1995. If one takes into account that this is the
equivalent of one quarter of the contribution of industry to GDP, it is evi-
dent that this result is far from insignificant.12

2. The nonprofit sector’s composition

In order to grasp the diversity within the nonprofit sector, it is fitting to
venture beyond the aggregates and turn attention to its components. One
of the most common methods of breaking down the analysis consists of
subdividing the whole according to the main activity of the organizations
of which it is composed. Unfortunately, the classification of activity used by
official statistical organizations does not cover the diversity of activities pur-
sued by nonprofit associations. In order to fill this gap, the international
team of researchers involved in the Johns Hopkins project put together the
International Classification of Nonprofit Organizations (ICNPO), which is
a common classification more adapted to the activities of nonprofit organi-
zations. (For more information on the ICNPO, see Appendix A.)

As shown in Table 2.2 below, two-thirds of all Belgian associations studied
(including hospitals and schools) are concentrated in three fields of activity:
culture and recreation, education and research, and social services. Notably,
the distribution of associations with paid labor differs significantly from that
of organizations relying solely on volunteers. In fact, 70 percent of the associ-
ations with paid employment are in the fields of education and research, cul-
ture and recreation, and social services. The associations without paid em-
ployment are mainly concentrated in the field of culture and recreation
(more than 50 percent) and professional associations (13 percent).

Table 2.2 also reveals that the vast majority of associations active in the
health field and most of the associations in education and research and social
services employ paid staff. This would seem to indicate that these activities de-
mand a higher degree of professional competence than in other fields. It
also indicates that major political decisions to allocate significant public fund-
ing for these activities may have contributed to this professionalism.

Nonprofit sector employment. As noted previously, the nonprofit labor
force includes more than 350,000 FTE paid workers and over 100,000 FTE
volunteers.13 Paid workers are principally found in three fields: education
and research (38.7 percent of total nonprofit FTE employment, including
nonprofit private schools), health (30.4 percent, including hospitals), and
social services (13.8 percent).

Volunteers represent more than one-third of the total human resources
pool engaged in nonprofit associations, even if volunteers in hospitals and
schools are excluded. Volunteer work is evident throughout the whole
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group of associations, even if only through the voluntary presence of ad-
ministrators on boards of directors. Volunteerism can be considered, there-
fore, a vital component of the Belgian nonprofit sector. Two fields of activ-
ity are characterized especially by their capacity to mobilize voluntary work:
social services, which absorbs 55 percent of FTE volunteers, and cultural
and recreational activities, which attract 33 percent.14

As also shown in Table 2.3, associations in different fields of activity rely
to varying extents on paid and volunteer workers. Whereas paid employ-
ment is predominant in the fields of environment, development and hous-
ing, and civic and advocacy, volunteering constitutes more than half of
committed human resources in associations that provide services to their
members, such as those in the field of culture and recreation. In social ser-
vice organizations, activities are carried out in about the same proportions
by paid staff and volunteers.

The nonprofit sector’s revenues. In 1995, total cash revenues for the non-
profit organizations covered in this study in Belgium amounted to more
than $25 billion (758 billion BEF), as shown in Table 2.4. Public sector
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Table 2.2 Structure of Belgian nonprofit associations, by field, 1995

Organizations Organizations
with paid without paid All

employment employment organizations
ICNPO groups (No.) (%) (No.) (%) (No.) (%)

1. Culture and recreation 4,611 25.5 16,434 50.3 21,045 41.4
2. Education and research* 3,950 21.8 2,348 7.2 6,298 12.4
3. Health** 1,938 10.7 196 0.6 2,134 4.2
4. Social services 3,610 19.9 2,543 7.8 6,153 12.1
5. Environment 282 1.6 587 1.8 869 1.7
6. Dvlp and housing 1,606 8.9 1,565 4.8 3,172 6.2
7. Civic and advocacy 429 2.4 978 3 1,407 2.8
8. Philanthropy 208 1.2 1,174 3.6 1,382 2.7
9. International activities 208 1.2 1,565 4.8 1,774 3.5

10. Religion*** 282 1.6 978 3 1,260 2.5
11. Professional associations 975 5.4 4,304 13.2 5,279 10.4

Total 18,100 100 32,673 100 50,773 100

* including nonprofit private schools

** including hospitals

*** The Belgian team’s definition of religious worship differs from that adopted by the Johns
Hopkins project.

Sources: See References section and Appendix C.
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resources account for more than three-quarters (76.5 percent) of total non-
profit revenues, while private sales and membership dues together account
for 18.7 percent. Private donations only provide 4.8 percent of the financial
means available to associations. These results have been greatly influenced
by the funding structure of nonprofit private schools and hospitals. These
two categories of organizations mobilize a little more than half of all the re-
sources available to the sector and are mainly financed by public funding.

Without hospital and school revenues, total cash income for the sector is
just over $12 billion. In this scenario, public sector funds represent only
52.8 percent, whereas sales represent 31.6 percent of cash resources. Private
giving and membership fees constitute 10.2 percent and 5.3 percent of the
total, respectively. Nevertheless, these aggregates must not mask the great
diversity of funding mechanisms used by Belgian nonprofit associations.

As might be expected, public sector resources play a large role in the
provision of quasi-collective services offered by associations. The public
sector is almost the sole source of income for hospitals, nonprofit private
schools,15 and environmental protection associations, and provides 84 per-
cent of the income of civic and advocacy organizations. In the first two
cases, this reflects the fact that these associations have been integrated into
the well-established national system along with public service providers,
such as public hospitals and official state schools. The extent of public
funding allocated to environmental, human rights, and advocacy organiza-
tions can be explained by the fact that their activities cannot easily be paid
for, even in part, by the beneficiaries.

In other fields, market resources complement public funds. Even when
the state has decided to intervene in the associations’ favor, the resources
fail to cover all of the organizations’ production costs. To the extent the
services they offer can be individualized, some costs can be recovered from
the service users, depending on the circumstances. This practice can be
observed in the cultural and recreational sector, in the field of education
and research (apart from nonprofit private schools), in health care (apart
from hospitals), and in associations involved in local development.

It is also interesting to note that private giving comprises an important
source of income in the fields that receive little or no support from the
government, such as professional associations, as well as those that have
managed to convince the population that “institutional solidarity” can be
complemented by a more “citizen-based” solidarity (philanthropic inter-
mediaries, associations involved in international relations, or in religious
activities). While religious worship associations also receive a significant
share of their income from private giving, their main source is fees for ser-
vices, especially rental fees charged for use of their space for cultural and
other activities. Finally, membership fees represent a particularly high pro-
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portion of the resources of professional associations. This is not surprising
since it concerns organizations that are, above all, at the service of their
members.

Table 2.5 shows the distribution of public sector subsidies according to
ICNPO groups. The resulting proportions demonstrate the decision of the
Belgian collectivity to support certain activities that it does not wish to see
governed solely by market laws. Hospitals and nonprofit private schools
benefit from the lion’s share by “capturing” nearly 70 percent of the public
resources allocated to the nonprofit sector. The rest is shared among other
health services, social services, local development, and cultural and recre-
ational activities.

Hospitals receive resources mainly from the National Institute for Dis-
ease and Disability Insurance (INAMI). However, for other associations,
government contributions largely take the form of partial or total reim-
bursement of remuneration related to certain work posts. In certain cases,
the government takes direct financial responsibility without the employer
first having to pay the salary to be later reimbursed. These reimbursements
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Table 2.5 Distribution of public sector subsidies in Belgium, 1995

ICNPO groups (%)

1. Culture and recreation 3.97
2. Education and research* 1.22
3. Health** 10.50
4. Social services 10.49
5. Environment 0.49
6. Dvlp and housing 4.71
7. Civic and advocacy 0.31
8. Philanthropy 0.01
9. International activities 0.44

10. Religion*** 0.08
11. Professional associations 0.13

Subtotal 32.37

Nonprofit private schools 37.05
Hospitals 30.58

Total 100.00

* Nonprofit schools reported separately.

** Hospitals reported separately.

*** The Belgian team’s definition of religious worship differs from that adopted by the CNP.

Sources: See References section and Appendix C.



or state payments often exist within the framework of unemployment ben-
efit programs. These programs have increased the financial means of asso-
ciations over the last two decades, and have also contributed to the rein-
forcement of professionalism in their activities.

Giving and volunteering. In Belgium, the contribution of the civil society to
the nonprofit sector is manifested through both cash donations and volun-
tary action. If a cash value were ascribed to the voluntary work contributed by
the Belgian populace,16 it would amount to $4 billion (125 billion BEF),
about three times the amount collected through monetary donations.

As shown in Table 2.6, civil society involves itself to a great extent in so-
cial services and in cultural and recreational activities both in terms of FTE
volunteering and in terms of donations paid to the associations. Not only
does the social services field absorb more voluntary labor (55 percent)
than any other, it also attracts the most cash donations (31.5 percent). The
culture and recreation field also accounts for significant shares of both vol-
unteering (33.2 percent) and private giving (18.6 percent), but still quite a
bit less than social services.
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Table 2.6 Giving and volunteering in the nonprofit sector in Belgium, by field,
1995 (excluding hospitals and nonprofit private schools)

Giving Volunteering

(millions U.S.
ICNPO groups dollars) (%) (FTE) (%)

1. Culture and recreation 229 18.6 33,391 33.2
2. Education and research* 14 1.1 614 0.6
3. Health** 130 10.5 439 0.4
4. Social services 389 31.5 55,422 55.0
5. Environment 2 0.2 551 0.5
6. Dvlp and housing 92 7.5 2,526 2.5
7. Civic and advocacy 4 0.3 988 1.0
8. Philanthropy 78 6.3 716 0.7
9. International activities 154 12.5 1,018 1.0

10. Religion 41 3.3 1,587 1.6
11. Professional associations 99 8.0 3,434 3.4

Total 1,232 100.0 100,687 100.0

* excludes schools

** excludes hospitals

Sources: See References section and Appendix C.



Education and research activities, as well as health care, are largely con-
trolled by the government, which has ensured for a long time that these
sectors are run in a professional manner. As they feel less directly responsi-
ble for these groups, citizens tend not to donate as much time or money to
these services. Fundraising campaigns are essentially concentrated on phil-
anthropic activities, social services, or development aid. This probably ex-
plains why these latter fields have had such good results in capturing pri-
vate giving resources.

3. The teachings of an international comparison

Participation in the Johns Hopkins Project has been advantageous for
the Belgian nonprofit sector, resulting in an improved macroeconomic de-
scription of nonprofit associations in Belgium. Moreover, comparing the
Belgian nonprofit sector with the nonprofit sector in other countries in ac-
cordance with a common criterion of definitions and classifications has
contributed to a greater understanding of the private non-market sector
from a global perspective. Specifically, it has contributed to a greater un-
derstanding and appreciation of the Belgian nonprofit sector and its posi-
tion and character in relation to the nonprofit sector in other countries
throughout Europe and the world.17

The third largest nonprofit sector. The Belgian nonprofit sector, which
employs 10.5 percent of the paid nonagricultural workforce, 18,19 is the
third largest among the 22 studied in the Johns Hopkins project (see Fig-
ure 2.1). Although the three countries with the largest nonprofit sectors
(Netherlands, Ireland, and Belgium) are aligned with the “welfare” model,
key sectors such as education and health are not covered by a unified pub-
lic service. In other “welfare state” countries, such a unified service tends to
reduce the presence of associations in these sectors. These three countries,
in contrast, have opted for co-existing public and private nonprofit struc-
tures to which they have delegated an often large share of public service
provision.

Development of the welfare state in Belgium. According to the Johns
Hopkins study, the paid labor force of nonprofit organizations in the 22
project countries is concentrated in three fields of activity: education,
health, and social services. An analysis by region indicates that the model
in which welfare-type services dominate is more prevalent in the Western
European countries than in the others.

In Belgium, the predominance of these welfare associations can be ex-
plained by the development of the welfare state in the context of a pillarized
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society.20 As in most other Western European countries, the immediate post-
World War II period saw the birth of the modern welfare state. The structure
that has taken shape in Belgium is, in reality, a skillful combination of two
models. The Belgian nonprofit sector is shaped, on one hand, by the French
model which focuses on a foundation of centralized public action and the
development of public institutions. On the other hand, it is also based on
the German model centered on the principle of subsidiarity that implies a
delegation of public services to nonprofit organizations.

These two tendencies have been supported in Belgium by the main con-
stitutive socio-political “pillars,” namely, on the one hand, organizations of
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Figure 2.1 Nonprofit share of total employment, by country, 1995
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a socialist character and, on the other, the corresponding Christian organi-
zations. Whereas the socialist movement has generally privileged the estab-
lishment and development of public institutions, the Christian-inspired en-
tities have been more concerned with defending the option to provide
collective services outside of the state environment. As major participants
in the Belgian political arena since the end of World War II, these two pil-
lars have gradually built up the institutional framework for the welfare
state as it is today, always reserving an important place for private nonprofit
organizations alongside public agencies.

Even though a multitude of associations are active in the cultural, recre-
ational, or international relations sectors, the Belgian nonprofit sector is,
among its most institutionalized components, a sector that is essentially in-
volved in the production of collective services. These services, especially
health, education, and social work, are delegated and sanctioned in part by
the state. Public service providers and the nonprofit associations share re-
sponsibility in these particular areas. As shown in Table 2.7, in hospitals,
schools, and homes for the elderly, there is a significant share of service
providers outside the public sphere. This can be explained, in part, by the
fact that governmental authorities allocate nearly equal funding to all ac-
tive organizations within a given field, whether private or public.

The importance of public funding. As highlighted previously, the recog-
nition of the role of Belgian nonprofit organizations as providers of quasi-
collective services can be found in the sector’s revenue structure. More
than three-quarters of nonprofit revenues come from public funds (grants,
funding of work posts, refund of benefits, etc.), and much of the remain-
der is generated from private fees and charges.

This model of funding is mainly a characteristic of Western European
countries. They are, for the most part, grouped together in Figure 2.2 un-
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Table 2.7 Output shares in Belgian hospitals, schools, and homes for the
elderly, 1995

Nonprofit Public For-profit 
Fields Criteria sector sector sector

Hospitals Number of days 66% 34% 0%

Schools Number of students 61% 39% 0%

Homes for the elderly Number of homes 23% 22% 55%

Source: Institut National de Statistique [1994], Annuaire de statistiques régionales, Brux-
elles



der the category “government-dominant.”21 This is not the case in other
countries where funding depends to a much greater extent on sales and
membership fees. Finally, it should be noted that everywhere in the world,
like Belgium, private giving makes up only a minor, even negligible, frac-
tion of the nonprofit organizations’ cash resources.

PERSPECTIVES

Through comparison with the other countries included in the Johns
Hopkins project, it became increasingly evident that the Belgian nonprofit
sector comprises a considerable component in the nation’s economy: it
employs over 10 percent of the paid workers, contributes to the gross do-
mestic product (6 percent), mobilizes more than $25 billion (750 billion
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Figure 2.2 Sources of nonprofit revenue, by country, 1995



BEF), and has recourse to a contingent of volunteer staff whose working
hours amount to the equivalent of 100,000 full-time jobs.

Conscious of the lack of statistical evidence about the activities of these
associations, the European Union has recently obliged its member-states to
elaborate national accounts according to the latest version of the Euro-
pean System of National Accounts (ESA).22 This version makes explicit
space for the construction of a sector for “Nonprofit Institutions Serving
Households” (NPISH). Toward this end, since 1997, the Belgian Institute
of National Accounts has conducted a broad annual survey of AWPPs
(nonprofit associations) that employ paid staff. Although this is a signifi-
cant first step, the conventions in effect in the 1995 version of the ESA will
not permit a satisfactory exploitation of the collected data. In fact, they will
prevent researchers from answering in a sufficiently pertinent manner the
following simple questions: “In the nonprofit sector, who produces what
and how?”; “Who finances what?”; and “Who is the consumer of what?”

In order to give the most adequate description of this little-known com-
ponent of the economy, the construction of a satellite account certainly
constitutes a promising course of action. In use outside of Belgium for a
number of years, satellite accounts form a flexible framework, particularly
well-adapted to non-market activities. The construction of such a satellite
account for the nonprofit sector has already been envisaged at an interna-
tional level and constitutes one of the next items on the agenda of the
Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project. In this respect,
Belgium would appear to be at an advantage since an ongoing collabora-
tion with the Institute for National Accounts may enable the construction
of the first satellite account for nonprofit associations before the year
2001.23

If a better quantitative global knowledge of associations is desirable, the
diversity of the fields studied should, however, cause researchers to act with
prudence and suggest that the global statistical approach be comple-
mented with field-related analyses, with case studies, and with more quali-
tative approaches inspired by a multi-disciplinary enlightenment. Statistics,
and more particularly global statistics, are only tools, albeit useful ones,
whose limits should also be taken into consideration. The other compo-
nents of the Johns Hopkins project, i.e., the historical, legal, and policy
analyses and the impact analysis, recognize those limits and thus can make
a significant contribution to furthering research on the nonprofit sector in
Belgium and elsewhere.

Finally, the joint presence of associations and public providers in the
fields of collective services pleads in favor of a broader study of the non-
market sector in its entirety. Belgian participation in the Johns Hopkins
project can be considered a first stage in this research. It took the time
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necessary to study the private component of the non-market sector (the
nonprofit sector) leaving aside the public component (public services).
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ENDNOTES

1. The work in Belgium is the first stage in a larger study of the non-market sector in Bel-
gium. This part was coordinated by Jacques Defourny of the Centre d’Economie Sociale of
Liège University and Josef Pacolet of the Hoger Instituut voor de Arbeid of Leuven. Assisting
them were S. Mertens, S. Adam, M. Marée, and I. Van de Putte. Others who contributed sig-
nificantly to this effort include Pascale Dubois (CIRIEC-Ulg), Nathalie Jauniaux (Ministry of
the French-speaking population), Ides Nicaise and Els Plevoet (HIVA-KUL), Jacques Ouziel
(Ministry of Work and Employment), Bénédicte Perrone (Wallonia Region), Michel Simon
(CES-Ulg), Béatrice Thiry (National Bank of Belgium), Theresa Tilquin (Translator), Ilse
Vleugels (HIVA-KUL), and Françoise Wagner (IRES-UCL). The team was aided, in turn, by a
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local advisory committee (see Appendix D for a list of committee members). The Johns Hop-
kins Project was directed by Lester M. Salamon and Helmut K. Anheier. Financed in its pre-
liminary stages by the SSTC (The Prime Minister’s Scientific Affairs Technical and Cultural
Services) and by the European Commission (DGXXIII), this study has also received the finan-
cial support of the King Baudouin Foundation, the Confederation of Non-market Sector
Companies, and the Belgian Authorities. 

2. The definitions and approaches used in the Johns Hopkins project were developed col-
laboratively with the cooperation of the Belgian researchers and researchers in other coun-
tries and were designed to be applicable to Belgium and the other project countries. For a full
description of the Johns Hopkins project’s definition of the nonprofit sector and the types of
organizations included, see Appendix A. For a full list of the other countries included, see
Chapter 1 above and Lester M. Salamon and Helmut K. Anheier, The Emerging Sector Revisited:
A Summary (Baltimore, MD: The Johns Hopkins Center for Civil Society Studies, 1999). For
the larger Belgian study, nonprofit organizations are a subset of the non-market sector, i.e.,
the sector made up of the organizations that, because of their non-lucrative nature, have ex-
clusive or non-negligible recourse to non-market resources, i.e., resources other than those
coming from the sale of their goods and services at a price expected to cover the cost of their
production. For more information, see M. Marée (1998), Le Secteur non marchand, essai de défi-
nition dans le contexte belge, working note, Liège University.

3. Liège University (Centre for Social Economy) and the Katholieke Universiteit Leuven
(Hoger Instituut Voor de Arbeid). For an initial and partial development of these surveys, see
J. Defourny, P. Dubois and B. Perrone (1997), La Démographie et l’emploi rémunéré des A.S.B.L.
en Belgique, Centre d’Economie Sociale, Liège University.

4. Insofar as the surveys depended on the use of samples, we should (if one considers the
hypothesis of representativeness of the geographical areas studied) present the result as con-
fidence intervals. Out of concern for their legibility we have restricted ourselves here to giving
the mean values of these intervals.

5. These results are very similar to those presented in J. Defourny, P. Dubois and B. Perrone
(1997), op. cit. The differences observed can be attributed to a revision of certain hypotheses
at the time of extrapolation at a national level.

6. This number is slightly lower than that obtained if one calculates by “headcount,” i.e.,
the numbers of workers. This is simply due to the relatively high proportion of part-time work
in the associations.

7. Official statistics on employment in Belgium do not publish employment information in
FTE. Thus, the Belgian estimates are based on the average of full-time equivalents from data
concerning part-time work.

8. This result does not include voluntary work done in hospitals or that done within the pri-
vate nonprofit school network.

9. We evaluated the wage bill by multiplying paid labor force (expressed in FTE) by the av-
erage labor cost in non-market sectors, in other words 1.25 million BEF. In fact, this estima-
tion should be considered as the lower limit since the average cost was calculated using the
number of workers and not as a measure of FTE. However, if we multiply this cost by the num-
ber of workers, we risk overestimating the wage bill because of the high proportion of part-
time work in certain categories of AWPP’s.

10. In previous research regarding the non-market sector in Belgium [J. Defourny, S.
Mertens, M. Salamé (1996), “Le non-marchand, frein ou moteur pour la croissance”, 12th
Congress of Belgian economists of the French language, Charleroi], it was demonstrated that
the wage bill made up 97 percent of the sector’s added value, and thus, the wage bill can be
considered a first approximation of the added value generated by the activity of the associa-
tions. Note that the work of volunteers was not taken into account when calculating the added
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value, in accordance with conventions in effect in the European System of National Accounts
(ESA). In 1995, the current GDP at market prices amounted to 7,936 billion BEF. Institut des
Comptes Nationaux (1996), Comptes Nationaux 1995, Partie 1—Agrégats et Comptes, Brussels.

11. Robert Eisner, The Total Incomes System of Accounts, Survey of Current Business, January
1985, pp 26–34.

12. One might be surprised to note that 10 percent of paid workers only achieve 6 percent
of the added value of the Belgian economy. This remark refers us back to the question of
worker productivity. Rather than hastily concluding that people working in associations
demonstrate lower productivity, one must remember that the apparent productivity of a
worker also depends on the other factors of production that are called into play in addition to
the worker himself. Therefore, a worker with a machine at his disposal will have an apparently
higher productivity than a worker without a machine. In fact, the associations use few other
factors besides the work itself. In associations, apparent work productivity can therefore be as-
similated to all practical purposes with its real productivity (in other words, a measure of the
productivity that manages to remove the positive effect of the other factors), which is not the
case of capital intensive industries within which there are fewer associations.

13. This result does not include volunteering in schools and hospitals. The pilot survey did
not cover these organizations and the official statistics agencies do not issue information on
the extent of volunteering in these structures. Even though we do not possess data on volun-
teering in hospitals, it is particularly active. The presence of volunteer staff is a complement
to the paid nursing staff, the duties of which are becoming more and more technically ori-
ented. Nor are there any data concerning volunteering in schools, which often takes the form
of parent participation.

14. A finer analysis of volunteering would without doubt enable us to distinguish the spe-
cific motivations for each type of activity. In the social services, volunteers are probably led by
the pursuit of general interest whereas for the more recreational activities it is probably the
mutual interest of its members that is the guiding force.

15. Even though our legislation requires that schooling be free of charge, in fact the finan-
cial participation of parents in nonprofit private schools is not insignificant. We do not have
access to data allowing us to quantify this participation and thus to evaluate the share of non-
public resources in the funding of nonprofit private schools.

16. 100,687 FTE (volunteering in all the ICNPO groups with the exception of hospitals and
nonprofit private schools) multiplied by 1.25 million BEF (average labor cost in non-market
sectors) = 125.8 billion BEF. Once again, this estimation constitutes the lower limit because
we have multiplied the average labor cost by volunteering expressed in FTE and not in the
number of volunteers.

17. Further details on the results of the research project can be found in Chapter 1 of this
volume and L.M. Salamon, H.K. Anheier and Associates [1999], op.cit.

18. The Belgian result shown in Figure 2.1 differs from that shown in Table 2.3 because the
Belgian team’s definition of what is included in “religious worship” differs from that used by
the Johns Hopkins project for international comparison. Therefore, the Johns Hopkins esti-
mates do not include this component in its data on Belgium.

19. If we take into account both volunteers and paid employees, Belgium’s international
position remains unchanged.

20. Pillarization appears in Belgium as early as the 19th century. It can be observed in the
constitution of groups with differing political and philosophical tendencies. As time passed,
these associations that were active in various fields of community life (health, mutual aid, ed-
ucation, etc.) eventually formed real families, or “pillars,” of which the most important are
those of socialist and Christian inspiration, respectively. Today, each pillar includes a union
branch, a cooperative branch, a health insurance branch, a political branch, etc.
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21. See endnote number 18.
22. The European System of National Accounts (ESA) is the European version of the Sys-

tem of National Accounts of the United Nations.
23. For further information on the limits of the national accounts in grasping the nonprofit

sector and on the advantage of a satellite account for the nonprofit sector, see S. Mertens
(1999), Du traitement des associations par les appareils statistiques officiels à la nécessaire construction
d’un compte satellite, Centre of Social Economy, Liège University.
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BACKGROUND

Unlike Belgium and the rest of Western Europe, Finland adopted quite
different arrangements for attending to the social welfare and other needs
of its society. A “Nordic-type” government social welfare system based on the
principle of universal coverage and a strong tradition of popular social
movements has greatly influenced the development of the Finnish nonprofit
sector. As of the mid-1990s, therefore, the Finnish nonprofit, or “third,” sec-
tor was relatively small in terms of paid employment, with a lower concentra-
tion of employees in social welfare fields than in most other countries. Re-
flecting this, the sector has been less reliant overall on public sector
payments than its counterparts elsewhere in Western Europe. The picture
changes dramatically, however, when account is taken of the involvement of
volunteers in Finnish social movement organizations. This involvement has
been substantial, making the third sector in Finland a far more significant
social, political, and economic force than the data on paid employment
alone would suggest. In addition, at the close of the 20th century, the Finnish
nonprofit sector faces tremendous challenges as citizens, politicians, and
public officials look for alternative ways to provide for societal needs.
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These and other findings reported in this chapter result from work car-
ried out by a Finnish research team based at the Department of Public Ad-
ministration of the Åbo Akademi as part of the Johns Hopkins Comparative
Nonprofit Sector Project.1 This work sought both to analyze Finnish non-
profit circumstances and to compare and contrast them to those in other
countries both in Western Europe and elsewhere in a systematic way.2 The
result is the first empirical overview of the Finnish nonprofit sector and the
first systematic comparison of Finnish nonprofit realities to those elsewhere
in the world.

The present chapter reports on just one set of findings from this project,
those relating to the size and structure of the nonprofit sector in Finland
(as of 1996) and elsewhere. Subsequent publications will fill in the histori-
cal, legal, and policy context of this sector and also examine the impact
that this set of institutions is having. Most of the data reported here were
drawn from a comprehensive survey of local-level associations comple-
mented by a survey of national-level associations and data on private foun-
dations. These field data were supplemented with data from official
Finnish statistics and special studies on associations. (For a more complete
statement of the sources of data, see Appendix C.) Unless otherwise noted,
financial data are reported in U.S. dollars using the 1996 exchange rate for
Finland and the 1995 exchange rate for other countries.

PRINCIPAL FINDINGS

Five major findings emerge from this work on the scope, structure, fi-
nancing, and role of the nonprofit sector in Finland.

1. A sizable economic force

In the first place, despite the presence of a highly developed “welfare
state,” Finland has a sizable nonprofit sector that, though smaller than its
counterparts elsewhere in Western Europe, still accounts for significant
shares of national expenditures and employment.

More specifically:

• A $4.7 billion industry. Even excluding its religion component, the
nonprofit sector in Finland had operating expenditures of $4.7 billion
in 1996, or 3.8 percent of the country’s gross domestic product, a sig-
nificant amount.3

• A major employer. Behind these expenditures lies a sizable workforce
that includes the equivalent of 63,000 full-time equivalent paid work-
ers. This represents 3 percent of all nonagricultural workers in the
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country, 9.5 percent of service employment, and the equivalent of
nearly one-eighth as many people as work for government at all levels-
national, provincial, and municipal (see Table 3.1).

• More employees than in the largest private firm. Put somewhat differ-
ently, nonprofit employment in Finland outdistances the employment
in the largest private business in the country by a ratio of 3:2. Thus,
compared to the 63,000 paid workers in Finland’s nonprofit organiza-
tions, Finland’s largest private corporation, Nokia, employs 44,000
workers, only 19,000 of whom work in Finland (see Figure 3.1).

• Outdistances numerous industries. Indeed, more people work in the
nonprofit sector in Finland than in some entire industries in the coun-
try. Thus, as shown in Figure 3.2, nonprofit employment in Finland
outdistances employment in the country’s paper making and food in-
dustries that employ 45,000 and 39,000 persons, respectively.4

• Volunteer inputs. Paid employment does a particularly inadequate 
job of capturing the full reality of the nonprofit sector in Finland,
however, because this sector plays less of a service delivery than policy
advocacy role. As such, it attracts a considerable amount of volunteer
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Table 3.1 The nonprofit sector in Finland, 1996

$4.7 billion in expenditures
— 3.8 percent of GDP

62,848 paid employees
— 3.0 percent of total nonagricultural employment
— 9.5 percent of total service employment
— 12.9 percent of public sector employment

Figure 3.1 Employment in nonprofits vs. largest firm in Finland, 1996



effort. Indeed, an estimated 12.6 percent of the Finnish population re-
ports contributing their time to nonprofit organizations. This trans-
lates into another 75,000 full-time equivalent employees, which more
than doubles the total number of full-time equivalent employees of
nonprofit organizations in Finland to 138,000, or 6.3 percent of total
employment in the country (see Figure 3.3).

• Religion. The inclusion of religion (but not state-sponsored churches),
moreover, would raise these totals by another 3,000 paid employees and
2,000 full-time equivalent volunteers. With religion included, nonprofit
paid employment therefore rises modestly from 3.0 to 3.1 percent of
the total; factoring in both paid and volunteer employment increases
this share from 6.3 to 6.4 percent. Religion also increases operating ex-
penditures by $176 million, thus bringing total expenditures to $4.9 bil-
lion, the equivalent of 3.9 percent of the gross domestic product.

2. One of the smallest nonprofit sectors in Western Europe

Although the size of the Finnish nonprofit sector is considerable relative
to the Finnish economy, it is small relative to its counterparts in other
Western European countries included in this study, though still above the
level in most countries outside of Europe.
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Figure 3.2 Nonprofit employment in Finland in context, 1996
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• Below the international average. As Figure 3.4 shows, the relative size
of the nonprofit sector varies greatly among countries, from a high of
12.6 percent of total nonagricultural employment in the Netherlands
to a low of less than 1 percent of total employment in Mexico. The
overall 22-country average, however, was 4.8 percent. This means that
Finland, at 3.0 percent without religion, falls considerably below the
global average.

• Considerably below the Western European and other developed coun-
tries averages. Nonprofit employment as a share of total employment
is also considerably lower in Finland than it is elsewhere in Western
Europe and other developed countries. However, nonprofit employ-
ment in Finland is still higher than in Central Europe and Latin Amer-
ica. Thus, as shown in Figure 3.5, full-time equivalent employment in
nonprofit organizations in Finland, at 3 percent of total employment,
is less than half the Western European and other developed countries
averages of 6.9 percent. However, in relation to her nearest neighbor-
country, Sweden, the Finnish figure is comparable. The nonprofit sec-
tor employment share for Sweden in 1992 was a little lower than that
in Finland.5
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Figure 3.3 Nonprofits in Finland, with and without volunteers and religion,
1996, as a % of . . . 
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• Margin narrows significantly with volunteers. As noted above, with vol-
unteer time included, nonprofit organizations account for 6.3 percent
of total employment in Finland. Thus, although the employment
share is still less than the Western European regional average of 10.3
percent, the margin narrows considerably (see Figure 3.5).
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Figure 3.4 Nonprofit share of total employment, by country, 1995
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3. A limited history of nonprofit activity

That the nonprofit sector is relatively small in Finland is very likely a
product of the country’s social and political structure. The following fea-
tures in particular seem to have shaped the Finnish nonprofit sector:6

• A traditional cultural homogeneity has favored egalitarian ideals and
equal treatment for all citizens in public policies and administration.
Thus private schools, private hospitals, and other agencies that cater
to particular population groups have been seen as problematic, possi-
bly promoting inequity.

• Also limiting the incentives to form nonprofit organizations has been
an ancient tradition of strong local government which, with the help of
the Lutheran parishes, survived through periods of centralized power.
This tradition of local self-government gives individuals and groups
confidence that local politicians will represent their interests.

• The Finnish population has turned actively to private associations as
vehicles for social movements seeking to provide health and social
benefits, among other things. Such social movements were crucial to
Finland becoming an independent state in 1917 and have played a
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Figure 3.5 Nonprofit share of employment, with and without volunteers, Finland
and four regions, 1995
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central political role in the country’s development into a Nordic-type
welfare state. The resulting organizations historically have been con-
tent to leave the service delivery functions to government and to per-
form more of an advocacy and watchdog function themselves.

• The tax-financed universal welfare system has high legitimacy among
the population but criticism and increasing needs for alternative solu-
tions have recently surfaced.

• The old social movements are suffering from institutionalization, an
aging membership, and recruitment problems and tend to distrust
changes that are contrary to their own traditional ideals.

4. A balanced composition of the nonprofit sector

Similar to other Western European countries and the all-country aver-
age, education and research is the largest field of nonprofit activity in Fin-
land as measured by its share of nonprofit employment. However, unlike
most other countries, in Finland several other fields rival it in size.

• One-quarter of nonprofit employment in education and research. Of
all the types of nonprofit activity, the one that accounts for the largest
share of nonprofit employment in Finland is education and research.
As shown in Figure 3.6, 25 percent of all nonprofit employment in Fin-
land is concentrated in the education field, mainly in vocational and
other adult education organizations. This is comparable to the West-
ern European average of 28.1 percent; however, the share of employ-
ment in education and research does not dominate the sector in Fin-
land as it does in many other societies. Its relative weight within the
Finnish nonprofit sector very likely reflects the fact that the education
field employs many professionals, especially in the subfield of adult
education.

• Sizable nonprofit employment shares in other social welfare fields.
Another sizable portion of total nonprofit employment in Finland is
found in the health and social services fields. As shown in Figure 3.6,
the health field accounts for 23 percent of nonprofit employment and
social services comprises 17.8 percent. Altogether, the three core wel-
fare fields (education, health, and social services) account for 65.8
percent of all nonprofit employment in Finland. Although this share
is slightly less than the 22-country average for these three fields (68.1
percent) and significantly less than the Western European average
(77.1 percent), the core social welfare functions in Finland remain an
important generator of paid work among nonprofit organizations.

• Relatively large share of nonprofit employment in civic and advocacy.
The civic and advocacy field absorbs by far a larger share of nonprofit
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employment in Finland than in any of the other 21 countries studied.
Thus, while civic and advocacy associations within the 22 countries
studied absorb 1.9 percent of nonprofit employment on average, they
account for a much larger 8.7 percent of nonprofit employment in
Finland. This very likely reflects the traditionally important roles that
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Figure 3.6 Composition of the nonprofit sector, Finland, W. Europe, and 22-
country average, 1995
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civic and political associations have played at both national and local
levels. Political associations such as youth, women, and pensioner or-
ganizations that belong to the “party family” without being political
party organizations proper, are strong organizations with numerous
salaried officials. Several other multifunctional organizations act at
the same time as both service organizations and interest organizations.
Since they define their functional focus as interest mediation in rela-
tion to public authorities, they are classified as civic and advocacy or-
ganizations.

• Pattern shifts significantly with volunteers. This pattern changes con-
siderably when volunteer inputs are factored in. In particular, as
shown in Figure 3.7, with volunteers included, the weight of nonprofit
employment shifts dramatically to the field of culture and recreation.
With volunteers, the share of employment in cultural and recreational
activities rises from 14.2 percent to 32.6 percent, making it by far the
largest field. This reflects the ability of organizations in this field, par-
ticularly sports, to capture nearly one half of all nonprofit sector vol-
unteering. The civic and advocacy field takes second place, with its
share rising from 8.7 percent without volunteers to 16.8 percent with
them. As in the case of culture and recreation, this increase is based
on the great voluntary input that constitutes almost one-fourth of all
volunteering.

In summary, in terms of paid employment, the Finnish nonprofit sector
is relatively small, in fact the smallest in relation to those in the other West-
ern European countries. Although social welfare services absorb nearly
two-thirds of paid nonprofit employment in Finland, their combined share
is not as significant as elsewhere in Western Europe where nonprofit orga-
nizations are much more engaged in service delivery. Rather, these social
welfare fields are more in balance with other fields of nonprofit activity,
such as culture and recreation, civic and advocacy, and professional associ-
ations that have more to do with social mobilization than services. When
volunteering is factored in, the share of nonprofit employment more than
doubles in relation to total employment. Furthermore, the profile of the
nonprofit sector changes dramatically so that activities other than social
welfare take on much larger shares of the total.

5. Most revenue from private fees, not philanthropy or public sector

Consistent with its relative smallness, its strong reliance on voluntary
work, and its more balanced composition, the Finnish nonprofit sector re-
ceives the bulk of its cash revenue not from private philanthropy or the
public sector, but from private fees and charges.
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• Fee income dominant. The dominant source of income of nonprofit
organizations in Finland is fees and charges for the services that these
organizations provide, as well as membership dues. As reflected in Fig-
ure 3.8, this source alone accounts for nearly three-fifths, or 57.9 per-
cent, of all nonprofit revenue in Finland.
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Figure 3.7 Share of nonprofit employment in Finland, with and without
volunteers, by field, 1996
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• Limited support from philanthropy and the public sector. By contrast,
private philanthropy and the public sector provide much smaller shares
of total revenues. Thus, as Figure 3.8 shows, private philanthropy—from
individuals, corporations, and foundations combined—accounts for
only 5.9 percent of nonprofit income in Finland, while public sector
payments account for 36.2 percent.

• Revenue structure with volunteers. This pattern of nonprofit revenue
changes dramatically when volunteers are factored into the picture. In
fact, as shown in Figure 3.9, private philanthropy swells by a factor of
approximately 6 once volunteers are included, jumping from 5.9 per-
cent of total revenue without volunteers to 34.6 percent with them,
thereby moving ahead of public sector financing (25.2 percent). Al-
though private fees and charges remain the dominant source of in-
come at 40.3 percent, their dominance is reduced significantly.

• Revenue structure with religion. The overall pattern of nonprofit fi-
nance in Finland changes only modestly when account is taken of reli-
gious institutions, such as churches and synagogues, but not the official
churches of the state. Such religious institutions account for approxi-
mately 4 percent of the total revenue of the Finnish nonprofit sector.
With religion included, therefore, the philanthropic share of total non-
profit revenue in Finland rises from 5.9 percent to 7.1 percent. With
volunteers included as well, the private giving share rises to 35.6 per-
cent (see Figure 3.10).

• Different from other Western European countries. The pattern of
nonprofit finance evident in Finland is quite different from that else-
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Figure 3.8 Sources of nonprofit revenue in Finland, 1996
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where in Western Europe. Thus, as shown in Figure 3.11, unlike Fin-
land, the nonprofit organizations in the Western European countries
included in this project, on average, derived the overwhelming major-
ity of their revenues from the public sector. Thus, in contrast to Fin-
land’s 36.2 percent, the share of total nonprofit income coming from
the public sector stood at 55.6 percent on average for all nine Western
European countries. The fees and private giving shares of nonprofit
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Figure 3.10 Sources of nonprofit revenue in Finland, with volunteers and
religious worship, 1996
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revenue in Finland deviated considerably from the Western European
regional average, with fees and charges much stronger in Finland
than elsewhere in the region (57.9 percent in Finland compared to an
average of 37.2 percent for all nine Western European countries) and
philanthropy somewhat weaker (5.9 percent as compared to 7.2 per-
cent).

• More like the global average. While the revenue structure of the
Finnish nonprofit sector differs from that elsewhere in Western Eu-
rope, it generally mirrors that evident elsewhere in the world. How-
ever, as Figure 3.11 also shows, although fees and charges are the
dominant element in the financial base of the nonprofit sector glob-
ally, their dominance is less pronounced elsewhere than in Finland
(49.4 percent of total revenue compared to 57.9 percent in Finland).
By contrast, public sector payments comprise a larger share of non-
profit income in these other countries on average (40.1 percent as
compared to 36.2 percent in Finland). Quite clearly, a different pat-
tern of cooperation has taken shape between nonprofit organizations
and the state in these other countries. Evidently, the Nordic-type wel-
fare system adopted by Finland, in which the state directly provides
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Figure 3.11 Sources of nonprofit cash revenue, Finland, W. Europe, and 22-
country average, 1995
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services for all people, explains the lower share of public sector pay-
ments in the revenue structure of the Finnish nonprofit sector, as well
as the sector’s relatively small size. Comparisons to Sweden point out
striking similarities between these Nordic countries as far as the size
and the profile of their nonprofit sectors are concerned.7

• Variations by subsector. Even this does not do full justice to the com-
plexities of nonprofit finance in Finland, however. This is so because
important differences exist in the finances of nonprofit organizations
in different fields. In fact, two distinct patterns of nonprofit finance
are evident among Finnish nonprofits, as shown in Figure 3.12.

Fee-dominant fields. Fee income is the dominant source of income in
seven of the fields of nonprofit action for which data were gathered.
The dominance of self-financing is very striking for professional asso-
ciations (95.6 percent) and development and housing organizations
(95.2 percent), as well as for environmental groups (87.0 percent),
philanthropic intermediaries (83.6 percent), and international-ori-
ented groups (61.5 percent). Membership dues constitute by far the
most important source of income for nonprofit organizations in these
fields, particularly professional associations. The field of culture and
recreation, the largest category in terms of paid employment and vol-
unteering, receives 70.1 percent of its cash revenue from private fees
and charges. This source is particularly important for the sports sub-
field, for which sponsorship by private firms, selling of services, and
membership dues constitute the largest sources of income. The cul-
ture and arts subfield, however, is principally financed from the public
purse. It is also important to notice that one of the welfare fields, edu-
cation and research, is greatly reliant (60.8 percent) on private fees
and charges mainly paid by students, although grants and gifts from
private foundations help ensure the relative independence of these
schools and research institutes.

Public sector-dominant fields. In three fields (health, social services, and
civic and advocacy), government plays the dominant role in financing
nonprofit action in Finland. The large share of public financing in the
health care and social services fields can be attributed to the unique
system in Finland whereby a monopoly on gambling and its revenues
has been entrusted to a statutory association, the Slot Machine Associ-
ation (SMA). Partly governed by the health and social service associa-
tions and partly by the government, the SMA delivers a certain sum
from the gambling surplus on an annual basis to the associations in
these fields to cover their operating expenditures and investments.

Private philanthropy. Private philanthropy is not the dominant source
of nonprofit cash income in Finland for any field of activity. In fact,
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private donations exceed 10 percent of total income in only two fields,
civic and advocacy and philanthropic intermediaries. Only when
(non-state) religion is considered does private giving become domi-
nant in any field. The missionary societies of churches and religious
organizations are independent associations, which heavily depend on
voluntary commitment and private donations.
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Figure 3.12 Sources of nonprofit cash revenue in Finland, by field, 1996
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CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

The Finnish nonprofit sector thus emerges from the evidence presented
in this chapter as a vibrant set of institutions in Finnish society with several
features that distinguish it from the nonprofit sectors in other Western Eu-
ropean and most post-industrial societies. First, it employs fewer FTE paid
workers than those of other developed countries. Second, the share of
paid nonprofit employees engaged in social service delivery is smaller.
Third, the Finnish nonprofit sector is more reliant overall on volunteer in-
put than elsewhere in Western Europe.

Since the 1970s, the future of Finland’s “Nordic-type” welfare state and
the role of its nonprofit sector have been at the center of public debate.
The extensive and expanding welfare services that had been offered by
public institutions to all individuals without cost other than a relatively
high level of taxation became too expensive for the public economy. When
Finland fell into deep economic crisis at the beginning of the 1990s, result-
ing in a sudden and steep rise in unemployment, this problem became
even more acute for central government and the municipalities. Com-
plaints about insufficiencies in public welfare services increased not only
because of real cut-backs in public spending, but also because the uniform
solutions offered by public officials were considered insensitive to the vari-
ety of needs among individuals in different life situations. The crisis has
motivated common citizens, politicians, and public officials alike to look
for alternative solutions. As a result, the state has placed new expectations
on the associations to provide services, especially in the improvement of
employment situations.

In Finland, as in all Nordic countries that have experienced both a strong
tradition of popular movements from the 19th century and a close relation-
ship between nonprofit organizations and public authorities, volunteerism
in associations and civil organizations has been seen as a natural building
block of an activated third sector. Thus far, however, the experience has not
convincingly proven that the movements that represent traditional values
can readily take on more responsibility for the whole society. At the same
time, it is clear that new forms of organizations aiming at concrete and
pragmatic goals are appearing. In fact, the political and economic position
of these new organizations that produce and deliver welfare services has
been strengthened as a consequence of their capacity to offer concrete
products in fields that are important to society.

Despite all this attention, Finland’s third sector is not a coherent entity,
and it is not limited to the social movements, organizations, and associa-
tions that to a large extent represent organizational ideals that are over a
hundred years old. The majority of associations that are totally dependent
on the voluntary commitment of members have purposes and activities that
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require few material resources, do not need a salaried staff, and do not han-
dle large sums of money. Furthermore, many do not naturally see them-
selves as part of an autonomous sector separate from the private and public
sectors. Rather, they have been partners with public authorities during the
construction of the Finnish welfare society. In fact, numerous associations
interact with at least some part of the governmental or political system, and
thus may stand too close to the government authorities. The recent calls for
even closer cooperation with the government may challenge associations’
ability to channel the demands of citizens as they once did.

In the wake of the economic and fiscal crises facing Finland in the 1990s,
the Finnish third sector has come under strong pressure to generate ser-
vices for all citizens. To answer these challenges, the nonprofit sector must
keep up its strong volunteering traditions and its role as an interpreter of
the needs of the civil society, while, at the same time, it must become more
effective in providing citizens with the services they require.
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BACKGROUND

Unlike Finland, but like much of the rest of Western Europe, France has
a quite sizable nonprofit sector that is heavily supported by the French
state. In the case of France, however, this development is relatively new, in
part the product of social policies introduced by the Mitterand govern-
ment in the early 1980s. By contrast, for much of the period between the
French Revolution and 1864, associations and other nonprofit organiza-
tions were illegal in France and were viewed as undemocratic institutions
that splintered the “general will” represented by the democratic state.

As in many Western European countries, the nonprofit sector in France
traces back to the Middle Ages when the Roman Catholic Church and its
congregations created charitable organizations and when guilds and
brotherhoods established a system of mutual help on a professional basis.
These two pillars of the nonprofit sector of the Ancient Regime were at-
tacked by the French Revolution: Catholic charities and foundations were
secularized and corporative organizations were suppressed, as the Jacobin
government declared its social responsibility and stressed its monopoly
over the common weal. In accordance with the Rousseauist principle, the
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state resisted the presence of any intermediary agent seeking to serve as a
bridge between the state and its citizens. This statist tradition contrasted
with the Anglo-Saxon predominance of individual responsibility and with
the subsidiarity principle, so important in the German tradition.

As it would be in direct confrontation to the governmental mandate that
the state and its citizens maintain a direct relationship, any kind of inter-
mediary interest group was deemed illegal if not authorized by the state.
Such charitable and corporative organizations remained illegal through-
out most of the 19th century until an 1864 Act afforded the freedom of as-
sociation and a 1901 Act legalized associations, the generic term for most
nonprofit organizations. The French nonprofit sector has thus, in a histor-
ical sense, really only recently begun to develop. During the 1960s and the
1970s, the French nonprofit sector grew mainly within a context of state-
provided welfare. More recently the Decentralization Acts, passed in 1982
and 1983, provoked a reappraisal of the role that central and local govern-
ments traditionally played in relation to public and private human service
organizations. This push toward decentralization induced a break with the
two hundred-year Jacobin tradition, thus encouraging closer contact be-
tween the third sector and local authorities. Because funding and other
limitations of the state have reduced its capabilities to cope on its own with
the social welfare, culture, education, and environmental challenges of our
time, citizens have sought to take a more direct part in social problem-solv-
ing and public affairs. Due to this shift away from state-directed action,
nonprofit organizations have grown in importance. In present-day France,
between 60,000 and 70,000 associations are created every year, more than
three times the average number of organizations created each year in the
1960s.

This chapter presents the main results of the French component of the
Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project and shows the over-
all size of the third sector in France in 1995, its composition, its revenue
sources, and its recent evolution. The chapter also compares these results
to those elsewhere in Europe and internationally. These findings are the
product of work carried out by a research team at the University of Paris1-
Sorbonne.1 As part of their information-gathering approach, the French
team was able to extrapolate information from the “SIRENE file,” a fairly
comprehensive register of corporations, associations, and organizations.
Information on giving and volunteering came from a 1997 representative
population survey, which they commissioned; and the revenue side of the
equation was synthesized from numerous governmental and nonprofit
sources. Unless otherwise noted, all data here relate to 1995 and monetary
values are expressed in U.S. dollars. (For a more complete statement of the
sources of data, see Appendix C.)
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THE CONTRIBUTION OF THE FRENCH THIRD SECTOR 
TO THE ECONOMY

The economic activity of the French third sector, which is frequently a
by-product of its social role, is significant and sizable:

• In 1995, 975,000 full-time equivalent employees were employed within
the French nonprofit sector including religious congregations. Even
excluding religious congregations, the sector employed 960,000 full-
time equivalent paid workers, nearly 5 percent of total employment.
This figure is equivalent to the number of independent and paid agri-
cultural workers or the total number of employees in all consumption
goods manufacturing industries employed in 1995. It also outdistances
the employment in the largest private business in France, Vivendi, by a
ratio of more than 4:1. (Vivendi employs 217,000 workers.)

• As much as the nonprofit sector contributes to paid employment, vol-
unteering seems to be an equally crucial labor force for the sector as a
whole. An estimated 23 percent of the French population reports con-
tributing their time to nonprofit organizations, on average, 23 hours
per month. When all the hours of the nonprofit sector’s 12.5 million
volunteers are aggregated, the total volunteer hours worked amounts
to the equivalent of 1 million full-time volunteers, slightly more than
its 975,000 paid workers (see Table 4.1). Once the FTE volunteer work
is included in the overall workforce calculations, the total labor force
of the nonprofit sector represents 9.6 percent of total employment.

• When compared to the size of the nation’s economy, nonprofit sector
operating expenditures in France constitute 3.7 percent of the gross
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Table 4.1 The overall economic contribution of the French third sector in 1995

Economic indicator With religion Without religion

Volunteer headcount (thousand) 12,567 11,069
FTE Volunteers (thousand) 1,115 1,021
FTE paid employment (thousand) 975 960
Percent of economy-wide paid employment 5% 4.9%
Total FTE paid and unpaid employment 2,090 1,981
Percent of economy-wide employment 10.1% 9.6%

including volunteering (all formal sectors)
Operating expenditures (OE) $58 billion $57 billion
OE as percent of GDP 3.8% 3.7%
OE including volunteers $104 billion $99 billion
As percent of volunteer-adjusted GDP 6.6% 6.3%



domestic product (GDP), expenditures comparable to the turnover of
public utilities or the mechanical engineering industry. This measure
does not take into account the imputed value of volunteer input. If
that value is factored in, the operating expenditures of the nonprofit
sector in France constitute 6.3 percent of the GDP.

Thus, the French nonprofit sector is a considerable economic force and,
as relative shares show, is a growing economic force. The inclusion or exclu-
sion of religious worship does not change these figures much, as religious
worship attendance in France is among the lowest in Europe. As a conse-
quence, volunteers and donations to religious establishments are low.

A third sector dominated by social services

The structure of the French nonprofit sector in 1995 is shown in Table
4.2. The first column records the number of organizations that can be clas-
sified under each field. More precisely, it shows the percentage of organi-
zations included in the SIRENE file, specifically those that employ at least
one salaried employee or those that pay taxes. About 250,000 organiza-
tions are included in the SIRENE file out of a total number of nonprofit
organizations that is yet undetermined, but estimated at approximately
800,000. Other columns show the percentage of operating expenditures,
FTE employment, and volunteering.

What are the main features of the French nonprofit sector? Five key as-
pects are outlined below:

• It is highly concentrated in the first four groups—culture and recre-
ation, and the three traditional social welfare fields (education,
health, and social services)—in which 88 percent of full-time equiva-
lent workers are employed and 75 percent of all volunteers work.
These four fields comprise 80 percent of the organizations recorded
in the SIRENE file; it is within these groups that 88 percent of operat-
ing expenditures are accrued.

• It is dominated by social services. The social services field alone employs
nearly 40 percent of all nonprofit sector workers; the field’s domina-
tion was reinforced recently with the deepening of the economic re-
cession in 1993. Nonprofit organizations run 55 percent of the overall
number of residential care facilities, and maintain a quasi-monopoly
over services for people with disabilities.

• It includes a rather high percentage of education-related nonprofit sec-
tor organizations, expending approximately one-fourth of the total re-
sources of the nonprofit sector. Catholic primary and secondary
schools are over-represented in the western part of France, where the
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Belgian or Dutch pattern prevails (see Chapters 2 and 7). In the rest
of France, private schools (95 percent Catholic) frequently offer a sec-
ond educational opportunity for children rejected by public schools.
Culture, sports, and recreation is also a very developed field of nonprofit
activity in France. It has grown more rapidly since decentralization,
and many small organizations, run mainly by volunteers, are mush-
rooming throughout France. Furthermore, both before and after
World War II, France emphasized and developed social tourism, fo-
cusing specifically on vacation and recreation facilities intended for
the working class. This now represents 12 percent of French tourism
activity. Conversely, France has a rather low percentage of its non-
profit sector in health because hospitals have predominantly been sec-
ularized, especially since the French Revolution.

• There is a contrast between the fields that are highly professionalized
and those that are heavily reliant on volunteers. In professionalized
fields such as education, health, and social services, volunteer work is
marginal, and there exists a clear division of labor between the paid
staff and volunteers. By contrast, in fields such as culture, sports, and
recreation, which absorb nearly half the volunteers in the French non-
profit sector, and environmental, international, and professional asso-
ciations, volunteer work is the primary human resource.

• Philanthropic intermediaries and foundations are less numerous in
France than in other industrialized countries, because they have been
repressed for centuries. Before 1987, there was virtually no law govern-
ing foundations. Presently, less than 500 independent foundations ex-
ist in France.

Most revenue from the public sector

Figure 4.1 illustrates the overall importance of the three major sources
of income for the French nonprofit sector: public sector funding, private
earned income, and private giving. Public sector payments, comprising 58
percent of the total income, are the dominant revenue source, allocated
primarily from social security, secondarily from central government, and
lastly from local government. Central government subsidies and payments
are highly concentrated in education and research, while local govern-
ment money is more widely dispersed: culture and recreation, light social
services, development and housing, professional and civic organizations
rely on local government subsidies or contracts. These local government
funds also have become a growing resource for education since decentral-
ization in 1983. Private earned income represents a little more than one-
third of total resources: commercial resources, i.e. fees, charges, and sales
are the main component; membership dues make up a smaller con-
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stituent; and finally, at a very low level, investment income contributes min-
imal resources. Private giving is nominal, comprising only 7 percent of the
total revenue; half comes from individual contributions, and the other half
from corporate giving or sponsorship.

Of course, if the imputed value of volunteer time is included, the rev-
enue structure of the French nonprofit sector is dramatically different, as
shown on Figure 4.2. With volunteers figured in, private giving, now at 47

France: From Jacobin Tradition to Decentralization 87

Figure 4.1 Sources of nonprofit sector revenue in France, 1995
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Figure 4.2 Sources of nonprofit sector revenue, including the imputed value of
volunteer time, France, 1995

Public Sector

Fees, Charges

Philanthropy

33.4%

46.6%

20.0%



percent, becomes the single major resource for the sector’s organizations.
Public sector support and earned income pale by comparison.

The distribution of resources available to the French third sector varies
greatly among the variety of fields as shown in Figure 4.3. Health, educa-
tion, and social services are the only fields with a clear preponderance of
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Figure 4.3 Revenue sources of the French nonprofit sector, by field, 1995
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public sector funding, in large part because they are closer to the welfare
state. In fact, health-care nonprofit organizations rely on the public sector
for 80 percent of their revenues, and education and research organizations
collect over 70 percent of their income from public sector sources. Al-
though government resources are important for most other fields as well,
these other fields have a greater variety of financial sources. For instance,
philanthropic intermediaries are mainly financed by private giving, while
commercial resources prevail for culture and recreation, development and
housing, and environmental and professional organizations. For civic asso-
ciations, government funds and commercial resources are balanced, as is
the case for international activities, where public sector funding, allocated
mainly by the European Union, and private giving are balanced.

EVOLUTION OF THE FRENCH THIRD SECTOR (1990–95)

Between 1990 and 1995, nonprofit employment in France experienced
rapid growth of 20 percent, from 803,000 to 960,000 FTE wage-earners as
shown in Table 4.3. This finding is noteworthy because, within the same
period, total employment in the country declined by one percent.2 This
general decline was experienced not only in agriculture and manufactur-
ing, but also in commercial and financial service activities. Over this five-
year period, only personal services showed any employment growth. No-
tably, of 157,000 jobs created by the nonprofit sector during this period,
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Table 4.3 Trends in French NPS paid employment by field, 1990–1995 
(in thousands)

FTE 1990 FTE 1995 Absolute change

Field of activity (No.) (%) (No.) (%) (No.)

Culture & recreation 91 11.4 116 12.1 25
Education & research 184 23.0 199 20.7 15
Health 137 17.0 149 15.5 12
Social services 308 38.4 381 39.7 73
Environment 5 0.6 9 0.9 4
Development & housing 38 4.7 53 5.5 15
Civic & advocacy 15 1.9 19 2.0 4
Philanthropy 0.1 0.0 0.09 0.0 –0.01
International activities 9 1.1 17 1.8 8
Professional associations 16 1.9 17 1.8 1

TOTAL 803 100 960 100 157



half were in the social services field and one-sixth in the culture and recre-
ation field. Still, however, there proved to be little change in the composi-
tion of the nonprofit sector over the five-year span; the preponderance of
social services was reinforced slightly, while the relative share of education
and health declined.

Between 1990 and 1995, volunteer work grew faster than paid employ-
ment, with a 7 percent average annual growth. Its highest growth occurred
within the social services field. With the deepening of economic depres-
sion, volunteer work appears to serve as a vehicle of change. While public
policies often prove inefficient, volunteerism seems to offer an efficient
way to obtain results rapidly at the local level.

Concerning financial sources for the nonprofit sector during this pe-
riod, it is evident that this sector is still dominated by public sector fund-
ing, although there was a slight shift toward the privatization of resources
(see Figure 4.4). In 1995, figures show a slight decrease in government
funding, and a slight increase in earned income.

THE FRENCH THIRD SECTOR IN A COMPARATIVE CONTEXT

In comparative perspective, the French third sector is a “middle weight.”
Figure 4.5 shows the nonprofit share of total employment by country,
which is a relevant indicator of the relative nonprofit sector dimension in
various countries. The French third sector is at the average level of non-
profit employment among the 22 countries that completed the statistical
part of the project. The relative weight of the Dutch, Irish, and Belgian
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Figure 4.4 Sources of income for the French nonprofit sector, 1990 and 1995
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nonprofit sectors, the largest of all 22 countries, is twice as large as the
share of French nonprofit employment. If volunteering is taken into ac-
count, France is just above average, but the general pattern of these other
countries remains quite similar.

As noted previously, between 1990 and 1995, employment in the French
nonprofit sector grew by approximately 157,000 full-time equivalent
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Figure 4.5 Nonprofit share of total employment, by country, 1995
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employees, a 20 percent increase. This growth rate is comparable to that
experienced by other Western European countries for which data are avail-
able, namely Germany, the United Kingdom, and the Netherlands, which
averaged a 24 percent increase over the same subperiod.

In most of the 22 countries studied, the three fields linked to the welfare
state—education, health, and social services—represent two-thirds of non-
profit paid employment. However, the relative weight of each field varies
among countries. Indeed, as noted in Chapter 1, in eight countries—
Belgium, Ireland, the U.K., Israel, Argentina, Brazil, Mexico, and Peru—
nonprofit sector employment is dominated by education. This situation is
usually linked to the involvement of the Catholic Church in primary and
secondary schools. In the U.S., Japan, and the Netherlands, health-related
programs represent about one-half of the nonprofit sector. In France, as in
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Figure 4.6 Sources of nonprofit revenue, by country, 1995



Germany, Austria, or Spain, social services are dominant, notably because
they are provided in partnership with the state and the social security sys-
tem. In the Central and Eastern European countries, the most important
share of paid employment is concentrated in the field of culture and recre-
ation, a field that was emphasized and encouraged during the central plan-
ning period.

Concerning the revenue structure, among the 22 countries for which
data are available, the third sector is mainly financed by private fees and
payments, secondarily by public sector payments, and lastly, on a weaker
scale, by private giving. However, Figure 4.6 shows that there is a significant
contrast between most of the Western European countries, in which fund-
ing is government-dominant, and the other industrialized or developing
countries, in which the third sector is fee-dominant. The resource struc-
ture of the French nonprofit sector is typical of Western Europe. Indeed,
all the Western European countries included in the Johns Hopkins Com-
parative Nonprofit Sector Project, with the exception of Spain, are govern-
ment-dominant. However, the relative share of public sector funding in
France is less than that in Ireland, Belgium, Germany, or the Netherlands,
but higher than that in the U.K. and Austria.

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

A renewal strategy?

As explained in the introductory pages of this chapter, France’s non-
profit sector is relatively young, only recently having blossomed after de-
centralization efforts in the 1980s. The challenges and goals with which the
French nonprofit sector is presented are therefore very different from
those facing many other countries. Unlike most other European countries,
France does not bear the same burden to renew the strength of the third
sector. As French nonprofit organizations are small and numerous com-
pared to those in other European countries, demographic renewal is not a
hardship, but rather is one of the sector’s chief attributes. As more than
60,000 associations are created every year, nonprofit organizations serve as
vehicles for social change and innovation (Bloch-Lainé, 1995) and become
forums intended to represent and serve the values of the new generation.
For instance, since the beginning of the 1990s, a new social movement has
been mushrooming. New nonprofit organizations are striving to serve as
advocates for the unemployed, the homeless, refugees, those without iden-
tity papers, and those without rights. This social movement may become an
extreme left party in the future, as were the “greens” for the preceding
generation.
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This does not mean that all is well in the French nonprofit sector. Older
nonprofit organizations have a tendency to evolve into bureaucracies and
have difficulty renewing their volunteer constituent, as new volunteers are
often drawn toward new nonprofit organizations. These older nonprofit
agencies must improve training and find management models that reflect
the central values that this set of institutions is supposed to promote. In
1999, Prime Minister Jospin announced that the Fonds National de la Vie As-
sociative, public financial support made available to promote the training
of volunteers, will be doubled. The content of this training, however, still
relies on the nonprofit sector itself.

Accountability and effectiveness

A higher standard of accountability and effectiveness should be ex-
pected, especially in regard to social service organizations, which are not
subject to the same regulations as health-related establishments. Evalua-
tion methods must take into account the quality of the delivered services;
furthermore, nonprofit organizations must become partners in the defini-
tion of quality criteria.

In 1996, a scandal regarding the Association for Research on Cancer
(ARC) revealed that less than one-third of the large private donations
given to this nonprofit organization were devoted to the cause of cancer re-
search. Two-thirds of the donations were abused in a variety of embezzle-
ment conspiracies, used for for-profit businesses, or wasted on personal ex-
penses by the ARC president, who is now appearing before the criminal
court. Since this scandal, nonprofit organizations that receive either public
sector support or private donations are subject to the control of the Cour
des Comptes, at the national or the regional level. As Weisbrod (1988) says,
“The high quality, public serving nonprofits can find their reputation, and
thus their ability to find support, injured by the actions of the self-serving
for-profits in disguise.” Maintaining the credibility of the nonprofit sector,
therefore, requires accountability.

In addition to building and preserving its credibility, the nonprofit sec-
tor must also strive to maintain fair competition with the business sector.
Exercising tighter control on tax exemptions available to nonprofit organi-
zations involved in commercial activities is on the agenda. According to
the legal status of the 1901 Act, nearly all associations are now presumed to
be nonprofit. As of January 2000, every association with a turnover of more
than FF 250,000 ($50,000) will have to prove to the fiscal authorities that it
is a nonprofit entity. Of course, this fiscal reform is presently an issue of
heated debate.
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Expanding philanthropy

The expression of private philanthropy continues to be vital to ensuring a
meaningful level of independence from both government and market. Indi-
vidual giving grew between 1990 and 1993, but despite more favorable tax
breaks, it declined within the 1993–1996 sub-period because of the impact of
the ARC scandal (Archambault and Boumendil, 1997). Corporate philan-
thropy is still low, though slowly rising, and corporate foundations remain
very few. To increase the number of grant-making and corporate founda-
tions, as in other countries, policy-makers must show less suspicion toward
foundations and simplify the process necessary to create foundations.

Moreover, changes in demographics and the labor force suggest that in
France large reservoirs of potential volunteers remain “untapped” for the
expansion of the philanthropic share of nonprofit operations. Among this
“untapped” corps of potential volunteers are healthy early retirees who are
frequently highly skilled and who can often pull from a wealth of profes-
sional experiences. There is also an unacknowledged reservoir of volun-
teers among students. High schools and universities do not treat volunteer
activities in the curriculum the same as they do athletics or cultural activi-
ties. Despite this fact, youth associations are mushrooming. Similarly, the
increase in part-time jobs and the reduction of full-time work from 39 to 35
hours per week could also support a positive trend toward volunteering. Fi-
nally, restrictions that formerly prevented unemployed people’s participa-
tion in volunteer work were suppressed recently; many nonprofit organiza-
tions now invite their unemployed beneficiaries to volunteer. In this case,
volunteering becomes a positive transition between unemployment and ei-
ther helped or standard jobs (Schmid and Auer, 1997).

European integration and globalization

The European Union has been hesitant in its approach toward the non-
profit sector and civil society. This set of institutions was neglected by the
Treaty of Rome, signed in a period of high economic growth, low unem-
ployment, and the East-West Cold War. As soon as nonprofit organizations
are able to compete with foreign for-profits or nonprofits, government sup-
port is seen as a distortion of fair competition and is prohibited unless it is
justified by a contract precisely detailing and defending the public purpose
of the nonprofit organizations. That is why with Europeanization there is a
danger of nonprofit organizations becoming increasingly like the business
firms with which they compete. This risk is particularly important for orga-
nizations on the border between two countries because of the importance
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of proximity between the producer and the consumer of the human ser-
vices provided by these nonprofit organizations. Moreover, public purpose
nonprofit organizations, which receive more than 50 percent of their fi-
nancial resources from government, are considered public law organiza-
tions at the European level; this presents a risk of assimilation with public
agencies (Alix, 1993, Coursin, 1993). Thus, on the one hand, the non-
profit sector is in danger of becoming consumed by the business sector.
On the other hand, it stands at risk of being contained within the public
domain.

The European Treaties should be amended to take account of the non-
profit sector and, more generally, of the whole economie sociale. The 1996
Maastricht Treaty (Article 26) and the 1998 Amsterdam Treaty (Article 38)
deal with private social establishments and services and suggest a coopera-
tion between this set of institutions and European headquarters. But at
present time, these articles remain empty shells.

More generally, the worldwide trend toward globalization hardly ex-
cludes the nonprofit sector. Policy-makers and nonprofit leaders thus face
the challenge of building adequate legal environments for cross-national
nonprofit action while protecting legitimate national interests at the same
time.

The existence of a vibrant nonprofit sector is increasingly being viewed
not as a luxury or a hobby for the middle class, but more and more as a ne-
cessity in Europe, a check and balance to the invasion of a world-wide mar-
ket in every part of human life, and every kind of relationship. Nonprofit
organizations can give expression to citizen concerns, hold government ac-
countable, promote social ties, address unmet needs, and generally im-
prove the quality of life.
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ENDNOTES

1. The work in France was coordinated by Édith Archambault, professor at the University of
Paris1-Sorbonne. She was assisted by Judith Boumendil and Marie Gariazzo. The team was
aided, in turn, by a local advisory committee (see Appendix D for a list of committee mem-
bers). The Johns Hopkins Project was directed by Lester M. Salamon and Helmut K. Anheier.

2. Between 1990 and 1995, male employment in the nonprofit sector declined, while fe-
male employment increased. In 1995, nonprofit employment was 70 percent female.
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BACKGROUND

Similar to France and much of Western Europe, Germany also has a siz-
able nonprofit sector that is marked by strong government support. In the
case of Germany, the prominent position of the nonprofit sector reflects
long-standing social policies that incorporated the so-called “principle of
subsidiarity,” giving preference to nonprofit over public provision of core
welfare services. Thus, in fields such as health and social services, extensive
partnership arrangements emerged between the nonprofit sector and the
state. The overall size, structure, and development of the German non-
profit sector in the 1990s has also been influenced by the reunification of
West and East Germany that took place in 1990 and the subsequent evolu-
tion of a nonprofit sector in East Germany. In contrast to the experience of
other transition countries in Central Europe, however, the emerging East
German nonprofit sector largely adopted existing West German patterns
and is by now virtually indistinguishable from its West German counterpart
in size, structure, and composition.

These conclusions emerge from work carried out by a German research
team at the Wissenschaftszentrum Berlin für Sozialforschung (WZB) and
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the Westf. Wilhems-University of Münster as part of the Johns Hopkins
Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project.1 It thus offered ample opportuni-
ties both to capture local German circumstances and peculiarities and to
compare and contrast them to those in other countries both in Western
Europe and elsewhere in a systematic way.2 The result is a comprehensive
empirical overview of the German nonprofit sector and a systematic com-
parison of German nonprofit realities to those elsewhere in Western Eu-
rope and the rest of the world. 

The present chapter reports on just one set of findings from this project,
those relating to the size and structure of the nonprofit sector in Germany
and elsewhere. Subsequent publications will fill in the historical, legal, and
policy context of this sector and also examine the impact that this set of in-
stitutions is having. The data reported here draw heavily on national eco-
nomic accounting, social insurance, and other special official surveys, as
well as organizational and giving and volunteering surveys conducted by the
research team. Unless otherwise noted, financial data are reported in U.S.
dollars at the 1995 average exchange rate. (For a more complete statement
of the sources of data, see Appendix C. For a more complete statement of
the types of organizations included, see Chapter 1 and Appendix A).

PRINCIPAL FINDINGS

Six major findings emerge from this work on the scope, structure, fi-
nancing, and role of the nonprofit sector in Germany:

1. A major economic force

In the first place, aside from its social and political importance, the non-
profit sector turns out to be a substantial economic force in Germany, ac-
counting for significant shares of national expenditures and employment.
More specifically:

• A $94 billion industry. Even excluding its religion component, the
nonprofit sector in Germany had operating expenditures of $94.4 bil-
lion in 1995, or 3.9 percent of the country’s gross domestic product, a
quite significant amount.3

• A major employer. Behind these expenditures lies an important work-
force that includes the equivalent of 1.44 million full-time equivalent
paid workers. This represents close to 5 percent of all nonagricultural
workers in the country, close to 12 percent of service employment,
and the equivalent of 30 percent of the government workforce at all
levels—federal, state, and municipal (see Table 5.1).
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• More employees than in the largest private firm. Put somewhat differ-
ently, nonprofit employment in Germany easily outdistances the em-
ployment in the largest private business in the country, and does so by
a factor of four. Thus, compared to the 1.4 million paid workers in
Germany’s nonprofit organizations, Germany’s largest private corpo-
ration, Siemens, employs only 355,000 full-time equivalent workers
(see Figure 5.1).

• Outdistances numerous industries. Indeed, more people work in the
nonprofit sector in Germany than in many entire industries in the
country. Thus, as shown in Figure 5.2, nonprofit employment in Ger-
many outdistances employment in the country’s utilities and in its tex-
tile, paper and printing, and chemical manufacturing industries. In
fact, employment in the nonprofit sector in Germany is on a par with
employment in all of transport and communications.

• Volunteer inputs. Even this does not capture the full scope of the non-
profit sector in Germany, for this sector also attracts a considerable
amount of volunteer effort. Indeed, more than one-fifth of the German
population reports contributing their time to nonprofit organizations.
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Table 5.1 The nonprofit sector in Germany, 1995

$ 94.4 billion in expenditures
— 3.9 percent of GDP

1.4 million paid employees
— 4.9 percent of total nonagricultural employment
— 11.6 percent of total service employment
— 30.4 percent of public employment

Figure 5.1 Employment in nonprofits vs. largest firm in Germany, 1995



This translates into another one million full-time equivalent employees
(without religion), which boosts the total number of full-time equivalent
employees of nonprofit organizations in Germany to close to 2.5 mil-
lion, or 8 percent of total employment in the country (see Figure 5.3).

• Religion. The inclusion of religion, moreover, would boost these to-
tals by another 40,000 paid employees and 233,400 full-time equiva-
lent volunteers. With religion included, nonprofit paid employment
therefore rises to slightly more than 5 percent of the total and paid
plus volunteer employment rises to close to 9 percent. 

2. One of the larger nonprofit sectors in Western Europe

Not only is the German nonprofit sector large in relation to the German
economy, but it is also fairly large relative to its counterparts elsewhere in
Western Europe, although it still falls behind the level of some smaller
Western European countries.

• On par with the international average. As Figure 5.4 shows, the relative
size of the nonprofit sector varies greatly among countries, from a
high of 12.6 percent of total nonagricultural employment in the
Netherlands to a low of less than 1 percent of total employment in Slo-
vakia, Romania, and Mexico. The overall 22-country average, however,
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Figure 5.2 Nonprofit employment in Germany in context, 1995
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was 4.8 percent. This means that Germany, at 4.9 percent without reli-
gion, is essentially even with the global average. 

• Considerably below the Western European and other developed coun-
tries averages. While it is even with the 22-country average, nonprofit
employment as a share of total employment is still considerably lower
in Germany than it is elsewhere in Western Europe and also lower
than it is in other developed countries. Thus, as shown in Figure 5.5,
full-time equivalent employment in nonprofit organizations in Ger-
many, at 4.9 percent of total employment, is about two percentage
points below the Western European and other developed countries av-
erages of 7 percent. Indeed, three of the Western European countries
studied (the Netherlands, Belgium, and Ireland) show nonprofit sec-
tors more than twice the size of the German sector in relative terms.
The U.K. sector is also relatively larger (at 6.2 percent), and the
French one of equal size. By contrast, the nonprofit sectors in Spain,
Austria, and Finland fall below the German level.

• Margin narrows slightly with volunteers. This margin narrows some-
what, however, when volunteers are added. Thus, with volunteer time
included, nonprofit organizations account for 8 percent of total
employment in Germany, as compared to the regional average of 9.4
percent (see Figure 5.5).
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Figure 5.3 Nonprofits in Germany, with and without volunteers and religion,
1995, as a % of . . . 
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3. A rich history of nonprofit activity

That the nonprofit sector is relatively highly developed in Germany is very
likely a product of the rich history that such institutions have had in this
country. Over the last 200 years or so, this history gave rise to three crucial
principles that shaped Germany’s modern nonprofit sector. These are:4
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Figure 5.4 Nonprofit share of total employment, by country, 1995
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• The principle of self-administration or self-governance that originated
from the 19th century conflict between the state and the citizenry and
allowed the development of nonprofit organizations in an autocratic
state that had only partially granted freedom of association. Signifi-
cantly, however, the state used this principle in the beginning of the
19th century to mandate public/private partnerships at the local level,
obliging citizens to fulfill special duties and assume “honorary offices.”

• The principle of subsidiarity that assigns priority to private, nonprofit
provision over public provision of welfare and social services. Under
this principle, the state acknowledges the self-administration and self-
governance of nonprofit organizations while guaranteeing these orga-
nizations financial support at the same time. Originally a Catholic so-
cial doctrine intended to define the responsibilities of Church and
State, subsidiarity fully developed after the second World War as part
of social assistance legislation and essentially created a set of six non-
profit welfare conglomerates ranking among the largest nonprofit or-
ganizations world-wide.

• The principle of Gemeinwirtschaft, or communal economics, which was
based on the search for an alternative to both capitalism and socialism
and led to the development of a cooperative movement as well as mu-
tual associations in the banking and housing industries.
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Figure 5.5 Nonprofit share of employment, with and without volunteers,
Germany and four regions, 1995

7.0% 6.9%

2.2%
1.1%

4.9%

0%

5%

10%

Western
Europe

Other
Developed

Germany Latin
America

Central
Europe

%
 o

f 
N

o
n

ag
ri

cu
lt

u
ra

l 
E

m
p

lo
ym

en
t

Volunteers

Paid employees

 

10.3%

9.4%

8.0%

3.0%

1.7%

%
 o

f 
N

o
n

ag
ri

cu
lt

u
ra

l E
m

p
lo

ym
en

t



4. Social services dominance

Similar to other Western European countries, but unlike the all-country
average, social services clearly dominate the nonprofit scene in Germany.

• Close to 40 percent of nonprofit employment in social services. Of all
the types of nonprofit activity, the one that accounts for the largest
share of nonprofit employment in Germany is social services. As
shown in Figure 5.6, 39 percent of all nonprofit employment in Ger-
many is in this field. This greatly exceeds even the Western European
average of 27 percent, and is more than twice as much as the 22-coun-
try average of 18 percent. This situation highlights the crucial impor-
tance of the principle of subsidiarity in the design of the German wel-
fare system and the resulting dominance of a few very large nonprofit
welfare conglomerates. 

• Relatively larger share of nonprofit employment in health. Compared
to the overall 22-country average, health also absorbs a larger share of
nonprofit employment in Germany. Thus, while health absorbs about
20 percent of nonprofit employment on average, it accounts for al-
most 31 percent of nonprofit employment in Germany. As in the so-
cial services case, this is also a reflection of subsidiarity and the promi-
nent position of the welfare conglomerates, which are active in social
and health care alike. 

• Sizable nonprofit presence in education. Another sizable portion of
total nonprofit employment in Germany is in the education field with
close to 12 percent. However, this represents only a little more than
one-third of the 22-country average of 30 percent. This reflects, in
part, the fact that the principle of subsidiarity does not apply to the ed-
ucation field. Nevertheless, with social services and health alone ac-
counting for more than two-thirds of nonprofit employment, adding
education employment brings the share of these three core welfare
fields to over four-fifths of total nonprofit employment in Germany.
This in turn clearly highlights the full extent of the government/non-
profit partnership in the welfare area.

• Average nonprofit development and advocacy employment. Compared
to the employment in nonprofit social welfare, health, and education
organizations, the share of German nonprofit employment in the devel-
opment field and in the related fields of advocacy and environmental
protection is less pronounced. Altogether, these fields absorb almost 
9 percent of all nonprofit employment in the country, only slightly less
than the 22-country average. An additional 10 percent of nonprofit em-
ployees fall into other categories, including culture and recreation (5.4
percent)—another service field not covered by subsidiarity—and pro-
fessional associations and unions (3.9 percent).
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• Pattern shifts with volunteers. This pattern changes considerably
when volunteer inputs are factored in. In particular, as shown in Fig-
ure 5.7, with volunteers included, the relative share of social services,
health, and education in nonprofit employment declines considerably
from about 80 percent of paid employment to a little more than half
of combined paid and volunteer employment. By contrast, the culture
and recreation share almost quadruples from 5 percent to close to 
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Figure 5.6 Composition of the nonprofit sector, Germany, Western Europe, and
22-country average, 1995
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20 percent, largely due to sports-related volunteering. The advocacy
and environment share also grows from 2.5 percent to 6 percent. The
share of other fields increases almost nine-fold, which is a reflection of
considerable volunteer activity in local, frequently church-based, in-
ternationally oriented groups and initiatives. 

108 GLOBAL CIVIL SOCIETY: DIMENSIONS OF THE NONPROFIT SECTOR

Figure 5.7 Share of nonprofit employment in Germany, with and without
volunteers, by field, 1995
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In summary, the overall composition of the German nonprofit sector
with its overwhelming dominance of core welfare services, especially social
care and health, closely reflects the cooperative relationships between the
state and crucial parts of the nonprofit sector. Indeed, Germany provides a
prime example of a corporatist regime, largely driven by the adoption of
the principle of subsidiarity by the state in the social policy realm. By con-
trast, the German nonprofit sector seems relatively underdeveloped in ser-
vice areas such as education and culture, where this principle has not
taken root and where state provision remains the rule.

5. Most revenue from the public sector, not philanthropy or fees

Consistent with the principle of subsidiarity, the German nonprofit sec-
tor receives the bulk of its revenue not from private philanthropy or fees,
but from public sector sources. In particular:

• Public sector income dominant. The overwhelmingly dominant
source of income of nonprofit organizations in Germany is public sec-
tor payments. As reflected in Figure 5.8, this source alone accounts for
almost two-thirds, or 64 percent, of all nonprofit revenue in Germany.

• Limited support from philanthropy and private fees and charges. By
contrast, private philanthropy and fees provide much smaller shares
of total revenues. Thus, as Figure 5.8 shows, private philanthropy—
from individuals, corporations, and foundations combined—accounts
for only 3 percent of nonprofit income in Germany, while fees and
charges account for nearly one-third.
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Figure 5.8 Sources of nonprofit revenue in Germany, 1995
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• Revenue structure with volunteers. This pattern of nonprofit revenue
changes significantly when volunteers are factored into the picture. In
fact, as shown in Figure 5.9, private philanthropy increases substan-
tially from 3 percent to 36 percent, thereby clearly overtaking fees and
charges (21 percent) though still falling short of the level of public
sector support (43 percent).

• Similar to other Western European countries. The pattern of non-
profit finance evident in Germany is quite similar to that elsewhere in
Western Europe, although this pattern is even more pronounced in
the German case. Thus, as shown in Figure 5.10, like Germany, the
nonprofit organizations in the other Western European countries in-
cluded in this project (Austria, Belgium, Finland, France, Ireland, the
Netherlands, Spain, and the U.K.) derived on average the overwhelm-
ing majority of their revenues from public sector sources. Thus, com-
pared to Germany’s 64 percent, the share of total nonprofit income
coming from the public sector stood at 56 percent for the other West-
ern European countries. Although similar in tendency, the philan-
thropy and fee shares of nonprofit revenue in Germany deviated from
the regional average, with philanthropy weaker by half in Germany
than elsewhere in the region (3 percent vs. 7 percent on average) and
fees also somewhat weaker (32 percent vs. 37 percent). Interestingly,
the share of philanthropy in Germany remains low even when the
“quasi-voluntary” income from the church tax is taken into account.
The church tax is a levy on the income tax of church members, col-
lected by the government revenue service on behalf of the main

110 GLOBAL CIVIL SOCIETY: DIMENSIONS OF THE NONPROFIT SECTOR

Figure 5.9 Sources of nonprofit revenue in Germany, with volunteers, 1995
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churches. Adding the church tax income would increase the philan-
thropy share by approximately one percent.

• Deviation from the global average. While the revenue structure of the
German nonprofit sector generally mirrors that elsewhere in Western
Europe, it differs considerably from that evident elsewhere in the world.
Thus, as Figure 5.10 also shows, public sector payments account for a
considerably larger share of nonprofit income in Germany than in these
other countries on average (64 percent vs. 40 percent). By contrast, fees
and charges account for a considerably smaller share (32 percent vs. 49
percent). Evidently, the subsidiarity-based partnership between the state
and the nonprofit sector in Germany has allowed German nonprofits to
escape the dependence on the market so evident elsewhere.

• Variations by subsector. Even this does not do full justice to the com-
plexities of nonprofit finance in Germany, however. This is so because
important differences exist in the finances of nonprofit organizations
by subsector. In fact, two quite distinct patterns of nonprofit finance
are evident among German nonprofits, as shown in Figure 5.11:

Public sector-dominant fields. In six fields (health, education, social ser-
vices, civic, development, and international activities) government
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Figure 5.10 Sources of nonprofit cash revenue, Germany, Western Europe,
and 22-country average, 1995
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plays the dominant role in financing nonprofit action in Germany.
For the most part, the dominance of this support derives from third-
party payments of public health and social insurance systems, of which
the health and social care parts of the nonprofit sector are primary
beneficiaries. In education, government support results from subsi-
dies for elementary and secondary education. In the civic and advo-
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Figure 5.11 Sources of nonprofit cash revenue in Germany, by field, 1995 
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cacy area, the state supports advocacy and support organizations for
certain social groups, such as the elderly or disadvantaged families. In
development, municipalities have come to finance nonprofit job train-
ing programs for young and long-term unemployed in the context of
combating high unemployment levels. Particularly in East Germany,
organizations offering job opportunities in community work or the
environment are highly subsidized. Finally, the policy field of foreign
aid and international activities is another prime example of “third-
party government” in Germany.5 While the state keeps a relatively low
profile, nonprofit organizations affiliated with the main churches and
the political parties, as well as the Red Cross, play a significant role in
channeling government funds for international disaster relief and de-
velopment aid. 

Fee-dominant fields. Fee income is the dominant source of income in
four fields of nonprofit action for which data were gathered. Profes-
sional associations and unions are almost exclusively financed
through membership dues. Membership dues also explain the high
degree of fee income in the environmental field. In culture and recre-
ation, the fee income is comprised of a combination of dues (sport
and social clubs) and admission and ticket sales in the arts. The phil-
anthropy area, in turn, is essentially financed out of investment and
similar income.

• State dependency? The relatively high government support share of total
nonprofit sector cash revenue frequently has led to criticism of the sec-
tor’s growing dependence on the state. As shown above, however, the
share of government support varies greatly by field and shrinks consider-
ably when volunteer labor is factored in. Shifting the unit of analysis from
the sectoral to the organizational level, moreover, yields still another view:
Of the organizations that responded to the project’s organizational sur-
vey, only 23 percent reported receiving more than half of their revenues
from direct public sector payments and subsidies, and another 10 percent
reported deriving more than half of their revenues from third-party pay-
ments of public sickness funds. The finding that only about one-third of
all nonprofit organizations in Germany receive the majority of their fund-
ing from the public sector thus raises important doubts about the validity
of the wide-spread state-dependency thesis despite the relatively high
overall share of government support in nonprofit finance in Germany.

6. Growth and change in the sector (1990–1995)

Not only does the German nonprofit sector carry significant economic
weight, but it has also been been growing in importance.6 Whereas
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nonprofit organizations in the former West Germany had expenditures of
$54 billion in 1990, total expenditures amounted to $94 billion in 1995 for
the whole country. Expressed as a percentage of GDP, however, nonprofit
expenditures remained constant at 3.9 percent. In terms of its employment
contributions, the West German nonprofit sector boasted approximately
one million full-time equivalent jobs in 1990, which translated into a 3.7
percent share of total employment. With the former East Germany in-
cluded, the number of full-time equivalent nonprofit jobs exceeded 1.4
million in 1995, constituting a substantially increased share of total em-
ployment of nearly five percent (see Table 5.2).

This expansion of the German nonprofit sector between 1990 and 1995
was due to the continued growth of the West German nonprofit sector, but
also, to a significant degree, to the formation of nonprofit organizations in
the former East Germany after the end of socialist rule. Although a rudi-
mentary nonprofit sector existed in these parts early on, it was not possible
to capture it statistically in 1990. In 1995, nonprofit organizations in the
area of the former East Germany accounted for an estimated 20 percent of
the German nonprofit sector’s size.

Interestingly, however, the evolution of the East German nonprofit sec-
tor differed significantly from the development path of nonprofit organiza-
tions in other post-socialist societies, since it mostly followed West German
patterns. While the East German nonprofit sector has therefore generally
become a mirror image of its West German counterpart, the characteristics
of its evolution nevertheless influenced certain aspects of the structure and
financing of the German nonprofit scene as a whole. This becomes evident
when changes in the composition of the sector are taken into account. As
borne out in Table 5.3, the high demand especially for social services in
the East boosted the relative share of social service employment in total
nonprofit employment from 32 percent in 1990 to 39 percent in 1995. By
the same token, the greater reliance on the state in the East to provide
health, educational, and cultural services—as a persisting remnant of the
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Table 5.2 Change in the German nonprofit sector, 1990–1995

1990 1995

Operating expenditures (in billions) $54 $94
as % of GDP 3.9% 3.9%

Paid FTE employment (in millions) 1.02 1.44
as % of total nonagricultural employment 3.7% 4.9%

Source: Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project/Germany



socialist era—slowed down the development of these fields for the German
nonprofit sector as a whole (e.g., health employment as a share of total
nonprofit employment dropped from 36 percent in 1990 to less than 31
percent in 1995). 

In terms of changes in the revenue composition, the substantial public
start-up funding that supported the development of the nonprofit sector in
the East over the first few years helped offset the overall trend of declining
government support in relative terms. Whereas the share of public sector
support in total nonprofit revenues stood at 68 percent for (West) Ger-
many in 1990, it only accounted for 64 percent for the unified Germany in
1995. Without the substantial public investment in the East German non-
profit infrastructure, therefore, the relative share of government support
in 1995 would have been considerably lower.

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

The nonprofit sector thus emerges from the evidence presented here as
both a sizable and a rather complex set of institutions in German society.
Not only does this set of institutions serve important human needs, it also
constitutes a major economic force and a significant contributor to politi-
cal as well as social life.

The complexity derives mainly from the fact that the German nonprofit
sector almost divides into two more or less distinct parts, which has
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Table 5.3 Changes in the employment composition of the German nonprofit
sector, 1990–1995

1990 1995

Culture and recreation 6.3% 5.4%
Education and research 12.9% 11.7%
Health 35.8% 30.6%
Social services 32.3% 38.8%
Environment 0.2% 0.8%
Development and housing 5.9% 6.1%
Civic and advocacy 1.3% 1.6%
Philanthropy 0.3% 0.4%
International 0.5% 0.7%
Professional associations and unions 4.4% 3.9%

Total 100% 100%

Source: Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project/Germany



impeded the development of a unified sector identity in the past. One part
of the sector is comprised of nonprofit activities in areas such as culture,
recreation and sports, and the environment, which show a remarkable de-
gree of civicness and rely heavily on membership dues and volunteer input
to finance their activities. The other part consists of nonprofit organiza-
tions primarily active in the health and social services fields, which are an
integral part of the German welfare state and where the principle of sub-
sidiarity is most forcefully in place. Health and social service organizations
are highly professionalized, thus perceived as less civic, and rely primarily
on income from social insurance payments and direct state subsidies. Non-
profits in these fields, as well as in some other highly subsidized areas, such
as international activities and local development, cooperate very closely
with the public sector. Although, as noted above, the state dependency the-
sis cannot be generalized over the whole German nonprofit sector, it is es-
pecially in these fields that nonprofit organizations appear to be quasi-gov-
ernmental and almost indistinguishable in their operations from the
encompassing German state bureaucracy.

These structural particularities of the nonprofit sector were essentially
transferred to East Germany after the unification in 1990. The unification
treaty included a provision extending the subsidiarity principle in health
and social services to the new German states, and the federal government
provided substantial seed money to support the establishment of a non-
profit infrastructure in the core welfare service areas. Financial support was
also granted to emerging nonprofit organizations in sports, recreation,
and culture, but to a significantly lesser degree. With the availability of job
subsidies for nonprofits, in addition to the considerable direct public in-
vestment, the East German nonprofit sector began to grow at a remarkable
pace after unification compared to both the overall economic growth in
East Germany and the growth of the nonprofit sector in other post-com-
munist transition countries in Central Europe. In fact, today there are
hardly any significant differences between the East and West German non-
profit sectors with respect to size and societal importance.

By the same token, however, East Germany also inherited the many
problems of the West German sector, most of which are closely related to
the legacy of subsidiarity. Specifically, the highly subsidized and profession-
alized parts of the sector are looked upon as “public” entities and thus fail
to attract volunteers or private giving to any significant degree. This lack of
civic or societal embeddedness is perhaps even a little more pronounced in
the Eastern parts of the country, where these organizations essentially
emerged as a product of an institutional transfer from the West without
having any roots in the local communities.
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While the principle of subsidiarity has thus generally been both benefi-
cial and problematic for the development of the German nonprofit sector,
its future is anything but assured. In fact, the privileged position that it ac-
cords to parts of the nonprofit sector is at odds with the market-driven
logic at the European Union level. At present, it seems rather unlikely that
German nonprofits will be able to protect their market shares in health
and social services in the future due to the European deregulation proce-
dures. In accordance with the European integration rules, recent German
legislation has already begun to loosen the rigidity of the subsidiarity prin-
ciple in some areas. In the context of the recently introduced long-term
care insurance, for example, all service providers regardless of their orga-
nizational form are treated on equal footing. Thus, nonprofits have not
been able to capture significant market shares in the relatively new per-
sonal social care market. More generally, there is little doubt that Brussels
will gain in importance in the future as far as the legal regulation and
funding procedures and sources are concerned. Already, a number of EU
programs providing infrastructure and financial support are leaving their
marks on German nonprofit organizations, especially in fields such as arts
and culture and education and job training.

Whatever else the future of the EU integration might entail, the German
nonprofit sector is already facing a turbulent environment, particularly
with respect to the possibility of legal reforms at the national level. Cur-
rently being discussed are possible changes in the legal treatment of foun-
dations, the tax deductibility of corporate and individual giving, and the
treatment of earned income and business activities of nonprofits. With the
new Social-Democratic government just beginning to “discover” the non-
profit sector as the fastest growing segment of the country’s service indus-
try, major legal changes in these areas might indeed become a reality. Any
loosening of the earned income and business activity rules would perhaps
have the most far-reaching ramifications, as the current rules have so far
impeded the ability of the German nonprofit sector to follow the global
trend of commercialization and monetarization. Selected results from the
project’s organizational survey already indicate that German nonprofits
are getting ready to substitute a stronger market orientation for their tradi-
tional “state dependency.” How far such a trend will proceed is an open
question at this writing. Clearly, however, data of the sort presented here
will be crucial in charting the evolution.
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BACKGROUND

Attention is being focused more and more on the voluntary and commu-
nity sector in Ireland—its role in local development and in service provi-
sion, its significance in the area of anti-poverty action, and its importance
in the growth of Irish society as a whole. Such interest, however, runs the
risk of mere platitude if it is not supported by substantial evidence of the
sector’s value and worth. Lack of information on the sector has been a fac-
tor in debates on the sector up until recently, and much research to date
on the voluntary sector has been issue-focused, applied, or prescribed as
responses to specific questions.1 In order to address this fundamental gap
in current knowledge of the sector, an Irish research team based at the Pol-
icy Research Centre of the National College of Ireland took the opportu-
nity to map the Irish nonprofit sector in a systematic, solid, and empirical
way through the Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project
(CNP).2

Spurred by a lack of basic data on the sector and a desire to measure this
“lost continent” (Salamon, Anheier and Associates 1999: 2), CNP has sought
to deepen existing knowledge of the sector by measuring its size, structure,
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income, and composition. This chapter presents the Irish data and, for the
first time, the economic contribution of the nonprofit sector in Ireland. Sub-
sequent publications will fill in the historical, legal, and policy context of this
sector and also examine the impact that this set of institutions is having.

The definitional question

In Ireland the nonprofit sector is usually referred to as the voluntary sec-
tor. More recently, however, the “voluntary and community sector” as a
term has come into vogue, although the boundaries of this voluntary and
community sector have not been clearly defined (see Department of Social
Welfare 1997). Indeed, various definitions of the sector and its compo-
nents abound depending on the different agencies or actors that use the
term.

One way to address the definitional question has been the application of
the structural-operational definition of CNP to define the parameters of
this non-state, non-profit-making sector in Ireland (see Donoghue 1998a).3

The benefits of the structural-operational definition are that a) the main
types of voluntary organizations in Ireland are included, b) voluntary orga-
nizations recognized as charities for tax purposes are included, and c) the
definition complies with other criteria applied to organizations seeking the
limited tax treatments and benefits that are available (see Cousins 1997).
The nonprofit sector in Ireland, therefore, covers organizations that are
non-statutory and not part of the market sector, such as arts, recreation
and sports organizations, social service voluntary organizations, charities,
community groups, voluntary-run hospitals and schools, area-based part-
nerships, trade unions, and nongovernmental organizations. The “non-
profit sector” data reported here also include religious worship organiza-
tions such as churches.

Furthermore, in order to highlight the contribution made by the com-
munity-based organizations that have become the focus of attention and de-
bate over the past decades, information is provided separately on the “vol-
untary and community sector.” As noted above, there is no common
agreement on what organizations and activities would be included in this
subsector. However, for the purpose of this chapter, the voluntary and com-
munity sector includes all organizations meeting the same structural-opera-
tional criteria as the “nonprofit” organizations, but excludes hospitals, hos-
pices, primary and secondary schools, and higher education establishments
that are not usually perceived in Ireland as being community-based.

With the definitional question resolved, the data were assembled from a
variety of sources. The principal data source was the 1996 Population Cen-
sus, which, with the aid of officials at the Central Statistics Office, became a

120 GLOBAL CIVIL SOCIETY: DIMENSIONS OF THE NONPROFIT SECTOR



font of information on employment by industry. Income sources were de-
rived from published national expenditure accounts for 1995. These basic
data were complemented with information from various government-level
reports, as well as population surveys on giving and volunteering practices.
(See Appendix C for more information.)

The historical and policy context

The Irish nonprofit sector has a long history, elements of which are seen
clearly in the findings on the sector’s income, size, and composition today.
This history includes:

• A significant lay Protestant and Quaker presence in efforts to attend
to medical and other needs of the poor before the Catholic Emanci-
pation Act of 1829.

• An expansive set of health, education, and social welfare services set
up following the 1829 Emancipation by Catholic religious orders.
These service-providing nonprofit organizations have operated under
the principle of subsidiarity, under which the government recognizes
the autonomy of the organizations (see also Chapter 5, “Germany”).
In the last few decades, government has also provided these organiza-
tions with an increasing measure of public sector financing.

• A strong tradition of self-help and local initiative exemplified by the
founding of Muintir na Tire (People of the Land) in the 1930s. Muintir
focused on the revival of community spirit through cooperative efforts
and was a key force in rural life in Ireland until the 1960s.

• Passage of the Health Act in 1953, which established statutory public
sector support for most hospitals and “Section 65” discretionary grants
offered to nonprofit organizations providing social welfare services
“ancillary” to those provided by government. This Act formalized the
government-voluntary sector partnership in the health field.

• The establishment in the 1960s of a new educational system that pro-
vided public sector funding for voluntary-run secondary schools. Now,
over three-quarters of secondary school students receive their education
in these voluntary schools. As early as the 19th century, Ireland already
had set up a system of “national schools,” whereby landowners (mainly
clergy) donated land and upkeep services, while the government built
the schools and paid teachers’ salaries. The national and secondary
schools, along with the religious-run industrial schools set up to “re-
form” troubled youth, operate as autonomous voluntary organizations.

• Increased activism on the part of community and advocacy groups
during the 1980s, particularly on the issues of unemployment and
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related social problems. In the 1990s, this has led to their inclusion in
the development of economic and social policy initiatives at the na-
tional level, such as the policy-oriented National Economic and Social
Forum (NESF) and the National Anti-Poverty Strategy.

Despite the sector’s long history, however, research in the area is rela-
tively recent. The area of nonprofit research in Ireland is now thriving, like
the sector, and it is hoped that this chapter, which provides the first profile
of the size and economic significance of the sector in Ireland, will be a
valuable contribution to it.

INCOME OF THE IRISH NONPROFIT SECTOR

Funding of the nonprofit sector in Ireland is a constant theme both in
public debate and in the literature. Paying homage to the importance of
this issue for the sector in Ireland, this chapter looks first at income to the
sector. In 1995, the nonprofit sector’s income amounted to $5.15 billion,
or 8.2 percent of gross domestic product and 9.3 percent of Ireland’s gross
national product.4 This funding came through three main sources, namely
the public sector (which includes central and local government funding,
European Union funding, national lottery monies and various third party
payments such as funding through the Community Employment Program,
Combat Poverty Agency and the National Social Service Board), private
sources (individual donations and foundations), and money earned
through fees, sales, or membership dues.

By far the most important source of income, as Figure 6.1 shows, is the
public sector, which accounted for almost three-quarters of the nonprofit
sector’s income ($3.81 billion) in 1995. The shares of both private giving
and earned income are less significant than publicly funded sources,
amounting to 10.3 percent ($529.1 million) and 15.2 percent ($803.67
million), respectively. Most of the private giving originates with individuals
(Ruddle and O’Connor 1993, Ruddle and Mulvihill 1995, 1999), which is
noteworthy given the limited incentives for giving that exist.

In view of the definitional issue discussed earlier in this chapter, it must
be asked where this funding goes and who the main beneficiaries are of
this large slice of Ireland’s GDP. Not surprisingly, given the history of the
nonprofit sector in Ireland, there are two main groups that receive the
bulk of the revenue, as Table 6.1 shows. Of the $3.8 billion received from
public sector sources, over half (56 percent) went to education and re-
search and a further 29 percent went to health. The 6.6 percent of public
sector sources that went to development and housing is a sign of that cate-
gory’s growing importance in public policy implementation, particularly
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when compared to other groups such as culture and recreation and social
services, each of which received about 3 percent of public funds (3.1 per-
cent and 2.7 percent, respectively) or environment, which received under
two percent of public sector money (1.7 percent).

The distribution of income from private sources shows a completely dif-
ferent pattern from the one presented by the distribution of income from
public sector sources. Religion received just over one-third of all income
from private sources (34.6 percent). Health and social services also gained
from private giving (18.5 percent and 17.5 percent, respectively), while in-
ternational organizations received 9 percent of the income to the sector
from this source. In addition, it is most likely that income from fees is un-
derestimated, as data on fee sources were not available for several of the
groups comprising the nonprofit sector in Ireland (as can be seen in Table
6.1). If patterns elsewhere in the world (Salamon, Anheier and Associates
1999) are to be believed, however, this is a source of revenue that is proba-
bly likely to grow in the future.

It is also of use to examine the importance of these income sources for
each ICNPO group (see Table 6.2). What this exercise does is measure the
relative importance of these sources and possibly highlight areas that are
problematic for fundraisers (Donoghue in press). For example, as Table
6.2 shows, social services, international organizations, and religious organi-
zations rely quite heavily, the latter completely, on private sources, essen-
tially individual donors, for their funding (Faughnan and Kelleher 1993,
Mulvihill 1993). The various social welfare services are an area well known
to rely upon public sector grants like “Section 65,” which is discretionary
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funding. When public sector sources of income for social services are
viewed in comparison with cash from other sources, however, they are al-
most matched by funding from private sources, which is principally in-
come from individuals (44.2 percent of all income to social services). This
finding serves to provide evidence to back previous assumptions that social
services organizations are very dependent on non-government sources for
their survival (Faughnan and Kelleher 1993, Mulvihill 1993).

As also shown at the bottom of Table 6.2, the set of organizations that
make up the “voluntary and community sector” has a revenue structure
closer to that of the social services field than that of the nonprofit sector as
a whole. Thus, just more than half (52.7 percent) of cash income to this
subsector comes from the public sector, more than one-third (40.1 per-
cent) from private giving, and only 7.3 percent from private fees and
charges. This subsector is therefore much more reliant on philanthropy
than the Irish nonprofit sector as a whole.

Fundraising has been identified as the most frequent activity in which
volunteers are engaged. Moreover, the most often cited problem for the
future viability of organizations tends to be the issue of funding. These
data confirm what has been indicated by previous research, therefore, and
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Table 6.1 Sources of cash income to ICNPO Groups

Public Private Fee Total
sector giving sources income

ICNPO Group (%) (%) (%) (%)

Culture & recreation 3.1 7.7 9.0 4.5
Education & research 56.0 4.4 74.3 53.5
Health 28.9 18.5 4.4 24.1
Social services 2.7 17.5 1.5 4.1
Environment 1.7 0.7 0 1.3
Development & housing 6.6 2.2 0 5.2
Civic and advocacy 0.3 1.3 0 0.4
Philanthropic 0.1 0.1 0 0.1
International 0.4 8.9 0 1.2
Religion 0 34.6 0 3.5
Professional associations 0.1 0 10.8 1.7
NEC* 0 4.1 0 0.4

TOTAL 100 100 100 100

*Respondents to survey stated they ‘forgot’ to which organization they donated money
(Ruddle and Mulvihill 1999)



suggest the wider ramifications of this issue. These data, for example, raise
issues for fundraisers such as the saturation of different funding sources
and the dependence of nonprofit organizations on a relatively limited
number of sources of finance.

What the data presented so far do not show is the value of volunteering
as a source of in-kind income. As has been suggested elsewhere, volunteer-
ing is a very important source of income to the Irish nonprofit sector (Rud-
dle and O’Connor 1993, Ruddle and Mulvihill 1995, 1999, Ruddle and
Donoghue 1995). As Table 6.3 below indicates, in-kind revenue from vol-
unteering is particularly important for some ICNPO groups. In 1995, the
imputed value of volunteering was worth $747.9 million to the nonprofit
sector in Ireland (calculated by applying average wage figures to volunteer
time in each ICNPO group). Volunteering is, therefore, worth more than
cash income from private sources, and amounts to almost the same value
as cash income from fees and earnings.

When factored in with income from cash sources, the imputed value of
volunteering alters the balance between the various sources of revenue as
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Table 6.2 Amount and relative importance of cash income sources in Ireland,
by field, 1995

Public sector Private giving Fees Total

ICNPO Group ($’000) % ($’000) % ($’000) % ($’000)

Culture 120,450 51.9 40,867 17.6 70,600 30.4 231,917
Education 2,149,259 78.0 23,474 .9 583,779 21.2 2,756,512
Health 1,111,200 89.4 97,809 7.9 34,443 2.8 1,243,452
Social services 105,139 50.3 92,373 44.2 11,494 5.5 209,007
Environment 64,576 94.4 3,853 5.6 — — 68,430
Development 254,284 95.6 11,757 4.4 — — 266,041
Advocacy 13,287 66.3 6,758 33.7 — — 20,045
Philanthropic 2,437 79.6 624 20.4 — — 3062
International 14,582 23.6 47,198 76.4 — — 61,780
Religion — — 182,866 100 — — 182,866
Professional 2,269 2.6 — — 85,396 97.4 87,665
NEC* — — 21,538 100 — — 21,538

TOTAL 3,837,483 74.5 529,117 10.3 785,714 15.2 5,152,315

Voluntary and 52.7 40.1 7.3 1,147,955
community sector

*Respondents to survey stated they ‘forgot’ to which organization they donated money
(Ruddle and Mulvihill 1999)



Figure 6.2 shows below. Privately funded income to the nonprofit sector
now amounts to over one-fifth of total income (21.6 percent), while in-
come from public sector sources is reduced to 65 percent, and income
from fees and earned sources is reduced to 13.3 percent. The inclusion of
volunteering brings the total income of the Irish nonprofit sector in 1995
to $5.8 billion, or 9.5 percent of GDP and 10.7 percent of GNP.

The importance of volunteering is greater for some groups within the
nonprofit sector than for others; Table 6.3 demonstrates the significance
of volunteering for social services, for example. As Table 6.4 shows, when
volunteering is included with other forms of privately funded sources, so-
cial services receive almost 80 percent of their funding from these sources.
Similarly, volunteering is also important for other components of the non-
profit sector such as culture and recreation, civic and advocacy, and foun-
dations. Table 6.4 shows the way in which the balance between the various
sources of income is shifted once volunteering is included as a form of in-
kind income. Indeed, for culture and recreation, social services, and phil-
anthropic intermediaries, private giving now becomes the most important
source of revenue. Furthermore, with volunteer input included, social ser-
vices receives the third highest income in the Irish nonprofit sector.

As shown at the bottom of Table 6.4, the inclusion of volunteering also
has a major impact on the subset of “voluntary and community sector” or-
ganizations. When the value of volunteer labor is added, private giving’s
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Table 6.3 Imputed value of volunteering in Ireland, by field, 1995

Imputed value 
ICNPO Group ($’000) %

Culture and recreation 126,500 16.9
Education and research 38,477 5.1
Health 69,830 9.3
Social services 341,415 45.6
Environment 5,607 .7
Development and housing 82,632 11.0
Civic and advocacy 5,607 .7
Philanthropic 21,310 2.8
International 5,607 .7
Religion 39,084 5.2
Not elsewhere classified* 11,874 1.6

TOTAL 747,947 100

*Respondents to survey stated they ‘forgot’ for which type of organization they volunteered
(Ruddle and Mulvihill 1995)
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Figure 6.2 Sources of nonprofit revenue in Ireland, with volunteers, 1995
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Table 6.4 Total (cash and in-kind) nonprofit income in Ireland, by field and
source, 1995

Total income
% from % from % from (cash and

ICNPO Group public private fees and in-kind)
sector giving earnings ($’000)

Culture 33.6 46.7 19.7 358,419
Education 76.9 2.2 20.9 2,794,992
Health 84.6 12.8 2.6 1,313,281
Social services 19.1 78.8 2.1 550,423
Environment 87.2 12.8 74,037
Development 72.9 27.1 — 348,672
Advocacy 51.8 48.2 — 25,652
Philanthropic 10.0 90.0 — 24,372
International 21.6 78.4 — 67,389
Religion — 100.0 — 221,951
Professional 2.6 — 97.4 87,663
NEC* — 100.0 — 33,415

TOTAL 65.0 21.6 13.3 5,900,271

Voluntary and 33.1 62.4 4.6 1,828,321
community sector

*Respondents to survey stated they ‘forgot’ for which type of organization they volunteered
or to which organization they donated money (Ruddle and Mulvihill 1995, 1999)



share of total income rises to 62.4 percent, a 50 percent increase over its
share without volunteers (see Table 6.2).

Not only do these data indicate the importance of volunteering for cer-
tain groups within the nonprofit sector, they also indicate the economic
significance of volunteering per se. This issue will be returned to when em-
ployment data are examined later.

EXPENDITURE OF THE IRISH NONPROFIT SECTOR

In 1995, nonprofit operating expenditures in Ireland amounted to $5.24
billion, 8.6 percent of GDP or 9.5 percent of GNP for that year.5 Table 6.5
below indicates, similar to the profile emerging on income to the sector,
that the two largest components were education (52.7 percent) and health
(24.1 percent).

More than three-quarters of the total expenditures of the nonprofit sec-
tor is spent by education and health service organizations. This finding de-
serves some contextualization in order to shed light on the greater eco-
nomic worth of these two categories. As noted previously in the historical
context section, education in Ireland is provided, in the main, by non-
profit organizations, that is, organizations that are institutionally separate
from the state, non-profit-distributing, and self-governing. The state has
provided the vast majority of funding for several decades in support of
both educational and health services. Significantly, when the hospitals and
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Table 6.5 Operating expenditure of the nonprofit sector in Ireland, 1995

ICNPO Group $ (‘000) %

Culture and recreation 179,448 3.4
Education and research 2,778,275 52.7
Health 1,269,067 24.1
Social services 266,243 5.1
Environment 59,488 1.1
Development and housing 257,961 4.9
Civic and advocacy 15,691 .3
Foundations 10,964 .2
International 29,514 .6
Religion 328,223 6.2
Professional associations 72,920 1.4

TOTAL 5,267,800 100.0

Voluntary and community sector 1,334,792 25.3



schools that account for the majority of expenditures in the health and ed-
ucation fields are excluded, the remaining organizations that make up the
voluntary and community sector spend approximately $1.3 billion, or
about one-quarter of total sector expenditures.

The revenue data have shown the significance of volunteering as an in-
kind form of income and its particular significance for certain ICNPO cat-
egories, and the expenditure data show the contribution of the nonprofit
sector to the Irish economy. The latter, however, take no account of the in-
put from volunteering. An imputed value can be ascribed to volunteering
by calculating what nonprofit organizations would have paid in labor costs
if volunteers were full-time equivalent (FTE)6 paid employees. Adding the
ascribed value of volunteer labor to operating expenditures (Table 6.6)
shows that volunteering in 1995 contributed a value-added equivalent of
$747.9 million. Table 6.6 shows the imputed value of volunteers added to
operating expenditure, which now gives a total of $6,015 million con-
tributed to the Irish economy by the nonprofit sector in 1995. This contri-
bution is equivalent to 11 percent of GNP and 9.5 percent of GDP.7 The
voluntary and community subsector alone accounts for $2 billion, or one-
third, of the nonprofit sector’s expenditures when volunteers are included.
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Table 6.6 Nonprofit operating expenditure in Ireland with imputed value of
volunteers, by field, 1995

ICNPO Group $ (‘000) %

Culture and recreation 305,949 5.1
Education and research 2,816,755 46.8
Health 1,338,897 22.3
Social services 607,659 10.1
Environment 65,096 1.1
Development and housing 340,592 5.7
Civic and advocacy 21,298 .4
Foundations 32,274 .5
International 35,121 .6
Religion 367,308 6.1
Professional associations 72,920 1.2
Not elsewhere classified* 11,874 .2

TOTAL 6,015,749 100

Voluntary and community sector 2,017,016 33.5

*Respondents to survey stated they ‘forgot’ for which type of organization they volunteered
(Ruddle and Mulvihill 1995)



The contribution of the nonprofit sector to the Irish economy can also
be seen in other ways. Table 6.7 shows the economic contribution to the
economy by sectors in 1995. As can be seen, the nonprofit sector is more
economically significant than either agriculture and fishing, or public ad-
ministration and defense. Furthermore, when the imputed value of volun-
teers is factored in, the nonprofit sector’s value is more than twice that of
public administration and defense. Even the subset of “voluntary and com-
munity sector” agencies makes a notable economic contribution. With the
imputed value of volunteers included, this subsector’s contribution
amounts to three-quarters that of public administration and almost half
that of agriculture and fishing.

EMPLOYMENT IN THE NONPROFIT SECTOR IN IRELAND

This section presents findings on employment in the nonprofit sector in
1995. Both paid and volunteer employment data are detailed. A compari-
son is then drawn between the nonprofit sector and other industries in the
Irish economy.

Paid employment

In 1995 there were 125,584 paid employees (full-time equivalent, or FTE)
in the Irish nonprofit sector. Education and health employed over three-
quarters of paid workers in the Irish nonprofit sector (see Table 6.8). The
remainder of paid workers were employed by culture and recreation (5.7
percent), religion (5.5 percent), social services (4.3 percent) and develop-
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Table 6.7 Contribution to Irish economy, by industry, 1995

Sector Expenditure 1995 ($m)

Industry 21,140
Other domestic 19,717
Distribution, transport, and communications 9,090
Nonprofit sector including volunteers 6,016
Nonprofit sector 5,268
Agriculture and fishing 4,520
Public administration and defense 2,783
Voluntary and community sector including volunteers 2,017

Source: 1995 data taken from Central Statistics Office (1997): National Income and Expen-
diture 1996, Dublin: Stationery Office 



ment and housing (4 percent).8 The voluntary and community subcompo-
nent employs approximately one-quarter of the sector’s paid workers.

Unpaid, in-kind, or volunteer employment

As Table 6.8 indicates, volunteer employment shows a different pattern
from paid employment. Altogether 33,690 (FTE) people worked as volun-
teers in Ireland in 1995. Of most importance here is the area of social ser-
vices, in which 42.3 percent of volunteers were located. This is followed by
culture and recreation, which absorbs over one-quarter of the FTE volun-
teers (25.6 percent). Development and housing comes third (10.2 percent
of volunteers), while health comes fourth (6.9 percent of volunteers).

The contribution of volunteer employment alters the balance among
the different components of the nonprofit sector, as Table 6.8 shows. For
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Table 6.8 Paid, volunteer, and total employment in the Irish nonprofit sector, by
field, 1995

Paid Total 
employment Volunteers employment

ICNPO Group No. FTE % No. FTE % No. FTE %

Culture 7,150 5.7 8,619 25.6 15,770 9.9
Education 63,731 50.7 896 2.7 64,627 40.6
Health 32,739 26.1 2,329 6.9 35,068 22.0
Social services 5,343 4.3 14,265 42.3 19,607 12.3
Environment 1,070 0.9 234 0.7 1,304 0.8
Development 5,079 4.0 3,453 10.2 8,531 5.4
Advocacy 459 0.4 234 0.7 693 0.4
Foundations 133 0.1 890 2.6 1,023 0.6
International 370 0.3 234 0.7 604 0.4
Religion 6,921 5.5 2,040 6.1 8,961 5.6
Professional 2,590 2.1 0 0.0 2,590 1.6
NEC* 0 0.0 496 1.5 496 0.3

TOTAL 125,584 100 33,690 100 159,274 100

Voluntary and 32,136 25.6 31,919 94.7 64,055 40.2
community sector 
contribution to total

* Respondents to survey stated they ‘forgot’ for which type of organization they volunteered.
(Ruddle and Mulvihill 1995)



example, when FTE volunteers are added to paid employment, the propor-
tion of employees in education and health is reduced from 51 percent to
41 percent and from 26 percent to 22 percent, respectively. Social services
moves up from fifth to third place with 12 percent of total employment,
and the proportion employed in culture and recreation increases from al-
most 6 percent to just under 10 percent of total nonprofit employment. Fi-
nally, paid plus volunteer employment figures in both development and re-
ligion increase but to a lesser degree than in the other categories above.

Overall, volunteers make up one-fifth of total employment in the non-
profit sector and volunteering emerges clearly as a significant form of em-
ployment. The contribution of volunteers, moreover, is far greater in some
ICNPO categories than in others. This contribution can be seen most
clearly in social services and also in culture and recreation. The former cat-
egory employs only 4 percent of paid employees. Yet 42 percent of all vol-
unteers and 12 percent of all employees in the sector (paid plus volunteer)
work in social services. Culture and recreation, on the other hand, employs
almost 6 percent of paid workers, one quarter of volunteers, and 10 per-
cent of all employees in the sector.
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Table 6.9 Paid employment in Ireland, by industry, 1995 (FTE)*

Industry No. (FTE ‘000)

Manufacturing 247.5
Agriculture, forestry and fishing 210.2
Professional services 192.6
Nonprofit sector (paid and in-kind employment) 159.3
Retail distribution 147.9
Nonprofit sector (paid employment) 125.6
Personal services 83.7
Building and construction 82.8
Insurance, financial and business services 77.6
Transport, communications and storage 77.5
Voluntary and community sector (paid and in-kind employment) 64.1
Wholesale distribution 46.9
Public administration and defense 34.9
Voluntary and community sector (paid employment) 32.1
Other industrial not elsewhere stated 26.0
Electricity, gas and water 13.2
Mining, quarrying and turf 5.6

* FTE was calculated by applying a ratio based on the average number of hours worked in
one week for each sector compared with the average number of hours per week for the total
labor force. (Source: Central Statistics Office (1996): Labour Force Survey 1995, Dublin:
Stationery Office.)



The impact of volunteering is most notable for the “voluntary and com-
munity” set of organizations. In fact, this subsector attracts nearly 95 per-
cent of all FTE volunteers. Thus, its share of nonprofit employment rises
from 25.6 percent without volunteers to 40.2 percent with them. Thus,
paid and unpaid employment in the Irish nonprofit sector is sizable. Paid
employment in the nonprofit sector, for example, amounts to 12 percent
of the nonagricultural workforce. The inclusion of in-kind or volunteer
employment brings total employment in the nonprofit sector to 15 percent
of nonagricultural employment. Indeed, as Table 6.9 shows, paid employ-
ment in the Irish nonprofit sector is more than half that in all branches of
manufacturing, and exceeds that in personal services, building and con-
struction, and transport and communications. In the context of media
trumpeting about the importance of the financial services sector and the
“Celtic Tiger” economy—which had begun roaring in 1995—it is relevant
to note that nonprofit paid employment also surpasses that in insurance, fi-
nancial, and business services. Furthermore, once volunteering is added
in, employment in the nonprofit sector is more than twice as great as in
these services. The voluntary and community subsector also compares fa-
vorably with other industries in Ireland. Paid and volunteer employment in
this subsector together amount to 6 percent of total nonagricultural em-
ployment. This means that there are more people working in the voluntary
and community sector than are employed in the wholesale distribution in-
dustry, for example.

IRELAND AND THE REST OF THE WORLD

So far, this chapter has presented the Irish findings solely within an Irish
context. This section examines the economic significance of the Irish non-
profit sector within the international situation drawing on findings from
the entire Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project. As Table 6.10 shows, not
only is the Irish nonprofit sector sizable in its own right, it also compares
favorably to nonprofit sectors around the world.9 Paid employment, at 12.2
percent of the nonagricultural workforce, means that the Irish nonprofit
sector is the second largest after the Dutch nonprofit sector (12.7 per-
cent). The size of the Irish nonprofit workforce is well above the Western
European average (7 percent) and the international average (5.5 percent).
When volunteers are included as a form of in-kind employment, Ireland’s
position remains unchanged at second place (15 percent), although its dif-
ferential with the Netherlands (19.4 percent) widens quite considerably
(see Table 6.10).

Indeed, the international findings show that although volunteering is
significant in the Irish context, volunteers make up a smaller proportion of
the nonagricultural workforce in Ireland than is the case in most other
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countries in the international study. On average, volunteers in the seven
Western European countries for which religion data are available make up
4.2 percent of the nonagricultural workforce compared with 2.8 percent in
Ireland. Indeed, only one-fifth of the Irish population volunteers (in a for-
mal capacity), compared to 33 percent in the EU and 30 percent interna-
tionally. Despite this, the significance of volunteering for certain fields
within the Irish nonprofit sector stands up to international comparison. As
shown earlier, volunteering is most important in social services, and is also
important in culture and recreation, development, and foundations, and
the proportion of volunteers in these groups in Ireland is above the inter-
national average.

The expenditure of the Irish nonprofit sector (see Table 6.11) is also
above both the EU and international averages. Eight percent of GDP is
spent by the Irish nonprofit sector, compared to six percent in the EU and
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Table 6.10 Paid and in-kind employment in the nonprofit sector internationally
as proportion of nonagricultural labor force, 1995*

Paid In-kind (volunteer) Paid and in-kind
employment employment employment

Country (%) (%) (%)

Netherlands 12.74 6.63 19.36
Ireland 12.22 2.79 15.00
U.S. 8.82 5.67 14.50
U.K. 6.45 6.35 12.80
Israel 9.32 1.82 11.14
Australia 7.48 3.50 10.98
France 4.97 5.12 10.09
Germany 5.06 3.78 8.84
Argentina 4.35 3.38 7.73
Finland 3.12 3.30 6.42
Austria 4.67 1.19 5.86
Japan 3.74 1.32 5.06
Brazil 2.45 0.70 3.15
Czech Rep 1.84 1.04 2.88
Romania 0.61 0.78 1.39
Slovakia 1.01 0.38 1.39

Total average 5.5 3.0 8.5

EU average 7.02 4.16 11.18

*Includes religion.

Source: Salamon, Anheier and Associates (1999)



five percent internationally. When volunteers are included, however, non-
profit expenditure increases in Ireland to 9.5 percent of GDP. The differ-
ential with other countries closes, however, although Ireland is still above
both the EU and international averages.

Finally, revenue data show that the Irish nonprofit sector is the most re-
liant of all other countries in the international study on public sector sup-
port (see Table 6.12). What Table 6.12 also shows, however, is the relative
importance of private giving in Ireland, in comparison with other EU coun-
tries. As noted previously, individual giving comprises the vast majority of the
private giving in Ireland (99 percent), which means that the Irish popula-
tion’s image of itself as a nation of givers (Donoghue in press) now has some
empirical basis, even if the level of individual donations in recent years has
not kept pace with the booming Irish economy (Ruddle and Mulvihill 1999).
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Table 6.11 Operating expenditure of nonprofit sectors internationally as
proportion of GDP, 1995*

Op. exp Op. exp
(excl volunteers) (incl volunteers) Value added**

Country % % %

Netherlands 15.3 19.2 11.9
Israel 12.6 13.6 7.3
Ireland 8.4 9.5 6.6
U.K. 6.8 9.5 5.4
U.S. 7.5 9.5 5.5
Australia 5.4 6.8 4.2
France 3.8 6.6 5.3
Germany 4.0 6.3 5.0
Argentina 5.1 6.3 3.7
Finland 3.9 6.0 4.0
Japan 5.0 5.5 2.8
Austria 3.0 3.6 2.5
Czech Rep 1.7 2.1 1.2
Brazil 1.5 1.7 1.0
Slovakia 1.4 1.5 0.5
Romania 0.3 0.7 0.6

Total average 5.4 6.8 4.2

EU average 6.4 8.7 5.8

* Includes religion.

** Wages + imputed value of volunteer labor as percentage of GDP.

Source: Salamon, Anheier and Associates (1999)



In other countries, particularly the U.S., but also the U.K., there are
more incentives to encourage different forms of private giving. The level of
individual giving in Ireland, therefore, appears to compare quite favorably
with levels of private giving elsewhere. Table 6.12 also demonstrates the
relatively low level of cash income from fees and earned sources in Ireland.
For the majority of other countries in the study, income from these sources
represents a sizable proportion of their total cash income. It is probable,
however, that the Irish figures reported here underestimate the actual situ-
ation; moreover, if the international trend is followed, fees and earned in-
come may become a more important source of revenue in the future.

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

Points arising

The findings presented here demonstrate that the Irish nonprofit sector
is a thriving, vibrant entity. It is probably of little wonder, therefore, that
the relationship between the state and the nonprofit sector needs atten-
tion, because the sector is a sizable and significant force in the Irish econ-
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Table 6.12 Share of cash revenue of nonprofit sectors internationally, 1995

Country Public sector Private giving Fees and earnings
(%) (%) (%)

Ireland 74.5 10.3 15.2
Germany 64.8 3.4 31.8
Israel 63.5 10.5 26.0
Netherlands 58.8 2.7 38.6
France 57.1 8.5 34.4
Austria 47.3 5.7 47.0
U.K. 45.2 11.3 43.5
Romania 45.1 26.5 28.4
Japan 40.9 3.6 55.5
Czech Rep 39.5 15.0 45.6
Finland 36.0 7.1 56.8
Australia 29.9 9.2 60.9
U.S. 27.4 21.2 51.3
Slovakia 22.1 23.7 54.2
Argentina 17.2 18.6 64.2
Total average 44.6 11.8 43.6
EU average 54.8 7.0 38.2

Source: Salamon, Anheier and Associates (1999)



omy. A number of key points can therefore be seen to emerge from the
findings, as described below.

• The nonprofit sector in Ireland is economically important. The non-
profit sector is a major economic force. It makes a sizable contribution
to both GDP and GNP, and is a large employer. It covers a broad
range of activities from grassroots activities (experienced and having
an impact at the local and community level) to activities that either
supplement or complement state activity (such as in mainstream
health and education provision). Nonprofit providers have played a
huge role in these areas for many years (see Donoghue 1998a, Ruddle
and Donoghue 1995, Faughnan and Kelleher 1993, Mulvihill 1993).

• The voluntary and community sector makes a significant economic
contribution. Even though it is smaller than the nonprofit sector as a
whole, the voluntary and community sector is still a significant eco-
nomic player. If compared to data on nonprofit sectors internation-
ally, bearing in mind that such data have been collected on the
“broader” nonprofit sector, the voluntary and community sector in
Ireland is a bigger employer of paid and volunteer workers than the
nonprofit sectors in Austria, Japan, and Brazil (see Table 6.10).

It has already been noted in the literature (Ruddle and Donoghue
1995) that community-based organizations are of increasing impor-
tance. Their importance can also been seen in the amount of money
that such organizations received from the EU and in their inclusion in
the recent Green Paper (Department of Social Welfare 1997), as well
as the inclusion of the community “voice” in consultation on national
forums such as the National and Economic Social Forum and the Na-
tional Anti-Poverty Strategy (Donoghue 1998b). The findings pre-
sented here give added weight to that importance.

• Private giving is an important source of income. Private giving, while
amounting to significantly less than cash support from the public sec-
tor and from fee sources is, at ten percent of cash income, an impor-
tant source of revenue for the Irish nonprofit sector. Furthermore, it
represents an even more significant source of income for the volun-
tary and community sector, where it could be said that a “philan-
thropy” model rather than a “government-dominated” model (see
Salamon, Anheier and Associates 1999) begins to emerge. The impor-
tance of individual giving in Ireland gets some credibility when placed
in an international context where it can be seen that, despite the rela-
tively larger number of private sources of giving available in other
countries, the proportion of income coming from such sources is not
greatly different from the profile presented for Ireland. Indeed, in
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comparison with the rest of the EU, individual giving is far more im-
portant in Ireland.

• Volunteering is significant but there is scope for growth. The signifi-
cance of volunteering, particularly for the voluntary and community
sector, underlines the importance of philanthropy in Ireland. While
the contribution to the Irish economy is significant, there is possibly
scope for numbers in volunteering to increase given its relatively lesser
importance in comparison with volunteering internationally.

Roles, responsibilities, and relationships

A number of issues can be identified from the findings presented. These
have been divided into sections below for policy-makers, practitioners, and
researchers, although these categories are by no means mutually exclusive.
Broadly, these issues can be conceptualized as centered on the role of the
nonprofit sector in Ireland, the responsibilities that the nonprofit sector
and the state have, and the relationship between both sectors.

Thoughts for policy-makers. The nonprofit sector is a significant em-
ployer or economic player and, given its economic worth, it deserves recog-
nition. This recognition needs to take place on several fronts. First, there
needs to be greater recognition at the policy-making level. Although this
has started to happen with representation on the National and Economic
Social Forum, for example, other developments are needed, and there is
scope for increased bargaining power. All nonprofit organizations need to
feel that their worth has been recognized and that this is being given
greater value in the planning process. The lack of a single body represent-
ing the sector is possibly one factor that has prevented this in the past.

Recognition of the worth of the sector could also inform and possibly
lead to greater emphasis on the relationship between the state and the sec-
tor, which needs to be further addressed. According to the data presented
here, the nonprofit sector is not insignificant and, as such, does not need
to be a “lesser” party in its relationship with the state.

Thoughts for practitioners. The sector itself needs to engage in some
recognition of both its worth and its boundaries or, what is referred to in
Chapter 1 as “making the sector a reality.” Links between different parts of
the sector could be useful if only to recognize similarities and possible
common goals. Recognition could also lead, however, to the development
of a voice, or a number of voices for the sector, which could help in the re-
alization of the sector’s potential and power.
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The employment data indicate that there are a number of potential is-
sues requiring attention. First, the management of different kinds of staff
who are employed (whether in a paid full-time, paid part-time or unpaid
in-kind capacity) is of vital importance. This leads to another issue, that of
capacity building within the sector and the role that management training
could play in that. Third, given the economic value of the sector, issues in
relation to its effectiveness and the link between that and employment po-
tential must be considered.

Volunteers and paid employees represent the “might” of the nonprofit
sector. Questions must be asked about how they are used, the skills that
they have, ways in which to measure their effectiveness, and ways to value
their input into the sector. These questions also relate to management,
mentioned above, and to the industrial relations environment. Questions
could be raised, for example, about the recognition by trade unions of vol-
unteers as employees.

The issue of funding is also raised by these data. Different sources of
funding, and a possible over-dependence on one source, as well as the dis-
cretionary and insecure nature of some state funding, are issues for the sec-
tor. Financing structures and mechanisms that are more structured are re-
quired; but at the same time, there should be a recognition that the
autonomy of the sector does not have to be compromised, which is a fear
expressed by representatives of the sector when the issue of funding is
raised.

The sector is of a significant size and receives major financing from the
government. This may raise concerns about its accountability. This is an is-
sue both within the sector and in the relationship between the state and
the sector. The sector, as a whole, is vulnerable to public perceptions about
its accountability, and there is a need to address this issue so that nonprofit
organizations do not become victims of their own success.

Thoughts for researchers. As the data show, and as is also evident from
the historical context, religious agencies are still a large part of the non-
profit sector and their role cannot be ignored. Religious organizations are
important as employers and service providers in education, health, and so-
cial services. They also play a role in social commentary, whether this is on
the liberal side (such as the Conference of Religious in Ireland, for exam-
ple) or in the advocacy of traditional conservative values. There are at least
two ways in which the role of religion deserves greater attention. The first
is in relation to the role of religious organizations as providers of many
nonprofit services in Ireland. The second is the role of religion as a motiva-
tion in either giving or volunteering. For example, internationally, Ireland
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ranks third in the importance of giving to religion (after Argentina at 64.7
percent and the U.S. at 45.6 percent of total giving). Volunteering in reli-
gious causes is less important, however, at only six percent in Ireland, com-
pared with almost 60 percent in Brazil and 33 percent in the U.K. There is
clearly scope for greater investigation of those areas.

The view that the Irish hold of themselves as a nation of generous donors
is given some basis in this chapter. Furthermore, although Irish people do
not donate as much time in voluntary activities as people in other countries,
volunteering is still of great economic significance within Ireland. This im-
portance can be seen in areas such as social services where other forms of fi-
nancial support are not as significant. Philanthropy in Ireland, therefore,
deserves further exploration. Issues to be explored could include motiva-
tion, already mentioned above, and the impact of volunteering in some of
the sub-groups within the nonprofit sector. This also raises issues related to
the “might” of volunteers, such as their power in numbers and the benefits
they can bring to the sector or to groups within the sector. Other related is-
sues such as training, support, and the management of different kinds of
employees, including volunteers, are also worth investigating.

More information is required on funding sources, as there is a lack of
data on some areas. Corporate donations do not receive the same encour-
agement in Ireland as they do, for example, in the U.S. Although no data
are reported on corporate support here, this is clearly an area that requires
some attention, and which has just begun to be given some consideration
in the legislation.

The lack of available data in the public arena impedes research but is
also a constraint on the sector, for the sector is only gradually beginning to
recognize itself and realize its own economic worth. This chapter has at-
tempted to fill some of the voids that have existed in our knowledge of the
sector to date, but it also highlights the difficulties involved in trying to
“uncover” the sector. These difficulties raise issues related to the data col-
lection and reporting at national accounts level. Data that help the sector
recognize and acknowledge itself, and become known by others, can only
aid in contributing to its might; the power of knowledge can then be put to
good use. Data collection, data reporting, and data sources need to be im-
proved so that the sector is informed about itself, can inform others, and
can also be empowered through having the tools for policy, planning, and
negotiation.

Data collection and reporting need to happen in a systematic, regulated
manner and to be part of the national data collection systems and proce-
dures. This would then allow research to move from basic data collection
to addressing in more detail and depth the nature of the sector and its im-
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pact, which would further the field of study not only for academics but for
policy-makers and practitioners as well.
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ENDNOTES

1. Recent research to date has focused on volunteering and giving (Ruddle and O’Connor
1993, Ruddle and Mulvihill 1995, 1999, Ruddle and Donoghue 1995, Lucey, Donnelly-Cox
and O’Regan 1997), management and organizational behavior of voluntary organizations
(Jaffro 1996, Hayes 1996, Donnelly-Cox and O’Regan 1998), policy (Donnelly-Cox 1998,
Williamson 1998), sector-state relationships (Mulvihill 1993, Faughnan and Kelleher 1993,
O’Sullivan 1998), and civil society (Powell and Guerin 1997, 1998), to name just a few exam-
ples (see also Donoghue (1998c).

2. The work in Ireland is coordinated by Freda Donoghue of the Policy Research Centre
(PRC) at the National College of Ireland (NCI). Others who contributed significantly to this
effort in Ireland include Justin Johnston, Lecturer in Economics at NCI, Helen Ruddle, Se-
nior Research Officer at the PRC, Ray Mulvihill at the PRC, and Ger Hennessy and Elizabeth
Harrington, both administrative assistants at the PRC. The team was aided, in turn, by a local
advisory committee made up of 9 prominent philanthropic, government, academic, and busi-
ness leaders, and chaired by Joyce O’Connor, President of NCI (see Appendix D for a list of
committee members). The Johns Hopkins project was directed by Lester M. Salamon and
Helmut K. Anheier.

3. The definitions and approaches used in the Johns Hopkins project were developed col-
laboratively with the cooperation of the Irish researchers and researchers in other countries
and were designed to be applicable to Ireland and the other project countries. For a full de-
scription of the Johns Hopkins project’s definition of the nonprofit sector, the types of orga-
nizations included, and the International Classification of Nonprofit Organizations (ICNPO),
see Appendix A. For a full list of the other countries included, see Chapter 1 above and Lester
M. Salamon and Helmut K. Anheier, The Emerging Sector Revisited: A Summary, Revised Estimates
(Baltimore, MD: The Johns Hopkins Center for Civil Society Studies, 1999).

4. Data are given for GNP as well as GDP since GNP is the usual economic indicator used in
Ireland because of the amount of monies repatriated by foreign multinationals ($6.35 billion
or £4 billion in 1995).

5. The difference between cash income and operating expenditure figures (2.2 percent
comparing Tables 6.2 and 6.5), while not statistically significant, may be explained by the lack
of data on corporate donations and incomplete data on fees and foundations. The extent of
support from such sources is not fully known and may not make a large difference in view of
the fact that income from public sources is so great.

6. Full-time equivalence (FTE) was obtained from the census figures by using ratios sup-
plied by the Central Statistics Office. Ratios for each ICNPO category were obtained (for
FTE/headcount numbers) by dividing FTE by headcount (see Appendix C for further de-
tails).

7. The gross value added (GVA) contribution was 6.6 percent. Gross value added is calcu-
lated using the sum of wages, plus the imputed value of volunteering as a proportion of GDP,
plus the imputed value of volunteering. The contribution of the Irish nonprofit sector is,
therefore, still sizable.

8. The smaller proportion of employment in international activities may be explained in
several ways. Firstly, employees with overseas organizations may regard themselves as “volun-
teers” rather than employees because that is how many are referred to and defined by those
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organizations even if they are in receipt of a nominal wage. Secondly, these employment fig-
ures are based on a Census of Population, which means that to be included respondents must
be resident in the country on the night of the Census. “Volunteers” or many of the “employ-
ees” with overseas organizations would, therefore, be out of the country on that night. 

9. Findings from 15 other countries are presented here. Although 22 countries reported
findings for Phase II of the Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project (see Chapter 1 and Sala-
mon, Anheier and Associates 1999) only 16 presented data on religious worship organiza-
tions. As data on religious organizations have been included in this chapter so far, the term
“international” refers to these 16 countries only.

144 GLOBAL CIVIL SOCIETY: DIMENSIONS OF THE NONPROFIT SECTOR



BACKGROUND

Nonprofit organizations in the Netherlands are traditionally referred to
as “private initiatives” or the “societal midfield,” and—as the data reported
here will show—Dutch society features a “midfield” of quite substantial
proportions. While the Dutch nonprofit scene matches the overall Western
European pattern quite well in terms of structure, composition, and fi-
nancing, it greatly exceeds most of its Continental European counterparts
in terms of size. In fact, in relative terms, the Netherlands boasts the largest
nonprofit sector among all countries included in this study. For the most
part, this reflects the deeply rooted Dutch tradition of subsidiarity accom-
modating different religious and ideological camps by leaving the provi-
sion of crucial services to nonprofit organizations affiliated with such
groups. In a process that has come to be known as pillarization, the state
largely restricted its role to the financing of services provided by the non-
profit sector. This division of labor, however, was not the result of a master
plan or grand design, but of a slow and incremental process. First of all,
the existence of private organizations in many areas of social life reflects
the long and rich tradition of private initiatives. Secondly, the guiding
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principle of subsidiarity kept the profile of the state low and created a pros-
perous environment for the growth and development of nonprofits.
Thirdly, gradual increases in public support to nonprofit activities, most
notably in education, health care, and social services, in combination with
the postwar growth of the welfare state, boosted the economic significance
of the nonprofit sector.

These conclusions emerge from a body of work carried out by a Dutch
research team at the Social and Cultural Planning Office (SCP) as part of
the Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project.1 It thus offered
ample opportunities both to capture local Dutch circumstances and pecu-
liarities and to compare and contrast them to those in other countries both
in Western Europe and elsewhere in a systematic way.2 The result is a com-
prehensive empirical overview of the Dutch nonprofit sector and a system-
atic comparison of Dutch nonprofit realities to those elsewhere in Western
Europe and the rest of the world.

The present chapter reports on just one set of findings from this project,
those relating to the size and structure of the nonprofit sector in the
Netherlands and elsewhere. Subsequent publications will fill in the histori-
cal, legal, and policy context of this sector and also examine the impact that
this set of institutions is having. The data reported here draw heavily on in-
dustry reports from the Dutch Statistics Office, various data sources from
umbrella organizations, and annual reports from individual agencies. Un-
less otherwise noted, financial data are reported in U.S. dollars at the 1995
average exchange rate. (For a more complete statement of the sources of
data, see Appendix C. For a more complete statement of the types of orga-
nizations included, see Chapter 1 and Appendix A).

PRINCIPAL FINDINGS

Five major findings emerge from this work on the scope, structure, fi-
nancing, and role of the nonprofit sector in the Netherlands:

1. A major economic force

In the first place, aside from its social and political importance, the non-
profit sector turns out to be a huge economic force in the Netherlands, ac-
counting for substantial shares of national expenditures and employment.

More specifically:

• A $60 billion industry. Even excluding its religion component, the
nonprofit sector in the Netherlands had operating expenditures of
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$60.4 billion in 1995, or 15 percent of the country’s gross domestic
product, a quite substantial amount.3

• A major employer. Behind these expenditures lies an important work-
force that includes the equivalent of nearly 653,000 full-time equiva-
lent paid workers. This represents 12.6 percent of all nonagricultural
workers in the country, 28 percent of service employment, and the
equivalent of nine-tenths of the government employment at all lev-
els—federal, state, and municipal (see Table 7.1).

• More employees than in the largest private firm. Put somewhat differ-
ently, nonprofit employment in the Netherlands easily surpasses the
employment in the largest private business in the country, and does so
by a factor of 2 to 1. Thus, compared to the 653,000 paid workers in the
Dutch nonprofit organizations, the largest private corporation in the
Netherlands, Unilever, employs only 308,000 workers (see Figure 7.1).

• Outdistances numerous industries. Indeed, more people work in the
nonprofit sector in the Netherlands than in many entire industries in
the country. Thus, as shown in Figure 7.2, nonprofit employment in

The Netherlands: Key Features of the Dutch Nonprofit Sector 147

Table 7.1 The nonprofit sector in the Netherlands, 1995

$ 60.4 billion in expenditures
— 15.3 percent of GDP

652,800 paid employees
— 12.6 percent of total nonagricultural employment
— 27.9 percent of total service employment
— 89.8 percent of public employment

Figure 7.1 Employment in nonprofits vs. largest firm in the Netherlands, 1995



the Netherlands outdistances employment in the country’s utilities,
textiles, printing, chemical, and transport industries. Indeed, employ-
ment in the nonprofit sector in the Netherlands slightly exceeds em-
ployment in all of these industries combined.

• Volunteer inputs. Even this does not capture the full scope of the non-
profit sector in the Netherlands, for this sector also attracts a consider-
able amount of volunteer effort. Indeed, according to various surveys,
the share of the Dutch population that reports contributing a portion
of their time to nonprofit organizations ranges between 30 percent
and 50 percent. Using the more conservative estimate of 30 percent,
this translates into another 390,000 full-time equivalent employees,
which boosts the total number of full-time equivalent employees of
nonprofit organizations in the Netherlands to one million, or 19 per-
cent of total employment in the country (see Figure 7.3).

• Religion. The inclusion of religion would add to these totals another
7,500 paid employees and 35,000 full-time equivalent volunteers. With
religion included, nonprofit paid employment rises to 12.7 percent of
the total and paid plus volunteer employment to 19.4 percent. Reli-
gion also increases the operating expenditures slightly by $540 mil-
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Figure 7.2 Nonprofit employment in the Netherlands in context, 1995
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lion, thus bringing total expenditures to $61 billion, the equivalent of
15.5 percent of gross domestic product.

2. One of the largest nonprofit sectors in Western Europe and the
world

Not only is the Dutch nonprofit sector large in relation to the Dutch
economy, but it is also very large relative to its counterparts elsewhere in
Western Europe and world-wide.

• Largest nonprofit sector world-wide in relative terms. As Figure 7.4
shows, the relative size of the nonprofit sector varies greatly among
countries. The Netherlands, however, outdistances all the other coun-
tries studied in the relative size of its nonprofit sector. In fact, the
Dutch nonprofit sector’s 12.6 percent share of total nonagricultural
employment is two-and-a-half times the overall 22-country average of
4.8 percent.

• Also considerably above the Western European and other developed
countries averages. While it is about two-and-a-half times the 22-country
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Figure 7.3 Nonprofits in the Netherlands, with and without volunteers and
religion, 1995, as a % of . . . 

90.8%

89.8%

28.2%

27.9%

12.7%

12.6%

15.5%

15.3%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 120% 140%

With religion

Without religion

With religion

Without religion

With religion

Without religion

With religion

Without religion

Paid employees

Volunteers

18.8%

19.3%

* Nonagricultural

GDP

Total
Employment*

Service
Employment

Public Sector
Employment

18.7%

19.4%

38.2%

39.2%

143.5%

149.4%

143.5%

149.4%



average, moreover, nonprofit employment as a share of total employ-
ment is also considerably higher in the Netherlands than it is elsewhere
in Western Europe and in other developed countries. Thus, as shown in
Figure 7.5, full-time equivalent employment in nonprofit organizations
in the Netherlands, at 12.6 percent of total employment, is still 1.8 times
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Figure 7.4 Nonprofit share of total employment, by country, 1995
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the averages of Western Europe and other developed countries (6.9
percent). However, there are two other Western European countries
with similar highly developed nonprofit sectors—Ireland with 11.5 per-
cent and Belgium with 10.5 percent.

• Margin does not change with volunteers. This margin does not
change, moreover, when volunteers are added. Thus, with volunteer
time included, nonprofit organizations account for close to 19 per-
cent of total employment in the Netherlands, as compared to the
Western European average of 10 percent (see Figure 7.5)—still about
twice as large.

3. A rich history of nonprofit activity

That the nonprofit sector is relatively highly developed in the Nether-
lands reflects the long and rich history that such institutions have had in
this country.4 This history includes:

• A long tradition of private initiatives and the absence of a centralist
state. Since its independence, the Netherlands has been predomi-
nantly a burghers’ country, or bourgeois society. In this environment,
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Figure 7.5 Nonprofit share of total employment, the Netherlands and four
regions, 1995
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private initiative thrived and met little opposition from the state. On
the contrary, the state often endorsed and supported nonprofits.

• The process of “pillarization,” which further boosted nonprofit activi-
ties beginning in the latter half of the 19th century. The segmentation
of society along religious and political lines, typically referred to as pil-
larization, led to the creation of large numbers of religiously or ideo-
logically affiliated nonprofit organizations including schools, hospi-
tals, political parties, labor unions, broadcasters, and welfare
organizations.

• The numerous nonprofit organizations that originated in non-pillar-
ized and non-sectarian activities, which also have a long and diverse
history.

• A widespread pattern of public funding to core nonprofit activities,
which first emerged in primary education, but later spread to health
and social services. The extension of the welfare state thus boosted
nonprofit action in the Netherlands.

• The long-standing and deeply engrained preference for private over
state provision, which finally ensured and safeguarded the pivotal po-
sition of nonprofit organizations even as Dutch society began to de-pil-
larize starting in the 1960s.

4. Social service dominance

Unlike other Western European countries, health clearly dominates the
nonprofit scene in the Netherlands.

• Forty-two percent of nonprofit employment in health. Of all the types
of nonprofit activity, the one that accounts for the largest share of
nonprofit employment in the Netherlands is health. As shown in Fig-
ure 7.6, 42 percent of all nonprofit employment in the Netherlands is
in this field. While this greatly exceeds even the Western European av-
erage of 22 percent, it is also more than twice the 22-country average
of 20 percent. This reflects a deliberate functional division of labor in
health care provision with institutional care largely left to the non-
profit sector. As health institutions mostly take the nonprofit form,
nonprofits account for 70 percent of total employment in health over-
all. In turn, about 70 percent of patients receive treatment in non-
profit hospitals. Government institutions are clearly in the minority,
and decreasing as well. For-profit activities are restricted to the med-
ical professions such as general practitioners, medical specialists, and
dentists.

• Large nonprofit presence in education. Another sizable portion (28
percent) of total nonprofit employment in the Netherlands is in the
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education field. This is exactly on par with the Western European av-
erage and only slightly below the 22-country average of 30 percent.
This reflects for the most part the fact that education has been one of
the main areas of pillarization in Dutch society. Confessional schools
still dominate private education, despite the fact that the majority of
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Figure 7.6 Composition of the nonprofit sector, the Netherlands, Western
Europe, and 22-country average, 1995
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their pupils, staff, and teaching practices no longer reflect the original
denominations.

• Relatively large share of nonprofit employment in social services.
Compared to the overall 22-country average, the social services field
absorbs a slightly larger share of nonprofit employment in the Nether-
lands. Thus, while social services absorbs about 18 percent of non-
profit employment on average, it accounts for 19 percent of nonprofit
employment in the Netherlands. However, the social service share in
the Netherlands is only about two-thirds of the Western European av-
erage of 27 percent. Compared to education and health, social ser-
vices is a smaller field of both nonprofit and total activities.

• Limited nonprofit development and advocacy employment. Com-
pared to the employment in nonprofit health, education, and social
welfare organizations, the share of Dutch nonprofit employment in
the development field and in the related fields of advocacy and envi-
ronmental protection is less pronounced. Altogether, these fields ab-
sorb only 4 percent of all nonprofit employment in this country, or
considerably less than the 22-country average of 9 percent. An addi-
tional approximately 7 percent of nonprofit employees fall into other
categories, including culture and recreation (4.1 percent) and profes-
sional associations and unions (2 percent). However, while the shares
of these groups in nonprofit employment are modest in comparative
perspective, it should be kept in mind that they represent shares of—
in relative terms—a very large nonprofit employment total. Indeed, in
relation to other indicators, such as total nonagricultural employ-
ment, nonprofit involvement in these fields may still be larger than in
many other countries.

• Pattern shifts with volunteers. This pattern changes considerably, how-
ever, when volunteer inputs are factored in. In particular, as shown in
Figure 7.7, with volunteers included, the relative share of health and
education in nonprofit employment declines considerably from about
70 percent of paid employment to only a little more than half of com-
bined paid and volunteer employment. While social services gains
slightly, the culture and recreation share almost quintuples from 4.1
percent to 17.3 percent, largely due to sports-related volunteering. The
advocacy and environment share also increases significantly from less
than 2 percent to 5 percent.

In sum, core welfare services overwhelmingly dominate the composition
of the Dutch nonprofit sector, with nine out of every ten paid employees
working in the health, education, and social services fields. Even with vol-
unteer labor added, these three fields account for almost three-quarters of
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combined paid and volunteer employment. This closely reflects the coop-
erative relationships between the state and crucial parts of the nonprofit
sector that have emerged in Dutch society in the pillarization context since
the latter half of the 19th century. All other nonprofit activities account for
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Figure 7.7 Share of nonprofit employment in the Netherlands, with and without
volunteers, by field, 1995
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only 10 percent of employment and 17 percent of expenditures, but for al-
most 54 percent of volunteers. This shows that Dutch nonprofit organiza-
tions outside the welfare area depend less on paid labor, are able to attract
more direct citizen involvement, and are generally less professionalized
and monetarized than nonprofit welfare service providers.

5. Most revenue from the public sector, not philanthropy or fees

Consistent with the state-nonprofit sector relationships that resulted
from pillarization, the Dutch nonprofit sector receives the bulk of its rev-
enue not from private philanthropy or fees, but from public sector sources.
In particular:

• Public sector income dominant. The overwhelmingly dominant
source of income of nonprofit organizations in the Netherlands is
public sector payments. As reflected in Figure 7.8, this source alone
accounts for almost 60 percent of all nonprofit revenue in this coun-
try. Public sector income is comprised of direct government support
and health insurance payments in equal measure.

• Limited support from philanthropy and private fees and charges. By
contrast, private philanthropy and fees provide much smaller shares
of total revenues. Thus, as Figure 7.8 shows, private philanthropy—
from individuals, corporations, and foundations combined—accounts
for only 3 percent of nonprofit income in the Netherlands, while fees
and charges account for 38 percent.
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Figure 7.8 Sources of nonprofit revenue in the Netherlands, 1995
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• Revenue structure with volunteers. This pattern of nonprofit revenue
changes significantly when volunteers are factored into the picture. In
fact, as shown in Figure 7.9, private philanthropy increases substan-
tially from 3 percent to 24 percent with the inclusion of volunteers.
However, it still remains behind fees and charges (30 percent) and
public sector support (46 percent).

• Revenue structure with religion. The overall pattern of nonprofit fi-
nance in the Netherlands changes only slightly when account is taken
of religious institutions, such as churches. Such religious institutions
account for approximately one percent of the total revenue of the
Dutch nonprofit sector. With religion included, therefore, the philan-
thropic share of total nonprofit revenue in the Netherlands rises from
2.7 percent to 3.4 percent. With volunteers included as well, private
giving further increases to 26 percent, compared to 29 percent for
fees and charges and 45 percent for public support (see Figure 7.10).

• Similar to other Western European countries. The pattern of non-
profit finance evident in the Netherlands is quite similar to that else-
where in Western Europe. Thus, as shown in Figure 7.11, like the
Netherlands, the nonprofit organizations in the other Western Euro-
pean countries included in this project (Austria, Belgium, Finland,
France, Germany, Ireland, Spain, and the U.K.) derived on average
the overwhelming majority of their revenues from public sector
sources. Thus, compared to 59 percent in the Netherlands, the share
of total nonprofit income coming from the public sector stood at 
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Figure 7.9 Sources of nonprofit revenue in the Netherlands, with volunteers,
1995
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56 percent for all Western European countries. Although similar in
tendency, the philanthropy share of nonprofit revenue in the Nether-
lands deviates from the regional average, with this source considerably
weaker than elsewhere in the region (3 percent vs. 7 percent on aver-
age). Fees account for about the same share in the Netherlands as on
average (38 percent vs. 37 percent).

• Deviation from the global average. While the revenue structure of the
Dutch nonprofit sector generally mirrors that elsewhere in Western
Europe, it differs considerably from that evident elsewhere in the
world. Thus, as Figure 7.11 also shows, while fees and charges are the
dominant element in the financial base of the nonprofit sector glob-
ally, their dominance is considerably more pronounced than it is in the
Netherlands (49 percent of total revenue compared to 38 percent). By
contrast, public sector payments comprise a considerably smaller share
of nonprofit income in these other countries on average (40 percent
vs. 59 percent in the Netherlands). Quite clearly, a different pattern of
cooperation has taken shape between nonprofit organizations and the
state in these other countries. Evidently, the pillarization-based part-
nership between state and nonprofit sector in the Netherlands has led
to a substantial reliance on public sector support by nonprofits.

• Variations by subsector. Even this does not do full justice to the com-
plexities of nonprofit finance in the Netherlands, however. This is so
because important differences exist in the finances of nonprofit orga-
nizations by subsector. In fact, two quite distinct patterns of nonprofit
finance are evident among Dutch nonprofits, as shown in Figure 7.12:
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Figure 7.10 Sources of nonprofit revenue in the Netherlands, with volunteers
and religious worship, 1995
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Fee-dominant fields. Fee income is the dominant source of income in
six fields of nonprofit action for which data were gathered, ranging
from philanthropy, where fees and charges (e.g. sales of lottery tickets
and endowment income) account for 97 percent of total revenue, to
the environmental field with a fee share of 61 percent. In the develop-
ment field, the dominance of fee income largely results from rental in-
come in the housing subgroup of this field. In professional associa-
tions and unions, as well as cultural and recreational organizations,
membership dues turn out to be the most important revenue source.

Public sector-dominant fields. In four fields (health, education, social ser-
vices, and international activities) the public sector plays the domi-
nant role in financing nonprofit action in the Netherlands. In health,
public payments with 96 percent are virtually the sole revenue source,
and this is almost true as well for education, where public support ac-
counts for 91 percent of revenues. Government support is somewhat
less pronounced in the social services (66 percent), where fee income
accounts for about one-third of revenues. Although nonprofit relief
agencies receive only a small part of the 0.8 percent of GNP that the
Dutch government spends on international assistance, public sector
support is the largest revenue source in this field as well.
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Figure 7.11 Sources of nonprofit cash revenue, the Netherlands, Western
Europe, and 22-country average, 1995
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CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

The nonprofit sector thus emerges from the evidence presented here as
both a sizable and rather complex set of institutions in Dutch society. In
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Figure 7.12 Sources of nonprofit cash revenue in the Netherlands, by field,
1995
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fact, with its 12.6 percent share of nonagricultural employment, it is the
largest nonprofit sector in the group of 22 countries. The structure and fi-
nancing of the sector show the dominance of collectively organized soli-
darity over private charity. The welfare services of health, education, and
social services are the largest fields of nonprofit activity. Public sources of
revenue account for 59 percent of the sector’s income, while private fees
and private giving account for 38 percent and 3 percent, respectively. In
the Netherlands, the role of the nonprofit sector goes beyond delivery of
social welfare services alone; its activities in culture, leisure, advocacy, inter-
national solidarity, environment, religion, philanthropy, and volunteering
also contribute to a vibrant social life. The realm outside the welfare state
services is the home of most civil society organizations. Public discourse,
community-building, and citizen participation are important but difficult
to isolate and measure.

The nonprofit sector’s key features such as its size, structure, and rev-
enue base are a clear reflection of its long and rich history: the tradition of
private initiatives, the process of pillarization, and the scheme of private
delivery and public funding. In the years ahead, nonprofits will struggle to
find a new balance among sources of income. With public support under
pressure, attention will shift to more market income and private giving.

It is of utmost importance to recognize the nonprofit sector not only as a
major economic force, but also as an institutional reality. The sector is pri-
vate and nongovernmental, yet vulnerable to changes in public policies
and support. Issues such as measurement, accounting, autonomy, and ac-
countability deserve better attention. The significance of nonprofits is, if at
all, generally recognized at the field level only. The next step is to enhance
awareness at the sector level and to show that the sector is more than sim-
ply the sum of its parts.

ENDNOTES

1. The work in the Netherlands was coordinated by Paul Dekker and Ary Burger of the So-
cial and Cultural Planning Office (SCP), who acted as local associates to the project. Impor-
tant contributions, however, were also made by Vic Veldheer (SCP) on history, Tymen van
der Ploeg and Wino van Veen (Vrije Universiteit) on legal issues, Peter Hupe and Lucas Meijs
(Erasmusuniversiteit) on the impact work, Jan van Heemst on international organizations,
and Joep de Hart (SCP) on advocacy organizations. The team was aided, in turn, by a local ad-
visory committee made up of eight prominent philanthropic, government, academic, and
nonprofit leaders (see Appendix D for a list of committee members). The Johns Hopkins Pro-
ject was directed by Lester M. Salamon and Helmut K. Anheier.

2. The definitions and approaches used in the project were developed collaboratively with
the cooperation of the Dutch researchers and researchers in other countries and were de-
signed to be applicable to the Netherlands and the other project countries. For a full descrip-
tion of this definition and the types of organizations included, see Appendix A. For a full list
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of the other countries included, see Chapter 1 above and Lester M. Salamon and Helmut K.
Anheier, The Emerging Sector Revisited: A Summary, Revised Estimates (Baltimore, MD: The Johns
Hopkins Center for Civil Society Studies, 1999). For a Dutch discussion of the application of
the definition in the Netherlands, see Ary Burger and Paul Dekker, “De grootste non-profit
sector ter wereld,” Economisch Statistische Berichten, vol. 83, No. 4181 (11 December 1998).

3. 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 ba-
sis, the nonprofit sector in the Netherlands accounted for 11.2 percent of total value added,
still a quite significant amount. 

4. For a more detailed discussion, see Ary Burger, Paul Dekker, Tymen van der Ploeg, and
Wino van Veen, “Defining the Nonprofit Sector: The Netherlands.” Working Papers of the Johns
Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project, No. 23. (Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins Center for
Civil Society Studies, 1997).
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BACKGROUND

Like many of its counterparts in Western Europe, the Spanish nonprofit
sector focuses a significant portion of its human and financial resources in
the social welfare fields, especially social services. However, contrary to
much of the rest of the Western European region, Spain’s nonprofit orga-
nizations rely more heavily on private fees and charges for their income
than on government grants and payments. What distinguishes Spain’s non-
profit sector even more is a relatively high level of private giving in the rev-
enue mix.

These findings are the result of pioneer work carried out in Spain by a
research team at the Fundación Banco Bilbao Vizcaya (FBBV) in conjunc-
tion with the Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project.1 The
comparative endeavor thus offered ample opportunities both to capture
local Spanish circumstances and peculiarities and to compare and contrast
them to those in other countries in Western Europe and elsewhere in a sys-
tematic way.2 The result is the first comprehensive empirical overview of
the Spanish nonprofit sector and the first systematic comparison of Span-
ish nonprofit realities to those elsewhere in Western Europe and the rest of
the world.
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The present chapter reports on just one set of findings from this project,
those relating to the size and structure of the nonprofit sector in Spain and
elsewhere. Subsequent publications will fill in the historical, legal, and pol-
icy context of this sector and also examine the impact that this set of insti-
tutions is having. The principal data sources used were from the Instituto
Nacional de Estadística (National Statistics Institute-INE), in addition to data
available from various government ministries and sociological surveys,
both population and organization-based. Unless otherwise noted, financial
data are reported in U.S dollars at the 1995 average exchange rate. (For
more information on the sources of data, see Appendix C.)

PRINCIPAL FINDINGS

Five major findings emerge from this work on the scope, structure, fi-
nancing, and role of the nonprofit sector in Spain:

1. A growing economic force

In the first place, aside from its social and political importance, the non-
profit sector appears to be an important and growing economic force in
Spain, accounting for significant shares of national expenditures and em-
ployment.

More specifically:

• A $22.6 billion industry. Even excluding its religion component, the
nonprofit sector in Spain had operating expenditures in 1995 of $22.6
billion (2.8 trillion pesetas), or the equivalent of 4.0 percent of Spain’s
gross domestic product, quite a significant amount.3

• A major employer. Behind these expenditures lies an important work-
force that includes 475,179 full-time equivalent paid workers. This
represents 4.5 percent of all nonagricultural workers in Spain, 6.8 per-
cent of service employment, and nearly one-quarter (22.9 percent) as
many people as work for government at all levels: national, autonomic
(regional), and municipal (see Table 8.1).

• More employees than in the largest private firm. Put somewhat differ-
ently, nonprofit employment in Spain easily outdistances the employ-
ment in the largest private business in Spain, and does so by a factor of
almost 7. Thus, compared to the 475,179 paid workers in Spain’s non-
profit organizations, Spain’s largest private corporation, Telefónica,
employs only 68,380 workers (see Figure 8.1).

• Outdistances numerous industries. Indeed, as shown in Figure 8.2,
more people work in the nonprofit sector in Spain than in many en-

164 GLOBAL CIVIL SOCIETY: DIMENSIONS OF THE NONPROFIT SECTOR



tire industries in the country, including transport and communica-
tion; food, beverages, and tobacco; metal processing; textiles; and
chemical manufacturing industries.

• Volunteer inputs. Even this does not capture the full scope of the non-
profit sector in Spain, for this sector also attracts a considerable
amount of volunteer effort. Indeed, an estimated 9.8 percent of the
adult Spanish population reports contributing their time to nonprofit
organizations. This translates into another 253,599 full-time equiva-
lent employees, which boosts the total number of full-time equivalent
employees of nonprofit organizations in Spain to 728,778, or 6.8 per-
cent of total nonagricultural employment in Spain (see Figure 8.3).

2. An average-sized nonprofit sector

Although the Spanish nonprofit sector is large in relation to the Spanish
economy, it is slightly below average relative to some of its counterparts
elsewhere in Europe.
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Table 8.1 The nonprofit sector in Spain, 1995

$22.6 billion in expenditures
— 4.0 percent of GDP

475,179 paid employees
— 4.5 percent of total nonagricultural employment
— 6.8 percent of service employment
— 22.9 percent of public sector employment

Figure 8.1 Employment in nonprofits vs. largest firm in Spain, 1995
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Figure 8.2 Nonprofit employment in Spain in context, 1995
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• Slightly below the international average. As Figure 8.4 shows, the rela-
tive size of the nonprofit sector varies greatly among countries, from a
high of 12.6 percent of total nonagricultural employment in the
Netherlands to a low of less than 1 percent of total employment in Mex-
ico. The overall 22-country average, however, is 4.8 percent. This means
that Spain, at 4.5 percent, falls somewhat below the global average.
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Figure 8.4 Nonprofit share of total employment, by country, 1995
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However, it still exceeds Finland and Austria (although only slightly),
and comes close to France and Germany (both 4.9 percent).

• Considerably below the Western European average. While it is nearly
even with the 22-country average, nonprofit employment as a share of
total employment is still considerably lower in Spain than it is else-
where in Western Europe. Thus, as shown in Figure 8.5, full-time
equivalent employment in nonprofit organizations in Spain, at 4.5
percent of total employment, is proportionally 35 percent less than
the European Union’s average of 7.0 percent. This is explained in
part by the fact that, although the number of organizations is high
(253,000), most Spanish nonprofit entities are rather small and gener-
ate limited employment.

• Margin widens with volunteers. This margin widens slightly, moreover,
when volunteers are added. Thus, with volunteer time included, non-
profit organizations account for 6.8 percent of total employment in
Spain, well behind the Western European average of 10.3 percent (see
Figure 8.5).

3. A complex history of nonprofit activity

That the Spanish nonprofit sector is smaller in size than its Western Eu-
ropean counterparts is the result of several long-term factors as well as
more recent developments. Highlights include:

• The long and complicated history of Spain, with the prominent role
of the Catholic Church and the late development of industrialization
and modern state administration, all of which left many unresolved
tensions between church and state power on the one hand, and emer-
gent civil society on the other.

• The strong corporatist policies of the Franco dictatorship from the
late 1930s to the mid-1970s and the suppression of civil liberties that
reduced the social and political space potentially available for many
types of nonprofit organizations, and at the same time, maintained
the social services and educational establishments of the Catholic
Church.

• The transition from authoritarianism to democracy that brought with
it a boom in associational life, as political space for nonprofit activities
was freed up and claimed by emerging social movements and citizen
action.

• The rapid economic development of Spain since 1975, which has cre-
ated many new demands for social services. These are supplied, at
least in part, by an expanding nonprofit sector. Thus, in the last quar-
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ter of a century, the Spanish nonprofit sector has managed to gain
ground.

4. Social services dominance

Similar to other Western European countries, but unlike the all-country
average, social services clearly dominates the nonprofit scene in Spain.

• Nearly 32 percent of nonprofit employment in social services. Of all the
types of nonprofit activity, the one that accounts for the largest share of
nonprofit employment in Spain is social services. As shown in Figure
8.6, 31.8 percent of all nonprofit employment in Spain is in this field.
This is higher than the Western European average of 27.0 percent, and
it greatly exceeds the 22-country average of 18.3 percent. This situation
very likely reflects the prominence of three large networks of nonprofit
organizations—ONCE (Organización Nacional de Ciegos/National Orga-
nization for the Blind), the Red Cross, and Caritas—that play a major
role in service provision and financing throughout Spain. For example,
ONCE alone employs nearly 40,000 paid workers (8.4 percent of all
nonprofit employment).
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Figure 8.5 Nonprofit share of employment, with and without volunteers, Spain
and four regions, 1995 

7.0% 6.9%

2.2%
1.1%

4.5%

0%

5%

10%

Western
Europe

Other
Developed

Spain Latin
America

Central
Europe

%
 o

f 
N

o
n

ag
ri

cu
lt

u
ra

l 
E

m
p

lo
ym

en
t

Volunteers

Paid employees

 

10.3%

9.4%

6.8%

3.0%

1.7%

%
 o

f 
N

o
n

ag
ri

cu
lt

u
ra

l E
m

p
lo

ym
en

t



• Sizable, but smaller shares of nonprofit employment in education,
health, and culture and recreation. Compared to the overall 22-coun-
try average, education, health, and culture and recreation absorb siz-
able, but relatively smaller shares of nonprofit employment in Spain.
Thus, while these three fields absorb 64.2 percent of nonprofit em-
ployment on average for the 22 countries and 60.1 percent for West-
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Figure 8.6 Composition of the nonprofit sector, Spain, W. Europe, and 22-
country average, 1995
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ern Europe, they account for only 49.1 percent of nonprofit employ-
ment in Spain. This reflects, in part, the sector’s modest role—relative
to the public sector—in the provision of health care services. At the
same time, Spain still has a sizable nonprofit presence in these fields,
represented most prominently by the education and research field,
which accounts for 25.1 percent of nonprofit employment.

• Unusually large share of employment in development and advocacy. A
relatively large portion of total nonprofit employment in Spain is
found in the fields of development and advocacy. Together, these two
fields account for 14.6 percent of all nonprofit employment, of which
11.2 percent is in development and 3.4 percent in advocacy. This re-
flects, in part, the role of nonprofit organizations in the political tran-
sition from dictatorship to democracy and their contributions to social
and economic development.

• Limited nonprofit employment in professional organizations and
other fields such as environment and international activities. Com-
pared to the employment in nonprofit social services, education,
health, culture, and development, the share of nonprofit employment
in professional organizations and in other fields, including environ-
ment and international activities, is considerably smaller. Altogether,
these fields absorb 4.5 percent of all nonprofit employment in Spain,
less than half the 22-country average of 9.9 percent.

• Pattern shifts with volunteers. This pattern changes when volunteer
inputs are factored in. In particular, as shown in Figure 8.7, with vol-
unteers included, the share of full-time equivalent employment in the
culture and sports, civic and advocacy, and “other” fields rises,
whereas that in the traditional social welfare fields of education,
health, and social services, as well as community development and
housing, declines proportionally.

5. Most revenue from fees and charges, not philanthropy

Although fees and charges are the principal income source for the Span-
ish nonprofit sector, private giving accounts for a larger share than in any
other European Union country included in this study.

• Fee income dominant. The dominant source of income of nonprofit
organizations in Spain is fees and charges for services. As reflected in
Figure 8.8, this source alone accounts for 49.0 percent of all nonprofit
revenue in Spain.

• Pronounced support from philanthropy. Private philanthropy pro-
vides a much smaller, but still significant, share of total revenues.
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Thus, as Figure 8.8 shows, private giving—from individuals, corpora-
tions, and foundations combined—accounts for 18.8 percent of non-
profit income in Spain.

• Limited public sector support. The public sector share of income
(32.1 percent) is significantly less than that of fees and charges, but
still greater than private giving.

• Revenue structure with volunteers. This pattern of nonprofit revenue
changes significantly when volunteers are factored into the picture. In
fact, as shown in Figure 8.9, with the value of volunteering included,
private philanthropy increases substantially from 18.8 percent to 36.3
percent, thereby surpassing the public sector’s contribution, which
decreases from 32.1 percent to 25.2 percent. Although the share of
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Figure 8.7 Share of nonprofit employment in Spain, with and without
volunteers, by field, 1995
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fee income also declines from 49.0 percent to 38.5 percent with volun-
teers included, it remains the major revenue source in Spain.

• Different from other Western European countries. The pattern of
nonprofit finance evident in Spain is quite different from that else-
where in Europe. Thus, as shown in Figure 8.10, nonprofit organiza-
tions in the other Western European countries included in the project
derived the overwhelming majority of their revenues on average from
the public sector. Thus, compared to Spain’s 32.1 percent, the average
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Figure 8.8 Sources of nonprofit revenue in Spain, 1995
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share of total nonprofit income coming from public sector payments
stood at 55.6 percent for all nine Western European countries. The
fees and charges share of nonprofit revenue was much stronger in
Spain than elsewhere in Europe (49 percent vs. 37.2 percent on aver-
age) and philanthropy significantly more important (18.8 percent vs.
7.2 percent). The relative strength of private giving in the Spanish
nonprofit sector’s revenue structure is due at least in part to a unique
financing scheme. Under this arrangement, a portion of the proceeds
from a lottery run by ONCE is devoted to the ONCE Foundation,
which supports an entire network of organizations serving the needs
of people with disabilities.

• Closer to the global average. While the revenue structure of the Span-
ish nonprofit sector differs from that elsewhere in Europe, its fee dom-
inance mirrors the global average. Thus, as Figure 8.10 also shows, fees
and charges are the dominant element in the financial base of the non-
profit sector both globally and in Spain (about 49 percent of total rev-
enue). However, the similarity stops there. Public sector payments
comprise a considerably larger share of nonprofit income in these
countries on average (40.1 percent vs. 32.1 percent in Spain), whereas
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Figure 8.10 Sources of nonprofit cash revenue, Spain, W. Europe, and 22-
country average, 1995
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philanthropy accounts for a much smaller share globally than in Spain
(10.5 percent vs. 18.8 percent). Quite clearly, a different pattern of co-
operation has taken shape between nonprofit organizations and the
state in the other countries. To some extent, this could be explained by
the late development of the welfare state in Spain, and the dominant
presence of the Catholic Church in the nonprofit sector throughout
Spain’s history.

• Variations by subsector. Even this does not do full justice to the com-
plexities of nonprofit finance in Spain, however. This is so because im-
portant differences exist in the finances of nonprofit organizations by
field. In fact, three quite distinct patterns of nonprofit finance are evi-
dent among the various fields of nonprofit activity in Spain, as shown
in Figure 8.11.

Fee-dominant fields. Fee income is the dominant source of income in
the fields of development and housing and professional associations
(both 70.0 percent).

Private philanthropy-dominant fields. While private philanthropy is not
the dominant source of nonprofit income in Spain overall, it turns out
to be the dominant source of income for environmental groups,
civic/advocacy organizations, and philanthropic intermediaries.
These three subsectors are rather new and, consequently, they have
not yet established strong ties with the public administration.

Balanced fields. In five fields, there is no absolutely dominant revenue
source, but rather a major source providing between 40 and 60 per-
cent of total income and a minor source providing between 30 and 40
percent. This is the case for health where fees and charges (50.6 per-
cent of revenue) are the senior partner to the public sector (36.7 per-
cent). In the culture and recreation field, likewise, fees are slightly
dominant (40.9 percent), but are more in balance with private giving
(34.8 percent) and public sector payments (24.3 percent). In the
other two traditional welfare fields of education and social services,
public sector payments (53.1 percent and 48.6 percent, respectively)
take the lead over private payments (40.6 percent and 31.4 percent,
respectively). Finally, government funding (56.2 percent of revenue)
is the major revenue source for nonprofits in the international activi-
ties field, but private philanthropy (35.9 percent) is also significant.

• This general picture changes if the input of volunteers to each of the
fields is taken into account. Philanthropic resources remain dominant
in the same three fields mentioned above, but, with volunteers in-
cluded, philanthropy becomes the senior partner with state-allocated
public funding in both social services (48.0 percent philanthropy vs.
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31.6 percent public sector) and international activities (63.5 percent
philanthropy vs. 32.0 percent public sector). Additionally, philan-
thropy overtakes private fees to become the major source of income in
the field of culture and recreation (51.0 percent philanthropy vs. 30.7
percent private fees).
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Figure 8.11 Sources of nonprofit cash revenue in Spain, by field, 1995
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CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

The evidence presented here shows that the Spanish third sector is a siz-
able set of institutions, with a social significance never before acknowledged
by scholars in Spain or elsewhere. Although the size and composition of the
Spanish nonprofit sector is quite similar to that of other Western European
countries, its financial structure is quite different. In particular, the non-
profit sector’s reliance on government financial support is much lower in
Spain than elsewhere in Europe. However, it is the elevated level of impor-
tance of private philanthropy that emerges as a signature element of the
Spanish nonprofit sector.

Given these circumstances, no single set of implications will apply
equally to Spain and to the rest of the Western European countries stud-
ied. While, like much of Western Europe, Spain does face the fundamental
challenges outlined in Chapter 1 of constructing a systematic renewal strat-
egy, evaluating and preserving the accountability and effectiveness of the
nonprofit sector, and striving toward integration and globalization of the
sector, there exists an important difference between the challenges that
face Spain and those with which the rest of Western Europe is presented.
Because private philanthropy is already a vital resource for the Spanish
nonprofit sector, it is not the development of philanthropy, but rather the
expansion of volunteering that remains an important goal for the Spanish
nonprofit sector.

Important as the development of organizational and leadership capaci-
ties are for the future of the nonprofit sector, the expansion of volunteer-
ing continues to be vital to ensure a meaningful level of independence
from both government and business. Specifically, changes in demograph-
ics and the labor force suggest that in Spain, as elsewhere, large reservoirs
of potential volunteers remain “untapped” for the expansion of the philan-
thropic share of nonprofit operations. However, this will require public ed-
ucation efforts by the sector’s leadership, and creative models for combin-
ing paid and unpaid work, particularly in countries like Spain with high
levels of unemployment.

While much has been achieved in Spain since the democratization process
of the mid-1970s opened the way for the development of the modern Span-
ish nonprofit sector, much remains to be done. Importantly, and in contrast
to most other European countries, Spain does not have an established policy
of government-nonprofit sector relationships. Indeed, distrust and misun-
derstanding about how the other sector functions are frequently found
among representatives of both government and the nonprofit sector. This
lack of awareness of each other’s strengths and weaknesses may well prevent
symbiotic relationships from developing. A high-level and broad-based
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commission on the role and future of the nonprofit sector in Spain may of-
fer the platform best suited to set in motion an ongoing policy dialogue that
is clearly needed—particularly in the light of further European integration.
To this end, the next pressing research task is to get a better understanding
of the social contribution that the nonprofit sector does and could make to
European societies—a task that is in progress and forms an important part of
what this study seeks to achieve.

ENDNOTES

1. The work in Spain was coordinated by Dr. José Ignacio Ruiz Olabuénaga, who acted as
local associate for the project. Assisting Dr. Olabuénaga were Antonio Jiménez Lara,
Demetrio Casado, José Luis Orella, Carmen Labrador, Mikel Mancisador, and María Angeles
Oyarzabal. The team was aided, in turn, by a local advisory committee chaired by María Luisa
Oyarzabal. The Johns Hopkins project was directed by Dr. Lester M. Salamon and Dr. Helmut
K. Anheier, who also oversaw the Western European work.

2. The definitions and approaches used in the project were developed collaboratively with
the cooperation of the Spanish researchers and researchers in other countries included in
the project. They were designed to be applicable to Spain and the other project countries.
For a full description of this definition and the types of organizations included, see Appendix
A. For a full list of the other countries involved in the project, see Chapter 1 above and Lester
M. Salamon, Helmut K. Anheier and Associates, The Emerging Sector Revisited: A Summary, Re-
vised Estimates (Baltimore, MD: The Johns Hopkins Center for Civil Society Studies, 1999).

3. 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 ba-
sis, the nonprofit sector in Spain accounted for 3.3 percent of total value added, still a quite
significant amount.
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INTRODUCTION

It is perhaps now a cliché to comment that organizations operating be-
tween the market and the state are increasingly having their multifarious
contributions to U.K. society rediscovered by politicians, academics, and
the media. Once a rather shadowy enclave at the periphery of the mental
maps of most policy-makers and policy-shapers, the third sector has in-
creasingly moved to center stage in their minds as they grapple with the so-
cial and economic problems of our time. The diagnoses are many and fa-
miliar, and include:

• Disillusionment with private market solutions for their lack of atten-
tion to the needs of the disadvantaged and their chronic vulnerability
to the erratic movements of the economic cycle and financial markets;

• Mounting distrust of politician-dominated approaches, and skepticism
about the capacity of often cash-starved state-controlled agencies to
deliver public services able to match spiraling user expectations and
increasingly diverse citizen aspirations;

• A positive endorsement of the actual and potential contributions of
voluntary organizations to the “good society” both by offering choice
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and responsiveness in services and by providing opportunities for gen-
erating trust, civic virtue, and “social capital” via participation in com-
munity and public life. This is increasingly seen not only as of intrinsic
value, but as being deeply connected with local, national, and interna-
tional economic success, and—controversially—as even constituting a
core ingredient of a “third way” in the political domain.

As a contribution to the developing debate, this chapter provides new
empirical data on one very important aspect of the third sector’s role in
British society: its growing, but at the same time changing, contribution to
economic life. This is an update and extension of an earlier study that pio-
neered the comprehensive and systematic measurement of the U.K. sec-
tor’s financial and human resources,2 within the context of the Johns Hop-
kins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project.3 Parallel research still
underway explores aspects of the third sector’s social and political roles in
more detail. This analysis, which includes an exploration of the sector’s im-
pact and effectiveness, will be released at a later date.
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Box 9.1

Definitions of the third sector used in this chapter

The broad nonprofit sector (BNS) includes all entities that are formal orga-
nizations having an institutionalized character; constitutionally independent
of the state and self-governing; non-profit-distributing; and involving some
degree of volunteerism. This definition has been reached though a process
of consensus-building within the framework of the Comparative Nonprofit
Sector Project and is relevant for international comparisons while represent-
ing a relatively inclusive definition compared to traditional U.K. usage.

The broad voluntary sector (BVS) includes all organizations in the BNS as
identified above, other than political parties and religious congregations. This
definition is the basis for broad comparisons between 1991 and 1995 in what
follows, since statistical estimates relating to political parties and religious
congregations are only available for 1995.

The narrow voluntary sector (NVS) includes all organizations in the BVS,
less organizations not traditionally thought of as being part of the voluntary
sector in the U.K. This is primarily because they are seen as effectively being
part of the state despite their constitutional status, and/or because they are
thought not to be sufficiently altruistic or public benefit oriented. Excluded on
this basis are all universities, schools, sports and social clubs, and trade
union and business associations.

Finally, the term “third sector” is used as cross-cutting shorthand and when
generalizations are sustainable across all three definitions.



The following chapter will offer a description of the overall size and
composition of the third sector in the mid-1990s, as well as demonstrate
how its composition and resource base have changed over time. The U.K.
experience will be considered in a comparative context by showing how
the sector compares with the equivalent set of institutions in other parts of
the world. In order to do this accurately, while at the same time taking seri-
ously the contested nature of the “sector” idea in the U.K., three slightly
different definitions for this set of institutions are used: a broad nonprofit sec-
tor (BNS) that corresponds to the one used in the Johns Hopkins Project; a
broad voluntary sector (BVS) that excludes a portion of those institutions not
normally considered part of this sector in the U.K. context; and a narrow
voluntary sector (NVS) that excludes even more of these institutions to fit
U.K. notions of the voluntary sector. The coverage of each of these defini-
tions is outlined in more detail in Box 9.1. The term “third sector” is used
as a cross-cutting shorthand.

THE CONTRIBUTION OF THE U.K. THIRD SECTOR TO THE
ECONOMY

In 1995 the U.K. broad nonprofit sector (BNS) employed just under 1.5
million full-time equivalent paid workers (Table 9.1). These employees ac-
count for just over 6 percent of activity in the economy as a whole, mean-
ing that the BNS now employs considerably more paid staff than the U.K.’s
largest single institutional employer, the National Health Service (NHS).
This had 1.1 million workers in that year. In fact, for every four people em-
ployed directly by the public sector as a whole in the U.K. there is now one
employee in the BNS. Even if a much narrower definition of the sector is
used (NVS, see Box 9.1), over half a million people were employed by vol-
untary organizations, representing some 2.2 percent of all paid employ-
ment, and with nearly one worker in the (narrow) sector for every two em-
ployed in the NHS.

While the sector’s contribution to paid employment is therefore of con-
siderable significance, volunteering remains the primary labor input for
the sector as a whole. When all the hours of the BNS’s 16 million volun-
teers are aggregated, this amounts to the equivalent of 1.7 million full-time
voluntary employees, slightly more than its 1.5 million paid employees
(Table 9.1). And if these voluntary organizations’ volunteers are included
in the overall workforce calculations, the BNS emerges as providing some
12.3 percent of the formal economy’s human resources (where the com-
parator includes volunteering across all organizational sectors).

The sector’s contribution to the economy can also be compared with the
nation’s gross domestic product (GDP). In total, the BNS expended $74.9
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billion (£47.1 billion) in 1995, some 6.6 percent of GDP. However, this does
not take into account the value of volunteering. The appropriate route to
valuing this input in monetary terms is the subject of some dispute, but using
reasonable assumptions would suggest that volunteering in the BNS gener-
ates a monetary “value added” equivalent to between $25 billion (£15.7 bil-
lion) and $32.6 (£20.5 billion).4 If this is compared to the GDP, in turn itself
adjusted to include the value added of all informal and formal volunteering
on a similar basis, the activities of the BNS emerge as representing between
8.7 percent and 9.2 percent of (volunteer-adjusted) GDP.

Composition of the third sector in 1995

Like the public and private (for-profit) sectors, the third sector is charac-
terized by a staggering variety of organizational types, structures, and activ-
ities.5 One helpful way of capturing some of this diversity, borrowed and
adapted from the ways in which economic data on the former sectors are
routinely analyzed, is to break the sector down according to field of activity
or “industry.” Table 9.2 shows how both paid employees and unpaid volun-
teers are distributed across these different activities.

The analysis reveals that most paid employment in the third sector un-
der the broadest definition is concentrated in just three fields: education
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Table 9.1 The overall economic contribution of the U.K. third sector in 1995

Economic indicator BNS NVS

Volunteer headcount (‘000s) 16,311 7,852
FTE volunteers (‘000s) 1,664 774
FTE paid employment (‘000s) 1,473 503
Percent of economy-wide paid employment 6.3 2.2
Total FTE paid and unpaid employment (‘000s) 3,137 1,277
Percent of economy-wide employment 12.3 5.0

including volunteering (all formal sectors)
Total expenditure (TE) $74.9 billion $24.5 billion
TE as percent of GDP 6.6 2.2
TE including volunteersa $107.5 billion $39.6 billion
As percent of volunteer-adjusted GDPa,b 9.2 3.4

Notes:
a Assuming volunteer hours can be valued using mean nonagricultural private sector wage.
b Denominator includes value of volunteering in all sectors (including private, public, third
and informal).

Sources: See Appendix C.



and research, culture and recreation, and social services, which collectively
account for some three-quarters of BNS activity. These are the same three
fields that dominated the sector economically in 1990 (see below). If the
narrow approach is used, which by definition excludes most of education
as well as culture and recreation, then a slightly different grouping comes
to prominence: social services as well as development and housing to-
gether account for 58 percent of all NVS employment, with other fields lag-
ging some way behind.

When volunteer input is taken into account, culture and recreation push
ahead of education and research. Furthermore, when volunteers are fac-
tored in, the relative significance of the religion field, in which the greatest
single concentration of volunteers is to be found, is brought into focus.
What emerges overall is a distinctive patterning by field according to the
relative importance of volunteers:

• Health, environment, community development, advocacy, and reli-
gion are volunteer-rich fields, with unpaid workers heavily outnum-
bering their paid counterparts;
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Table 9.2 Distribution of paid and unpaid employment, by “industry,” U.K. BNS,
thousands, 1995

FTE paid FTE Total
employment volunteers employment

Field of activity (ICNPO)* No. (%) No. (%) No. (%)

Culture & recreation 347 (23.8) 351 (21.1) 698 (22.2)
Education & research 587 (44.3) 58 (3.5) 645 (20.6)
Health 60 (4.2) 143 (8.6) 203 (6.5)
Social services 185 (12.7) 221 (13.3) 406 (12.9)
Environment 18 (1.6) 44 (2.6) 62 (1.9)
Development & housing 108 (7.7) 210 (12.6) 318 (10.1)
Law, advocacy & politics 10 (0.7) 35 (2.1) 45 (1.4)
Philanthropic intermediaries 10 (0.7) 22 (1.3) 32 (1.0)
International activities 54 (3.7) 7 (0.4) 61 (1.9)
Religious congregations 58 (4.0) 544 (32.7) 602 (19.2)
Professional associations, 37 (2.6) 0 (0.0) 37 (1.2)

trade unions, etc.
Not elsewhere classified 0 (0.0) 29 (1.8) 29 (0.9)

Total BNS 1,473 (100) 1,664 (100) 3,137 (100)

* International Classification of Nonprofit Organizations (ICNPO).6

Sources: See Appendix C.



• In education and research, housing, international activities, and pro-
fessional associations, etc., paid staff are the dominant human re-
source; and

• In culture and recreation and social services, paid and unpaid employ-
ees are involved to a similar extent.

THE CHANGING SIZE AND COMPOSITION OF THE 
THIRD SECTOR

Not only does the third sector currently make a major contribution to
the economic life of the nation, but it has also grown significantly during
the course of the 1990s. Figure 9.1 shows that between 1990 and 1995, the
BVS’s paid employment increased from 4.0 to 6.1 percent of economy-wide
full-time equivalent paid employment. Moreover, most of this growth took
place—at least in the case of “general charities”—between 1990 and 1993,7
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Figure 9.1 Growth in paid employment in the U.K. nonprofit sector, 1990–1995

4.0%

4.0%

1.7%

6.1%

5.4%

2.2%

0% 1% 2% 3% 4% 5% 6% 7%

BVS w.
education
transfers

BVS w/o
education
transfers

NVS

% of U.K. employment

1990 1995



precisely when the U.K. economy was experiencing significant recessionary
pressures. (Real GDP did not regain its 1990 level until 1994.)8

This extraordinarily high rate of growth is in part explained by the trans-
formation of educational institutions formerly directly controlled by local
government into self-governing, nonprofit institutions operating within
the state system.9 Since this cannot be said to represent genuine growth,
the figure also reports this trend with this transfer excluded. The result is
still striking, with an increase of 33 percent in absolute numbers employed.
As a proportion of employment in the economy as a whole, the figure is
slightly higher, at 35 percent, because the U.K. labor force has actually
shrunk over this period.10

Focusing on the less inclusive NVS basis reveals a slightly lower growth
rate, with employment increasing by 29 percent from 390,000 to 503,000.
This is similar to the annual growth rate of employment in the banking
and insurance sector.11 Until the recent (1998) financial crisis, this field
was routinely held up as one of the most dynamic areas of growth of the
British economy, alongside computing and technology.

As the third sector has grown, its resource base has changed. Figure 9.2
compares the funding sources for both the BVS and NVS in 1990 and 1995.
In both cases, a marked overall increase in reliance upon public sources
can be seen. For the first time the third sector, using both definitions, now
has income from the state as its most important single source of income.
(This includes all direct funding through grants, contracts, and service
level agreements, but does not include the value of indirect support
through tax advantages. Including the latter would of course further am-
plify the importance of state funding to the sector increasing annual sup-
port by around $1.6 billion.12) This reflects the extent to which the new in-
terest of policy-makers in the sector has already been converted into real
resource flows into the sector from government.

The figure also shows a decline in the relative importance, though not
the absolute size, of private giving for recipient organizations. This is con-
sistent with a growing body of other evidence from the givers’ side. Most
well charted has been the fall off in donations from individuals, both in
terms of the amount of resources given, and the rate of participation,13 al-
though this still remains by far the most important single source of mone-
tary private gifts for the sector. The data suggest a slight real increase in the
total receipts from donations for the BVS—at $4.3 billion in 1995 com-
pared to $2.3 billion in 1990 ($4 billion compared to $3.3 billion for the
NVS). However, because the sector has grown so rapidly in overall size, pri-
vate giving from individuals now represents a lower proportion of income
than before, falling from 6.6 to 5.6 percent of total BVS revenue (14.6 to
13.3 percent of total NVS revenue). Corporate giving has even fallen in
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absolute terms according to the project data, although this trend should
be interpreted with caution, because of definitional complexities. The only
source of donative income to keep pace with the sector’s overall growth
was revenue from grant-making trusts and foundations. This grew quickly
enough to maintain its share of third sector total revenue (from 2.4 to 2.5
percent for the BVS, growing from 3.4 to 4.0 percent for the NVS).

Finally, the project research provides evidence concerning the extent to
which the U.K. third sector has become more “commercial” in character.
This trend has been well documented in the U.S. “nonprofit” sector in re-
cent years.14 In the U.K. case, however, it appears that like private dona-
tions, private earned income (primarily accounted for by users’ fees and
sales, and income from investments) has grown slightly in absolute terms—
but has only marginally increased (in the case of BVS and NVS fees and
sales) or fallen (in the case of BVS and NVS private earned income overall)
as a proportion of total income. This is shown clearly in Figure 9.2.

Compositional effects

The overall trends described here mask significant differences between
contrasting types of organizations. Distinguishing between “industries” is
particularly important, because organizations in each area inhabit differ-
ent “issue networks” and sometimes “policy communities” depending
upon their goals and activities, and are therefore subject to a different
range of pressures and opportunities. Most obviously, some organizations
operate almost completely untouched by the activities of the public sector
(other than through the provision of a legal structure and benefiting from
tax breaks by virtue of their legal form). Others are closely involved in pol-
icy design and implementation, and their development is therefore closely
bound up with the funding and other decisions of the public sector that, in
turn, may vary according to the particular field in question.15

Table 9.3 contrasts the trends by “industry” in terms of employment,
while Figure 9.3 shows how sources of finance have altered. The latter
shows a remarkably consistent trend across most industries: the sector-wide
trend in finance noted above—increased dependence on the state and less
recourse to private donations—is not the result of isolated trends in one or
two dominant fields, but has happened across broad swathes of the sector.

However, there are important differences in the drivers for and charac-
ter of change in each industry. As Table 9.3 indicates, the largest absolute
change in employment—accounting for over half of all employment
growth—has occurred in education and research. In large part, this growth
reflects a redistribution by sector of ownership within this field, primarily
the outcome of “migration” of institutions from direct state control to
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quasi-independent status within a state-regulated and (largely) state-funded
system.

Two particular policy developments are relevant: firstly, the en masse
transformation mandated by central government in 1993 to shift tertiary
and other education colleges from local-authority-controlled institutions
into self-governing charitable corporations (which followed the much
higher profile reconstitution of local-authority-controlled polytechnics as
independent “new universities” that had already taken place in 1989); sec-
ondly, the growth in the number of secondary, and to a much lesser extent,
primary schools that decided to “opt out” of direct local authority control
into the third sector, following school-by-school parental ballots—an option
presented to schools following government reforms of the education system
in the late 1980s. Both broad types of reinvented “hybrid” institution now
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Figure 9.2 Sources of nonprofit revenue in the U.K., 1995 
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operate alongside the BVS’s traditional nonprofit providers, the universities,
maintained (state-funded) church and other voluntary schools, and charita-
ble “independent” (privately funded) schools.

This growth at the definitional borders of the BVS is then unambigu-
ously government-led. Focusing on the NVS, however, one finds a more
mixed picture. The personal social services field as a whole has been the
most rapidly growing component of the NVS during this time period. This
has been buoyed by a combination of government enthusiasm for, and the
provision of resources to, independently provided (as opposed to in-
house) community-based care—in response to the aging of the popula-
tion, antipathy towards public sector direct provision, and a host of other
social, political, and economic factors. Figure 9.3 shows that this has fed
through into the development of a sector that is markedly more depen-
dent upon state funding. However, the main beneficiary of the new public
priority attached to social services has been the private (nominally for-
profit) sector, populated mainly by small businesses.16 Particularly in the
case of care for older people, which accounts for the lion’s share of re-
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Table 9.3 Trends in U.K. BVS paid employment, by “industry,” thousands,
1990–1995

FTE 1990 FTE 1995 Absolute
Field of activity No. (%) No. (%) change

Culture & recreation 262 (27.7) 347 (24.6) 84*
Education & research 330 (34.9) 587 (41.6) 257
Health 43 (4.5) 60 (4.2) 17
Social services 146 (15.4) 185 (13.1) 39
Environment 17 (1.8) 18 (1.3) 1
Development & housing 74 (7.8) 108 (7.6) 34
Civic & advocacy 9 (1.0) 7 (0.5) –2
Grant-making trusts 7 (0.7) 10 (0.7) 3
International activities 23 (2.4) 54 (3.8) 31
Professional associations, 35 (3.7) 37 (2.6) 2

trade unions, etc.

Total BVS 946 (100) 1,412 (100) 467

Total BVS excluding 1990–95
education transfers
and recreation 739 962 273

* This trend should be treated with caution, as the 1990 estimate for recreation may be un-
reliable.

Sources: See Appendix C.



sources in this field, the latter has grown much more rapidly than the vol-
untary sector, first in residential care and more recently in the provision of
home care services. A similar pattern—that is, voluntary sector growth, but
even greater expansion by private sector providers—can also be found in
some other maturing welfare “quasi-markets.” Health care, particularly
mental health and nursing care, are perhaps the best examples.
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Figure 9.3 Changes in finance in the U.K. nonprofit sector, by field, 1990–1995
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The two other main areas of NVS growth shown in Table 9.3 are develop-
ment and housing, and international activities. In the former case, expan-
sion has been led by housing associations (registered social landlords),
whose specialist market niche in social housing has remained relatively in-
sulated from private sector competition (although government financial
support has itself become both more business-like and, since 1995, more
scarce). In the latter case, European as well as domestic government fund-
ing has been an important catalyst for growth. British-based agencies are
leading actors in the European Commission’s overseas development policy
community—a uniquely mature field of EU-third sector joint working.17

Furthermore, unlike most other fields, private earned income has in-
creased significantly here, too. It is likely that this is connected to a range
of interdependent economic, social, and political factors often now
grouped together under the banner of “globalization”18 and provides evi-
dence that the voluntary sector is no more immune to these influences
than the government and private sector.

Also noteworthy is that an area where decline might have been antici-
pated—the category covering trade unions—has instead witnessed stability
or marginal growth. However, this conceals divergent trends within this
field. Trade union activity did continue to decline in the U.K. in the early
1990s, following the well-documented trend—but a less well-known expan-
sion of professional associations has offset this effect. Finally, civic and ad-
vocacy activity appears to be the only “industry” to experience negative
growth during the early 1990s. This is a worrying trend, although it should
be noted that the two-dimensional classificatory framework being used
here does not really capture the diversity of the sector’s “advocacy” contri-
bution. In the U.K. as elsewhere, much of this is not undertaken by the or-
ganizations treated in this category. Rather, it tends to be conducted along-
side service delivery and membership-oriented activities picked up in other
fields, such as environment and health, and is subsumed in our data within
these other categories.19

THE U.K. THIRD SECTOR IN COMPARATIVE CONTEXT

Because the research reported here was undertaken using the common
definitions and classifications developed in the Johns Hopkins project, the
U.K. situation can be directly compared with that prevailing in 21 other
countries. This section will identify just three of the most striking findings
from a U.K. perspective.

The preliminary results of the international study, using paid employ-
ment as the basis for comparison, are set out in Figure 9.4. The definition
for the numerator used here includes all organizations meeting the struc-
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tural-operational definition (what was referred to above, in the U.K. case,
as the BNS), other than religious congregations, for which data were not
available for all participating countries. In addition, the denominator dif-
fers because it includes all economy-wide employment other than agricul-
tural workers. (In fact, only 2 percent of the U.K. labor force are now

United Kingdom 191

Figure 9.4 Nonprofit share of total employment, by country, 1995
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employed in agriculture and fishing, so the effect is quite small; in other
countries in the study, particularly from the developing world, the impact
is much greater.)

The U.K. sector: relatively large in a global context; 
relatively small for a developed democracy

As Figure 9.4 shows, the U.K. third sector turns out to be relatively large
in relation to the entire sample of countries but relatively small for a devel-
oped democracy. At 6.2 percent, the U.K. third sector is ranked seventh by
overall size, accounting for around 1 percent more of economy-wide em-
ployment than the 22-country average. Although the figure does not show
it, if educational transfers are excluded this does not change the situation
enough to alter this ranking, since this would reduce the U.K. figure to 5.3
percent—still some distance ahead of France and Germany.

However, as the figure also shows, developing and newly democratic
countries tend to have relatively small sectors by this measure, and devel-
oped democracies relatively large sectors (with the exceptions being Fin-
land and Japan). As shown in Figure 9.5, when the U.K. is compared to the
Western European average (at 7 percent) and other developed country av-
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Figure 9.5 Nonprofit share of employment, with and without volunteers, U.K.
and four regions, 1995
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erage (6.9 percent), the U.K. third sector (at 6.2 percent) actually appears
relatively limited in its scope.

These data also allow for the comparison of the U.K.’s third sector to
those of other countries in terms of the composition of paid employment.
Among a wide range of contrasts that could be drawn, three are particularly
striking. First, as illustrated in Figure 9.6, the U.K. has one of the smallest in-
dependent nonprofit health sectors in relative terms, reflecting the contin-
ued dominance in the field of acute hospital provision of the public sector
National Health Service (NHS). (While providers in this area operate as
self-governing “trusts” in an internal market, unlike the education institu-
tions that have been discussed, these are not charitable corporations, and
their boards are appointed directly by the Secretary of State for health.)

Second, one of the clearest contrasts with other EU countries is the rela-
tively limited extent to which social services in the U.K. are provided in the
third sector. In this case, as previously noted, in the U.K. it is the private
sector that has responded most rapidly to the expanding community care
market, although the third sector remains a significant actor and has in-
deed grown in absolute terms. In other parts of the EU, by contrast, the
private sector appears to have had a relatively limited role to play to date,
with care services instead dominated by the public and informal sectors,
and increasingly, the third sector.

Finally, international activities is the single area in which the U.K.’s third
sector is significantly larger, compared to other fields, than that of any
other country on which data for this field are available. As noted above,
this is one of the fields in which the U.K. sector appears to have grown
most significantly between 1990 and 1995.

A relatively high rate of growth between 1990 and 1995

While the U.K. third sector may be relatively small in overall size, it
seems to have grown more rapidly than elsewhere—the 35 percent growth
over the five year period previously noted (excluding education transfers)
compares with an eight-country average of 24 percent, and an EU average
(for Belgium, Germany, France, and the U.K.) of 24 percent. Even if recre-
ation is excluded (for which 1990 estimates must be treated with caution),
with an increase in employment of 30 percent, the U.K. sector has grown at
a faster rate than the EU average.

A comparatively turbulent environment

Finally, the previous section emphasized how the U.K. sector’s growth
has been accompanied by a dramatic shift in its resource base—most
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noticeably, a marked move towards reliance on public sector funding. Fig-
ure 9.7 shows how the U.K. compared in 1995 to the 21 other countries
participating in the study for which revenue data were available. Countries
are grouped into two broad categories: those for which private earned in-
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Figure 9.6 Composition of the nonprofit sector, U.K., W. Europe, and 
22-country average, 1995
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come is the largest single source of income (fee-dominant), and those for
which public finance dominates (government-dominant).

The U.K. sector’s reliance on the public sector as its primary source of
funding is a pattern shared with just under half of these countries. More-
over, this dependency is actually the dominant model for the EU, also ap-
plying to Germany, France, Belgium, and the Netherlands. The key point
on which the U.K. differs, however, is in the extent to which this represents
a new development. In 1990, private earned income was the primary
source of income of the U.K. third sector (Figure 9.2). This makes the U.K.
the only case—of the countries included in both Phase I and Phase II of
this study—in which the resource base has been transformed rapidly
enough for it to move from primary reliance on private giving to primary
reliance on public sector funding; the positions of other EU countries in
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Figure 9.7 Sources of nonprofit revenue, by country, 1995



the government-dominant group represent continuity with, rather than
change from, the recent past.

CONCLUDING COMMENT

Thanks to the efforts of Charities Aid Foundation, the National Council
for Voluntary Organizations, the National Center for Volunteering, the Of-
fice for National Statistics, and others, the U.K. is now relatively fortunate
compared to many other countries in the breadth and depth of statistical
information that is available on its third, voluntary, or nonprofit sector. By
undertaking secondary analysis of these data and undertaking original re-
search, this study has sought to offer a descriptive overview of the third sec-
tor’s contribution to the U.K. economy, and to locate it in an international
comparative context. Perhaps two of the most striking findings of this work
can be underlined. First, the sector as a whole is now evenly balanced in
the extent to which it relies upon paid workers and volunteers. Moreover,
factoring the latter into calculations of the sector’s contribution to the
economy makes a major difference in its apparent economic significance.
This sector-wide picture, however, conceals significant variations among
fields in the relative importance of volunteers and paid employees.

Second, in recent years, the third sector in the U.K. has relied increas-
ingly on the public sector for its financial support. This probably will not
surprise most of those involved with the third sector. What is striking in
these data, however, is the rate at which change has occurred. Moreover,
this trend is not limited to a handful of fields of third sector activity: it has
happened systematically across most of the domains in which the third sec-
tor operates.

However, some of the most important new insights that this research can
add derive from its positioning within a larger international study, some of
whose preliminary headline findings have been presented here. Even a
look at one or two summary indicators makes it clearer than ever that the
U.K. third sector is not alone in making a major economic contribution
and displaying tremendous richness and diversity. At the same time, the fi-
nancial data underline how pace of change in the U.K. case in the early
1990s does seem to be rather high compared to other parts of the devel-
oped world.

The U.K. certainly appears difficult to categorize. On the one hand, its
new positioning in the public sector-dominant funding category suggests
the sector increasingly fits the model prevalent in Western Europe. The
U.K. sector clearly now differs sharply from the country with which it is of-
ten grouped—the U.S. One of the most important factors is that the U.K.
sector has not had to respond to systemic public “de-funding” of welfare
services20 by massively extending its reliance on fees and charges.
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On the other hand, the U.K. third sector clearly stands distinct from the
European “corporatist” model. This is both in terms of the historical legacy
of third sector-state relations, which strongly conditions the way these sec-
tors interact, and in terms of the reality of the current environment. This
chapter ends with a comment on each.

Relations between the U.K. third sector and government traditionally
have developed in a pragmatic and ad hoc way, varying tremendously by
field and even subfield. This seems to defy any overall labeling or to be an-
imated by any single organizing principle. This sets the U.K. apart from
much of Northern Europe especially, where the concept of subsidiarity,
with deep roots in Catholic social doctrine, has played a key role in deter-
mining the sectoral division of labor in the delivery of human services, giv-
ing special advantages to religiously based social service agencies. Al-
though these advantages have declined somewhat, they remain important
and differentiate these countries from the U.K.21

The contrast regarding the current environment is important to stress,
because it is becoming increasingly difficult to conceptualize the position
and role of the third sector in the U.K. purely in terms of its relationship
with the state. Of great significance is the extent to which private, for-profit
provision has rapidly also come to occupy a pivotal role in welfare provi-
sion—both publicly funded and otherwise. In operating alongside, and
sometimes competing directly with, the private sector in a turbulent and
competitive environment, the U.K. third sector does seem to resemble its
U.S. cousin more than its continental neighbors.
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as a cross-cutting organizing principle in determining the sectoral division of labor in this
country. The only field of nonprofit activity where the principle of subsidiarity could be ar-
gued to have decisively influenced state policy towards the third sector in the U.K. is in pri-
mary and secondary education, as realized in the “dual system.” This was the accommodation
between the central state, local state, and Catholic and Anglican churches in place from the
late nineteenth century until the education reforms of the late 1980s. However, even here,
the notion of subsidiarity seems to have been implicit rather than explicit, and there are good
reasons more generally to doubt the accuracy of portraying relations here as “corporatist.”
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The nonprofit sectors in the four other developed countries
covered in this volume (Australia, Israel, Japan, and the United
States) resemble the Western European countries by virtue of
their heavy engagement in the provision of social welfare ser-
vices, though they differ among themselves in terms of which of
these services dominates.

Beyond this, the nonprofit sectors in these countries diverge
from the Western European pattern in their revenue structure.
Only Israel follows the Western European pattern of significant
public sector support for nonprofit activities. In contrast, the
Australian, Japanese, and U.S. nonprofit sectors rely mainly on
fees and charges.
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BACKGROUND

Nonprofit organizations play an important part in Australian life and
have done so since almost the beginning of European settlement, over 200
years ago. They came in the intellectual luggage of the United Kingdom
migrants who settled and transformed the country. However, the impor-
tance of a nonprofit sector is not widely acknowledged in Australia. Most
people do not see a single nonprofit sector but rather a disparate gaggle of
organizations: charities, clubs, private schools, churches, associations,
lobby groups, unions and the like, gathered between the two powerful pil-
lars of government and business.

Over its two centuries of existence, Australia’s nonprofit sector has shaped
many important institutions in every aspect of Australian life. Yet from time
to time it has been challenged; and over the years, the fields of greatest non-
profit activity have changed. Eighty years ago, for example, nonprofit hospi-
tals and friendly societies played a far greater role in health care than today.
In times past, nonprofits faced the possibility of being taken over by govern-
ments; today, the threat is from the business sector. Australia’s nonprofit sec-
tor now faces another period of transformation and, if it is to maintain a
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strong presence, it will need to develop a wider public recognition as a dis-
tinct and important sector.

The data reported here should help to develop such a recognition. They
were collected as part of the Australian Nonprofit Data Project (ANDP) by
a small team of researchers from the University of Technology, Sydney,
with considerable support from the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS),1

and as part of Phase II of the Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector
Project, thus ensuring that Australian data were collected in a manner that
permitted detailed comparisons with other participating countries.2

This chapter reports just one set of findings from the project, comparing
the size and structure of the nonprofit sector in Australia to that elsewhere.
Details of the legal environment of nonprofit organizations in Australia
have already been published,3 and subsequent publications will illuminate
the history and policy context of the sector as well as its impact. The data
reported here come mainly from industry surveys conducted by the ABS,
together with other ABS collections and from data collected by several
other Australian government agencies. A fuller account of data sources is
provided in Appendix C. A more complete statement of the types of orga-
nizations included can be found in Chapter 1 and Appendix A.

PRINCIPAL FINDINGS

Five major findings emerge from this work on the scope, structure, fi-
nancing, and role of the nonprofit sector in Australia:

1. A substantial economic force

In the first place, aside from its social and political importance, the non-
profit sector turns out to be a major economic force in Australia, account-
ing for significant shares of national expenditures and employment.

More specifically:

• A $19 billion industry. The nonprofit sector in Australia had operating
expenditures of $19 billion in 1995–96, or 5.2 percent of the country’s
gross domestic product, a significant amount.4

• A major employer. Behind these expenditures lies a sizable workforce
that includes the equivalent of nearly 403,000 full-time equivalent
(FTE) paid workers. This represents 7.2 percent of all nonagricultural
workers in the country, 15.3 percent of service employment, and the
equivalent of 31.2 percent of the people who work for government at
all levels: federal, departmental, and municipal (see Table 10.1).
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• Many more employees than in the largest private firm. Put somewhat
differently, nonprofit employment in Australia outdistances the em-
ployment in the largest private business in the country by a factor of
four. Thus, compared to the 403,000 full-time equivalent paid workers
in Australia’s nonprofit organizations, Australia’s largest private cor-
poration, Coles Myer, employs about 100,000 workers.

• Outdistances numerous industries. In fact, more people work in the
nonprofit sector in Australia than in most industries. Thus, nonprofit
employment exceeds that in the communication services industry
(which in 1995–96 employed 142,900 FTE workers), the transport and
storage industry (300,500), the construction industry (317,900), and
the provision of public utilities (67,200).

• Volunteer inputs. Even this does not capture the full scope of the non-
profit sector in Australia, for this sector also attracts considerable vol-
unteer effort. Indeed, an estimated 9.3 percent of the Australian popula-
tion reports contributing their time to nonprofit organizations. This
translates into another 177,148 full-time equivalent employees, which
boosts the total number of full-time equivalent employees of non-
profit organizations in Australia to nearly 580,000, or 10.1 percent of
all nonagricultural workers in the country (see Figure 10.1).

• Religion. The inclusion of operating expenditures by religious wor-
ship organizations (about $1 billion) would boost the nonprofit sec-
tor’s total operating expenditures to $20 billion, equivalent to 5.4 per-
cent of GDP, as shown in Figure 10.1. Similarly, the inclusion of
religion would increase FTE employment by 13,000 workers and FTE
volunteers by 41,000. The nonprofit sector’s share of paid employ-
ment with religion included then rises from 7.2 percent to 7.5 per-
cent, and with volunteers, from 10.1 percent to 11.0 percent of the
nonagricultural workforce.
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Table 10.1 The nonprofit sector in Australia, 1995

$ 19.0 billion in expenditures
— 5.2 percent of GDP

402,574 paid employees
— 7.2 percent of total nonagricultural employment
— 15.3 percent of total service employment
— 31.2 percent of public sector employment



2. One of the larger nonprofit sectors

The size of the Australian nonprofit sector, measured in terms of paid
employment, is larger than the international average and on a par with
that in other developed countries.

• Above the international average. As Figure 10.2 shows, the relative size
of the nonprofit sector, as measured by employment, varies greatly
among countries, from a high of 12.6 percent of total nonagricultural
employment in the Netherlands to a low of less than 1 percent of total
employment in Mexico. The overall 22-country average, however, was
4.8 percent. This means that Australia, at 7.2 percent, is well above the
global average.

• Same as the other developed countries average. Not only is it well
above the 22-country average, but also nonprofit employment in Aus-
tralia is marginally higher than the average for other developed coun-
tries. Thus, as shown in Figure 10.3, full-time equivalent employment
in nonprofit organizations in Australia, at 7.2 percent of total employ-
ment, is just ahead of the average both for non-European developed
countries (i.e., Australia, Israel, Japan, and the U.S.) of 6.9 percent and
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Figure 10.1 Nonprofits in Australia, with and without volunteers and religion,
1995, as a % of . . . 

32.2%

31.2%

15.8%

15.3%

7.5%

7.2%

5.4%

5.2%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

With religion

Without religion

With religion

Without religion

With religion

Without religion

With religion

Without religion

Paid employees

Volunteers

6.3%

6.8%

* Nonagricultural

GDP

Total
Employment*

Service
Employment

Public Sector
Employment

10.1%

11.0%

20.6%

22.2%

44.9%

49.1%

44.9%

49.1%



for Western European countries of 7.0 percent. However, those aver-
ages conceal considerable variation, ranging, as was shown in Figure
10.2, from 12.6 percent for the Netherlands to 3.5 percent for Japan.
Australia’s ratio of nonprofit employment to total employment is
higher than that in the United Kingdom and Germany, but marginally
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Figure 10.2 Nonprofit share of total employment, by country, 1995
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lower than that in the United States and markedly lower than that in
Ireland or Israel.

• Position similar with volunteers. When volunteers are added, non-
profit organizations account for 10.1 percent of total employment in
Australia, on a par with that in Western Europe and other developed
countries (see Figure 10.3).

3. A rich history of nonprofit activity

The relatively large size of the nonprofit sector in Australia is a product
of the history of such institutions in this country. This history includes:5

• Government policy from almost the time of European settlement that
encouraged the provision of social services and hospital care by private
charitable organizations supported by government grants. It was within
this policy tradition that a large increase in government funding in the
1970s and 1980s produced a proliferation of new community-based so-
cial service organizations, the most recent period of marked nonprofit
growth.

• Sectarianism, or conflict between Catholic and Protestant churches,
which divided Australians from the 1870s to the 1960s and prompted
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Figure 10.3 Nonprofit share of employment, with and without volunteers,
Australia and four regions, 1995
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the building of a separate Catholic school system and a proliferation
of church-sponsored health and social service nonprofits.

• A benign climate, relatively high wages, and, from the late 19th cen-
tury, a five-and-a-half-day work week which encouraged the growth of
a vast array of sport and recreation organizations. In the 19th century
this growth was further prompted by a strong social movement that
encouraged the participation of young men in organized sports as a
way of building character.

• A tradition of working class self-help imported from Britain that gen-
erated many types of mutual assistance organizations such as friendly
societies, building societies, trade unions, and credit unions. The first
two have since declined to almost nonexistence, while in the past
decade trade union membership has also begun to decline markedly.

• A highly developed economy and high levels of education that have
created a strong set of business and professional associations.

• Since 1901, a federal system of government built on six separate Aus-
tralian colonies, and later, the territories, which meant that for every pro-
fession, trade, or cause, there are up to nine independent organizations.

4. Human services dominate

As is the case in other developed countries, human services—education,
social services and health—dominate the nonprofit scene in Australia.

• Almost two-thirds of nonprofit employment is in the three industries
that constitute human services. Of all the types of nonprofit activity, the
one that accounts for the largest share of nonprofit employment in Aus-
tralia is education. As shown in Figure 10.4, nearly one-quarter, or 23.3
percent, of all nonprofit employment in Australia is in the education
field. This reflects in part the historical conflict between Catholicism
and Protestantism that resulted in a large number of Catholic schools.
Social services (20.1 percent) and health (18.6 percent) closely follow
education. The share of nonprofit employment in the health field is
considerably lower, however, than the developed country average (25.9
percent), though it is closer to the Western European average (21.9 per-
cent). This reflects the growth of a public health system in Australia.

• Significant shares of nonprofit employment in the culture and develop-
ment fields. The next largest fields of nonprofit activity are culture and
recreation (16.4 percent), which includes sports and social clubs, and de-
velopment and housing (10.8 percent). In both of these fields, nonprofit
employment shares in Australia are higher than the average for devel-
oped countries generally (9.5 percent and 5.7 percent, respectively).
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• Pattern shifts with volunteers. This pattern changes when volunteer
inputs are factored in. In particular, as shown in Figure 10.5, with vol-
unteers included, the social services share of nonprofit employment in
Australia increases from 20.1 percent to 23.6 percent and becomes the

210 GLOBAL CIVIL SOCIETY: DIMENSIONS OF THE NONPROFIT SECTOR

Figure 10.4 Composition of the nonprofit sector, Australia, developed
countries, and 22-country average, 1995
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largest field of activity. The culture and recreation field also records a
substantial increase (16.4 percent to 22.7 percent) to become the sec-
ond largest field, reflecting the high level of volunteering for sports
organizations.
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Figure 10.5 Share of nonprofit employment in Australia, with and without
volunteers, by field, 1995
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5. Most revenue from fees, not philanthropy or public sector

Unlike the Western European countries, but like the U.S. and Japan, the
Australian nonprofit sector receives the bulk of its revenue not from private
philanthropy or the public sector but from fees and charges. In particular:

• Fee income dominant. The clearly dominant source of income of non-
profit organizations in Australia is fees and charges for the services
that these organizations provide. As reflected in Figure 10.6, this
source accounts for nearly two-thirds, or 62.5 percent, of all nonprofit
revenue in Australia.

• Smaller but significant share from the public sector. Almost a third (31.1
percent) of nonprofit sector revenue comes from the public sector.

• Very limited support from philanthropy. By contrast, private philan-
thropy provides a very small share of total revenues. Thus, as Figure
10.6 shows, private philanthropy—from individuals, corporations, and
foundations combined—accounts for 6.4 percent of nonprofit income
in Australia.

• Revenue structure with volunteers. This pattern of nonprofit revenue
changes significantly when volunteers are factored into the picture. In
fact, as shown in Figure 10.7, the private philanthropy share increases
from 6.4 percent to 23.4 percent. Fees are still the dominant revenue
source, however, providing just over half of total nonprofit revenues.

• Deviation from developed country pattern. This pattern of nonprofit
revenue in Australia differs considerably from the average for the de-
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Figure 10.6 Sources of nonprofit revenue in Australia, 1995
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veloped countries covered in the Johns Hopkins project. As shown in
Figure 10.8, the nonprofit sectors in these thirteen developed coun-
tries rely, on average, for more than half (51.6 percent) of their rev-
enues on public sector payments as compared to 31.1 percent in Aus-
tralia. By contrast, fees and charges constitute a smaller 40.9 percent
of income in these countries vs. 62.5 percent in Australia. The pattern
of nonprofit finance in Australia thus resembles that in the U.S.,
where fees and charges also account for the largest share of nonprofit
revenue (57 percent), rather than that in Western Europe, where pub-
lic sector payments are the most important source.

• Variations by subsector. Even this does not do full justice to the com-
plexities of nonprofit finance in Australia, however, because impor-
tant differences exist in the finances of nonprofit organizations by
subsector. In fact, when considering the revenue sources, three quite
distinct patterns of nonprofit finance are evident among Australian
nonprofits, as shown in Figure 10.9:

Most fields are fee-dominant. Fee income is the predominant source of in-
come for six fields of nonprofit action in Australia: culture and recre-
ation (91.5 percent), professional (90.5 percent), civic and advocacy
(65.7 percent), development and housing (57.9 percent), health (52
percent), and the environment (45.2 percent). This is understandable
enough in the case of cultural organizations (which includes sports as-
sociations and social clubs), where fee charges for attendance and
membership dues are the primary source of income. It is also under-
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Figure 10.7 Sources of nonprofit revenue in Australia, with volunteers, 1995
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standable in the case of professional and trade associations and civic
and advocacy groups, where dues from members are also a major
source of revenue. Similarly, many development and housing associa-
tions depend on membership fees or on the sale of their services for
their income, as do environmental groups. The nonprofit health sector
includes a large number of private hospitals that depend entirely on
fee income, though public sector payments are also quite significant.

Significant public sector role in financing the education and social services
fields. Public sector payments play the dominant role in two fields of
nonprofit action, education and social services, though fee income is
also quite important in both.

Philanthropy is dominant in only one field. Philanthropy is the dominant
source of revenue for only international aid organizations, where it
provides 70 percent of income. This would increase to two fields if re-
ligion (which receives 84 percent of its revenue from philanthropy)
were added. Philanthropic intermediaries receive equal amounts of
their income (37.5 percent) from private giving and fees and charges,
most of the latter in the form of investment earnings.
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Figure 10.8 Sources of nonprofit cash revenue, Australia, developed countries,
and 22-country average, 1995
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CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

Although the nonprofit sector emerges from the evidence presented
here as both an important and a rather complex set of institutions in Aus-
tralian society, it has never been less secure. This is a consequence of sev-
eral developments.
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Figure 10.9 Sources of nonprofit cash revenue in Australia, by field, 1995
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• In public perception and discourse, Australia’s organized world is di-
vided into business and government. The recent dominance in public
policy discussions of neo-liberal ideas has thus de-emphasized the role
of government and emphasized the importance of business. Mean-
while, there is no recognition of a nonprofit sector; rather, there are
distinct groups of diverse organizations in various industries that are
not seen as constituting a distinct sector and making a unique contri-
bution to society. As a result, their importance is underrecognized.

• There is a decline in public involvement in nonprofit organizations.
Volunteering has declined over the past fifteen years; moreover, mem-
bership has also declined in most of the mass membership organiza-
tions such as churches, service clubs, trade unions, political parties,
and youth groups. In others there is a shift from small to large organi-
zations. People are seeking to reconfigure their relationship to non-
profit organizations as consumers rather than as members or active
supporters. In so doing, they erase the distinction between nonprofit
and for-profit.

• For-profit organizations are entering many fields previously occupied
exclusively by nonprofits and, in some cases, displacing them. This has
happened in the finance and insurance industry, and it is beginning to
happen for social and sporting clubs. In health, the contribution of
nonprofit hospitals is declining. And, in social services, for-profits are
successfully competing for nonprofits in an increasing number of areas.

• In many fields, government policy changes have withdrawn or re-
duced any special privileges for nonprofits. Over the past decade, in
fields such as social services, what had previously been a loose partner-
ship between government and nonprofit organizations has been re-
placed by government-encouraged competition for government con-
tracts among nonprofits and between nonprofits and for-profits,
treating both forms of organizations alike. Changes in taxation legisla-
tion have removed almost all of the special treatment of mutual orga-
nizations and are slowly reducing some of the other special advantages
of nonprofits.

At the same time, there are areas of limited growth, such as church groups
working with the disadvantaged, self-help organizations in the health field,
and advocacy organizations in the environment and human rights fields.
However, the trends noted above seem more powerful as of this writing.

The nonprofit sector, therefore, faces serious challenges if it is to forge a
renewed and relevant role for itself in the new millennium:

• Leaders in the various parts of the nonprofit sector will need to work
together, both to learn from each other and to claim a distinct and im-
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portant place for the nonprofit sector in debates about Australia’s fu-
ture. This will require, inter alia, establishing mutually respectful rela-
tionships with the government and business sectors.

• Nonprofit organizations will need to work out ways to reinvigorate
their memberships and reengage with volunteers. To do this, they will
need to respond to the changes in values, aspirations, and availability
of free time of an increasingly diverse population.

• Nonprofit organizations need to explore new ways of raising the oper-
ating revenue and capital they need to pursue their missions. This
should include increased donations from members of the public; by
comparison with comparable countries, Australians are not generous
to the nonprofit sector.

• Nonprofits will need to gain wider public respect and acknowledg-
ment. To this end they will need to be more clearly and proactively ac-
countable to the public and to forego the belief that filling out returns
to government departments adequately meets their accountability
obligations.

ENDNOTES

1. Mark Lyons and Susan Hocking of the Australian Nonprofit Data Project served as local
associates to the Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector project. They were assisted by
Charlotte Fabiansson and Miriam Wiggers de Vries and by a number of staff from the Aus-
tralian Bureau of Statistics, especially Russell Rogers, Paul Sullivan, and Ross Upson. They were
also aided by a local advisory committee which drew leaders from almost every field in which
the nonprofit sector has a significant presence, as well as government officials from several de-
partments with a strong interest in the nonprofit sector. These are listed in Appendix D.

2. The definitions and approaches used in the Johns Hopkins project were developed col-
laboratively with the cooperation of the Australian researchers and researchers in other coun-
tries and were designed to be applicable to Australia along with other project countries. For a
full description of the Johns Hopkins project definition of the nonprofit sector and the types
of organizations included, see Appendix A. For a full list of the other countries included, see
Chapter 1 above and Lester M. Salamon and Helmut K. Anheier, The Emerging Sector Revisited:
A Summary, Revised Estimates (Baltimore, MD: The Johns Hopkins Center for Civil Society
Studies, 1999).

3. Lester M. Salamon (ed) The International Guide to Nonprofit Law (New York: John Wiley &
Sons, 1997).

4. 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 Australia accounted for 3.9 percent of total value added.

5. For more detail see Mark Lyons, “Defining the Nonprofit Sector: Australia,” The Johns
Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project Working Paper Series, No. 30. Baltimore: The Johns
Hopkins Institute for Policy Studies, 1998.

Australia 217





BACKGROUND

Like the state of Israel itself, the Israeli third or nonprofit sector is still
relatively young.2 However, third sector organizations played a central role
in the formation of the country’s basic social and economic policies even
before the state was created. In the years that ensued, nonprofit organiza-
tions continued to provide services and contribute in other ways, some-
times acting as instruments of social change, but within the context of a
state-centered, European-style “welfare state.” Starting in the mid-1970s,
however, the third sector in Israel began to grow dramatically in size—
from hundreds of organizations to tens of thousands—and in range of ac-
tivities. These changes can be attributed to the major social and economic
changes in the country following the Six-Day and Yom Kippur wars as well
as the more recent influx of immigrants following the collapse of Commu-
nism in Russia and Central Europe. In the process, the Israeli nonprofit
sector has gained significantly in stature and importance.

Despite this, little has been known about this set of institutions in solid
empirical terms. Although data on nonprofit organizations in Israel do ex-
ist, they are scattered among many public agencies, and no linkages have
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existed to provide a systematic, comprehensive, and accessible picture of
the sector. This has left policy-makers and sector leaders alike in the dark
about this increasingly important component of Israeli life.

To correct this, a research team at the Israeli Center for Third-sector Re-
search of the Ben-Gurion University of the Negev in Beer Sheva, Israel,
joined with the Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project to
develop the first systematic, comparative picture of Israeli third sector real-
ities.3 The resulting project thus offered ample opportunities both to cap-
ture local Israeli circumstances and peculiarities and to compare and con-
trast them to those in other countries both in the developed world and
elsewhere in a systematic way.4

The present chapter reports on just one set of findings from this work,
those relating to the size, structure, and financing of the nonprofit sector in
Israel. Subsequent publications will fill in the historical, legal, and policy
context of this sector and also examine the impact that this set of institu-
tions is having. The data reported here draw heavily on official surveys of
nonprofit institutions conducted by the National Accounts Department of
the Israeli Central Bureau of Statistics (CBS) as well as other information.
Unless otherwise noted, financial data are reported in U.S. dollars at the
1995 average exchange rate. (For a more complete statement of the sources
of data, see Appendix C. For a more complete statement of the types of or-
ganizations included, see Chapter 1 and Appendix A.)

PRINCIPAL FINDINGS

Israel’s third sector was a key player in building the institutional infra-
structure of Israeli society. It maintains vital roles in providing services and
in representing the population’s many and varied interests (Gidron and
Katz, 1998). Aside from its social and political importance, moreover, the
nonprofit sector turns out to be a major economic force in Israel, account-
ing for very significant shares of national expenditures and employment.
Israel’s third sector is also a dynamic entity that continues to grow and
change. More specifically, six major findings emerge from this analysis:

1. A major economic force

• An $11 billion industry. The economic importance of the third sector
is readily apparent from an examination of its expenditures. Total
third sector expenditures for 1995 exceeded $11 billion, or 33 billion
New Israeli Shekels (NIS), representing 12.6 percent of the GDP.5

• A major employer. The third sector had a full-time equivalent (FTE)
salaried workforce of approximately 145,000 in 1995.6 This figure rep-
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resents 9.2 percent of the country’s total nonagricultural employment,
close to 18 percent of total service employment, and the equivalent of
29 percent of the government workforce at all levels (see Table 11.1).

• Third sector employees outnumber business sector employees in many
industries. In fact, employment in the Israeli nonprofit sector exceeds
total employment in a number of industrial sectors. Thus, using head-
count as opposed to FTE employment numbers, the Labor Force Sur-
veys of the Central Bureau of Statistics (1995) show that the nonprofit
sector employs almost three times as many people as the financial ser-
vices industry (banking and insurance), and about half as many people
as work in all of mining and manufacturing (see Figure 11.1).

• Inclusion of volunteers increases the size of the sector. With volun-
teers included, the full-time equivalent employment in the Israeli
third sector rises by about 15 percent, to almost 177,000 full-time
equivalent positions, representing 11 percent of total nonagricultural
employment.

• Religion. The inclusion of nonprofit religious worship organizations
adds another 1,770 paid employees and 1,144 full-time equivalent vol-
unteers to the size of the Israeli nonprofit sector. With religion in-
cluded, nonprofit paid employment in Israel therefore rises only 0.1
percent to 9.3 percent of total paid employment and to 11.1 percent
of total paid plus volunteer employment. Because of the multifaceted
nature of Judaism, Israel does not have a clear separation between re-
ligion and state, and certain religiously oriented activities, such as reli-
gious courts, whether Jewish, Muslim, or Christian, take place within
public sector institutions (Gidron and Katz, 1998). In addition, indi-
viduals filling certain local and national religious functions are em-
ployees of the local or national government. Thus, only 30 percent of
all religious employment is in the nonprofit sector. The true eco-
nomic impact of religion on the nonprofit sector in Israel lies more in
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Table 11.1 The nonprofit sector in Israel, 1995

$11 billion in expenditures
— 12.6 percent of GDP

145,000 paid employees
— 9.2 percent of total nonagricultural employment
— 17.7 percent of total service employment
— 29.0 percent of public employment



religiously affiliated service provision, especially in education, than in
strictly religious worship activities.

2. One of the largest nonprofit sectors in the world

The Israeli nonprofit sector is large not only in relation to the Israeli
economy, but also compared to its counterparts in other countries.

• Above the international average in employment. As Figure 11.2 shows,
the nonprofit share of total employment varies greatly among the 22
countries covered in the Johns Hopkins project, from 12.6 percent of
total nonagricultural employment in the Netherlands to 0.4 percent
in Mexico. The overall average was close to 5 percent. The Israeli third
sector, with an employment share of 9.2 percent, thus lies well above
the international average and ranks fourth among the countries stud-
ied, behind the Netherlands, Ireland, and Belgium, but ahead of the
United States.

• Above most other developed countries. Not only is the third sector
share of total nonagricultural employment in Israel almost twice the
22-country average, but it also exceeds the averages of both Western
Europe and other developed countries (i.e., Australia, Japan, and the
United States in addition to Israel). Thus, at 9.2 percent, Israel’s non-
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Figure 11.1 Nonprofit employment in Israel in context, 1995
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profit share of total employment is about two percentage points above
the average for Western European and other developed countries,
which in turn greatly exceed the regional averages in Latin America
and Central Europe (see Figure 11.3).

• Margin narrows with volunteers. Adding full-time equivalent volunteer
labor to paid employment somewhat narrows the gap between Israel
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Figure 11.2 Nonprofit share of total employment, by country, 1995
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and the other countries, however, indicating that the volunteer rate is
comparatively low in Israel. However, at 11 percent, the nonprofit
share of paid and volunteer employment in Israel still exceeds the av-
erages in both the other developed countries (9.4 percent) and West-
ern Europe (10.3 percent).

3. Education dominance

Similar to other developed countries, welfare and human services clearly
dominate the third sector in Israel.

• Education dominates sector employment. By far the dominant element
in the Israeli nonprofit sector, at least so far as employment is con-
cerned, is the education component. As reflected in Figure 11.4, this
one field by itself accounts for half of all nonprofit employment in Is-
rael. This is significantly higher than the 22-country average and the av-
erage for the developed countries, though there is a similar education
dominance in a number of countries in Latin America and Europe
(e.g., Belgium and Ireland) where religious education—in these cases
related to the Catholic Church—is prominent. In Israel, of course, it is
Jewish ultra-orthodox education that is mostly responsible, but the fun-
damental pattern is quite similar. Additionally, other facets of educa-
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Figure 11.3 Nonprofit share of employment, with and without volunteers, Israel
and four regions, 1995
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tion, namely, higher education, vocational education, and adult educa-
tion are also typically provided by third sector organizations.

• Substantial presence in health. If education is the major field of non-
profit activity in Israel, health is the second. As Figure 11.4 shows, 27
percent of total nonprofit employment in Israel is in the health field,
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Figure 11.4 Composition of the nonprofit sector, Israel, developed countries,
and 22-country average, 1995
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substantially above the 22-country average though on a par with the
other developed countries, including Japan and the United States,
where nonprofit involvement in the health field is also pronounced.
For the most part, this is due to the large “sick funds” in Israel, which
also operate health care delivery systems. In fact, 44 percent of all
health employment in Israel is in the nonprofit sector, as reflected in
Figure 11.5.

• More limited shares of nonprofit activity in social services, culture,
and professional activity. If education and health play larger roles in
the Israeli nonprofit sector than they do elsewhere, social services, cul-
ture and recreation, and professional activity play smaller ones. Thus
the social service share of total nonprofit employment in Israel is less
than half of the developed country average (11 percent vs. 23 per-
cent) and also considerably below the full 22-country average of 18
percent (see Figure 11.4). In culture and recreation the situation is
quite similar, with the Israeli share well below the 22-country average.

Given the overall size of the Israeli nonprofit sector, these percent-
ages are still consistent with a substantial nonprofit presence. Thus,
for example, nonprofit organizations account for nearly 30 percent of
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Figure 11.5 Nonprofit employment as share of total employment in selected
service fields in Israel, 1995
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all social service and cultural and recreation employment in the coun-
try (see Figure 11.5). Nevertheless, it remains the case that the sub-
stantial nonprofit presence in social services found in much of West-
ern Europe is far less in evidence in Israel.

• Pattern remains constant with volunteers. Factoring volunteer labor
into the picture does not fundamentally alter this overall pattern ei-
ther. As shown in Figure 11.6, with volunteers included, education still
accounts for the single largest share of total nonprofit employment
(41 percent). However, its dominance is less pronounced than when
paid employment alone is considered. Indeed, a considerable amount
of volunteer labor flows into the social services field, increasing this
field’s share from 11 percent of paid nonprofit employment to 16
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Figure 11.6 Paid and paid plus volunteer employment as share of total
nonprofit employment in selected fields in Israel, 1995
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percent of paid and volunteer employment. Culture and recreation
also disproportionately benefits from volunteer input, which boosts its
share from 6 percent to close to 9 percent, while the shares of health
and other fields essentially remain constant.

• Distribution of organizations vs. employees. A somewhat different pic-
ture of the composition of the Israeli third sector emerges, however,
when the focus is on the number of organizations in each field rather
than the number of employees. Such an analysis better reflects the plu-
ralistic nature of the Israeli population and its varied interests—the is-
sues around which it chooses to organize—and therefore more closely
approximates the “civil society” concept of the third sector. When the
number of establishments is the focus, education still dominates, with
29 percent of the total, but the remaining categories are more evenly
divided.7 Thus, culture and recreation, religion, and welfare (social ser-
vices plus health) each account for 15 percent of the establishments,
and philanthropy for 10 percent (see Figure 11.7). In general, aside
from health, these fields contain mostly small organizations that ac-
count for relatively small shares of total employment and expenditures.
The health field is very different: although it comprises only 3 percent
of the total number of establishments in the sector, it accounts for nine
times that proportion of the employees.

4. A rich and complex history

That the nonprofit sector has achieved the scale that it has and takes the
form that it does in Israel is a product of the rich and complex history the
sector has had in this country. Key features of this history include the fol-
lowing:

• Heavy reliance on private nonprofit (mostly Zionist) organizations to
provide practically all health, education, welfare, and cultural services
to the Jewish population residing in what was then the Palestine Man-
date area prior to the establishment of the state of Israel in 1948. The
resulting organizations thus gained an important foothold and organi-
zational base that survived the transition to statehood, particularly in
the fields of health and education.

• A strong commitment to public support for basic welfare services—
health, education, and social services—that reflected a social philoso-
phy similar to the one that fostered the social democratic movements
in Europe in the late 19th and early 20th centuries.

• The decision of the relatively new Israeli government in the 1950s to
rely on the pre-existing “sick funds,” particularly the one associated
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with the General Federation of Labor, to provide primary health-care
services to the Israeli population rather than establish a wholly govern-
ment-operated national health-care system. The close association be-
tween the General Federation of Labor and the Labor government
during those years and the need for the young government to maintain
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Figure 11.7 Distribution of nonprofit entities by field in Israel, 1995
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a strong political base explain this decision. In the process, however, it
established a strong pattern of government-nonprofit cooperation in
the health field.

• The decision to maintain a largely private higher education system,
though heavily subsidized by public funding, in order to ensure acade-
mic freedom and facilitate fund raising overseas. This was coupled
with an agreement between the ultra-orthodox political parties and
Mapai (the Israeli Labor Party) in 1953, when the State Education Act
was passed, allowing the ultra-orthodox population to establish an in-
dependent educational system very similar to the independent reli-
gious educational systems in other countries. The agreements pertain-
ing to ultra-orthodox education have expanded considerably in recent
years.

• The decision of the first government of the newly independent Israeli
state under Prime Minister David Ben-Gurion to continue the
arrangement that was in place during the British Mandate and leave
matters important to the religious population, such as the laws regu-
lating personal matters (e.g., marriage, divorce, and burials), to reli-
gious authorities sanctioned by the state. Similar accommodations
were made with the Muslim and Christian populations as well. Within
Israel, however, this created a situation whereby Jewish Orthodoxy
gained a monopoly in the interpretation of Jewish law. As the religious
population gained political strength, it was able to expand its influ-
ence and secure, for example, government support for its educational
institutions, many of them nonprofit organizations. Indeed, for a
whole variety of social and cultural reasons, the Jewish religious popu-
lation is very active in initiating nonprofit organizations. More than 40
percent of all nonprofit organizations in Israel over the years have
been initiated by this population; however, only a fraction of these re-
ceive ongoing public support. This is particularly interesting consider-
ing that the Jewish religious population comprises less than 20 per-
cent of the total Israeli population.

• The development in more recent years of special interest and advo-
cacy groups, attesting to Israel’s character as a civil society. These di-
verse organizations reflect issues of concern to different groups of citi-
zens motivated to join together in establishing an organization.
Nonprofits registered in this period reflect varied (and sometimes pe-
culiar) interests, including, for example, the Israel Association of Mo-
tor Model Fans, the Association of Victims of the Carmel Tunnels, and
the Israeli Organization of Nail Technicians. In addition, the nature
and structure of Israel’s third sector in the early 1990s is also clearly in-
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fluenced by economic (wage agreements, privatization), legal (new
laws), and demographic (immigration) processes.

5. Most revenue from public funding, not philanthropy or 
earned income

Reflecting this history, the Israeli nonprofit sector receives most of its
revenue from the central government and local authorities, and less from
philanthropy and earned income (e.g., fees and charges).

• Public funds dominate. As shown in Figure 11.8, public funds—in the
form of grants and contracts—account for nearly two-thirds (64 per-
cent) of third sector financing in Israel. Earned income (the sale of
services, membership fees, and investment income) accounts for 26
percent of sector financing. Donations from all sources—foreign and
domestic—account for only 10 percent of support.

• Revenue structure with volunteers. The nonprofit revenue structure
in Israel changes somewhat when volunteers are factored into the pic-
ture. As shown in Figure 11.9, with volunteers included, private phil-
anthropy boosts its share substantially from 10 percent to 17 percent.
Even so, however, public sector support, while decreasing from 64 per-
cent to 59 percent, remains the overwhelmingly dominant revenue
source, while the fees and charges share declines only marginally,
from 26 percent to 24 percent.
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Figure 11.8 Sources of nonprofit revenue in Israel, 1995
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• Revenue structure with religion. This overall pattern of nonprofit fi-
nance does not change further when account is taken of religious in-
stitutions, such as synagogues and churches. With religion included in
addition to volunteers, the philanthropic share of total nonprofit rev-
enue in Israel remains about 17 percent (see Figure 11.10).

• Domestic and international private support. Of the total private philan-
thropic support to the Israeli nonprofit sector, roughly half comes
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Figure 11.9 Sources of nonprofit revenue in Israel, with volunteers, 1995
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from overseas sources (Central Bureau of Statistics, 1996). The remain-
der, however, comes from Israeli domestic sources. Individuals and pri-
vate households provided close to 14 percent of total donations, an es-
timated NIS 436 million in donations as of 1997 (Gidron, 1997). This is
a higher rate of domestic giving than has previously been assumed,
though it hardly dominates the revenue structure of the Israeli non-
profit sector.

• Funding pattern differs from other developed countries. The pattern
of third sector finance in Israel differs in important ways from that in
other developed countries as well as from the 22-country average (see
Figure 11.11). More specifically, the share of public sector support in
Israel is substantially above the average of developed countries in gen-
eral (64 percent in Israel vs. 52 percent) and exceeds by far the 22-
country average of 40 percent. By the same token, fee income plays a
significantly less pivotal role in Israel than in other developed coun-
tries (26 percent in Israel vs. 41 percent) and globally (49 percent).
The philanthropy share in Israel, on the other hand, is essentially on a
par with the global average (10.2 percent in Israel vs. 10.5 percent)
and slightly above the developed countries average (7.5 percent). The
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Figure 11.11 Sources of nonprofit cash revenue, Israel, developed countries,
and 22-country average, 1995
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structure of Israeli third sector finance thus most closely resembles
that evident in Western Europe (see Chapter 1), with its heavy empha-
sis on state financing of nonprofit activity. This very likely reflects the
heavy influence of Western European social democratic thinking on
the early founders of the Israeli state coupled with the special history
of the “sick funds” and the influence of the ultra-conservative religious
community, particularly in the education sphere. Together, these fac-
tors have led to an active state presence in Israel that is nevertheless
implemented in a number of crucial spheres by contracting with ex-
ternal, mostly nonprofit, agencies, thus blurring the boundaries be-
tween the third and the public sectors (see Gidron and Katz, 1998).

• Public funding not the dominant revenue source in most subsectors.
While public funding accounts for the lion’s share of total nonprofit
income in Israel, it does not dominate the funding picture in all fields.
To the contrary, such support is dominant in only three of the ten
fields of nonprofit activity studied: health, education, and culture and
recreation (see Figure 11.12). However, these three fields account for
almost 90 percent of total third sector employment and revenue.

In two other areas of nonprofit activity, the environment and pro-
fessional and labor associations, fee income is clearly the dominant
source; while in two others, civic and advocacy and international activ-
ity, the dominant source of revenue is philanthropy. In the remaining
three areas of nonprofit activity (social services, housing and develop-
ment, and philanthropy) the revenue is almost equally distributed
among the three sources, with earned income in the lead over both
public support and private giving.

6. Change between 1991 and 1995

Not only is the Israeli nonprofit sector large, but also it has been quite
dynamic.

• Continuing growth. The Israeli third sector grew substantially in the
early 1990s, though a bit more slowly than it had in the 1980s (Central
Bureau of Statistics, 1996; Gidron, 1997). In particular, the number of
active organizations rose nearly 50 percent from 8,562 in 1991 to
12,125 in 1995, an average annual increase of 11 percent. Employ-
ment in the sector also rose substantially, by approximately 15 percent
over this same period, adding some 19,000 full-time positions. This
was just slightly behind the overall employment growth in the Israeli
economy, which was buoyed by the influx of Eastern European and
Russian immigrants. The nonprofit share of total nonagricultural em-
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ployment thus decreased slightly from 10.7 percent to 9.3 percent dur-
ing this period. At the same time, however, third sector expenditures
as a share of GDP increased between 1991 and 1995 from 12.2 percent
to 12.7 percent, partly due to significant wage raises for professionals
in education, health, and social services.
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Figure 11.12 Sources of nonprofit cash revenue in Israel, by field, 1995
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• Education the main source of third sector growth. Most (80 percent)
of the increase in employment that occurred in the Israeli nonprofit
sector between 1991 and 1995 took place in the education field. In the
process, education went from 40 percent of nonprofit employment to
50 percent, as Figure 11.13 reveals. This increase can be attributed to
the expansion of the ultra-orthodox educational system and of exist-
ing higher education institutions, as well as the development of new
colleges.

• Employment gains in the environment, culture and recreation, and
health. Employment also increased substantially among environmen-
tal organizations, in culture and recreation, and in health. While the
growth in the environment field was prompted by recent increases in
public awareness of this issue, the rise in the culture and recreation
field likely reflected the greater cultural diversity resulting from the
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Figure 11.13 Nonprofit employment in selected field as shares of total nonprofit
employment, Israel, 1991, 1995
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large influx of immigrants from the former Soviet Union and a redefi-
nition of some previously religious activities as cultural activities in or-
der to meet new criteria for public funding established during this pe-
riod. The health increases, while substantial, still lagged behind the
overall growth of the sector so that the health share of the total de-
clined somewhat.

• Job losses in social services and professional associations and unions.
In the remaining fields of third sector activity, employment declined
between 1991 and 1995. This may be related to the trend, particularly
in social service organizations, to substitute contracting out of person-
nel services for hiring regular employees. In addition, recent changes
and cutbacks in the General Federation of Labor, the Histadrut, led to
decreased employment among trade associations. Taken together,
therefore, these changes have led to a further concentration of the
nonprofit sector in education.

• Growth fueled largely by public payments. That the Israeli third sector
has continued to grow substantially in recent years is due in no small
part to the continued expansion of public sector support. In fact, as
Figure 11.14 shows, public financing grew from about half of total
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Figure 11.14 Sources of nonprofit revenue in Israel, 1991, 1995
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nonprofit revenues in 1991 to almost two-thirds in 1995. New wage
agreements with professionals in health and education played a sub-
stantial part in this increase. Earned income, on the other hand, did
not keep pace, declining from one-third to about one-quarter of total
revenues in the same period, while the philanthropy share declined
from more than 15 percent to 10 percent. The relative decline in fee
income distinguishes Israel from many other countries, where a com-
mercialization trend is evident within the nonprofit sector. Appar-
ently, growing government support has insulated the Israeli nonprofit
sector from some of these commercialization pressures, at least in the
fields where such support has been available. In the three fields where
government support has declined, however, (culture and recreation,
social services, and housing and community development), either pri-
vate giving has increased enough to sustain continued growth (e.g., in
culture and recreation) or growth has slowed (social services and
housing and community development).

CONCLUSIONS

The Israeli nonprofit sector thus emerges from the data assembled here
as one of the largest in the world in relative terms, accounting for 9.2 per-
cent of Israel’s nonagricultural employment. These findings contradict a
common perception that the growth of the modern welfare state is antago-
nistic to nonprofit organizations. The case of Israel, like that of Belgium
and the Netherlands (see Chapters 2 and 7), shows that antagonism is by
no means necessary. To the contrary, the growth of the welfare state can
promote the expansion of the nonprofit sector by mobilizing public funds to
finance third sector services. This certainly has been the pattern in Israel,
where a long tradition of close cooperation between the state and the non-
profit sector has made such arrangements easy to establish and sustain,
particularly in certain fields, such as education and health, where the non-
profit sector enjoys significant political support.

The Israeli nonprofit sector grew from 1991 to 1995, although more
slowly than in the 1980s, and more slowly than the economy as a whole
during this period. This growth reflects in part the continued expansion of
public sector support in the fields of education and health and in part the
growing diversity of Israel’s population and the proliferation of social con-
cerns that has accompanied the slow normalization of public life.

This report uses a definition of the third sector that differs somewhat
from that used by the Central Bureau of Statistics (CBS) or the one com-
monly perceived by the public. The CBS’s definition of the “sector of non-
profit institutions” does not include many of the sector’s smaller organiza-
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tions; conversely, the public’s concept of “civil society” excludes the very
large organizations that shape, as has been seen, the size and the nature of
the sector. The current analysis of Israel’s third sector leads to a view more
similar to the CBS concept, in which a few large organizations dominate
the sector’s economy. Future, more detailed analyses of other aspects of
the sector may present a picture of the sector closer to the “civil society”
concept.

A comparison of Israel’s third sector with those of other nations makes
clear, moreover, that Israel is quite similar to a number of European wel-
fare states that embody a model of close cooperation between the third
sector and the public sector in the provision of welfare services (Salamon
and Anheier, 1999). This is evidenced in the relatively large size of the Is-
raeli nonprofit sector, its high rate of public sector funding, and its focus
on education and health.

Other dimensions researched in the context of this project, including
the historical, legal, and policy frameworks, as well as the broader impact
of the sector, will shed further light on these aspects and serve to complete
the picture of the sector presented here. Along with the data reported
here, they will further enhance understanding of Israel’s third sector and
provide insight for developing policies regarding its role in society.
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ENDNOTES

1. This chapter is based on a slightly different report published as “The Israeli Nonprofit
Sector: An Overview of Major Economic Parameters” in June 1999 by the Israeli Center for
Third-sector Research (ICTR), Ben-Gurion University of the Negev, Beer Sheva, Israel. The
original report contains additional information of particular interest to Israeli readers and
can be obtained by contacting ICTR at ictr@bgumail.bgu.ac.il.

2. The terms “third sector” and “nonprofit sector” will be used interchangeably through-
out the chapter.

3. The work in Israel was coordinated by Prof. Benjamin Gidron of the Israeli Center for
Third-sector Research at Ben-Gurion University, who served as local associate to this project,
assisted by a team drawn from various research institutes in the country. The team was aided,
in turn, by a local advisory committee made up of prominent government, academic, and
business leaders (see Appendix D for a list of committee members). The Johns Hopkins pro-
ject was directed by Lester M. Salamon and Helmut K. Anheier.

4. The definitions and approaches used in the project were developed collaboratively with
the cooperation of the Israeli researchers and researchers in other countries and were de-
signed to be applicable to Israel and the other project countries. For a full description of this
definition and the types of organizations included, see Appendix A. For a full list of the other
countries included, see Chapter 1 above and Lester M. Salamon and Helmut K. Anheier, The
Emerging Sector Revisited: A Summary, Revised Estimates (Baltimore, MD: The Johns Hopkins Cen-
ter for Civil Society Studies, 1999).

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 ba-
sis, the nonprofit sector in Israel accounts for 7.3 percent of GDP—still a quite significant
amount.
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6. Since third sector organizations, particularly small and medium-sized organizations, fre-
quently employ many part-time workers, a headcount of nonprofit employment would yield a
significantly higher number of employees.

7. The basis for this analysis are some 12,500 economically active organizations that submit
financial reports to the Department of Non-Profit and Public Institutions of the Income Tax
Commission.
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BACKGROUND

The Japanese nonprofit sector employs more workers than any other
country covered in this volume, except the United States, and more than
15 times the number of workers employed in the Israeli nonprofit sector.
However, when considered in the context of the entire national economy,
Japan’s nonprofit sector is among the smallest of the developed countries,
and attracts relatively low levels of private giving and volunteering. At work
are a number of factors, such as restrictive legislation and government bu-
reaucracy, that have caused an “under-utilization” of the nonprofit poten-
tial in Japan. Events in the second half of the 1990s, including the growth
of citizen-based grassroots organizations and the enactment of new facilita-
tive legislation, hold promise for unleashing this untapped potential.

Beginning in 1990, before these events began to unfold, a Japanese re-
search team affiliated with the first phase of the Johns Hopkins Comparative
Nonprofit Sector Project initiated one of the first efforts to assess Japan’s
nonprofit sector in a systematic, comparative way.1 The findings reported in
this chapter are the result of a second phase of the Johns Hopkins project
carried out in order to update the Phase I work and to extend the inquiry to
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explore the contributions the Japanese nonprofit sector is making. This sec-
ond phase in Japan is being conducted by a research team based at the Non-
profit Organization (NPO) Research Forum of Japan.2

The present chapter reports on just one set of findings from this project,
those relating to the size and structure of the Japanese nonprofit sector in
1995 and the changes the sector experienced between 1990 and 1995. Sub-
sequent publications will fill in the historical, legal, and policy context of
this sector and also examine the impact that this set of institutions is hav-
ing. In Japan, the principal data sources used were the Survey on Private
Nonprofit Institutions (Minkan-hieiri-dantai jittaichosa) and the Basic Survey
on Civic Activity Organizations (Shimin-katsudo-dantai kihonchosa) con-
ducted by the Japanese Government Economic Planning Agency. Unless
otherwise noted, financial data are reported in U.S. dollars at the 1995 av-
erage exchange rate. (For a more complete statement of the sources of
data, see Appendix C. For a more complete statement of the types of orga-
nizations included, see Chapter 1 and Appendix A.)

PRINCIPAL FINDINGS

Six major findings emerge from this work on the scope, structure, fi-
nancing, and role of the nonprofit sector in Japan:

1. A substantial economic force

In the first place, aside from its social and political importance, the non-
profit sector is a significant economic force in Japan, accounting for signif-
icant shares of national expenditures and employment.

More specifically:

• A $214 billion industry. Even excluding its religious worship compo-
nent, the nonprofit sector in Japan had operating expenditures of
nearly $214 billion in 1995, a considerable 4.5 percent of the country’s
gross domestic product.3

• A major employer. Behind these expenditures is a sizable workforce
that includes the equivalent of 2.1 million full-time equivalent (FTE)
paid workers. This represents 3.5 percent of all nonagricultural work-
ers in the country, nearly 14 percent of service employees, and the
equivalent of the total number of all federal, provincial, and munici-
pal government workers (see Table 12.1).

• More employees than in the largest private firm. The Japanese non-
profit sector engages at least 28 times more employees than the coun-
try’s largest private corporation and nearly 7 times more than the
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largest five firms combined. Thus, compared to the 2.1 million paid
workers employed in Japan’s nonprofit organizations, Japan’s largest
private corporation, Hitachi, Ltd., employs 77,000 workers, and the
top five firms employ approximately 318,000 (see Figure 12.1).

• Volunteer inputs. Even this does not capture the full scope of the non-
profit sector in Japan, for this sector also attracts a considerable
amount of volunteer effort. Indeed, an estimated 21.4 percent of Japan-
ese citizens report contributing their time to nonprofit organizations.
This translates into another 700,000 FTE employees, which increases
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Table 12.1 The nonprofit sector in Japan, 1995

$ 213.6 billion in expenditures
— 4.5 percent of GDP

2.1 million paid employees
— 3.5 percent of total nonagricultural employment
— 13.7 percent of total service employment
— 39.8 percent of public employment

Figure 12.1 Employment in nonprofits vs. largest firms in Japan, 1995
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the total number of FTE employees of nonprofit organizations in
Japan to 2.8 million, or 4.6 percent of total employment in the coun-
try (see Figure 12.2).

• Religion. The inclusion of religious worship would boost these totals
by another 148,000 paid employees and 155,000 FTE volunteers. With
religious worship included, nonprofit paid employment therefore
rises from 3.5 percent to 3.7 percent of total paid employment; factor-
ing in volunteers, this figure increases to 5.1 percent. Religion also
generates operating expenditures of some $23 billion, thus bringing
total expenditures to over $236 billion, the equivalent of 5 percent of
GDP excluding volunteers.

2. One of the largest nonprofit sectors among the 22 project
countries

In terms of the number of people employed, Japan’s nonprofit sector is
clearly one of the largest in the world. However, in relation to the size of
the national economy, the nonprofit sector in Japan falls behind that of
most other developed, industrialized countries.

• The second largest nonprofit sector. At 2.1 million FTE workers, the
Japanese nonprofit sector employs more people than that of any of
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Figure 12.2 Nonprofits in Japan, with and without volunteers and religion,
1995, as a % of . . .
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the other 21 project countries except the United States (8.6 million
FTE employees). The country with the next largest nonprofit sector,
Germany, has a considerably smaller sector (1.4 million FTE workers).

• Below the international average. Though large in absolute size, the
Japanese nonprofit sector is still quite small in relation to the overall
Japanese economy. As Figure 12.3 shows, the relative size of the non-
profit sector varies greatly among the countries studied, ranging from a
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Figure 12.3 Nonprofit share of total employment, by country, 1995
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high of 12.6 percent of total nonagricultural employment in the
Netherlands to a low of less than 1 percent of total employment in Mex-
ico. The overall 22-country average, however, is 4.8 percent. This means
that, excluding religious worship, Japan’s nonprofit sector falls below
the global average, comprising 3.5 percent of total employment.

• Below the developed countries average. As shown in Figure 12.4, the
relative share of employment in the Japanese nonprofit sector is about
half that of the Western European (7.0 percent) and other developed
countries (6.9 percent) averages. However, the level of employment
still exceeds that in all Eastern European and most Latin American
countries, as well as Finland.

• Margin of difference widens with volunteers. The margin of differ-
ence between the relative size of the Japanese nonprofit sector and
that of other developed countries widens when volunteers are added.
Thus, with volunteer time figured in, nonprofit organizations account
for only 4.6 percent of total employment in Japan, whereas compara-
ble figures for other developed countries are more than twice as large
(see Figure 12.4). If Japan were to utilize the number of volunteers
that is proportional to the size of its national economy and compara-
ble to the number in other developed countries (on average about 
3.1 percent of the nonagricultural employment), Japan would engage
1.9 million FTE volunteers, nearly 3 times as many as it does now. This
is Japan’s untapped “nonprofit potential.”
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Figure 12.4 Nonprofit share of employment in Japan and four regions, 1995
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3. A bifurcated nonprofit sector

While the overall size of the Japanese nonprofit sector is fairly large, as in-
dicated by the data presented here, it consists of two different types of orga-
nizations. The first set of organizations are legally well-defined (based on the
civil code) and well-recognized nonprofit corporations, such as public bene-
fit corporations, medical corporations, private school corporations, and so-
cial welfare corporations. The central and local governments have had
strong discretionary power over these organizations and have encouraged
their growth. The second set of organizations is basically grassroots groups
that engage in such activities as environmental protection, advocacy, com-
munity development, and international cooperation. Most of these grass-
roots organizations are small and their revenue structure is fairly fragile.

These nonprofit organizations have long been less visible in Japan than in
most developed countries. Until the 1995 Kobe earthquake, Japanese non-
profit organizations operated in the shadow of the state. With little explicit
public support, they scarcely recognized themselves as belonging to a coher-
ent “sector.” Moreover, existing legal provisions erected a seemingly insur-
mountable wall between formally incorporated nonprofit organizations and
the sizable assortment of citizen groups that have emerged over the past
decade or more at the community level in Japan. These citizen groups were
cultivated over the last several years in response to the growing frustrations
of citizens over environmental and social issues, among other problems; they
sought to rectify the limitations that prevented citizen action in Japan’s in-
creasingly pluralistic—though still bureaucratically dominated—society by
providing opportunities for civic engagement. In Japan, where a sharp di-
vide has long existed between citizens and large incorporated nonprofit in-
stitutions, a divide now exists between these incorporated nonprofits and the
growing number of informal citizen groups, in large part because these
small organizations do not have access to official legal status and the impor-
tant privileges that legal recognition carries with it.

4. Health dominance

Reflecting this fact, health care clearly dominates the nonprofit scene in
Japan, similar to that in the United States and the Netherlands, but unlike
the other project countries.

• Over 47 percent of nonprofit employment in health. Nonprofit em-
ployment in most Western European and Latin American countries is
concentrated in either social services or education, while Eastern Eu-
rope’s nonprofit sector is clearly dominated by culture and sports activ-
ities. In contrast, of all the areas of nonprofit activity, the field that
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accounts for the largest share of nonprofit employment in Japan is
health care. As shown in Figure 12.5, 47.1 percent of all nonprofit em-
ployment in Japan is concentrated in the health care field. This is com-
parable to only two other countries in the sample: the United States
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Figure 12.5 Composition of the nonprofit sector, Japan, developed countries,
and 22-country average, 1995 
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(46.3 percent of nonprofit employment) and the Netherlands (41.8
percent). In the case of Japan, this heavy concentration of health care-
related employment reflects the fact that the nonprofit sector is the
major provider of health services in Japan. Indeed, over 70 percent of
all health care employees are employed within the nonprofit sector.
Consequently, health care dwarfs all other fields of activity in the
Japanese nonprofit sector.

• Sizable nonprofit presence in education and social services. Another
sizable portion of total nonprofit employment in Japan is concentrated
in the fields of education and social services, which together account
for 39 percent of all nonprofit employment, slightly below the devel-
oped country averages. Included here are many of Japan’s higher edu-
cation institutions as well as a number of large social service agencies
operating with government sanction and recognition. The three social
welfare fields—health care, education, and social services—thus jointly
account for 86 percent of nonprofit sector employment in Japan, a
much higher concentration than the 22-country average (68 percent).

• Relatively smaller shares of nonprofit employment in other fields. Com-
pared to the overall 22-country average, other fields of activity absorb a
significantly smaller share of nonprofit employment in Japan. This is
particularly true of the economic development and culture fields, as
well as the combined fields of environmental protection and advocacy,
in which Japan is far below the developed-country and 22-country aver-
ages (Figure 12.5). Thus, while the development and housing field ab-
sorbs, on average, 5.8 percent of nonprofit employment in the 22 coun-
tries studied, less than 1 percent of nonprofit employees in Japan are
engaged in this field. A similar disparity holds in the field of culture and
recreation where the 22-country average of 14.4 percent is nearly five
times the Japanese level of only 3.1. In the case of development and
housing, the relatively minor involvement of nonprofits is very likely the
result of the active role that the central and local governments have
played in community development activities, thereby leaving little op-
portunity for private nonprofit development activities. In the case of
culture, the meager support received from the public sector appears to
be a major factor. More generally, however, it is the sheer difficulty of
establishing and operating a nonprofit organization in these non-wel-
fare service fields that reduces their weight in the composition of
Japan’s nonprofit sector.

• Pattern remains steady with volunteers. This pattern remains essentially
the same when volunteer work is considered. In particular, as shown in
Figure 12.6, with volunteers included, the prominence of health care 
in overall nonprofit employment in Japan decreases somewhat, yet
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remains the single dominant field. Employment in the field of eco-
nomic development increases six-fold when factoring in volunteer
work; however, because of the small size of this field, this increase does
not alter the overall picture of employment distribution across the fields
of activity in Japan. Culture gains a somewhat larger share of employ-
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Figure 12.6 Share of nonprofit employment in Japan, with and without
volunteers, by field, 1995
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ment when volunteers are added, increasing from 3.1 percent to 5.5
percent. However, the impact of volunteering on that field’s share is
considerably smaller than in other developed countries, especially in
Western Europe. In France and Germany, for example, volunteers
nearly triple culture’s share of nonprofit employment. This reflects, in
part, the fact that volunteering does not play as pronounced a role in
Japan as it does in other developed countries since it was not as well-or-
ganized a component of Japanese social life prior to the recent Kobe
earthquake.

5. Most revenue from service fees and public sector 
payments, not philanthropy

Consistent with the country’s statist approach to the economy in gen-
eral, as well as pivotal legislative changes introduced after World War II to
stimulate the nongovernmental sector, Japan’s nonprofit sector receives
the bulk of its revenue not from private philanthropy but from service fees
(52 percent) and public sector payments (45 percent).

• Service fee income dominant. Fees and other private payments for ser-
vices account for more than half (52.1 percent) of all nonprofit sector
revenues in Japan, as reflected in Figure 12.7. Public sector payments are
comparable, amounting to 45.2 percent of the sector’s revenue inflow.

• Limited support from philanthropy. By contrast, private philanthropy
provides a minuscule share of total revenues. Thus, as Figure 12.7 
also shows, private philanthropy—from individuals, corporations, and
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Figure 12.7 Sources of nonprofit revenue in Japan, 1995
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foundations combined-accounts for only 2.6 percent of nonprofit in-
come in Japan.

• Revenue structure with volunteers. This pattern changes only slightly
when the value of volunteer input is added to private philanthropic
contributions. As shown in Figure 12.8, the private philanthropy share
of total income increases from 2.6 percent to 10.7 percent with volun-
teers included, but it is still substantially smaller than revenues gath-
ered from the public sector and private service fees. This is due largely
to the fact that, as previously noted, volunteering plays a relatively mi-
nor role in Japan’s nonprofit sector.

• Revenue structure with religion. When religious worship institutions
such as churches, shrines, and temples are taken into account, the
philanthropic share of total nonprofit revenue in Japan rises from 2.6
percent to 3.6 percent. Such religious institutions account for approx-
imately 10 percent of the total revenue of Japan’s nonprofit sector.
With volunteers included as well, the private giving share rises to 12.3
percent, as shown in Figure 12.9.

• Similar to global average and developed countries. The pattern of
nonprofit finance evident in Japan is not significantly different from
the 22-country average, or from the developed countries’ average.
Thus, as shown in Figure 12.10, while fees and charges represent the
dominant source of nonprofit financial support in the 22-country av-
erage, its dominance is somewhat more pronounced in Japan (52.1
percent of total revenue as compared to 49.4 percent overall). Public
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Figure 12.8 Sources of nonprofit revenue in Japan, with volunteers, 1995
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Figure 12.9 Sources of nonprofit revenue in Japan, with volunteers and
religious worship, 1995
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sector payments also comprise a slightly larger share of nonprofit in-
come in Japan than the 22-country average (45.2 percent vs. 40.1 per-
cent overall), though they constitute a slightly lower share in Japan
than in the developed countries generally (51.6 percent). The
sharpest disparity, however, is in the share of nonprofit revenue that
comes from philanthropy, which is only 2.6 percent in Japan as com-
pared with 10.5 percent in all project countries and 7.5 percent in the
developed countries.

The structure of nonprofit finance evident in Japan reflects the
long tradition of statism in this society and the cultural norms stress-
ing cooperation and consensus over individualism. Nonprofit organi-
zations consequently have emerged within the ambit of a clearly dom-
inant state bureaucracy and allied corporate sector rather than as the
product of grassroots citizen pressures. One of the interesting ques-
tions for the future is how extensively nonprofits will be able to go be-
yond these relatively narrow confines for nonprofit action.

• Variations by field. The general picture of Japanese nonprofit revenue
masks some differences, however, among the different types of agen-
cies. In fact, two distinct patterns of nonprofit finance are evident
among Japanese nonprofits, as shown in Figure 12.11.

Fee-dominant fields. Fee income is the dominant source of income in
eight of the ten fields of nonprofit activity in Japan. Professional orga-
nizations, labor unions, and business associations represent the most
fee-dependent set of organizations, deriving over 99 percent of their
income from dues and fees. Two other fields that rely heavily on
earned income are education and culture, which receive 80–85 per-
cent of their funding from fees.

Public sector-dominant fields. In the two remaining fields, health and so-
cial services, the Japanese government plays the dominant role in fi-
nancing nonprofit action. This is consistent with Japan’s tradition of
government support in these areas of service, especially in the field of
health. Under the Japanese comprehensive and compulsory health in-
surance system, a substantial part of the cost of medical service is paid
by the government, though the services are actually delivered by large,
private nonprofit hospital corporations.

6. Changes in the Japanese nonprofit sector (1990–95)

Between 1990 and 1995, the Japanese nonprofit sector grew by 27 per-
cent, adding 451,000 new FTE jobs to the Japanese economy. The sector’s
growth exceeds that of total nonagricultural employment growth during
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the same period by a ratio of 2:1. However, the expansion of the nonprofit
sector was not as fast as that of the service industry as a whole. As a result,
the nonprofit sector’s share of service employment actually shrank from
8.6 percent in 1990 to 6.8 percent in 1995.
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Figure 12.11 Sources of nonprofit cash revenue in Japan, by field, 1995
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Another interesting shift in this time period occurred in the sector’s rev-
enue structure. Total inflation-adjusted revenue grew by over $23 billion, of
which nearly 98 percent came from public sector payments. This trend to-
ward etatization of the nonprofit sector diverges from that toward marketi-
zation, i.e., growing reliance on fee income, observed in the U.S., France,
and Germany. In fact, the inflation-adjusted level of fee income in Japan ac-
tually shrank between 1990 and 1995. At the same time, the level of support
from private giving grew 22 percent. Nevertheless, since this income source
accounts for only a miniscule share of total nonprofit revenue, this growth
was dwarfed by the massive influx of public sector payments.

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

The Japanese nonprofit sector stands today at an important crossroads.
Though containing many huge institutions and accounting for a consider-
able range of human service activity, this set of institutions long operated
in the shadow of a dominant state bureaucracy and enjoyed only limited
grassroots support. In the wake of the Kobe earthquake of 1995 and the
subsequent Russian oil tanker disaster in the Sea of Japan—events that
demonstrated the limitations of the governmental bureaucracy and galva-
nized the Japanese voluntary spirit—the winds of change are clearly blow-
ing in Japan. A new “NPO law” (Law to Promote Specific Nonprofit Activi-
ties), passed by the Japanese Diet in 1998, significantly simplified the
process of obtaining nonprofit legal status for unincorporated groups.
“Civil society” (shimin shakai) has become a topic of interest for the Japan-
ese media and has penetrated public discourse. Moreover, a growing num-
ber of academics and researchers have discovered the nonprofit sector and
have begun to build knowledge about its contours and possibilities. Politi-
cians, bureaucrats, and even the general public are becoming increasingly
more interested in the potential roles of nonprofits in Japanese society.

All of this poses important challenges but also important opportunities
for Japanese nonprofits. At issue in Japan, as in many of the developed
countries, is not simply the existence of nonprofit organizations but rather
more fundamental questions: for what purpose and under what terms should
nonprofits exist? Important questions are thus being raised about the char-
acter of the nonprofit organizations that exist and about the values they
should be called on to serve.

As these issues are debated, the Japanese nonprofit sector, like those in
the other developed countries covered in this volume, faces the challenge
of cultivating and maintaining the citizen base that has begun to expand
over the last decade. As part of this effort, nonprofit organizations in
Japan, both the more formal “corporations” and the grassroots groups, will
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face the challenge of moving toward greater openness in disclosing their
activities to the general public. This will help to ensure their accountability
and defend the sector’s worth.

The expansion of both private giving and volunteering will also be im-
portant for the future of Japan’s nonprofit sector. As has been shown in
this chapter, Japan has low levels of private giving and volunteering in com-
parison with other developed countries. The aging population in Japan
may represent a large reservoir of potential volunteers and donations that
remain yet “untapped” for the expansion of the philanthropic share of
nonprofit operations. However, in order to tap this potential reservoir, the
tax system must be drastically reformed to reward charitable donations and
volunteering more generously.

These and other changes are very much “in the wind” in Japan. The next
few years will determine whether they settle down to earth.

ENDNOTES

1. For some of these Phase I results published in English, see Tadashi Yamamoto, The Non-
profit Sector in Japan (Manchester, U.K.: Manchester University Press, 1998); Takayoshi
Amenomori, “Japan,” in Lester M. Salamon and Helmut K. Anheier, eds., Defining the Non-
profit Sector: A Cross-national Analysis (Manchester, U.K.: Manchester University Press, 1997);
and the chapter on Japan in Lester M. Salamon, The International Guide to Nonprofit Law (New
York: John Wiley & Sons, 1997).

2. Naoto Yamauchi and Masaaki Homma, both members of the NPO Research Forum of
Japan and professors at Osaka University, served as local associates for the project in this sec-
ond phase. In developing the estimates presented in this chapter, they were assisted by Taka-
fumi Tanaka of Tokyo Gakugei University and Hiroko Shimizu of the Osaka School of Inter-
national Public Policy at Osaka University. Additional assistance has been provided by Atsuko
Hattori and Satoko Maekawa (along with Hiroko Shimizu) in the giving and volunteering sur-
vey; James O’Leary and Reiko Asano in the legal and policy analyses; and Masayuki Deguchi,
Reiko Asano, Susumu Furutachi, Yuko Hattori, Kenjiro Hirayama, Makoto Iwata, Tomoyuki
Kafuku, and Yoshihiro Mishima in the impact analysis. The Johns Hopkins project is directed
by Lester M. Salamon and Helmut K. Anheier.

3. 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 ba-
sis, the nonprofit sector in Japan accounted for 2.7 percent of total value added.
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BACKGROUND

Traditionally, the United States has been considered the seedbed of non-
profit activity. Alexis de Tocqueville, a keen 19th century observer of Ameri-
can institutional life, aptly considered voluntary associations to be a
uniquely democratic response to solving social problems in a society charac-
terized by extensive equality. Indeed, the early implementation of democra-
tic forms of governance in the U.S. created ample room for social move-
ments and civic initiatives that coalesced into voluntary associations. Even
with the ascent of the New Deal and Keynesian economic policies, deep-
seated American misgivings about excessive governmental power limited
the scope of government social protections and left ample room for a siz-
able private nonprofit sector. Today, the nonprofit sector accounts for half
of the U.S. colleges and hospitals, nearly two-thirds of all social service agen-
cies, most civic associations, and almost all symphony orchestras.1 Yet, as has
been shown in previous chapters, the U.S. does not have the world’s largest
nonprofit sector.

Although the U.S. nonprofit sector is now well-documented and studied,
the absence of comparable data from other countries made it very difficult
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to place the U.S. sector in an international context. An initial effort in this
regard began in 1990 with the first phase of the Johns Hopkins Compara-
tive Nonprofit Sector Project. For this second phase effort, focusing on the
nonprofit sector in 1995, the research drew heavily on estimates developed
by Murray Weitzmann and Virginia Hodgkinson of the Independent Sec-
tor, based largely on U.S. Bureau of Economic Statistics and U.S. Census
Bureau data. Those data are reported here with relatively minor adjust-
ments and are supplemented by other information drawn from surveys of
service industries carried out by the Bureau of the Census and other
sources as reported in Lester Salamon’s America’s Nonprofit Sector: A Primer.
(For a more complete statement of the sources consulted to compile the
data reported here, see Appendix C.)

PRINCIPAL FINDINGS

Six major findings emerge from this work on the scope, structure, fi-
nancing, and role of the U.S. nonprofit sector.2

1. A major economic force

In the first place, aside from its social and political importance, the non-
profit sector turns out to be a significant economic force in the U.S., ac-
counting for significant shares of national expenditures and employment.

More specifically:

• A $500 billion industry. Even excluding its religious worship compo-
nent, the nonprofit sector in the U.S. had operating expenditures of
$502 billion in 1995, or 6.9 percent of the country’s gross domestic
product, a quite significant amount.3

• A major employer. Behind these expenditures lies an important work-
force that includes nearly 8.6 million full-time equivalent (FTE) paid
workers. This represents 7.8 percent of all nonagricultural workers in
the country, 16.5 percent of service employment, and the equivalent
of nearly half as many people as work for government at all levels: fed-
eral, state, and local (see Table 13.1).

• More employees than in the largest private firms. Put somewhat differ-
ently, nonprofit employment in the U.S. outdistances the employment in
the largest private business in the country, and does so by a ratio of twelve-
to-one. Thus, as shown in Figure 13.1, compared to the 8.6 million paid
workers in U.S. nonprofit organizations, the largest U.S. private corpora-
tion, General Motors, employed only 711,000 workers as of 1995. Indeed,
the U.S. nonprofit sector employs as many workers as the fifty largest
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companies in the country, including such giants as Wal-Mart (over half a
million employees), Pepsico (423,000), Ford Motor Company (322,000),
AT&T (over 300,000), IBM (256,000), and General Electric (222,000).

• Outdistances many industries. Indeed, more people work in the non-
profit sector in the U.S. than in many entire industries in the country.
Thus, as shown in Figure 13.2, nonprofit employment in the U.S. ex-
ceeds that in the three largest manufacturing industries combined
(machinery manufacturing, manufacturing of transportation equip-
ment, and manufacture of food products). In fact, nonprofit employ-
ment is also larger than the employment in the business services and
finance, real estate, and insurance industries.
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Table 13.1 The nonprofit sector in the U.S., 1995

$ 502.0 billion in expenditures
— 6.9 percent of GDP

8.6 million paid employees
— 7.8 percent of total nonagricultural employment
— 16.5 percent of total service employment
— 46.7 percent of public employment

Figure 13.1 Employment in nonprofits vs. largest firms in the U.S., 1995
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• Volunteer inputs. Even this does not capture the full scope of the non-
profit sector in the U.S., for this sector also attracts a considerable
amount of volunteer effort. Indeed, an estimated 49 percent of the U.S.
population reports contributing their time to nonprofit organizations.
This translates into another 5 million FTE employees, which boosts
the total number of FTE employees of nonprofit organizations in the
U.S. to 13.5 million, or nearly 12 percent of total employment in the
country (see Figure 13.3). With the voluntary FTE workers included,
the nonprofit sector is the second largest non-government industry in
the U.S., surpassed only by retail trade.

• Religion. The inclusion of religion, moreover, would boost these to-
tals by another 1 million paid employees and 2.3 million full-time
equivalent volunteers. As shown in Figure 13.3, with religion included,
nonprofit paid employment therefore rises from 7.8 percent to 8.8
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Figure 13.2 Nonprofit employment in the U.S. in context, 1995
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percent of total employment and paid plus volunteer employment
from 11.9 percent to 14.5 percent. Religion also boosts operating ex-
penditures by $45.6 billion, thus bringing total expenditures to $548
billion, the equivalent of 7.5 percent of gross domestic product.

2. One of the largest, but not the largest nonprofit sector in the
world

Despite its considerable scale, the U.S., contrary to public perceptions,
does not have the largest nonprofit sector in the world when the size of the
nation’s economy is taken into account.

• Considerably above the international average, but not the largest. As
Figure 13.4 shows, the relative size of the nonprofit sector varies
greatly among countries, from a high of 12.6 percent of total nonagri-
cultural employment in the Netherlands to a low of less than 1 per-
cent of total employment in Mexico. The overall 22-country average,
however, was close to 5 percent. This means that the U.S., at 7.8 per-
cent without religious worship, lies substantially above the global aver-
age. However, it falls below three Western European countries—the
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Figure 13.3 Nonprofits in the U.S., with and without volunteers and religion,
1995, as a % of . . .
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Netherlands (12.6 percent), Ireland (11.5 percent), and Belgium
(10.5 percent), as well as Israel (9.2 percent).

• Slightly above developed country averages. The relative size of the
U.S. nonprofit sector is not only larger than the overall 22-country av-
erage, but also it is above the average of the nine Western European
countries (7.0 percent) and that of the four other developed coun-
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Figure 13.4 Nonprofit share of total employment by country, 1995
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tries which include Australia, Israel, Japan and the U.S. (6.9 percent),
as shown in Figure 13.5.

• Margin widens with volunteers. This margin widens considerably when
volunteers are added. Thus, with volunteer time included, nonprofit or-
ganizations account for 11.9 percent of total employment in the U.S.,
which exceeds the Western European average of 10.3 percent and the
other developed countries’ average of 9.4 percent (see Figure 13.5).
The widening of this gap is due to a significantly greater volunteer input
in the U.S. (equivalent to 4 percent of nonagricultural employment)
than exists in any other developed country except the Netherlands (6.1
percent), France (4.7 percent) and the U.K. (4.4 percent).

3. A rich history of nonprofit activity 4

That the nonprofit sector is highly developed in the U.S. is a product of
the peculiar culture and history of this country and the special niche that
nonprofit institutions have consequently come to fill. Key features of this
history include the following:

• A strongly individualistic cultural ethos that has produced deep-seated
antagonism to concentrated power, whether political or economic.
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Figure 13.5 Nonprofit share of employment, with and without volunteers, 
U.S. and four regions, 1995
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This has made Americans reluctant to rely too heavily on government
to cope with social and economic problems, thus leaving such signifi-
cant problems to be tackled through private voluntary effort.

• Strong economic interests that have reinforced this cultural ethos in
order to avoid government interference with business and to escape
taxation beyond what was considered absolutely necessary. This has
contributed to an “ideology of voluntarism” that has made support of
voluntary approaches to social problem-solving an important political
issue and ideological symbol. In addition, until relatively recently, it
has made the development of nonprofit institutions and the solving of
social problems heavily dependent on the availability of voluntary, pri-
vate support.

• A frontier history in which society developed before government, thus
establishing a pattern of group action to provide for common needs
rather than a pattern of turning to governmental authorities.

• A history of concern for religious freedom and the avoidance of govern-
ment interference with religious worship, which created a secure arena
for private action for the common good outside the sphere of the state.
Many early nonprofit institutions in such fields as health, education,
and social services began as affiliates of these religious institutions.

• A diverse population fueled by successive streams of immigrants who
brought with them their own cultural norms and community institu-
tions, which helped foster numerous nonprofit social groups in the
New World.

• A generally facilitative legal structure for the formation and operation
of private, nonprofit organizations.

• A strong commitment to freedom of expression, and hence to the in-
stitutions through which citizens could join together to petition gov-
ernment and otherwise work to improve their collective well-being.

• A resulting pattern of social problem-solving that made it difficult for
government to extend its reach without engaging the aid of private in-
stitutions, both nonprofit and for-profit. When social protections were
extended in the 1960s, therefore, government turned heavily to pri-
vate nonprofit institutions for help, thereby subsidizing an extensive
expansion of nonprofit activity.

4. Health dominance

The structure of the U.S. nonprofit sector reflects this set of historical
circumstances.

• Over 46 percent of nonprofit employment in health. In the first place,
the major institutions in the American nonprofit sector are heavily con-
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centrated in the fields of health, higher education, and high culture.
Of these, health care is clearly the largest in terms of expenditures and
employment. Thus, as Figure 13.6 shows, almost half (46 percent) of
all nonprofit employment in the U.S. is in the health field. This is more
than twice as high as the global average of 19.6 percent and almost
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Figure 13.6 Composition of the nonprofit sector, U.S., other developed
countries, and 22-country average, 1995
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double the developed country average of 25.9 percent. This reflects the
fact that the U.S. resisted the development of a government-operated
health care delivery system. When a system of public health insurance
for the elderly was finally adopted in the mid-1960s, therefore, the ma-
jor beneficiaries were private, nonprofit hospitals, which constituted
over half of the hospitals in the country.

• Considerable nonprofit presence in higher education. While health
clearly dominates the nonprofit employment picture in the United
States, substantial numbers of people are also employed in nonprofit
education institutions. In fact, as Figure 13.6 also shows, one out of
every five nonprofit employees in the United States works in the edu-
cational field. This is proportionally well below the all-country average
and also falls below the developed country average. The principal rea-
son for this is that the tradition of separation of church and state in
the U.S. has limited the growth of public funding of religiously affili-
ated education institutions in this country, particularly at the elemen-
tary and secondary levels. Ninety percent of elementary and secondary
education in the U.S. is thus in public institutions operated by local
governments, unlike the situation in many Western European coun-
tries, where a tradition of state support of religiously affiliated elemen-
tary and secondary education is evident. By contrast, however, non-
profit institutions are firmly entrenched at the higher education level
in the United States. Many such institutions evolved from religious
backgrounds, but most are secular today. Together they constitute
some of the most prestigious universities in the country (e.g., Harvard
University, Princeton University, Yale University, Stanford University,
and Johns Hopkins University).

• Relatively smaller shares of nonprofit employment in social services,
culture, and professional activity. Compared to the overall 22-country
average, U.S. social services, culture, and professional associations
(which also include labor unions) absorb a smaller share of nonprofit
employment. Thus, while a quarter of all nonprofit employment is in
the social services field in the developed countries generally, in the
U.S. this figure is only 13.5 percent. Similarly, culture and professional
associations account for only 7.3 and 2.9 percent of employment in
the U.S. nonprofit sector compared to 14.4 and 6.5 percent of non-
profit employment, respectively, in the 22 countries. One reason for
this, of course, is the sheer size of the health component of the non-
profit sector, which makes other portions appear smaller by compari-
son. Also at work, however, has been the more limited public support
for both social services and culture and the generally weak position of
labor unions (though not business and professional organizations) in
American society.
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• Pattern shifts with volunteers. This pattern changes significantly when
volunteer inputs are factored in. In particular, as shown in Figure
13.7, with volunteers included, health considerably looses its salience,
even though it is still the dominant field. Another significantly af-
fected field is advocacy, whose share of nonprofit employment
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Figure 13.7 Share of nonprofit employment in the U.S., with and without
volunteers, by field, 1995
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increases almost three-fold from under 2 percent to nearly 5 percent.
Social services also gains a substantial share (22 percent with volun-
teers), although that gain is not as dramatic as in the case of advocacy.

The low volunteering rates in health are explained by the profes-
sionalization of health care that leaves very little room for amateurs.
For every FTE health care volunteer working in 1995, there were six
professionals. By contrast, nearly three times as many FTE volunteers
worked for advocacy organizations as professionals. This is consistent
with the tradition of voluntary agencies serving as a platform for polit-
ical mobilization. Finally, as is the case in most of the countries cov-
ered in this volume, social service organizations in the U.S. absorb a
significant share (more than one-third) of all volunteering. These vol-
unteers more than double the amount of human resources devoted to
providing social services.

• Religion. The overall structure of the American nonprofit sector does
not change fundamentally with the inclusion of religious worship orga-
nizations (churches, synagogues, mosques). To be sure, such organiza-
tions account for larger shares of nonprofit employment and volun-
teering than in the other countries studied. Thus, as Figure 13.8 shows,
such religious organizations constitute over 11 percent of nonprofit
paid employment and over 30 percent of full-time equivalent volun-
teering in the U.S. nonprofit sector compared to 3.5 percent and 11
percent, respectively, in Western Europe and 5.5 percent and 18 per-
cent, respectively, in the other developed countries. Even with religious
organizations included, however, health, education, and social services
remain the dominant fields of nonprofit activity, together accounting
for nearly three-fourths of total nonprofit sector employment.

5. Most revenue from service fees, not philanthropy

Contrary to public perceptions and political rhetoric, private philan-
thropy is not the major source of revenue of American nonprofit organiza-
tions. In fact, it is not even the second most important source. Rather, most
nonprofit revenue comes from service fees and public sector payments.

• Service fee dominant. The dominant source of income of the non-
profit sector in the U.S. is service fee revenue. This source accounts
for over $320 billion, or 56.6 percent of all U.S. nonprofit revenue
(see Figure 13.9).

• Public sector support. The second most important revenue source 
for American nonprofit organizations is the public sector. Public
sector support accounted as of 1995 for 30.5 percent of all nonprofit
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Figure 13.8 Employment and volunteering in nonprofit religious worship
organizations as share of total nonprofit employment and
volunteering, U.S., W. Europe, and other developed countries,
1995
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revenues. This reflects the widespread partnership that developed be-
tween government at all levels and nonprofit organizations during the
Great Society era of the 1960s, when government social welfare spend-
ing expanded greatly.

• Limited support from philanthropy. By contrast, private philanthropy
provides a much smaller share of total nonprofit revenue. Thus, as
Figure 13.9 shows, private philanthropy—from individuals, corpora-
tions, and foundations combined—accounts for only 12.9 percent of
nonprofit income in the U.S.

• Revenue structure with volunteers. This pattern of nonprofit revenue
changes dramatically when volunteers are factored into the picture. In
fact, as shown in Figure 13.10, the share of private philanthropy dou-
bles from 12.9 percent to 26.9 percent, thereby becoming slightly
greater than public sector payments (25.6 percent), but still consider-
ably below service fees (47.4 percent). This fact testifies to the impor-
tance of volunteering in the operations of the U.S. nonprofit sector.
As these data show, the value of volunteering is at least as significant as
that of monetary gifts.

• Revenue structure with religious worship. The overall pattern of non-
profit finance in the U.S. changes even further when account is taken
of religious worship institutions, such as churches and synagogues.
Such religious worship institutions account for approximately $65 bil-
lion, or 10 percent of the total revenue of the U.S. nonprofit sector.
Most of these monies (nearly 95 percent) come from private giving.
With religion included, therefore, the philanthropic share of total
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Figure 13.10 Sources of nonprofit revenue in the U.S., with volunteers, 1995
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nonprofit revenue in the U.S. rises from 12.9 percent to 21 percent.
With volunteers included as well, the private giving share rises to 37
percent (see Figure 13.11).

• Deviation from the all-country and developed country patterns. The
revenue structure of the U.S. nonprofit sector thus differs consider-
ably from the global average and all 13 other developed countries. As
Figure 13.12 shows, the role of public sector payments is considerably
lower in the U.S. than in the developed countries generally (30.5 per-
cent vs. 51.6 percent) or in all 22 countries (40.1 percent). In fact, the
level of public support for the nonprofit sector in the U.S. is the lowest
among all developed countries, and falls behind even some Eastern
European nations such as the Czech Republic or Romania.

By contrast, the share of nonprofit income coming from fees and
charges is considerably higher in the U.S. than it is in the developed
countries generally or the 22-country average (56.6 percent vs. 40.9
percent and 49.4 percent, respectively).

Similarly, though smaller than might be expected given the rhetoric
of American philanthropy, private giving comprises a larger share of
nonprofit revenue in the U.S. than it does, on average, in all 22 of the
countries examined or in just the developed countries (12.9 percent
vs. 10.5 percent and 7.5 percent, respectively). At the same time, how-
ever, private philanthropy still plays a smaller part in the financing of
nonprofit action in the U.S. than it does in a number of other coun-
tries, including several in Central Europe.
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Figure 13.11 Sources of nonprofit revenue in the U.S., with volunteers and
religious worship, 1995
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Clearly, the partnerships between government and the nonprofit
sector that have developed in Western Europe have failed to develop
as fully in the United States. Although private giving has helped the
sector to sustain itself in this context, it hardly has provided sufficient
support. Instead, nonprofit organizations have turned extensively to
the market for support, charging fees for their services and often col-
lecting substantial amounts of revenue in the process.

• Variations by subsector. This overall picture of nonprofit finance does
not apply across the board, however. Rather, important differences ex-
ist in the revenue structure of nonprofit organizations by field of activ-
ity. In fact, two quite distinct patterns of nonprofit finance are evident
among the U.S. nonprofits, as shown in Figure 13.13.

Fee-dominant fields. Fee income is the dominant source of income in
seven of the eight fields of nonprofit action for which data were gath-
ered. The field most heavily dependent on this revenue source is work-
related organizations (professional associations and labor unions)
which derive most of their revenues from membership dues. This is fol-
lowed by philanthropy, which receives no significant public sector pay-
ments, and derives most of its revenues from investment income. In
three fields, the structure of revenue is somewhat more balanced. This
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Figure 13.12 Sources of nonprofit cash revenue, U.S., developed countries,
and 22-country average, 1995
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includes health, where extensive fee income is partly balanced by sub-
stantial public sector support; and also development and social ser-
vices, where significant philanthropic support is present as well.

Private philanthropy-dominant fields. While private philanthropy is 
far from being the dominant source of nonprofit income in the U.S.
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Figure 13.13 Sources of nonprofit cash revenue in the U.S., by field, 1995
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overall, it turns out to be the dominant source of income in at least
one field—the field of culture. This reflects the lack of political sup-
port for “high culture” in the U.S. and the resulting dependence of
cultural institutions on the support of wealthy patrons.

6. Change in the U.S. nonprofit sector (1990–1995)

Between 1990 and 1995 the nonprofit sector in the U.S. grew by 20 per-
cent, exceeding the growth rate of the entire economy by a ratio of almost
3:1 (the overall growth rate during this period was about 8 percent). How-
ever, that growth rate was pretty much in line with employment growth in
the service sector, which grew faster than the rest of the economy. Since
the nonprofit sector is, for the most part, a sub-component of the service
sector, its rate of growth can be explained by the growing prominence of
services in the U.S. economy.

A more interesting shift in this period of time occurred in the revenue
structure of the American nonprofit sector. Of the total growth in non-
profit revenues during this period, 26 percent came from public sector
payments, 12 percent from philanthropy, and 62 percent from service fees
(Figure 13.14). In other words, service fees contributed disproportionately
to the growth of the sector compared to what its share of total revenue at
the start of the period would have suggested. This pattern is similar to that
observed in other developed countries, particularly France and Germany
(see Chapters 4 and 5), though there such fees started from a considerably
smaller base.
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Figure 13.14 Shares of nonprofit revenue growth, by source, U.S., 1990–1995
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CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

The nonprofit sector thus emerges from the evidence presented here as
both a sizable and a rather complex set of institutions in U.S. society. Not
only does this set of institutions serve important human needs and embody
important national values stressing individual initiative in the solution of
public problems, it also constitutes a major, and growing, economic force
and is a significant contributor to political as well as social life.

At the same time, the U.S. nonprofit sector is experiencing important
changes that are opening new opportunities while also exposing the sector
to significant dangers.5 On the positive side of the ledger, a number of de-
mographic developments such as the aging of the population, the transfor-
mation of the role of women, and continued changes in family structure are
boosting demand for the kinds of services that nonprofit organizations tra-
ditionally have provided—such as day care, elderly care, health care, and
other human services. In addition, the sector has benefited from increased
visibility and professionalization in recent decades as a product of ex-
panded research, the establishment of a number of sector-wide infrastruc-
ture organizations, and the emergence of a number of nonprofit manage-
ment training programs. At the same time, there is considerable evidence
of continued reinvigoration of the grassroots base of this sector as new so-
cial movements have emerged in fields as diverse as environmental protec-
tion, poverty alleviation, and expansion of the rights of women. Finally, the
considerable economic growth that the U.S. has experienced over the past
two decades has produced fortunes that, potentially at least, could propel
charitable giving upward; and this is taking place at a time when corpora-
tions are coming to appreciate as well the strategic value of community
investments.

On the other side of the ledger, however, American nonprofits have
been facing a considerable fiscal squeeze as a consequence of reductions
in government support triggered by a conservative backlash against the
Great Society legislation of the 1960s. While organizations have responded
to this situation by expanding their reliance on fee-for-service income, this
has had the unfortunate result of demonstrating the income-generating
potential of many of these fields, enticing for-profit competitors to move
more heavily into them. In some areas, such as home health, in fact, for-
profits have displaced nonprofits as the predominant providers. Indeed,
because of their superior access to capital, for-profits are poised to chal-
lenge nonprofit organizations across a broad front, especially given the in-
creased questioning of nonprofit effectiveness that seems to be under way
and the shift of social welfare policy toward job readiness and employabil-
ity rather than general human development as its principal goal. All of this
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is forcing nonprofit organizations to become more market-oriented in
their operations, but at the price of posing questions about the legitimacy
of the special tax and other privileges that they enjoy.

What this suggests is that the survival and prosperity of nonprofit institu-
tions is not only at issue in the developing regions of Africa, Asia, and Latin
America and the transition societies of Central and Eastern Europe. De-
spite the considerable scale of these institutions, indeed perhaps because of
their considerable scale, the future of these institutions is very much in
question in mature market economies as well. Certainly in the United
States, where a somewhat naïve myth of voluntarism has long enveloped
the nonprofit sector, recent years have witnessed a steady broadening of
the gap between what nonprofit organizations have had to do to prosper
and grow and what popular mythologies have expected them to do to re-
tain public support. The result has been a virtual crisis of legitimacy for
America’s nonprofit sector that has manifested itself in declining public
confidence, increased demands for accountability, challenges to tax-ex-
empt status, questioning of the sector’s advocacy role, and considerable
unease about a range of pay and perquisite issues.

Those committed to the retention of a sphere of social action outside
the market and the state therefore cannot afford to take the survival of this
set of institutions for granted, even in the United States where commit-
ment to this type of institution is an integral part of national traditions.
Certainly, there is a need to re-examine the role and character of these in-
stitutions regularly in the light of new circumstances and needs. It is hoped
that the kind of information developed in this report, and in the project of
which it is a part, can contribute usefully to this purpose.

ENDNOTES

1. Lester M. Salamon, America’s Nonprofit Sector: A Primer. 2nd edition. (New York: The Foun-
dation Center, 1999).
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3. 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 ba-
sis, the nonprofit sector in the U.S. accounted for 4.5 percent of total value added.
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The rebirth of civil society, of organized political and social life
outside the boundaries of the party-state, played a major role in
the revolutions of 1989 that brought about the collapse of Com-
munist dictatorships throughout Central and Eastern Europe.
Not surprisingly, therefore, one of the signal developments of
the past decade in this region has been the re-emergence of non-
profit organizations in many different spheres.

Important as this development has been, however, it has not
been without its strains. As a consequence, the nonprofit sector
in Central and Eastern Europe has not developed as fully, or as
quickly, as many assumed, and remains uneven from place to
place. What is more, this sector has taken a particular form in
this region reflecting at once the particular legal framework
within which it has developed and the heritage of the recent
past. In particular, culture and recreation organizations, many 
of which were tolerated and even encouraged during the Com-
munist period, play a much larger part in the structure of the
nonprofit sector in most of Central and Eastern Europe than
they do in Western Europe. On the other hand, social welfare
organizations, which are heavily supported by state subsidies in
Western Europe, play a much smaller part to the east, where the
Western European practice of extensive government support to
nonprofit service providers in the field of social welfare is far less
apparent. Whether this disparity will persist or prove to be an-
other temporary transition phenomenon is difficult to foresee at
this time. But that it imparts a special flavor to the Central Euro-
pean nonprofit scene is certain.
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BACKGROUND

As in other countries in Central and Eastern Europe, civil society and the
nonprofit sector in the Czech Republic saw a tremendous upsurge after
1989, when the Communist Party’s monopoly of power was abolished.
While the Czech nonprofit sector appears, on balance, perhaps less visible
than its counterparts in other Central European countries, it has reached a
comparatively high level of development. This is so despite the skepticism
of the former neo-liberal government of Prime Minister Václav Klaus about
the necessity of a nonprofit sector. Fortunately, however, civil society also
had a high-level proponent in President Václav Havel. Largely due to
Havel’s influence, civil society in the Czech Republic is increasingly thought
of in positive terms as a set of citizens’ activities that counterbalance state
bureaucracy and state centralism.1

The work reported here was designed to bring the Czech civil society
sector into empirical focus for the first time. The work was carried out by a
Czech research team at the Institute of Sociological Studies in the Faculty
of Social Sciences of the Charles University in Prague as part of a collabo-
rative international inquiry, the Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit
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Sector Project.2 It thus offered ample opportunities both to capture local
Czech circumstances and peculiarities and to compare and contrast them
to those in other countries both in Central and Eastern Europe and else-
where in a systematic way.3 The result is a comprehensive empirical
overview of the Czech nonprofit sector and a systematic comparison of
Czech nonprofit realities to those elsewhere in Central and Eastern Eu-
rope and the rest of the world.

The present chapter reports on just one set of findings from this project,
those relating to the size and structure of the nonprofit sector in the Czech
Republic and elsewhere. Subsequent publications will fill in the historical,
legal, and policy context of this sector. The data reported here draw heavily
on the annual sets of national accounts, employment data, and selective
censuses of households conducted by Český statistický úřad—ČSÚ (Czech Sta-
tistical Office), and numerous additional sources of statistical information.
Unless otherwise noted, financial data are reported in U.S. dollars at the
1995 average exchange rate. (For a more complete statement of the sources
of data, see Appendix C. For a more complete statement of the types of or-
ganizations included, see Chapter 1 and Appendix A.)

PRINCIPAL FINDINGS

Five major findings emerge from this work on the scope, structure, fi-
nancing, and role of the nonprofit sector in the Czech Republic:

1. A sizable economic force

In the first place, aside from its social and political importance, the non-
profit sector turns out to be a modest but growing economic force in the
Czech Republic.

More specifically:

• An $800 million industry. Even excluding its religion component, the
nonprofit sector in the Czech Republic had operating expenditures of
$800 million in 1995, or 1.6 percent of the country’s gross domestic
product, a substantial amount for a sector that essentially has had only
six years to develop more or less freely (see Table 14.1).4

• An important employer. Behind these expenditures lies a sizable work-
force that already includes the equivalent of 74,200 full-time equivalent
paid workers. This represents 1.7 percent of all nonagricultural work-
ers in the country, 3.4 percent of service employment, and the equiva-
lent of 6 percent of the government employment at all levels—central,
provincial, and municipal.
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• More employees than in the largest private firm. Put somewhat differ-
ently, nonprofit employment in the Czech Republic easily outdistances
the employment in the largest private business in the country, and
does so by a ratio of approximately 3:1. Thus, compared to the 74,200
paid workers in the Czech Republic’s nonprofit organizations, the
largest Czech private corporations, Škoda Automobilová or Chemapol
Group, each employ between 20,000 and 30,000 workers.

• Outdistances some industries. Indeed, more people now work in the
nonprofit sector in the Czech Republic than in some entire industries
in the country. As shown in Figure 14.1, nonprofit employment in the
Czech Republic outdistances employment in the country’s petrochem-
ical and printing industries. In addition, employment in the nonprofit
sector in the Czech Republic is essentially on a par with the employ-
ment in food manufacturing and textiles, and equals almost three-
quarters of the employment in transportation.

• Volunteer inputs. Even this does not capture the full scope of the non-
profit sector in the Czech Republic, for this sector also attracts a con-
siderable amount of volunteer effort. Indeed, an estimated 10 percent
of the Czech population reports contributing their time to nonprofit
organizations. This translates into another 40,900 full-time equivalent
employees, which boosts the total number of full-time equivalent
workers at nonprofit organizations in the Czech Republic to 115,000,
or 2.7 percent of total employment in the country (see Figure 14.2).

• Religion. The inclusion of religion, moreover, would boost the totals
to 78,200 paid employees and 45,400 full-time equivalent volunteers.
With religion included, nonprofit paid employment therefore rises to
1.8 percent of the total and paid plus volunteer employment to 2.9
percent. Religion also boosts operating expenditures to a total $860
million. Including religion and volunteering would thus bring total
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Table 14.1 The nonprofit sector in the Czech Republic, 1995

$ 803.6 million in expenditures
— 1.6 percent of GDP

74,200 paid employees
— 1.7 percent of total nonagricultural employment
— 3.4 percent of total service employment
— 5.9 percent of public employment
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Figure 14.1 Nonprofit employment in the Czech Republic in context, 1995
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expenditures to close to $1.1 billion—the equivalent of 2.1 percent of
the gross domestic product (see Figure 14.2).

2. One of the largest nonprofit sectors in Central Europe

Not only is the Czech nonprofit sector relatively sizable in relation to the
Czech economy, but also it is large relative to its counterparts elsewhere in
Central and Eastern Europe, though it still falls behind the level in West-
ern European countries.

• Below the international average. As Figure 14.3 shows, the relative size
of the nonprofit sector varies greatly among countries, from a high of
12.6 percent of total nonagricultural employment in the Netherlands
to a low of 0.4 percent of total employment in Mexico. The overall 22-
country average, however, is close to 5 percent. This means that the
Czech Republic, at 1.7 percent without religion, falls below the global
average, which is not surprising given the hostility toward such organi-
zations during the Communist era that ended only six years prior to
the date reported on here.

• Considerably above the Central European average. While it falls below
the 22-country average, nonprofit employment as a share of total em-
ployment is still higher in the Czech Republic than it is elsewhere in
Central Europe. Thus, as shown in Figure 14.4, full-time equivalent em-
ployment in nonprofit organizations in the Czech Republic, at 1.7 per-
cent of total employment, is proportionally 65 percent greater than the
Central European average of 1.1 percent. Indeed, of the other Central
European countries covered by this project, only Hungary comes close
to the Czech Republic in the scale of nonprofit employment.

• Margin widens with volunteers. This margin widens, moreover, when
volunteers are added. Thus, with volunteer time included, nonprofit or-
ganizations account for 2.7 percent of total employment in the Czech
Republic, which is a full percentage point above the regional average of
1.7 percent (see Figure 14.4).

3. A rich, but also troubled history of nonprofit activity in the Czech
Republic

That the Czech nonprofit sector is comparatively highly developed in
the region is very likely a product of the rich, but also troubled, history that
such institutions have had in this country.5 This history includes:

• The early origins of philanthropy and the nonprofit sector were tied
to Christianity with the first foundations appearing as early as the 13th
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century. The leading role of the Catholic Church was reduced, how-
ever, by the Reform Church movement in the early 15th century and
the growing role of urban communities.

• The forced re-Catholicization of the country after 1621 under the
House of Habsburg restored the position of the Catholic Church,
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Figure 14.3 Nonprofit share of employment, by country, 1995
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which clearly dominated such fields as education. The Church’s promi-
nence, however, was broken again in the second half of the 18th cen-
tury. In this period of Enlightened Absolutism, the Church came un-
der state surveillance, and education and charitable activities were
taken over by the state.

• The period of the so-called National Revival beginning around 1830
brought a substantial blossoming of societies and foundations, espe-
cially those with patriotic, cultural, and women’s educational goals.

• The collapse of the Habsburg Empire and the creation of the Czecho-
slovak Republic in 1918 brought a new surge of societies, associations,
and foundations with educational, cultural, charitable, health, or social
purposes that were formed on an ethnic, religious, or above all civic, ba-
sis. Statistical research in the 1930s registered 5,130 societies, and the
nonprofit sector accounted for about 26 percent of total social care ex-
penditures. With the German occupation in 1939, civic activities were
banned, however.

• After World War II, activities of associations were renewed, but only
for a short time: the Communist coup of 1948 interrupted their devel-
opment. From 1951 onwards, church activities were limited to worship
and education, whereas health and social care came under direct state
control. All permitted socio-political activities were consolidated
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Figure 14.4 Nonprofit share of employment, with and without volunteers, Czech
Republic and four regions, 1995
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within the National Front, an umbrella for political organizations,
trade unions and so-called voluntary social organizations. Member-
ship in these organizations was often formal, but was considered an
expression of loyalty to the state. Statistical data from 1972 reflect the
full extent of the organization of state-controlled public life: In a
country with a population of 14.5 million, individuals held a total of
19 million memberships in the organizations that comprised the Na-
tional Front.

• The political opening toward the end of the 1960s briefly reawakened
the real interest of citizens in public affairs, but this was once again
banned following the military invasion by the Warsaw Pact countries
in 1968. Some political activists survived as dissidents. Only after 1980,
however, were the environmental movement and some educational
and scientific activities tolerated.

• A number of current organizations began their activities informally in
the late 1980s. The activity of civic initiatives culminated in the revolu-
tion of 1989. In 1990, Act No. 83 on the Association of Citizens, regu-
lating the activities of civic associations, was passed and new organiza-
tions finally were allowed to develop again independent of the state.

4. Culture and recreation dominance

Similar to other Central European countries, but unlike the all-country
average, culture and recreation clearly dominates the nonprofit scene in
the Czech Republic.

• Thirty-one percent of nonprofit employment in the culture and recre-
ation field. Of all the types of nonprofit activity, the one that accounts
for the largest share of nonprofit employment in the Czech Republic
is culture and recreation. As shown in Figure 14.5, 31 percent of all
nonprofit employment in the Czech Republic is in this field, mostly in
sports and hobby clubs. This is comparable to the Central European
average of 35 percent, but it greatly exceeds the 22-country average of
14 percent. This situation reflects the long tradition of culture and
sports clubs in the Czech Republic and in other Central European
countries and the fact that these activities were tolerated, and often
encouraged, under the Communist regime.

• Relatively smaller shares of nonprofit employment in the welfare
fields of education, health, and social services. Compared to the over-
all 22-country average, core welfare services in the fields of education,
health, and social services absorb a smaller share of nonprofit employ-
ment in the Czech Republic. Thus, while these fields absorb more
than two-thirds of nonprofit employment on average, they account for
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39 percent of all nonprofit employment in the Czech Republic, of
which 15 percent is in education, 14 percent in health care, and 11
percent in social services. This reflects the state dominance of these
critical welfare functions during the Communist era.
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Figure 14.5 Composition of the nonprofit sector, Czech Republic, Central
Europe, and 22-country average, 1995
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• Sizable nonprofit presence in professional associations. Another siz-
able portion of total nonprofit employment in the Czech Republic is
in the professional associations and unions field. This field accounts
for 12 percent of Czech nonprofit employment, which is almost twice
the 22-country average of 6.5 percent and even slightly greater than
the Central and Eastern European average of 11 percent. This very
likely reflects the heritage of the Communist period, which estab-
lished a more definitive state role in encouraging (and controlling)
trade unions as well as a broad range of professional groupings.

• Significant nonprofit development and advocacy employment. Com-
pared to the employment in nonprofit culture and recreation, educa-
tion, health, social welfare, and professional organizations, the share of
Czech nonprofit employment in the development field and in the re-
lated fields of advocacy and environmental protection is considerably
smaller. Altogether, these fields absorb 14 percent of all nonprofit em-
ployment in this country. However, this greatly exceeds the 22-country
average of 9 percent, perhaps reflecting the civic activities that pro-
duced the Czech Republic’s “velvet revolution” of 1989. An additional
3 percent of nonprofit employees fall into other categories, including
philanthropy and international activities.

• Pattern shifts with volunteers. This pattern is intensified when volun-
teer inputs are factored in. In particular, as shown in Figure 14.6, with
volunteers included, the culture and recreation share of nonprofit em-
ployment increases from 31 percent to 36 percent; and the combined
development, advocacy, and environment share rises from 14 percent
to 16 percent. Clearly, these activities attract considerable popular sup-
port in the Czech Republic. For example, culture accounts for 28.7 per-
cent and development and environment/advocacy account for 26 per-
cent of the total memberships in the Czech nonprofit sector (6.7
million members).

5. Most revenue from fees, not philanthropy or public sector

Consistent with its composition and similar to other countries in the re-
gion, the Czech Republic’s nonprofit sector receives the bulk of its revenue
not from private philanthropy or the public sector, but from fees and
charges. In particular:

• Fee income dominant. The overwhelmingly dominant source of in-
come of nonprofit organizations in the Czech Republic is fees and
charges for the services that these organizations provide. As reflected
in Figure 14.7, this source alone accounts for nearly half, or 47 per-
cent, of all nonprofit revenue in the Czech Republic.
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• Substantial public sector support. Public sector payments account for
another 39.4 percent of Czech nonprofit revenue, which is a relatively
high share both for Central Europe and for much of the rest of the
world. Interestingly, the centralized Communist-era state funding sys-
tem for voluntary organizations was largely left intact after 1989. While
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Figure 14.6 Share of nonprofit employment in the Czech Republic, with and
without volunteers, by field, 1995
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the system is frequently criticized for being inadequate and inconsis-
tent with the new realities of the sector, it nevertheless has contributed
to relatively substantial levels of state support over the past years.

• Considerable support from philanthropy. By contrast, private philan-
thropy provides a much smaller, though still notable, share of total
revenues. Thus, as Figure 14.7 shows, private philanthropy—from in-
dividuals, corporations, and foundations combined—accounts for 14
percent of nonprofit income in the Czech Republic, which is higher
than the 22-country average of 11 percent, but significantly below the
Central and Eastern European average of close to 21 percent.

• Revenue structure with volunteers. This pattern of nonprofit revenue
changes significantly when volunteers are factored into the picture. In
fact, as shown in Figure 14.8, the share of private philanthropy in-
creases substantially from 14 percent to 30 percent. Public sector sup-
port decreases somewhat from 39 percent to slightly less than one-
third. The proportion of fee support declines from 47 percent to 38
percent, though it still remains the dominant revenue source.

• Revenue structure with religion. The overall pattern of nonprofit fi-
nance in the Czech Republic changes only slightly when account is
taken of religious institutions, such as churches and synagogues. Such
religious institutions account for approximately 6.8 percent of the total
revenue of the Czech nonprofit sector. With religion included, there-
fore, the philanthropic share of total nonprofit revenue in the Czech
Republic rises from 14 percent to 15 percent. With volunteers included
as well, the private giving share rises to 31 percent (see Figure 14.9).
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Figure 14.7 Sources of nonprofit revenue in the Czech Republic, 1995
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• Similar to other Central European countries. The pattern of nonprofit fi-
nance evident in the Czech Republic is quite similar to that elsewhere in
Central Europe. As shown in Figure 14.10, the nonprofit organizations
in the other Central European countries included in this project (Hun-
gary, Romania and Slovakia) derived the majority of their revenues from
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Figure 14.8 Sources of nonprofit revenue in the Czech Republic, with
volunteers, 1995
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fees and charges. Thus, compared to the Czech Republic’s 46.6 percent,
the share of total nonprofit income coming from fees stood at 46.1 per-
cent for all four Central European countries. The public sector and phil-
anthropy shares of nonprofit revenue in the Czech Republic deviated
slightly from the regional average, with the public sector share stronger
in the Czech Republic than elsewhere in the region (39 percent vs. 33
percent on average) and philanthropy somewhat weaker (14 percent vs.
20.5 percent).

• Similar to the global average. While the revenue structure of the Czech
nonprofit sector is generally similar to that elsewhere in Central Eu-
rope, it also mirrors that evident elsewhere in the world. Thus, as Figure
14.10 shows, while fees and charges are the dominant element in the fi-
nancial base of the nonprofit sector globally, its dominance is only a lit-
tle more pronounced than it is in the Czech Republic (49 percent of to-
tal revenue compared to 47 percent). Similarly, public sector payments
comprise essentially the same share of nonprofit income in these other
countries on average (40 percent vs. 39 percent in the Czech Republic).
Quite clearly, it would seem that the Czech Republic is approaching a
pattern of cooperation between nonprofit organizations and the state
that is similar to that in these other countries.6
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Figure 14.10 Sources of nonprofit cash revenue, the Czech Republic, Central
Europe, and 22-country average, 1995
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• Variations by subsector. Even this does not do full justice to the com-
plexities of nonprofit finance in the Czech Republic, however. This is
so because important differences exist in the finances of nonprofit or-
ganizations by subsector. In fact, three quite distinct patterns of non-
profit finance are evident among Czech nonprofits, as shown in Fig-
ure 14.11:
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Figure 14.11 Sources of nonprofit cash revenue in the Czech Republic, by
field, 1995
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Fee-dominant fields. Fee income is the dominant source of income in five
fields of nonprofit action for which data were gathered (professional as-
sociations, development, culture and recreation, education, and the en-
vironment). The fee dominance is most strongly pronounced in the
cases of professional associations and development and housing, where
membership dues or rental income are the primary sources of income.
But fee income is also the single largest revenue source of nonprofit cul-
tural and educational establishments, as well as environmental organiza-
tions. In education, however, fees barely edge out public support as the
largest source (44 percent vs. 43 percent), and government support, at
42 percent, is also not far behind fee income with 45 percent in the cul-
tural arena.

Public sector-dominant fields. In three fields, health, civic, and social ser-
vices, government plays the dominant role in financing nonprofit ac-
tion in the Czech Republic, accounting for more than half of total rev-
enue in each field. To a certain degree, this may be due to counterpart,
or matching, contributions of the Czech government, which are re-
quired by agreements with the European Union’s PHARE program,
and other international public grants. The dominant source of public
payments in the civic and advocacy field is mandatory budgetary pay-
ments of the state to political organizations.

Private philanthropy-dominant fields. While private philanthropy is far
from being the dominant source of nonprofit income in the Czech
Republic overall, it turns out to be the dominant source of income in
international activities and in the philanthropy field, which would nat-
urally be expected to be supported chiefly by private giving.

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

The nonprofit sector thus emerges from the evidence presented here as
both a growing and rather complex set of institutions in Czech society. Not
only does this set of institutions serve important human needs, it also con-
stitutes a growing economic force and is a significant contributor to politi-
cal as well as social life. However, there remain a number of current trends
and key challenges that will need to be addressed to ensure the further de-
velopment of the sector into the next millennium. More specifically, these
trends and challenges include:

• The prospect of consolidation. While the nonprofit sector in the
Czech Republic is still going through a period of expansion, the latest
data suggest that the growth rate of nonprofit organizations is begin-
ning to slow down, and that a phase of market saturation for the ser-
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vices provided by these organizations is approaching. This means that
in the short run a more intensive consolidation within the nonprofit
sector may take place that will separate those that will survive from
those that will have to dissolve. The outcome of this trend will be heav-
ily influenced by the overall economic conditions, the further devel-
opment of the legislative framework, and the political climate. In prin-
ciple, this consolidation could lead to improvements in the overall
position of the sector, as decreases in quantity might result in in-
creases in quality. The present state of affairs, however, raises doubts
about whether this will actually be the case.

• Legal regulation. The legislative framework for the nonprofit sector is
as yet incomplete, is sometimes unnecessarily complicated, and does
not provide sufficient protection against the misuse of the nonprofit
status. While, on the one hand, the current regulatory system makes it
difficult for nonprofits to operate freely, on the other hand, it is not
strict enough to overcome the existing negative image and create a cli-
mate of trust. The incomplete character of the regulation governing
nonprofit organizations has led to some confusion about the actual
differences between various types of organizations. For example, in
the recent past, foundations had been able to carry out the same activ-
ities as civic associations, and civic associations performed tasks that
the law intended public benefit corporations to undertake. Judging
from their activities, these organizational forms have been virtually in-
distinguishable. In this sense, the relatively new Act on Foundations
and Funds has been one step toward clarifying the respective roles
and characteristics of different legal forms. In general, creating a new
and comprehensive legal framework has been the main area of coop-
eration between the nonprofit sector and the state.

• Nonprofit finance. The system of state financing that was taken over
from the Communist era still lacks a clear plan for the development of
the nonprofit sector and suffers from excessive centralism. It gives the
impression of a long-term provisional arrangement waiting for a defi-
nite solution that has yet to materialize. On the other hand, there is
little doubt that state support will continue to be of central impor-
tance to the nonprofit sector. The present system of state financing of
nonprofit organizations, however, fosters an atmosphere of uncer-
tainty and has a tendency to keep alive those organizations that “know
the ropes,” but not necessarily those that provide the highest quality
services. Foreign sources of finances for nonprofit organizations are
beginning to diminish rapidly, which, especially in the area of human
rights, could give rise to major problems. Because the general public
often fails to reconcile profit-generating activities with nonprofit
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status, the economic activities of nonprofit organizations remain their
most controversial income source; however, final regulatory guide-
lines for such activities are still lacking. More optimism for the future
lies in sponsorships as another important source of nonprofit rev-
enues. Current developments do not suggest that the amount of cor-
porate support is rising markedly, but a cultivation of corporations is
taking place and leading to a more effective use of these resources.

In sum, the development of the nonprofit sector as outlined above sug-
gests that any consolidation pressures that are likely to take shape in the
near future will have some benefits, but will also cause substantial prob-
lems. In addition, even though the number of nonprofit organizations is
presently increasing, fatigue is beginning to show in the activities of many
of them, as a result both of uncertainties generated by the current legal
and fiscal environments and of over-exertion of nonprofits in trying to
meet their own objectives. Many organizations work on a voluntary basis
and cannot afford to pay a professional workforce. The possibility of pro-
fessionalizing the staff of nonprofit organizations will play a decisive role
not only in the oncoming process of consolidation, but also in further
shaping the nonprofit sector in Czech society.

While the challenges remain substantial, the interest that the recently
elected new government is beginning to show in the nonprofit sector gives
rise to new hopes. In particular, the Social Democratic Party, which is now
one of the ruling parties, not only exhibits a positive attitude towards the
nonprofit sector, but Social Democrats also recently initiated several practi-
cal steps to improve the sector’s position in society. The most important is
a government effort to complete the legal framework for the nonprofit sec-
tor and to unfreeze funds that were dedicated to nonprofit purposes by
former governments. Another positive change is the cooperation between
the new government and nonprofit organizations in the process of prepar-
ing the Czech Republic for the administration and distribution of regional
financial support from the European Union. This process will have strong
positive consequences for the financial resources and regional integration
of nonprofit organizations in this country.7
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In Memoriam

Ágnes Vajda

As this volume went to press, the tragic news
reached us that Ágnes Vajda, one of our Hungarian
Associates, had succumbed to a long and severe 
illness. Ágnes was an outstanding researcher and 
a wonderful colleague. We will sorely miss her.



BACKGROUND

Like the Czech Republic, Hungary boasts one of the better developed
nonprofit sectors in Central and Eastern Europe. The government posture
towards the sector generally has been benign during the early 1990s, con-
tributing to sustained development of the sector even after the original eu-
phoria of the immediate post-1989 period began to subside. In fact, data
collected through this project in Hungary over time show both strong eco-
nomic growth and the beginning of changes in the composition and rev-
enue structure of the Hungarian nonprofit sector between the early and
mid-1990s.1

The work presented here was carried out by a Hungarian research team
hosted by the Civitalis Research Association as part of a collaborative inter-
national inquiry, the Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Pro-
ject.2 It thus offers an opportunity both to examine local Hungarian cir-
cumstances and peculiarities and to compare and contrast them to those
in other countries both in Central and Eastern Europe and elsewhere in a
systematic way.3

The present chapter reports on just one set of findings from this project,
those relating to the size of the nonprofit sector in Hungary and elsewhere.
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Subsequent publications will fill in the historical, legal, and policy context
of this sector and also examine the impact that this set of institutions is hav-
ing in Hungarian society. The data reported here draw heavily on the offi-
cial survey of nonprofit organizations conducted annually by the Voluntary
Sector Statistics unit of the Hungarian Central Statistical Office, with which
local associates István Sebestény and Éva Kuti are affiliated. Unless other-
wise noted, financial data are reported in U.S. dollars at the 1995 average
exchange rate. (For a more complete statement of the sources of data, see
Appendix C. For a more complete statement of the types of organizations
included, see Chapter 1 and Appendix A.)

PRINCIPAL FINDINGS

Six major findings emerge from this work on the scope, structure, fi-
nancing, and role of the nonprofit sector in Hungary:

1. A sizable economic force

In the first place, aside from its social and political importance, the non-
profit sector turns out to be a significant economic force in Hungary, ac-
counting for sizable shares of national expenditures and employment.
More specifically:

• A $1.2 billion industry. In 1995, the nonprofit sector in Hungary had
operating expenditures of US$1.2 billion (HUF155 billion), or 2.8
percent of the country’s gross domestic product, a quite significant
amount.4

• An important employer. Behind these expenditures lies an important
workforce that includes the equivalent of 45,000 full-time equivalent
paid workers. This represents 1.3 percent of all nonagricultural work-
ers in the country, 2.2 percent of service employment, and the equiva-
lent of 4.6 percent of the public sector workforce at all levels—national
and municipal (see Table 15.1).

• More employees than in the largest private firm. Put somewhat differ-
ently, nonprofit employment in Hungary easily outdistances the em-
ployment in the largest private business in the country, and does so by
a ratio of 4:1. Thus, compared to the 45,000 paid workers in Hun-
gary’s nonprofit organizations, Hungary’s largest private corporation,
Dunaferr Groups, employs only 11,000 workers (see Figure 15.1).
What is more, nonprofit employment also compares favorably with the
workforce in large public enterprises: While smaller than the Hungar-
ian Railways Co. Ltd. (59,000 employees), the nonprofit sector em-
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ploys slightly more people than the second largest public enterprise,
Hungarian Post Office Co. Ltd. with 44,000 employees.

• Outdistances some industries. Indeed, more people work in the non-
profit sector in Hungary than in some entire industries in the country.
Nonprofit employment in Hungary outdistances employment in the
country’s mining and quarrying industry and, within the manufactur-
ing sector, the employment in the non-metallic mineral production
and furniture industries.
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Table 15.1 The nonprofit sector in Hungary, 1995

$1.2 billion in expenditures
— 2.8 percent of GDP

45,000 paid employees
— 1.3 percent of total nonagricultural employment
— 2.2 percent of service employment
— 4.6 percent of public sector employment

Figure 15.1 Employment in nonprofits vs. largest private and public firms in
Hungary, 1995



• Volunteer inputs. Even this does not capture the full scope of the non-
profit sector in Hungary, for this sector also attracts a considerable
amount of volunteer effort. The volunteer labor contributed by the
Hungarian population translates into at least another 10,000 full-time
equivalent employees, which boosts the total number of full-time
equivalent employees of nonprofit organizations in Hungary to close
to 55,000, or 1.6 percent of total nonagricultural employment in the
country5 (see Figure 15.2).

2. One of the larger nonprofit sectors in 
Central and Eastern Europe

Not only is the Hungarian nonprofit sector fairly sizable in relation to
the Hungarian economy, but it is also large relative to its counterparts in
the other Central and Eastern European countries that were included in
this study, though it falls significantly below the level in Western European
countries.

• Below the international average. As Figure 15.3 shows, the relative size
of the nonprofit sector varies greatly among countries, from a high of
12.6 percent of total nonagricultural employment in the Netherlands
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Figure 15.2 Nonprofits in Hungary, with and without volunteers, 1995, as a 
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to a low of 0.4 percent of total employment in Mexico. The overall 22-
country average is close to 5 percent. This means that Hungary, at 1.3
percent, is well below the global average. However, it still clearly ex-
ceeds Mexico and two of its Central and Eastern European counter-
parts (Romania and Slovakia).
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Figure 15.3 Nonprofit share of total employment, by country, 1995
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• Above the Central and Eastern European average. While it falls below
the 22-country average, however, nonprofit employment as a share of
total employment is still higher in Hungary than it is elsewhere in
Central and Eastern Europe. Thus, as shown in Figure 15.4, full-time
equivalent employment in nonprofit organizations in Hungary, at 1.3
percent of total employment, is proportionally nearly 20 percent
greater than the Central and Eastern European average of 1.1 per-
cent. The overall development of the Hungarian nonprofit sector has
thus outpaced that of most of its Central and Eastern European coun-
terparts, even though the Hungarian nonprofit sector is still smaller
than the sector in Latin America, the other developing region in-
cluded in this study.

3. A rich history of nonprofit activity

That the nonprofit sector is already relatively well developed in Hungary
less than a decade after the fall of the Communist regime there in 1989 is
very likely a product of the rich history that such institutions have had in this
country despite the Communist interlude of 40 years.6 This history includes:

• A strong tradition of “oppositional” voluntary movements, resulting
from the historical role voluntary associations played in the fight for
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Figure 15.4 Nonprofit share of employment, with and without volunteers,
Hungary and four regions, 1995
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Hungarian political, economic, and cultural independence and for
the preservation of national identity;

• The long-standing claim of voluntary organizations, as representatives
of civil society and based on their “pioneer” role in the development
of welfare services, to the right to influence and control social and
economic policy and the use of public properties and government
funds;

• An extensive system of cooperative partnerships between local govern-
ments and private foundations and supporters co-financing a variety
of public welfare institutions that emerged in the first half of the 19th

century and remained in force until the Second World War;
• The growth of the voluntary sector in the cultural and political arena

beginning in the latter half of the 19th century after Hungary gained
substantial autonomy from the Habsburg Empire;

• The partial toleration of certain types of cultural groupings and social
organizations under the Communist regime, some of which devel-
oped into substitutes for political parties in the 1980s;

• A generally benign, though not always fully supportive, posture of the
post-1989 governments; and

• A historically based flexibility of institutional choice in a survival-ori-
ented society resulting in the mushrooming of nonprofit organiza-
tions aiming to find appropriate answers to the challenges of the tran-
sition period.

4. Culture and recreation dominance

Similar to other Central and Eastern European countries, but unlike the
all-country average, culture and recreation organizations clearly dominate
the nonprofit scene in Hungary, at least in terms of employment and com-
mand of resources.

• Nearly 40 percent of nonprofit employment in culture and recreation.
Of all the types of nonprofit activity, the one that accounts for the
largest share of nonprofit employment in Hungary is culture and
recreation. As shown in Figure 15.5, 38 percent of all nonprofit em-
ployment in Hungary is in the culture and recreation field. (This
share amounted to 64 percent in 1990.) This is even above the Central
and Eastern European average of slightly less than 34 percent, but it
greatly exceeds the 22-country average of 14 percent. This situation
very likely reflects the heritage of the previous regime, as culture and
recreation were among the few fields of social activity that were
tolerated and even encouraged by the Communist state. Accordingly,
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nonprofit organizations established before 1990 account for about
two-thirds of the employment in culture and recreation, although they
represent only one-third the number of organizations. Nevertheless,
there are significant differences within this large culture and recre-
ation group: the ‘old’ nonprofit organizations account for only 12 per-
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Figure 15.5 Composition of the nonprofit sector, Hungary, Central Europe, and
22-country average, 1995
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cent of the employment in the culture subfield, but 75 and 84 per-
cent, respectively, in the subfields of sports and recreation. These fig-
ures suggest that the culture subfield is dominated by newer organiza-
tions. Newly created nonprofits are also more numerous in sports and
recreation, but they have not developed the economic weight of their
counterparts established either in the state socialist period or even
much before.

• Sizable nonprofit presence in professional associations and unions. An-
other sizable portion of total nonprofit employment in Hungary is in pro-
fessional associations and unions. This field accounts for 16 percent of to-
tal nonprofit employment, which brings Hungary considerably above the
22-country average of 6 percent and even well above the Central Euro-
pean countries as a whole (10 percent). Similar to the culture and recre-
ation field, the relative prevalence of professional associations and unions
in Hungary and Central and Eastern Europe at large is another remnant
of the previous Communist regime, where these institutions were party-
controlled and as such strongly encouraged. Membership in professional
groups and unions often also served as a prerequisite for preferential
treatment, economic advancement, and even access to higher education.
Nonetheless, the heritage of the state socialist period seems to be much
weaker in the field of professional associations and unions than in sports
and recreation. The share of the organizations created before 1990 is
only 17 percent, and they account for only about 40 percent of the em-
ployees. Understandably enough, a great many new advocacy organiza-
tions, unions, and professional groups have emerged during the transi-
tion period that began in 1989, and they have significantly challenged the
position of the old organizations.

• Relatively smaller shares of nonprofit employment in the core welfare
areas of health, social services, and education. Compared to the overall
22-country average, education, health, and social services absorb only 
a relatively small share of nonprofit employment in Hungary. Thus,
while these three fields absorb more than two-thirds of nonprofit em-
ployment on average, they account for only one-fourth of nonprofit em-
ployment in Hungary. This very likely reflects the chronic shortage of
resources available to potential nonprofit entrepreneurs and also the
greater willingness of Hungarians, and other Eastern and Central Euro-
peans in general, to continue to rely on the state to provide these ser-
vices. By the same token, it also reflects the greater reluctance of gov-
ernments in this region to share core welfare responsibilities with the
emerging nonprofit sector.

• Strong nonprofit employment in housing and community develop-
ment. Compared to the employment in nonprofit social welfare, edu-
cation, and health organizations, the share of Hungarian nonprofit
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employment in the development field is quite substantial. This field ac-
counts for 13 percent of all nonprofit employees in Hungary, making it
the third largest field of nonprofit employment after culture and recre-
ation and professional associations and unions. What is more, the Hun-
garian employment share in this field is almost twice the global aver-
age. By contrast, the related fields of advocacy and environmental
protection do not absorb much employment in Hungary. In fact, the 3
percent share in Hungary is on a par with the international average,
but quite below the level of other Central and Eastern European coun-
tries. An additional 4 percent of nonprofit employees fall into other
categories, including philanthropy and international activities.

• Pattern remains constant with volunteers. This pattern remains the
same when volunteer inputs are factored in. In particular, as shown in
Figure 15.6, with volunteers included, the shares of total paid and vol-
unteer employment hardly change. In some fields, including culture
and recreation, education, development, and professional associa-
tions and unions, the combined employment share drops slightly;
while it gains some ground in social services and civic and advocacy.

An important ambiguity is thus evident in the structure of the nonprofit
sector in Hungary, as it is in other Central and Eastern European coun-
tries. Indeed, the data show that the post-Communist nonprofit sector in
this country still owes parts of its structure to the legacies of the previous
regime. This is apparent in the relatively strong position of both culture
and recreation and professional associations and unions in the employ-
ment base of the Hungarian nonprofit sector. Both fields constituted the
realm of the allowed, and even encouraged, social organizations under
Communism. Firmly controlled by party and state, membership was only
formally voluntary, as many social and economic privileges were typically
dependent on membership in such organizations. Altogether, these two
fields account for more than half of total nonprofit employment—by far
outdistancing employment in the new, post-Communist areas of nonprofit
activity and civil society. The other striking implication of these data is that
five years after the fall of the Berlin wall, the Hungarian nonprofit sector,
as well as its other Central and Eastern European counterparts, while de-
veloping considerable strength, still has quite a way to go before it reaches
the scale of similar institutions in Western Europe.

5. Most revenue from private fees, not philanthropy 
or the public sector

Consistent with the dominance of culture and recreation as well as pro-
fessional associations and unions, typically fee-dependent fields, the Hun-
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garian nonprofit sector receives the bulk of its revenue not from private
philanthropy or the government, but from private fees and charges. In
particular:

• Fee income dominant. The overwhelmingly dominant source of income
of nonprofit organizations in Hungary is private fees and charges. As
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Figure 15.6 Share of nonprofit employment in Hungary, with and without
volunteers, by field, 1995
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reflected in Figure 15.7, this source alone accounts for more than half,
or 55 percent, of all nonprofit revenue in Hungary.

• Limited support from philanthropy and government. By contrast, pri-
vate philanthropy and government payments provide much smaller
shares of total revenue. Thus, as Figure 15.7 shows, private philan-
thropy—from individuals, corporations, and foundations combined—
accounts for 18 percent of nonprofit income in Hungary, while public
sector payments account for 27 percent.

• Revenue structure with volunteers. This pattern of nonprofit revenue
does not change significantly when volunteers are factored into the
picture. In fact, as shown in Figure 15.8, public sector revenue de-
clines from 27.1 percent to 26.2 percent and the private philanthropy
proportion increases from 18.4 percent to 21.1 percent, but fee in-
come still remains the largest revenue source.

• Similar to other Central and Eastern European countries. The pattern
of nonprofit finance evident in Hungary is comparable to that else-
where in Central and Eastern Europe. Thus, as shown in Figure 15.9,
like Hungary, the nonprofit organizations in the Central and Eastern
European countries included in this project derive on average the
largest share of their revenues from fees and charges. Thus, compared
to Hungary’s 55 percent, the share of total nonprofit income coming
from fees stands at 46 percent for the region as a whole. The philan-
thropy share of nonprofit revenue in Hungary deviates slightly from
the regional average, with philanthropic income somewhat weaker in
Hungary than elsewhere in the region (18 percent vs. 21 percent on av-

316 GLOBAL CIVIL SOCIETY: DIMENSIONS OF THE NONPROFIT SECTOR

Figure 15.7 Sources of nonprofit revenue in Hungary, 1995
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erage). Public sector payments as well are below the regional average
(27 percent vs. 33 percent).

• Deviation from the global average. While the revenue structure of the
Hungarian nonprofit sector generally mirrors that elsewhere in Cen-
tral and Eastern Europe, it differs considerably from that evident else-
where in the world. Thus, as Figure 15.9 also shows, while fees and
charges are the dominant element in the financial base of the non-
profit sector globally, their dominance is still somewhat less pro-
nounced than it is in Hungary (49 percent of total revenue compared
to 55 percent). By contrast, public sector payments comprise a consid-
erably larger share of nonprofit income in these other countries on av-
erage (40 percent vs. 27 percent in Hungary). On the other hand, the
share of philanthropic income in Hungary, like in the region in gen-
eral, is proportionally about 60 percent greater than the corresponding
share of private giving in nonprofit revenue globally (18 percent vs. 11
percent). Quite clearly, a different pattern of cooperation has taken
shape between nonprofit organizations and the state in these other
countries. Although the government posture towards the sector is gen-
erally positive, the Hungarian nonprofit sector evidently has not yet
established a full-fledged cooperative partnership with the state. In-
deed, the sector has not taken over the provision of a significant part
of state-financed welfare services, which would result in significantly
higher public support, as is the case in Western Europe.

• Variations by subsector. Even this does not do full justice to the com-
plexities of nonprofit finance in Hungary, however. This is so because
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Figure 15.8 Sources of nonprofit revenue in Hungary, with volunteers, 1995
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important differences exist in the finances of nonprofit organizations
by subsector. In fact, three quite distinct patterns of nonprofit finance
are evident among Hungarian nonprofits, as shown in Figure 15.10:

Fee-dominant fields. Fee income is the dominant source of income in
six of the fields of nonprofit action for which data were gathered. Pro-
fessional organizations and unions, with 89 percent of their revenue
from private fees, are essentially financed by membership dues and
other earned income. In the environmental field, fees account for
more than two-thirds of total income, which is explained by the fact
that many environmental organizations provide pollution abatement
and other environmental services, and also conduct feasibility studies
for for-profit firms and public authorities. In culture and recreation
and education, fees account for slightly more than half of total rev-
enue, and in the development and housing and philanthropy fields
for slightly less than half.

Public sector-dominant fields. In three other fields, government plays the
dominant role in financing nonprofit action in Hungary. More specif-
ically, public sector payments account for two-thirds of the revenue of
organizations working internationally, and 55 percent in the case of
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Figure 15.9 Sources of nonprofit cash revenue, Hungary, Central Europe, and
22-country average, 1995
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civic and advocacy organizations. The nonprofit organizations in
these fields that can firmly rely on government funds include Roma
and other minority organizations, the Helsinki Committee, the inter-
national peace movement, organizations preparing for European inte-
gration, and sister city associations. In addition, there are some very
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Figure 15.10 Sources of nonprofit cash revenue in Hungary, by field, 1995
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large public foundations dealing with ethnic and minority problems
that are generously supported by the state, as well. In social services,
government support stands at nearly half of all revenues, or 46 per-
cent. This is a significant development reflecting a new pattern of con-
tracting out by government of important welfare services.

Philanthropy-dominant field. The only field of nonprofit activity in Hun-
gary where private philanthropy provides the relatively largest share of
revenue (though not the majority) is the health area. Private dona-
tions account for 41 percent of total revenue in this field, compared to
31 percent from public sector payments and 28 percent from private
fees and charges. Since health is typically financed primarily by either
fees or third-party payments from public health insurance funds
worldwide, the Hungarian case is somewhat of an anomaly. The most
likely explanation for this finding is that nonprofit health organiza-
tions have been especially active in the first years of transition in estab-
lishing foundations to raise private funds for public hospitals or spe-
cial treatment of individuals or certain groups, while the development
of service-providing nonprofit organizations in this field has been
slower.

6. Change in the Hungarian nonprofit sector from 1990 to 1995

Not only does the Hungarian nonprofit sector represent a substantial
economic force, it is also a significantly growing force. Indeed, the growth
that has occurred between 1990 and 1995 has proved beyond any doubt
that the nonprofit sector in Hungary is ever more firmly taking its place on
the social, political, and economic map of this country. More specifically:

• Strong economic growth. Between 1990 and 1995, employment in the
Hungarian nonprofit sector grew by 37 percent, adding the full-time
equivalent of more than 12,000 new jobs to the 1990 employment base
of slightly less than 33,000 full-time equivalent employees. In addition,
adjusted for inflation, the operating expenditures of the sector dou-
bled in this five-year period from HUF26 billion in 1990 to more than
HUF52 billion in 1995.

• Change in the composition. While employment actually declined in
the fields of culture and recreation and social services by 18 percent
and 7 percent, respectively, it grew very substantially in all other fields.
More specifically, employment grew by a factor of 7 in education, 17
in philanthropic intermediaries, 27 in health, and 112 in development
and housing. Thus in the first half of the 1990s, the nonprofit sector
in Hungary made significant progress towards establishing a stronger
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presence in a much more varied range of fields than in the immediate
aftermath of the revolution of 1989.

• Change in the revenue base. In the 1990 to 1995 period, the revenue
composition of the Hungarian nonprofit sector also underwent
change, although the overall revenue structure remained stable. Per-
haps most significantly, public sector payments increased from 23 per-
cent of total revenue in 1990 to 27 percent of a larger total in 1995.
The shares of both private philanthropy and fees and charges, by con-
trast, decreased proportionally.

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

The nonprofit sector thus emerges from the evidence presented here as
an already important and complex set of institutions in Hungarian society.
Not only does this set of institutions serve important human needs, it also
constitutes a growing economic force and is a significant contributor to po-
litical and social life. To a certain extent, the Hungarian nonprofit sector is
still marked by its pre-1989 heritage; but the newer parts of the sector are
gaining ground, and the sector has begun to move into core service areas
such as education, social care, health, and community development and
housing. At the same time, however, this sector remains a fragile organism
in Hungarian society and a number of problems remain. More specifically,
these problem areas include:

• The problem of legal and economic regulation. The present regula-
tion of the Hungarian nonprofit sector is a complicated set of particu-
lar and more or less contradictory laws and government decrees devel-
oped by different legislative and governmental bodies. Occasionally,
the recommendations of the Supreme Court and the practices devel-
oped by individual county courts have more influence on the registra-
tion and tax treatment of nonprofits than the written law itself. Al-
though a new nonprofit law was intended to resolve the inconsistency
problems, it has in fact aggravated them and created new internal ten-
sions within the regulatory framework and also within the nonprofit
sector. This lack of consistent and comprehensive regulation is both
dangerous and harmful. A correct, carefully thought out, generally
known and accepted regulatory framework, as well as clear accounting
rules and strict tax inspection would be prerequisites for solving other
problems of the nonprofit sector.

• Financial vulnerability. The relatively low level of economic development
together with the problems of the transition period have created an eco-
nomic environment that makes Hungarian nonprofit organizations
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financially fragile. The obvious dynamism and viability of the sector as a
whole does not automatically translate into sustainability at the level of
individual organizations. On the contrary, most nonprofit organizations
suffer from financial uncertainty and from the lack of organizational ma-
turity. In order to reform the welfare system and open the door for non-
profit service providers, the system of funding should also be reformed.
For whoever is the service provider, one of the most important sources of
financing public services is obviously the state budget. State support
through grants, contracts, subsidies, statutory and fee-for-service pay-
ments, and/or indirect tax advantages is crucial for the development of
the Hungarian nonprofit sector. The government is, however, rather
ambivalent on this issue. While it welcomes nonprofit service providers
and occasionally supports them, it still has not decided on a long-term
strategy for developing a new welfare mix and an appropriate system of
financing. Currently, the practice tends to be chaotic and contradictory.
The tax system has been under “reconstruction” for several years, and
the rules are changing continuously. Thus, tax advantages have not be-
come a source of support on which voluntary organizations can firmly
rely. As far as direct state support is concerned, the situation is not much
clearer or better. Although the Anglo-Saxon so-called “arm’s length”
principle and the Western European subsidiarity principle are “im-
ported” concepts and not rooted in the Hungarian political culture, they
represent an attractive element of a recently developed vocabulary that
perfectly fits the ideology, but not always the behavioral patterns and the
everyday practice, of the government.

• The problem of effectiveness and legitimacy. In close connection with
these economic difficulties, nonprofit organizations also face serious em-
ployment and efficiency problems. For lack of sufficient and stable fund-
ing, many nonprofits find it difficult to hire well-trained employees. The
growth of nonprofit employment cannot keep pace with the general de-
velopment of the sector. Consequently, the need for professionalization,
for significantly improved management, and for proper accounting has
remained an important challenge for the Hungarian nonprofit sector at
large. These problems of effectiveness are in sharp contrast with the gen-
eral rhetoric, the claim that the nonprofit sector is legitimated by its ser-
vice provision role and the relatively high efficiency of these services.
The frequently repeated, but poorly documented, statements about high
effectiveness are thus not confirmed by everyday experience. Indeed, a
great many nonprofit organizations are not able to fulfill their mission
for lack of sufficient income, well-trained staff, and satisfactory infra-
structure. Under these circumstances, solemn testimonies reflecting
wishful thinking are likely to result in a legitimacy crisis.
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• Accountability problems and trustworthiness. As a reaction to the
strong government control under state socialism, Hungarian nonprofit
organizations are extremely anxious regarding their independence
and reluctant to disclose any financial or management information.
However, this general insistence on secrecy creates a climate that is ad-
vantageous only for those organizations that misuse the nonprofit
form, infringe professional and ethical norms or operate as tax shel-
ters. The misbehavior of a small number of nonprofits can severely un-
dermine the reputation of the nonprofit sector as a whole, and lost
trustworthiness may significantly decrease donors’ willingness to sup-
port voluntary initiatives. To build a mechanism of state scrutiny that
could guarantee accountability and to develop self-regulatory schemes
and ethical codes that would push nonprofit organizations toward
more transparency are among the most urgent tasks to be undertaken.

• Weak sectoral identity and insufficient cooperation within the sector.
An institutional field can gain collective identity if its members tend to
move in concert. The lack of such coordinated movements is one of
the most difficult problems in the Hungarian voluntary sector. The
different roles nonprofit organizations play create some “natural” divi-
sions between them. Advocacy groups frequently resent the pragma-
tism and opportunism of service-providers, while the latter think that
their own activities are much more important and useful than the
ones other nonprofits are engaged in. Recreation clubs and member-
ship organizations feel neglected and discriminated against. There are
tensions and conflicts between the old-fashioned, formerly govern-
ment-controlled voluntary associations and the new institutions of civil
society, between small and large organizations, and also between the
heads of government-funded, foreign-funded, and grassroots organi-
zations. Very few activists within smaller organizations seem to under-
stand that their organizations belong to a sector and their problems
probably can be solved only in cooperation with their counterparts.
Developing identity and sector-wide cooperation is clearly a challenge
that should be met in the very short run, because a nonprofit commu-
nity divided by rivalry will not be able to represent civil society and
cope with fiscal, economic, and legitimacy problems.

Recently, important headway has been made on many of these chal-
lenges, as it increasingly has become clear that civil society and the broad
range of nongovernmental organizations in operation in Hungary have be-
come an essential factor in the post-Communist evolution of society as well
as in Hungary’s ability to cope with the dynamics of the transition processes.
Nevertheless, much remains to be done to enhance the maturation of the
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sector, increase its sustainability, and put it even more firmly on the social,
economic, and political map of this country.
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1. The results of the earlier phase of this work were reported in Éva Kuti, The Nonprofit Sector
in Hungary, Vol. 2 of the Johns Hopkins Nonprofit Sector Series. Manchester, U.K.: Manches-
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BACKGROUND

When the independent trade union movement Solidarność (Solidarity)
was born in the Polish city of Gdansk in 1980, it was perhaps among the ear-
liest and most visible indications that the course of history in the entire re-
gion of Central and Eastern Europe was beginning to change. More specifi-
cally, the emergence of Solidarność signaled a new stage of civil society
development across the region and was thus a harbinger of the processes
that eventually led to the fall of the Berlin wall, the overthrow of the com-
munist regimes, and the reunification of Europe. With political and eco-
nomic freedoms re-instituted in Poland and the other former Soviet bloc
countries a decade later, civil society and the nonprofit sector soon gained
even firmer ground in Polish society, as this chapter will indicate.

The work presented here was carried out by a Polish research team at
the KLON/JAWOR Database on NGOs (nongovernmental organizations)
as part of a collaborative international inquiry, the Johns Hopkins Compar-
ative Nonprofit Sector Project.1 It thus offers ample opportunities both to
capture local Polish circumstances and peculiarities and to compare and
contrast them to those in other countries both in Central and Eastern
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Europe and elsewhere in a systematic way.2 However, work in Poland be-
gan at a later stage than in other project countries, and a more complete
set of data was not yet ready for release as this volume went to press.

The present chapter thus reports on just one limited set of findings from
this project, those relating to the size of the nonprofit sector in Poland and
elsewhere. Importantly, the findings presented here are preliminary and
remain subject to substantial revision and re-evaluation pending further re-
search and analysis. Subsequent publications will go beyond this first cut,
provide a broader empirical picture, fill in the historical, legal, and policy
context of this sector, and also examine the impact that this set of institu-
tions is having in Polish society. The data reported here draw heavily on
the 1997 census of nonprofit organizations and the 1997 employment sur-
vey both of which were carried out by GUS, the Polish Central Statistical
Office. Additional research work, including a giving and volunteering sur-
vey and supplementary oganizational survey conducted by the project
team, will supplement and further extend these initial data. Unless other-
wise noted, financial data are reported in U.S. dollars at the 1997 average
exchange rate. (For a more complete statement of the types of organiza-
tions included, see Chapter 1 and Appendix A. For more detail on the
methodology used, see Appendix C.)

PRELIMINARY FINDINGS

Keeping in mind the above caveat regarding the preliminary nature of
the data, three initial findings emerge on the scope of the nonprofit sector
in Poland:

1. A minor but growing economic force

In the first place, while its social and political impact has been substan-
tial, the nonprofit sector remains a relatively modest economic force in
Poland.

More specifically:

• A modest employer. Excluding religion, the Polish nonprofit sector
employs nearly 91,000 full-time equivalent paid workers, which is a
small but significant workforce. This figure represents 1 percent of
nonagricultural paid employment in the country, 2.8 percent of ser-
vice employment, and the equivalent of 1.9 percent of the govern-
ment workforce at all levels (see Table 16.1).

• More employees than in the largest private firm. Although small, non-
profit employment in Poland still easily outdistances the employment
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in the largest private business in the country, and does so by a ratio of
6:1. Thus, compared to the 98,387 paid workers (head count) in Polish
nonprofit organizations, Poland’s largest private corporation, Daewoo-
FSO Ltd., employs only 15,797 workers (see Figure 16.1). Moreover,
nonprofit employment in Poland exceeds the combined employment
of the 14 largest private companies. On the other hand, employment
in Polish NGOs is lower than it is in the largest state-owned enterprise,
PKP (Polish Rail), with 243,472 workers, though it is on a par with the
second largest public enterprise, Poczta Polska (the Polish Mail Service),
with 98,000 workers.
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Table 16.1 The nonprofit sector in Poland, initial estimates, 1997

90,987 full-time equivalent paid employees
— 1.0 percent of total nonagricultural employment
— 2.8 percent of total service employment
— 1.9 percent of public employment

Figure 16.1 Employment (headcount) in nonprofits vs. largest private and
public firms in Poland, 1997



• On a par with several industries. Compared to other industries, the size
of the Polish nonprofit sector remains rather modest according to
these initial estimates. Nevertheless, nonprofit employment in Poland
is essentially on a par with the printing industry and outdistances a
number of smaller industries, including the air transport, fishing, com-
puter, research and development, forestry, and insurance industries.

• Volunteer inputs. A picture of the Polish nonprofit sector would not
be complete without considering volunteering, for this sector attracts
a considerable amount of volunteer effort. Indeed, an estimated 16 per-
cent of the adult population reports contributing their time to non-
profit organizations. (If volunteering for religious institutions were in-
cluded, this figure would increase to 25 percent.) Without religion,
this translates into another 20,473 full-time equivalent employees,
which boosts the total number of full-time equivalent employees of
nonprofit organizations in Poland to 111,460, or 1.2 percent of total
employment in the country (see Figure 16.2).

• Religion. The inclusion of religion, moreover, would boost these to-
tals by another 27,564 paid employees and 8,381 full-time equivalent
volunteers. With religion included, nonprofit employment therefore
rises to 1.3 percent of total paid employment and to 1.5 percent of to-
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Figure 16.2 Nonprofit employment in Poland in context, 1997
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tal paid and volunteer employment. The influence of religion on the
Polish nonprofit sector, however, extends even further. Indeed,
Catholic Church-affiliated service providers account for approxi-
mately one-third of nonprofit employment without religion.

The Polish nonprofit sector in the 1990s thus emerges from these pre-
liminary findings as a modest, but still significant economic force both in
terms of employment and volunteer input. This is so despite severe limita-
tions, such as an unfavorable ideological environment, legal and financial
restrictions, and socio-economic barriers that prevented citizens from ac-
tive involvement in public initiatives for half a century (1947–1989).

2. A mid-sized nonprofit sector for Central Europe

Although the Polish nonprofit sector is still fairly small in relation to the
overall Polish economy and to its counterparts in Western Europe, it is
close to the level of other Central European countries.

• Considerably below the international average. As Figure 16.3 shows,
the relative size of the nonprofit sector varies greatly among countries,
from a high of 12.6 percent of total nonagricultural employment in the
Netherlands to a low of 0.4 percent of total employment in Mexico.
The overall 22-country average (calculated without these initial Polish
data), however, was close to 5 percent. This means that Poland, with 1
percent without religion, falls considerably below the global average.

• Almost on par with the Central and Eastern European average. While
it falls below the 22-country average, nonprofit employment as a share
of total employment in Poland occupies a middle position among the
Central and Eastern European countries studied. Thus, as shown in
Figure 16.4, full-time equivalent employment in Polish nonprofit orga-
nizations, with 1 percent of total employment, is only slightly below
the 1.1 percent average of the other four Central and Eastern Euro-
pean countries (the Czech Republic, Hungary, Romania, and Slova-
kia). Indeed, as a share of total employment, nonprofit employment
in Poland exceeds that in two of the Central and Eastern European
countries covered in this project—Romania (0.6 percent) and Slova-
kia (0.9 percent).

• Margin widens with volunteers. The margin between Poland and the
other Central and Eastern European countries widens, however, when
volunteers are added. Thus, with volunteer time included, nonprofit
organizations account for 1.2 percent of total employment in Poland,
but 1.7 percent on average in the other four Central and Eastern Eu-
ropean countries (see Figure 16.4).
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3. A rich and complex history of nonprofit activity

That the Polish nonprofit sector has reached a substantial degree of de-
velopment during the period since 1989 and despite the severe restrictions
it faced under communism is, in no small part, a result of the long, rich
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Figure 16.3 Nonprofit share of total employment, by country, 1995
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and, at times, complicated history that citizens’ initiatives have experienced
in this country over the past 1,000 years. In other words, Poland’s current
nonprofit sector is as much the result of cultural and institutional experi-
ences accumulated during many centuries as it is the product of the deteri-
oration of the Communist welfare state and the political breakthrough of
1989.

More specifically, from the Middle Ages to the end of the 18th century,
when Poland lost its sovereignty, two key traditions shaped the evolution of
voluntary activity in this country: first, religious charity and philanthropy
fostered by the Catholic Church; and second, a more secular welfare tradi-
tion marked by interventions and contributions of the aristocracy and the
municipalities beginning in the late 14th century. Both traditions remained
intact during the following period of partition from 1795 to 1918. How-
ever, with Poland divided among, and ruled by, the neighboring empires, a
new ethos of independence and patriotic inspiration developed that be-
came crucial in bolstering national identity and the organization of Polish
society against, and in spite of, the hegemonic rule of the foreign powers.

Significantly, the independence movement in the 19th century was culti-
vated and housed by the Roman Catholic Church as well as secular non-
profit organizations and thus emerged closely interdependent with the prior
traditions. This pattern, moreover, would continue to hold throughout the
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Figure 16.4 Nonprofit share of employment, with and without volunteers, in
Poland and four regions, 1995
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most critical times of Polish history in the 20th century, including the Nazi oc-
cupation during World War II and the Communist takeover thereafter. Not
surprisingly, it forcefully re-emerged in the late 1970s, giving birth to the Sol-
idarity trade union movement in 1980–81. The remarkable renaissance of
nonprofit organizations in Poland after 1989 would not have been possible
without the joint effort of the religious and secular formal and informal net-
works rooted in the Christian tradition, the humane inspirations of the En-
lightenment period, and the ethos of independence. In all of this, the Ro-
man Catholic Church played a crucial role. In many ways, the fact that about
one-third of paid nonprofit employment is in church-related organizations
today can be seen as the result and legacy of the Church’s influence dating
back to the 11th century.

That the nonprofit sector in Poland has not developed even further
since 1989 is due to a variety of factors. After 1989, pressures from below—
spontaneous, grassroots initiatives—made the most crucial contributions
to building the institutional capacity of the Polish nonprofit sector. How-
ever, attempts to establish a larger scale nonprofit service delivery infra-
structure that would necessitate a greater employment base remained hin-
dered by the continued monopolistic position of the state in fields such as
social services, education, and health care. Moreover, insofar as strategies
for de-monopolizing the public welfare sphere were discussed throughout
the 1990s, the decision-makers favored commercial privatization over what
might be termed “socialization,” that is, the transfer of welfare service de-
livery into the nonprofit sector.

The further growth of the sector therefore depends to a large part on
whether the state will show a greater willingness to transfer parts of its pub-
lic welfare programs to nonprofit providers and provide a more enabling
environment for citizens’ activities. At the same time, it is worth noting that
the relatively modest share of nonprofit employment must also be seen
against the background of the larger privatization context: The private
business sector so far only accounts for about half of the total Polish econ-
omy. Thus, while the Polish nonprofit sector may seem small compared to
its Western counterparts, a similar point could be made about the whole
private economy in this country.

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

The nonprofit sector thus emerges from the evidence presented here as
a sizable set of institutions in Polish society. The remarkable upsurge in the
formation of citizens’ organizations in Poland after 1989 is without ques-
tion one of the most salient outcomes of the transition. By the same token,
it is also an expression of the intensity of the pent-up demand for public
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participation that existed in Polish society between 1947 and 1989 and the
willingness of citizens to take active part in the process of establishing a
new political, economic, and social order after the breakthrough of 1989.

However, the renaissance of the nonprofit sector in this country turned
out to be a complex process, as the still limited economic position of the
sector after almost a decade of transition clearly indicates. On the one
hand, further analysis will show that the scope and structure of the Polish
nonprofit sector in the 1990s still reflect the limitations and the priorities
that the Communist regime designed for citizens’ activities. On the other
hand, the current development level of the sector also shows the unexpect-
edly slow pace of the institutionalization of nonprofit organizations as ser-
vice providers and guardians of the public interest.

To some degree, this is due to the ambiguous policies towards this set of
institutions pursued by the various political coalitions in power after 1989.
To be sure, at the most fundamental level, there was a firm consensus
among all political elite that voluntary organizations are an indispensable
element of a democratic system. This consensus was enshrined in those
parts of the general legal framework that guarantee the principles that un-
derpin nonprofit organizations, especially the freedom of expression and
the freedom of association. After these general principles were put in place,
however, there was considerably less eagerness on the part of subsequent
governments to establish a sound legal and financial basis for nonprofit or-
ganizations to deliver public services and advocate for public causes.

The evolution of the Polish nonprofit sector since 1989 thus did not pro-
ceed without paradoxes and, in many ways, remains unfinished. Among the
most striking paradoxes is that the government continues to overlook these
organizations as meaningful social partners in service delivery and in for-
mulating public policy agendas despite the Solidarity trade union move-
ment’s crucial role in the rebirth of parliamentary democracy and the mar-
ket economy in Poland. Also under-recognized is the inherent capacity of
the sector to complement and enhance government service provision. In
addition to the often highly unpredictable and at times chaotic government
policies towards the sector that seem to seriously endanger the role of non-
profits in society, other crucial external and internal challenges include:

• Privatization, as opposed to “socialization,” of the public welfare sys-
tem. While the importance of the nonprofit sector for democratic de-
velopment, as previously noted, is recognized in general terms, its role
as a full-fledged partner of both central and local governments in ser-
vice delivery has not yet been fully embraced by the political elite. In-
deed, in the neo-liberal strategy adopted by the Polish government to
reconstruct the state welfare system and reduce state assistance, priority
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has been given to the “privatization” of the welfare system through
market and quasi-market institutions at the expense of a “socialization”
of state welfare through greater involvement of the nonprofit sector.

• Fostering legitimacy through self-regulation. Although the develop-
ment and enforcement of codes of conduct, accountability, and ad-
ministrative standards are of critical importance, in reality, the impact
of such rules is not yet strong enough to discourage misconduct and
dishonest practices firmly.

• Capacity building and sustainability. Over the first few years after
1989, Polish nonprofit organizations developed some 300 networks
and umbrella groups at both the local and national level. The Forum
of Non-Governmental Initiatives, the Union of Catholic Associations
and Movements, and the Union of Social Service Non-Profit Organiza-
tions are the most prominent examples of such national umbrella or-
ganizations. Despite this substantial sectoral infrastructure, however,
most nonprofit organizations in Poland still do not identify themselves
as part of a separate “third sector,” and have not perceived the need
for self-organization, which is one of the key issues in establishing fi-
nancial sustainability for the sector. In Poland, as in other countries of
Central and Eastern Europe, it is thus crucially important to continue
to develop training programs and capacity-building efforts to enhance
the professionalization of nonprofit organizations. In addition, con-
stant efforts are needed to promote and strengthen voluntary activity
as well as to build meaningful relationships with the corporate sector.

Taken together, these external and internal challenges can potentially
severely impede the nonprofit sector’s ability to address social issues, meet
human needs, and prevent the social marginalization of minority groups as
well as the fragmentation of Polish society. The lack of resources has
slowed the efforts of nonprofit organizations to mitigate rapidly growing
social and economic inequalities and, more generally, to bridge the gap
between the profound pressures society is confronted with and the shrink-
ing role of the public sector. It is hoped that the kind of data generated
within this project will help overcome these hurdles and finally allow Pol-
ish society to fully tap into the potentials of the nonprofit sector in this pe-
riod of major social and economic change.
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BACKGROUND

Remaining largely a rural and economically less developed society far
into the 20th century, the Eastern European country of Romania endured a
particularly oppressive and stringent dictatorship during the Communist
era. After the fall of the Ceauşescu regime in 1989, civil society reemerged
vigorously, but remained hampered economically by a lack of domestic re-
sources and an outdated and insufficient legal framework. The Romanian
nonprofit sector thus has not yet been able to fully reach the level of its
Central European counterparts.

The findings presented here are the product of work carried out by a
Romanian research team hosted by the Civil Society Development Founda-
tion (CSDF) in Bucharest, as part of the Johns Hopkins Comparative Non-
profit Sector Project.1 It thus offered ample opportunities both to capture
local Romanian circumstances and peculiarities and to compare and con-
trast them to those in other countries both in Central and Eastern Europe
and elsewhere in a systematic way.2

The present chapter reports on just one set of findings from this project,
those relating to the size of the nonprofit sector in Romania and elsewhere.
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Subsequent publications will fill in the historical, legal, and policy context
of this sector and also examine the impact that this set of institutions is hav-
ing. The data reported here draw heavily on a National Nongovernmental
Organization (NGO) Census conducted by the Civil Society Development
Foundation, surveying the known universe of Romanian nonprofit organi-
zations. Unless otherwise noted, financial data are reported in U.S. dollars
at the 1995 average exchange rate. (For a more complete statement of the
sources of data, see Appendix C. For a more complete statement of the
types of organizations included, see Chapter 1 and Appendix A.)

PRINCIPAL FINDINGS

Five major findings emerge from this work on the scope, structure, fi-
nancing, and role of the nonprofit sector in Romania:

1. A still-developing economic force

In the first place, aside from its social and political importance, the non-
profit sector turns out to be a small but developing economic force in Ro-
mania. More specifically:

• A $90 million industry. In 1995, the nonprofit sector in Romania had
operating expenditures of $90.3 million (ROL183 billion), or 0.3 per-
cent of the country’s gross domestic product, a quite modest amount
though impressive in light of the constraints that limited the develop-
ment of these organizations until quite recently.3

• An important employer. Behind these expenditures lies a workforce
that includes the equivalent of 37,000 full-time equivalent paid work-
ers. This represents 0.6 percent of all nonagricultural workers in the
country, 1.2 percent of service employment, and the equivalent of al-
most one percent of the workforce of government at all levels, federal,
provincial, and municipal (see Table 17.1).

• More employees than in the largest private firm. Significantly, even in
its relatively embryonic form, nonprofit employment in Romania out-
distances the employment in the largest private business in the coun-
try, and does so by about 30 percent. Thus, compared to the 37,000
paid workers in Romania’s nonprofit organizations, Romania’s largest
private company, Dacia S.A.—a manufacturer of machinery, equip-
ment, and furniture—employs only 29,000 workers (see Figure 17.1).

• Outdistances some industries. Indeed, as many people work in the
nonprofit sector in Romania as in some entire branches of industry
within the country. Thus, nonprofit employment in Romania matches,
or even outdistances, employment in industries such as tobacco; paper
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and cardboard manufacturing; crude oil processing; coal and nuclear
fuel treatment; chemical and synthetic fiber manufacturing; radio, TV,
and communication equipment; medical, precision, and optical equip-
ment; and water collection, treatment, and distribution.

• Volunteer inputs. This does not capture the full scope of the nonprofit
sector in Romania, however, for the sector also attracts a considerable
amount of volunteer effort. Indeed, according to representative national
surveys on philanthropic behavior undertaken by CSDF in association
with the Center for Urban and Regional Sociology in Bucharest, this
volunteer effort translates into another 46,000 full-time equivalent em-
ployees, which more than doubles the total number of full-time equiva-
lent employees of nonprofit organizations in Romania to close to
84,000 or 1.3 percent of total nonagricultural employment in the coun-
try4 (see Figure 17.2).

2. The smallest nonprofit sector in Eastern and Central Europe

Not only is the Romanian nonprofit sector still fairly small in relation to
the Romanian economy, but it is also small relative to its counterparts else-
where around the world. So far, it has even lagged somewhat behind the
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Table 17.1 The nonprofit sector in Romania, 1995

$ 90.3 million in expenditures
— 0.3 percent of GDP

37,353 paid employees
— 0.6 percent of total nonagricultural employment
— 1.2 percent of total service employment
— 0.9 percent of public employment

Figure 17.1 Employment in nonprofits vs. largest private firm in Romania, 1995



level in the other Eastern and Central European countries included in this
study.

• Significantly below the international average. As Figure 17.3 shows, the
relative size of the nonprofit sector varies greatly among countries,
from a high of 12.6 percent of total nonagricultural employment in
the Netherlands to a low of 0.4 percent of total employment in Mex-
ico. The overall 22-country average is close to 5 percent. At 0.6 per-
cent, employment in the Romanian nonprofit sector is one of the low-
est of all the countries studied. However, it is somewhat higher than in
Mexico and is not much below the Slovakian share.

• Lagging behind the Eastern and Central European average. In addi-
tion to falling significantly below the 22-country average, the non-
profit share of total employment in Romania is also considerably
lower than it is elsewhere in Eastern and Central Europe. Thus, as
shown in Figure 17.4, full-time equivalent employment in nonprofit
organizations in Romania, at 0.6 percent of total employment, is only
slightly more than half of the Eastern and Central European average
of 1.1 percent. This appears to be, in part, a reflection of the fact that
the overall development of the Romanian economy has not kept pace
with that of its Central European counterparts.
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Figure 17.2 Nonprofits in Romania, with and without volunteers, 1995, as a 
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• Margin narrows with volunteers. This margin narrows considerably,
however, when volunteers are added. Thus, with volunteer time in-
cluded, nonprofit organizations account for 1.3 percent of total employ-
ment in Romania, which is considerably closer to the regional average
of 1.7 percent (see Figure 17.4). What this suggests is that Romanian
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Figure 17.3 Nonprofit share of total employment, by country, 1995
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nonprofits enjoy considerable popular support even though they lack
economic resources.

3. A troubled history of nonprofit activity

That the nonprofit sector is relatively underdeveloped in Romania is
very likely a product of the troubled history of this country and its philan-
thropic and nonprofit institutions.5 This history includes:

• The precarious geopolitical position that Romania maintained essen-
tially until the 20th century, which left the territories with predomi-
nantly Romanian populations politically divided and ruled from the
outside in the shifting power balances of the neighboring Austro-Hun-
garian, Ottoman, and Russian empires;

• The traditionally rural and atomistic organization of Romanian soci-
ety and economy that hindered the modernization of the Romanian
territories until late in the 19th century;

• The prevalence of the Orthodox Church, which, unlike the Catholic
Church in Western and Central Europe, failed to foster the notion of
charity and the responsibility of individuals to take on a significant
role in social affairs;

• The late unification of all predominantly Romanian territories, which
occurred only after the First World War. The development of a
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Figure 17.4 Nonprofit share of employment, with and without volunteers,
Romania and four regions, 1995
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nascent democracy and civil society during the inter-war period ended
soon again with the abolition of parliamentary pluralism in 1938, mili-
tary rule during World War II, and the subsequent Communist take-
over; and

• The extreme economic policies and political suppression of the totali-
tarian Communist regime under Nicolae Ceauşescu, which left the
country resource-poor and with a severely shattered economic and so-
cial structure after the revolution of 1989.

4. Culture and recreation dominance

Similar to other Eastern and Central European countries, but unlike the
all-country average, the culture and recreation field clearly dominates the
nonprofit scene in Romania.

• Thirty-four percent of nonprofit employment in culture and recre-
ation. Of all the types of nonprofit activity, the one that accounts for
the largest share of nonprofit employment in Romania is culture and
recreation. As shown in Figure 17.5, 34 percent of all nonprofit em-
ployment in Romania is concentrated in the culture and recreation
field. This is almost exactly on par with the Eastern and Central Euro-
pean average of 35 percent, but greatly exceeds the 22-country aver-
age of 14 percent. This situation very likely reflects aspects of the her-
itage of the previous regime, as culture and recreation were among
the few fields of social activity tolerated and even encouraged by the
Communist state.

• Sizable nonprofit presence in social services. Another sizable portion
of total nonprofit employment in Romania is in the social service
field. Altogether, this field accounts for one-fifth, or 21 percent, of to-
tal nonprofit employment, which puts Romania slightly ahead of the
22-country average of 18 percent, and also represents a much stronger
presence than in Central and Eastern Europe on average (12 per-
cent). This very likely reflects, in part, the extraordinary social needs
of groups, such as orphans and the elderly, burdened by the extreme
economic distress and hardship caused by Romania’s slow and hesi-
tant progress towards economic restructuring and political liberaliza-
tion. As a result, important segments of the Romanian NGO scene
have emerged in an attempt to offer an appropriate response to these
urgent social needs.

• Relatively smaller shares of nonprofit employment in education and
health, and in professional associations. Compared to the overall 22-
country average, education and health absorb a smaller share of non-
profit employment in Romania. Thus, while these two fields absorb al-
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most half of nonprofit employment on average within the 22 project
countries, they account for only 31 percent of nonprofit employment in
Romania. This very likely reflects the continued position of dominance
that the state has maintained in these two crucial service areas. Romania
also shows a relatively small share of employment in professional associ-
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Figure 17.5 Composition of the nonprofit sector, Romania, Central Europe, and
22-country average, 1995
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ations (comprising 3.6 percent of total nonprofit employment), which
stands in contrast to the regional pattern in which professional associa-
tions and unions typically constitute a relative stronghold of nonprofit
activity. This stronghold typically exists because, like cultural and recre-
ational organizations, professional associations were historically toler-
ated, and even encouraged, by the Communist regime. While trade
unions and professional associations do have relatively high member-
ship rates in Romania, employment in these organizations nevertheless
remains relatively small. This is mostly due to a chronic deficiency of re-
sources that all organizations in this field suffer and the absence of any
material support from the state. In addition, unions, for the most part
only present in large state-owned corporations, typically work to main-
tain their position and status within the context of their individual en-
terprises. These unions focus primarily on solving concrete work-related
problems for which dedicated and professional staff is less needed.

• Average share of nonprofit development and advocacy employment.
Compared to the nonprofit employment in the fields of culture and
recreation, social welfare, education, and health, the share of Roman-
ian nonprofit employment in the development field and in the related
fields of advocacy and environmental protection is considerably smaller.
Altogether, these fields absorb close to 9 percent of all nonprofit em-
ployment in the country, essentially on par with the 22-country average
of 8.9 percent, but considerably less than the Central European average
of 12 percent. An additional 2 percent of nonprofit employees fall into
other categories, including philanthropy and international activities.

• Pattern shifts with volunteers. This pattern changes considerably
when volunteer inputs are factored in. In particular, as shown in Fig-
ure 17.6, with volunteers included, the social services share of total
nonprofit employment rises dramatically, from one-fifth to almost
one-third of the total. In fact, the social services field attracts close to
42 percent of all volunteering in this country. Again this is a reflection
of the extreme social and humanitarian needs that arose as a result of
Romania’s economic and political transition and the evident willing-
ness of Romanian citizens to pitch in voluntarily to help. The two
other fields that disproportionately benefit from volunteer labor are
the environment, which boosts its share of employment from less than
1 percent to slightly more than 2 percent, and international activities,
which goes from 1 percent to 4 percent.

An important ambiguity is thus evident in the structure of the nonprofit
sector in Romania that is in some respects similar to that in other Eastern
and Central European countries. This is apparent in the relatively strong
position of the culture and recreation field in the employment base of the
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Romanian nonprofit sector. Culture and recreation represent a larger
share of nonprofit employment in Romania than in the combined fields of
education and health—two of the core constituents of nonprofit activity
throughout the world. This is a reflection of the fact that cultural, sports,
and hobby activities were among the only social activities tolerated, and
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Figure 17.6 Share of nonprofit employment in Romania, with and without
volunteers, by field, 1995
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even supported, by the Communist regime. In contrast to the Central Eu-
ropean countries studied in this project, however, professional associations
and unions—remnants of the Communist era that play an important role
in the composition of Eastern and Central European nonprofit sectors—
constitute only a relatively small part of nonprofit employment in Roma-
nia. This special characteristic of the Romanian nonprofit sector must be
understood in the context of the extreme brutality and oppressiveness of
the Ceauşescu regime, which left Romanians even more distrusting of so-
cial institutions than the citizens of other countries in the region.

The harshness of Communist totalitarianism in Romania—aiming at the
near total destruction of the traditional social and economic bases of Ro-
manian society—also led to the economic collapse and severe pauperiza-
tion of Romania after 1989. With an economy in deep recession and state
social welfare expenditures, in real terms, falling considerably behind the
pre-1989 levels, a domestic resource base to sustain the nascent, re-emerg-
ing civil society was essentially lacking. This, in turn, helps to explain why
the Romanian nonprofit sector did not reach the same level of develop-
ment as its Central European counterparts.

5. Most revenue from international public sector sources, 
not philanthropy or fees

It is not surprising that the Romanian nonprofit sector receives the bulk
of its revenue not from private philanthropy, the Romanian government,
or even private fees or payments, but from international public sector
sources. In particular:

• International public sector income dominant. The dominant source of
income of nonprofit organizations in Romania is provided by interna-
tional government sources, including the European Union, the United
States, and a broad range of other mostly Western European countries.
As reflected in Figure 17.7, total public sector support alone accounts for
almost half (45 percent), of all nonprofit revenue in Romania. The share
of domestic public sector payments, however, is less than 7 percent, a
mere fraction of the assistance provided by international governments.

• Limited support from philanthropy and fees. By contrast, both private
philanthropy and fee income provide much smaller shares of total rev-
enue. Thus, as Figure 17.7 shows, private philanthropy—from individu-
als, corporations, and foundations combined—accounts for 26.5 percent
of nonprofit income in Romania, while fees account for 28.5 percent.

• Total international support accounts for more than half of revenue. A
significant share of the private philanthropy received by Romanian
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nonprofits comes from international funders, as well, including the
Soros Foundation and other private foundations outside of Romania.
Including this private international aid, over half of Romanian non-
profit income comes from foreign sources.

• Revenue structure with volunteers. This pattern of nonprofit revenue
changes dramatically, however, when volunteers are factored into the
picture. In fact, as shown in Figure 17.8, with volunteers included, pri-
vate philanthropy increases from slightly more than one-quarter (26.5
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Figure 17.8 Sources of nonprofit revenue in Romania, with volunteers, 1995
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percent) of Romanian nonprofit income to two-thirds (66.5 percent),
thereby clearly overtaking both fee income, which drops from 28.5
percent to 13 percent, as well as public sector support, which de-
creases from almost half (45 percent) to only one-fifth of total rev-
enue. This again reflects the considerable voluntary energy that has
been tapped by the Romanian nonprofit sector.

• Different from other Eastern and Central European countries. The
pattern of nonprofit finance evident in Romania differs significantly
from that elsewhere in Eastern and Central Europe. Thus, as shown in
Figure 17.9, unlike Romania, the nonprofit organizations in the Cen-
tral European project countries (the Czech Republic, Hungary, and
Slovakia) derived the largest share of their revenue from fees. Thus,
compared to Romania’s 29 percent, the share of total nonprofit in-
come coming from fees stood at 46 percent for the Eastern and Cen-
tral European countries on average. The public sector and private
philanthropy shares of nonprofit revenue in Romania also deviate
from the regional average, with both types of income comprising
higher shares in Romania than elsewhere in the region (private phil-
anthropy constitutes 27 percent in Romania vs. 21 percent on average
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Figure 17.9 Sources of nonprofit cash revenue, Romania, Central Europe, and
22-country average, 1995
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in Central Europe; and public sector support constitutes 45 percent in
Romania vs. 33 percent on average in Central Europe). Clearly, the
deviation of the Romanian revenue profile from the regional pattern
results from the extreme scarcity of domestic resources and the con-
comitant disproportionately strong share of international public and
private support.

• Deviation from the global average. Not only does the revenue structure
of the Romanian nonprofit sector generally differ from that elsewhere
in Eastern and Central Europe, but it also differs considerably from
that evident elsewhere in the world. Thus, as Figure 17.9 also shows,
while fees and charges are the dominant element in the financial base
of the nonprofit sector globally, their importance is considerably less
pronounced in Romania (49 percent of total revenue on average in the
22 project countries compared to 29 percent in Romania). By contrast,
the share of private philanthropy in Romania is more than twice the
global average (27 percent in Romania vs. 11 percent globally); and
the share of public sector payments is also notably higher. As noted be-
fore, this deviation from the global average largely reflects the resource
poverty within Romania and the presence of foreign support.

• Variations by subsector. This overall pattern of nonprofit finance op-
erates in almost all fields in Romania, as shown in Figure 17.10:

Public sector-dominant field. In all but two fields (professional associa-
tions and development), government sources play the dominant role
in financing nonprofit action in Romania. Again, this is a reflection of
the significant role that international public support—provided by
multilateral agencies as well as a large number of individual Western
countries—plays in the financing of the nonprofit sector in Romania.
Substantial assistance flows into core welfare services such as health, so-
cial care, and education, as well as other fields that have gained impor-
tance in the Eastern and Central European context. In the case of the
philanthropy field, the nearly 50 percent share of government revenue
is a result of the fact that Western governments occasionally channel
their assistance through local intermediaries. In the base year, 1995,
before the establishment of the Civil Society Development Foundation,
for example, significant funds provided by the European Union’s
PHARE assistance program were distributed by the International Man-
agement Foundation in Bucharest. Fees and private philanthropy play
an important role among all of these fields. However, in only two
fields—culture and recreation, and civic and advocacy—do these two
revenue sources begin to approach the level of government support.

Fee-dominant field. Fee income is the dominant source of income in
one of the fields of nonprofit action for which data were gathered. Pri-

350 GLOBAL CIVIL SOCIETY: DIMENSIONS OF THE NONPROFIT SECTOR



vate fees constitute 81 percent of total revenue within professional or-
ganizations and unions; these fees essentially consist of membership
dues and other earned income.

Co-dominant field. In the development and housing field, fee income is
very substantial, but essentially on par with public sector payments.
These two revenue sources, fee income and government income, are
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Figure 17.10 Sources of nonprofit cash revenue in Romania, by field, 1995
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thus essentially co-dominant within the development and housing
field. The nearly equal share of these two sources of revenue is very
likely a reflection of the distinct financing patterns of the two main
subgroups. While housing tends to be dominated by (rental) fee in-
come, the development arena has been one of the prime targets for
some international government assistance programs, such as the Eu-
ropean Union’s PHARE Program.

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

The nonprofit sector that emerges from the evidence presented here is
an important and complex set of institutions in Romanian society. At the
same time, this sector remains an extremely fragile organism in Romania,
struggling to meet the overwhelming humanitarian, cultural, environmen-
tal, and development needs of Romanian society without yet having a firm
domestic support structure in place. The social and economic destruction
that the Ceauşescu regime left behind greatly diminished the state’s ability
to fulfill its social welfare responsibilities; comprehensive government poli-
cies aimed at fostering a partnership with the nonprofit sector did not take
shape in the years after 1989. Moreover, even the legal framework has re-
mained both outdated and insufficient. In fact, the Law of 1924, enacted
during the brief democratic interlude of the inter-war period, still consti-
tutes the legal base for nonprofit activities and voluntary action. In addi-
tion, the infiltration of Romanian society by the Communist state and espe-
cially its brutal secret police, Securitate, left major scars on the psyche of
the Romanian population. Thus, many social institutions still face a high
degree of public mistrust and skepticism, or at least indifference. In this re-
spect, the relatively high willingness of Romanians to volunteer for non-
profit organizations is a good sign. On the other hand, population surveys
on the associative and philanthropic behavior of Romanians also show that
only one-third of the population have a very good opinion of nonprofit or-
ganizations, whereas 8 percent have a very bad opinion and 58 percent
have no opinion or are indifferent. Thus, while the Romanian nonprofit
sector has made outstanding progress in gaining the trust of the Romanian
public, a lot of work still lies ahead.

To correct these problems, a number of steps seem appropriate:

• Resource development. Perhaps the overriding need in Romania at
present is to create a sustainable domestic financial base for the sector
to combat its weak economic capacity, lead the sector beyond its cur-
rent state of vulnerability, and ultimately reduce its dependence on in-
ternational assistance. The key challenges lie in fostering closer rela-
tionships with the public sector both nationally and locally, increasing
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domestic government support, and developing comprehensive govern-
ment policies in this respect. Moreover, this will also require significant
improvements in the fiscal incentives currently provided to further
stimulate individual giving, business support, and the development of
institutional philanthropy locally.

• Reforming the legal framework. Another key challenge is the need for
a substantial reform and modernization of the general legal frame-
work for the sector. The Law of 1924 is not only outdated, it also con-
tains elements directly contrary to the current needs of the sector; for
example, it considers donations to be an exceptional (rather than
proper and necessary) source of financing.

• Fostering legitimacy. The persistent ambiguity of the Romanian non-
profit sector is due, in large part, to the legitimacy problems 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 lim-
ited, but highly publicized, number of scams, scandals, and other
questionable transactions relating to the transformation of the assets
of formerly government or party agencies and social organizations in
Romania as well as in other countries in the region. In combination
with the lingering popular indifference to, if not mistrust of, non-
profit organizations and other types of societal institutions, this has
posed a significant legitimacy challenge. To overcome this, a signifi-
cant investment in public education will be needed along with the de-
velopment of effective codes of conduct by nonprofit organizations
themselves.

• Capacity building. A final conclusion that emerges from the data pre-
sented here concerns the time frame required for building a truly vi-
able and self-sustaining nonprofit sector in Romania. As was shown
here, despite some considerable growth, five years after the fall of
Communism, the Romanian nonprofit sector remained a pale reflec-
tion of its counterparts elsewhere in the world, even compared to Cen-
tral Europe. To grow and nurture a sustainable nonprofit sector obvi-
ously takes more than a few years of investment. Accordingly, it is
crucial to continue to expand training and capacity building efforts at
significant levels in the foreseeable future. So, too, it seems pertinent
to continue efforts to nurture an institutional infrastructure for this
sector in Romania, to facilitate training efforts and information shar-
ing, and to provide a unified voice vis-a-vis the government, especially
at the national level.

Recently, important headway has been made on many of these chal-
lenges, as it increasingly has become clear that the civic movement and the
broad range of nongovernmental organizations in Romania have become
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an essential factor in the post-Communist evolution of society as well as in
Romania’s ability to cope with the dynamics of the complex transition
processes. With the election of both a new government in 1996 and a for-
mer NGO leader as the country’s president, the initial “cold” period in the
government/nonprofit relations has come to an end. Nevertheless, much
remains to be done to enhance the growing maturation of the sector, in-
crease its sustainability, and put it more firmly on the social, economic, and
political map of this country.
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BACKGROUND

Like Romania, the Slovak nonprofit sector appears to be somewhat less
developed in economic terms than its Central European neighbors of
Hungary and the Czech Republic. In large part, this is due to the attempts
of post-Communist governments to preserve centralized state control,
which essentially kept the Slovak nonprofit sector out of the provision of
crucial welfare services even more so than in other countries in the region.
This does not mean, however, that the Slovak nonprofit sector lacks vital-
ity. To the contrary, Slovakia’s nonprofit organizations have developed
into a flexible, unified, creditable, and highly effective mechanism of citi-
zen education and participation that has made substantial contributions to
democratic development in this country.

The work presented here was carried out by a Slovak research team
hosted by the Social Policy Analysis Center (S.P.A.C.E.) Foundation as part
of the Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project.1 It thus of-
fered ample opportunities both to capture local Slovak circumstances and
peculiarities and to compare and contrast them to those in other countries
both in Central and Eastern Europe and elsewhere in a systematic way.2
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The present chapter reports on just one set of findings from this project,
those relating to the size of the nonprofit sector in Slovakia and elsewhere.
Subsequent publications will fill in the historical, legal, and policy context
of this sector and also examine the impact that this set of institutions is hav-
ing in Slovak society. The data reported here draw heavily on an official
survey of nonprofit organizations conducted by the Statistical Office of the
Slovak Republic in 1996. The survey was designed in close cooperation be-
tween the Statistical Office and the project team. Unless otherwise noted,
financial data for Slovakia are reported in U.S. dollars at the 1996 average
exchange rate. (For a more complete statement of the sources of data, see
Appendix C. For a more complete statement of the types of organizations
included, see Chapter 1 and Appendix A.)

PRINCIPAL FINDINGS

Four major findings emerge from this work on the scope, structure, fi-
nancing, and role of the nonprofit sector in Slovakia:

1. A modest economic force

In the first place, aside from its social and political importance, the non-
profit sector turns out to be a significant economic force in Slovakia, though
still accounting for relatively modest shares of national expenditures and
employment. More specifically:

• A $247 million industry. Even excluding its religion component, the
nonprofit sector in Slovakia had operating expenditures of $247 mil-
lion (7.6 billion Slovak crowns) in 1996, or 1.3 percent of the coun-
try’s gross domestic product, a modest, but still significant amount.3

• An important employer. Behind these expenditures lies a sizable work-
force that includes more than 16,000 full-time equivalent paid work-
ers. This represents 0.9 percent of all nonagricultural workers in the
country, 1.4 percent of service employment, and the equivalent of 2
percent of the government workforce at all levels—federal, provincial,
and municipal (see Table 18.1).

• Matches employment in largest private firm. Put somewhat differently,
nonprofit employment in Slovakia is essentially on a par with employ-
ment in the largest private business in the country, the East Slovak
Iron Foundry VSZ in Košice.

• Outdistances some industries. Indeed, as many people work in the
nonprofit sector in Slovakia as in some entire industries in the coun-
try. Thus, as shown in Figure 18.1, nonprofit employment in Slovakia
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outdistances employment in industries such as printing and hotels
and restaurants. Moreover, nonprofit employment is not far behind
the employment level in the Slovak mining, textiles, and chemical
manufacturing industries.

• Volunteer inputs. Even this does not capture the full scope of the non-
profit sector in Slovakia, for this sector also attracts a considerable
amount of volunteer effort. Indeed, this translates into at least another
7,000 full-time equivalent employees, which boosts the total number
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Table 18.1 The nonprofit sector in Slovakia, 1996

$ 247.1 million in expenditures
— 1.3 percent of GDP

16,200 paid employees
— 0.9 percent of total nonagricultural employment
— 1.4 percent of total service employment
— 2.0 percent of public employment

Figure 18.1 Nonprofit employment (head count) in Slovakia in context, 1996
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of full-time equivalent employees of nonprofit organizations in Slova-
kia to 23,000 or 1.2 percent of total employment in the country (see
Figure 18.2).

• Religion. The inclusion of religion, moreover, would add to these to-
tals another 2,700 paid employees. With religion included, nonprofit
paid employment therefore rises slightly to 1 percent of the total and
paid plus volunteer employment to 1.4 percent. Religion also increases
operating expenditures by approximately $19 million (590 million
crowns), thus bringing total expenditures to close to $266 million (8.2
billion crowns), the equivalent of 1.4 percent of GDP without the im-
puted value of volunteer time, and 1.5 percent with volunteer time.

2. One of the smaller nonprofit sectors in 
Central and Eastern Europe

While it is beginning to take its place as a serious component of the Slo-
vak economy, the Slovak nonprofit sector is small relative to its counter-
parts elsewhere in the world, and even lags a little behind the level in other
Central European countries.
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Figure 18.2 Nonprofits in Slovakia, with and without volunteers, 1996, as a 
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• Significantly below the international average. As Figure 18.3 shows, the
relative size of the nonprofit sector varies greatly among countries,
from a high of 12.6 percent of total nonagricultural employment in
the Netherlands to a low of 0.4 percent of total employment in Mex-
ico. The overall 22-country average, however, is close to 5 percent.
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Figure 18.3 Nonprofit share of total employment, by country, 1995
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This means that Slovakia, at 0.9 percent, falls significantly below the
global average.

• Just under the Central and Eastern European average. In addition to
falling significantly below the 22-country average, nonprofit employ-
ment as a share of total employment also falls below the level else-
where in Central and Eastern Europe. Thus, as shown in Figure 18.4,
full-time equivalent employment in nonprofit organizations in Slova-
kia, at 0.9 percent of total employment, is just below the Central and
Eastern European average of 1.1 percent.

• Margin widens slightly with volunteers. This margin widens slightly,
moreover, when volunteers are added. Thus, with volunteer time in-
cluded, nonprofit organizations account for 1.2 percent of total em-
ployment in Slovakia, which is 30 percent below the regional average
of 1.7 percent (see Figure 18.4).

3. Culture and recreation dominance

Similar to other Central and Eastern European countries, but unlike the
all-country average, culture and recreation clearly dominate the nonprofit
scene in Slovakia.
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Figure 18.4 Nonprofit share of employment, with and without volunteers,
Slovakia and four regions, 1995
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• Close to 37 percent of nonprofit employment in culture and recreation.
Of all the types of nonprofit activity, the one that accounts for the
largest share of nonprofit employment in Slovakia is culture and recre-
ation. As shown in Figure 18.5, 37 percent of all nonprofit employment
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Figure 18.5 Composition of the nonprofit sector, Slovakia, Central Europe, and
22-country average, 1995
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in Slovakia is in the culture and recreation field. This is comparable to
the Central and Eastern European average of 35 percent, but it greatly
exceeds the 22-country average of 14 percent. This situation very likely
reflects the heritage of the previous regime, as culture and recreation
were among the few fields of social activity that were tolerated and even
encouraged by the Communist state. The same holds true for profes-
sional associations and unions, which also account for a comparatively
larger share of nonprofit employment in Slovakia than the interna-
tional average (10 percent in Slovakia vs. 7 percent internationally).

• Sizable nonprofit presence in education. Another sizable portion of
total nonprofit employment in Slovakia is in the education field. This
field accounts for almost 29 percent of all nonprofit employment,
most of which is in primary and secondary education. The education
share of nonprofit employment in Slovakia thus almost reaches the in-
ternational average and is significantly higher than in other Central
and Eastern European countries. This suggests that nonprofits were
relatively successful in establishing footholds in some parts of the edu-
cation field—most notably grammar schools and trade academies—
after the private provision of core welfare services (including educa-
tion) became legally possible in 1990. Both the Catholic and the
Protestant Churches began to assume the operation of some former
state schools; but private nonprofit schools also resulted significantly
from teacher initiatives driven by the desire to use and explore new
and alternative teaching methods. For the most part, these private
schools are housed in state-owned school buildings and are financed
by the state. However, it should be kept in mind that the education
share is high primarily in relative terms and would be smaller if other
nonprofit service areas, especially health and social services, were
more developed in Slovakia.

• Very small shares of nonprofit employment in health and social ser-
vices. Compared to the overall 22-country average, health and social
services absorb a very small share of nonprofit employment in Slova-
kia. Thus, while these two fields absorb 38 percent of global nonprofit
employment on average, they account for only 7 percent of nonprofit
employment in Slovakia. This very likely reflects the determination of
the post-1989 governments to keep firm control over these two crucial
welfare fields. Accordingly, all hospitals in Slovakia are state-owned
with the exception of three church-affiliated hospitals. What is more,
in the peculiar health care privatization environment in this country,
all private health care providers are legally defined as commercial or-
ganizations, meaning that even the three church hospitals are techni-
cally for-profit rather than nonprofit institutions. The nonprofit sector
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thus essentially has been left outside the health care privatization
process that has taken place in ambulatory services, pharmacies, and
health spas. In the social service field, no privatization has taken place
whatsoever, as the state continues to provide the same services as be-
fore 1990. New kinds of social services provided by nonprofit organiza-
tions remain at best on the fringe of the Slovak welfare system.

• Relatively strong nonprofit civic and advocacy employment. The re-
lated fields of advocacy and environmental protection emerge as the
fourth largest arena of nonprofit activity in Slovakia, after culture and
recreation, education, and professional associations and unions.
These fields absorb close to 10 percent of all nonprofit employment in
the country, which is about three times as much as the 22-country av-
erage of 3 percent, testifying to the pronounced advocacy orientation
of the Slovak nonprofit sector. By contrast, development and housing,
with 1 percent of employment, represents a mere fraction of both the
international average of 6 percent and the Central and Eastern Euro-
pean average of 6.3 percent. An additional 7 percent of nonprofit em-
ployees fall into other categories, including international activities
and philanthropy.

In sum, the structure of the Slovak nonprofit sector can best be under-
stood as being influenced by three crucial factors:

• The heritage of the previous regime, which tolerated social activity in
the field of culture and recreation and actively promoted membership
in the professional organizations and unions that were formerly con-
trolled by the Communist party. After 1990, however, these organiza-
tions shed Communist control and adopted new, democratic struc-
tures. In addition, a number of new professional organizations and
unions have emerged.

• Over its 40-year rule, the Communist regime in Slovakia essentially
eliminated basic human rights and democratic institutions, and ex-
erted tremendous control over the educational system. After 1990, a
large number of independent civil initiatives came into being to advo-
cate individual rights and to promote leisure activities or environmen-
tal protection. At the same time, these organizations became one of
the main mechanisms for citizens to gain information and learn about
democratic behavior. The activities of these new initiatives proved very
important as new, post-1990 governments showed the tendencies to
continue some practices of the previous regime. This was especially
the case with the Mečiar government, which after 1995 increasingly
began to show disregard for the law. The relatively high share of envi-
ronmental and civic and advocacy employment in Slovakia (close to
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10 percent of total nonprofit employment) is therefore a direct result
of this crucial role that civic organizations have played in the post-
Communist development of this country.

• The process of transforming the national economy into a market sys-
tem that began in the former Czechoslovakia after 1990 and continued
after the separation into the independent Czech and Slovak Republics
in 1993 led to the creation of a private business sector in addition to
the state sector. This privatization process, however, did not include a
consistent government posture that would have accepted a role for the
nonprofit sector in the transformation of the formerly state-run welfare
system (i.e., education, health, and social services). Because the gov-
ernment has not changed its position and the reform process in this
area is very slow, the role of the Slovakian nonprofit sector remains
even more limited than elsewhere in Central and Eastern Europe, par-
ticularly in the provision of health and social services.

4. Most revenue from fees and charges, not philanthropy or the
government

Consistent with its culture and recreation orientation, the Slovak non-
profit sector receives the bulk of its revenue not from private philanthropy
or the government, but from fees and charges. In particular:

• Fee income dominant. The overwhelmingly dominant source of in-
come of nonprofit organizations in Slovakia is fees and charges for
services that these organizations provide. As reflected in Figure 18.6,
this source alone accounts for more than half, or 55 percent, of all
nonprofit revenue in Slovakia.

• Limited support from philanthropy and public sector payments. In
contrast, private philanthropy and public sector payments provide
much smaller shares of total revenues. Thus, as Figure 18.6 shows, pri-
vate philanthropy—from individuals, corporations, and foundations
combined—accounts for 23 percent of nonprofit income in Slovakia,
while public sector support accounts for 22 percent.

• Revenue structure with volunteers. This pattern of nonprofit revenue
hardly changes when volunteers are factored into the picture. In fact,
as shown in Figure 18.7, private philanthropy increases only slightly
from 23 percent to 25 percent with volunteers included, while fees
and charges still account for more than half of total revenue. What is
more, adding religion would not further change the picture.

• Similar to other Central and Eastern European countries. The pattern
of nonprofit finance evident in Slovakia is generally comparable to
that elsewhere in Central and Eastern Europe. In particular, as shown
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in Figure 18.8, the nonprofit organizations in the Central and Eastern
European countries included in this project also derived on average
the largest share of their revenues from fees and charges, though the
share was slightly less than Slovakia’s (46 percent vs. 55 percent in
Slovakia). The philanthropy share of nonprofit revenue in Slovakia
basically matched the regional average (23 percent in Slovakia vs. 21
percent on average in Central Europe). Government support, how-
ever, was somewhat weaker in Slovakia (22 percent vs. 33 percent in
Central and Eastern Europe generally).
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Figure 18.7 Sources of nonprofit revenue in Slovakia, with volunteers, 1996
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• Deviation from the global average. While the revenue structure of the
Slovak nonprofit sector generally mirrors that elsewhere in Central and
Eastern Europe, it differs considerably from that evident elsewhere in
the world. Thus, as Figure 18.8 also shows, while fees and charges are
the dominant element in the financial base of the nonprofit sector
globally, their dominance is still somewhat less pronounced than it is in
Slovakia (55 percent of total revenue in Slovakia compared to 49 per-
cent globally). Similarly, the philanthropic share of nonprofit income
in Slovakia, as in the region in general, accounts for more than twice
the global average (23 percent in Slovakia vs. 11 percent globally). In
contrast, public sector payments comprise a considerably larger share
of nonprofit income in these other countries on average (40 percent
vs. 22 percent in Slovakia). Quite clearly, a different pattern of cooper-
ation has taken shape between nonprofit organizations and the state in
these other countries. Evidently, the Slovak nonprofit sector has not
yet established a firm cooperative partnership with the state. While this
is true to a degree for all Central and Eastern European countries, the
reluctance of past governments to grant the nonprofit sector a role in
the welfare services arena has stood in the way of further developing
such partnerships in Slovakia.
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Figure 18.8 Sources of nonprofit cash revenue, Slovakia, Central Europe, and
22-country average, 1995
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• Variations by subsector. Even this does not do full justice to the com-
plexities of nonprofit finance in Slovakia, however. This is so because
important differences exist in the finances of nonprofit organizations
by field. In fact, three quite distinct patterns of nonprofit finance are
evident among Slovak nonprofits, as shown in Figure 18.9:
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Figure 18.9 Sources of nonprofit cash revenue in Slovakia, by field, 1996
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Fee-dominant fields. Fee income is the dominant source of income in
six fields of nonprofit activity for which data were gathered, account-
ing for more than 90 percent of revenues in professional associations
and unions, around three-quarters of total revenue in the develop-
ment and housing and environmental fields, and more than half of all
revenues in culture and recreation, international activities, and social
services.

One private philanthropy-dominant field. Private giving turns out to be
the dominant source of income in only one field of nonprofit activity,
i.e., philanthropic intermediaries.

Public sector-dominant fields. In three Slovakian nonprofit fields (educa-
tion, health, and civic and advocacy) government plays the dominant
role in financing. In education, government subsidies account for almost
three-quarters (73 percent) of private, nonprofit school income, as 
such schools are firmly integrated into the overall educational finance
system of this country. In health care, public sector payments account for
slightly less than half of nonprofit revenues, with fees and charges, at 
45 percent, accounting for most of the remainder. As noted before, how-
ever, health is not a significant field of nonprofit activity. Essentially, the
Red Cross, which is partially supported by the state, is the only significant
health-related nonprofit organization in Slovakia. Finally, at close to 40
percent, government support is also the single largest source of revenue
for civic, legal service, and political organizations, which, in part, reflects
state subsidies for minority groups, such as Hungarian and Roma civic
and cultural associations, associations for people with disabilities, youth
and student unions, and women’s organizations.

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

The end of Communism, the recognition of the Declaration of Human
Rights, and the break-up of Czechoslovakia in the early 1990s provided sig-
nificant impulses for the development of public activities in Slovakia, espe-
cially in advocacy, public education, the development of new democratic in-
stitutions and independent media, and a variety of community initiatives.
Although post-Communist governments, like the Mečiar government, at-
tempted to keep society under firm state control, they proved unable to
hamper this development. To the contrary, civic activities became the most
important force in support of democracy in Slovakia. However, the state
kept its centralized dominance in crucial service fields and did not leave
room for the nonprofit sector to develop a strong position in the delivery of
human services. In fact, the state refused to accept emerging nonprofit or-
ganizations as partners, although the many volunteers and specialists—
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some of whom had left their jobs in similar state organizations—were work-
ing hard to develop innovative projects and to offer new kinds of services.

Because of these two trends, the Slovak nonprofit sector emerged with
little support and cooperation from the government, but proved to be very
flexible, united, and able to mobilize very quickly. This flexibility, unity,
and mobilization potential was most clearly demonstrated in the nation-
wide “Third Sector SOS” campaign in 1996 that mobilized against a dis-
criminatory foundation law proposed by the government. The nonprofit
sector potential was further demonstrated in 1998 with the “OK ’98” public
campaign for an independent and fair election, which aimed to inform
and mobilize especially young, first-time voters.

As a result of both of these highly effective campaigns and also the day-
to-day civic activities undertaken by and on behalf of citizens, the nonprofit
sector has become very popular and positively valued in Slovakia. More-
over, in contrast to the experience of the nonprofit sector in some other
countries in the region, the development of the Slovak nonprofit sector
was not marked by any scandals concerning the privatization of assets or
other dubious financial transactions. The transformation of formerly so-
cialist “public or social organizations” into democratically led associations
and unions took place without any attempt at profiteering or any signifi-
cant public controversies.

At present, the nonprofit sector in Slovakia is continuing to build, diver-
sify, and decentralize its infrastructure. Supportive infrastructures are not
only being formed for the whole sector, but also for the different profes-
sional and volunteer activities that the sector encompasses. One of the
most important voluntary groups in this respect is the “Gremium of the 3rd

Sector,” which represents sectoral interests with the government adminis-
tration, the parliament, and other partners. Currently, the Gremium is co-
ordinating activities on such crucial issues as decentralizing political
power, promoting the integration of Slovakia into the European Union,
and improving the transparency of public decision-making.

In sum, while the role of the Slovak nonprofit sector remains limited in
the provision of welfare services, nonprofit organizations in this country
are very alive in advocating the rights of citizens and in supporting democ-
racy. With the credibility and legitimacy that the sector has gained in this
country and with the continuing build-up of infrastructure, it seems most
likely that Slovakia’s nonprofit organizations will be able to maintain their
special role in the democratic transformation in the future.

ENDNOTES

1. The work in Slovakia was coordinated by Helena Woleková of the S.P.A.C.E. Foundation,
who served as local associate to this project. Assisting her were Alexandra Petrášová of the

Slovakia 369



Statistical Office of the Slovak Republic, Martin Bútora of the Institute for Public Issues,
Gabriela Dudekova of the Historical Institute of the Slovak Academy of Sciences, and the le-
gal expert Ján Hrubala. The team was aided, in turn, by a local advisory committee made up
of five prominent local leaders and researchers (see Appendix D for a list of committee mem-
bers). The Johns Hopkins project was directed by Lester M. Salamon and Helmut K. Anheier,
and the Central and Eastern European portion of the work was overseen by Stefan Toepler.

2. The definitions and approaches used in the project were developed collaboratively with
the cooperation of the Slovak researchers and researchers in other countries and were de-
signed to be applicable to Slovakia and the other project countries. For a full description of
this definition and the types of organizations included, see Appendix A. For a full list of the
other countries included, see Chapter 1 above and Lester M. Salamon and Helmut K. An-
heier, The Emerging Sector Revisited: A Summary, Revised Estimates (Baltimore, MD: The Johns
Hopkins Center for Civil Society Studies, 1999).

3. 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 ba-
sis, the nonprofit sector in Slovakia accounted for 0.5 percent of total value added.

370 GLOBAL CIVIL SOCIETY: DIMENSIONS OF THE NONPROFIT SECTOR



Civil society has had an especially rich history in Latin Amer-
ica, stretching back to the pre-Hispanic principle of Andean
reciprocity and other indigenous traditions, and amplified by 
the charitable and educational institutions affiliated with the
Catholic Church during the colonial and post-independence
periods.

In recent decades, however, this sector has been significantly
reinvigorated by the emergence of liberation theology and by a
new associativism that has empowered new strata of society and
encouraged a broad process of democratization. The result is a
rich assortment of institutional types—still dominated in terms of
overall economic weight by religiously affiliated schools and hos-
pitals, but also including more autonomous community-based
groups, human rights agencies, and nongovermental develop-
ment organizations of various types. All of these organizations
occupy the space between the market and the state, yet are only
beginning to recognize themselves as parts of a single social and
economic sector.
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BACKGROUND

The presence of private nonprofit organizations in Argentina, as in most
of the Latin American countries, can be traced back to the colonial period,
when the Catholic Church and its adherents created the first charity hospi-
tals and orphanages. Many of these more traditional organizations have
persisted through the end of the 20th century, and over time new forms of
organizations dedicated to the public good or to the well-being of their
members have emerged in response to political, economic, cultural, and
social changes and needs.

However, the concept that these different types of organizations, e.g.,
hospitals, universities, sports clubs, school “cooperators,” neighborhood as-
sociations, and human rights organizations, constitute an identifiable sec-
tor is relatively recent, and only partially accepted. Indeed, only in the last
decade has something that could be called a “third,” “voluntary,” or “non-
profit” sector come to be publicly recognized and become an object of se-
rious academic research. Not surprisingly, therefore, several obstacles re-
main in the way of achieving the full visibility and strengthening of the
Argentine nonprofit sector: (a) the scarcity of quantitative information on
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the sector as a whole; (b) the overlap and heterogeneity of both the terms
and the legal norms applying to the different types of organizations; and
(c) the limited number of studies delving into the structure and develop-
ment of the sector that take into account the specific historical, cultural,
and political features of Argentina.

It is for this reason that the work reported on here is so important. This
work was carried out by an Argentine research team at the Centro de Estu-
dios de Estado y Sociedad (CEDES) as part of the Johns Hopkins Comparative
Nonprofit Sector Project.1 It thus offered ample opportunities both to cap-
ture local Argentine circumstances and peculiarities and to compare and
contrast them to those in other countries both in Latin America and else-
where in a systematic way.2 The result is the first comprehensive empirical
overview of the Argentine nonprofit sector and the first systematic compar-
ison of Argentine nonprofit realities to those elsewhere in Latin America
and the rest of the world.

The present chapter reports on just one set of findings from this project,
those relating to the size and structure of the nonprofit sector in Argentina
and elsewhere. Subsequent publications will fill in the historical, legal, and
policy context of this sector and also examine the impact that this set of in-
stitutions is having. The data reported here draw heavily on the 1994 Na-
tional Economic Census conducted by Instituto Nacional de Estadística y Cen-
sos (INDEC-the National Bureau of Statistics and Census). In addition, the
project team supplemented this with other government reports and with a
special population survey designed to fill in the more informal parts of the
“third sector” in Argentina. Unless otherwise noted, financial data are re-
ported in U.S. dollars at the 1995 average exchange rate. (For a more com-
plete statement of the sources of data, see Appendix C. For a more com-
plete statement of the types of organizations included, see Chapter 1 and
Appendix A.)

PRINCIPAL FINDINGS

Five major findings emerge from this work on the scope, structure, fi-
nancing, and role of the nonprofit sector in Argentina:

1. A major economic force

The nonprofit sector turns out to be a significant economic force in Ar-
gentina, accounting for considerable shares of national expenditures and
employment. More specifically:

• A $12 billion industry. Even excluding its religion component, the
nonprofit sector in Argentina had operating expenditures of $12 bil-
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lion (about 12 billion Argentine pesos) in 1995, or 4.7 percent of the
country’s gross domestic product, a quite significant amount.3

• A major employer. Behind these expenditures lies a sizable workforce
that includes the equivalent of 395,000 full-time equivalent paid work-
ers. This represents 3.7 percent of all nonagricultural workers in the
country, 9.4 percent of service employment, and the equivalent of
nearly one-third as many people as work for government at all levels—
federal, provincial, and municipal (see Table 19.1).

• More employees than in the largest private firms. Put somewhat differ-
ently, nonprofit employment in Argentina easily outdistances the
employment in the largest private businesses in the country. Thus,
compared to the 395,000 paid workers in Argentina’s nonprofit orga-
nizations, Argentina’s 100 largest private corporations together em-
ploy approximately 280,000 workers (see Figure 19.1).

• Volunteer inputs. Even this does not capture the full scope of the non-
profit sector in Argentina, for this sector also attracts a considerable
amount of volunteer effort. Indeed, an estimated 20 percent of the
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Table 19.1 The nonprofit sector in Argentina, 1995

$12.0 billion in expenditures
— 4.7 percent of GDP

395,000 paid employees
— 3.7 percent of total nonagricultural employment
— 9.4 percent of total service employment
— 30.9 percent of public sector employment

Figure 19.1 Employment in nonprofits vs. largest private firms in Argentina,
1995



Argentine population reports contributing their time to nonprofit or-
ganizations. This translates into another 264,000 FTE employees,
which boosts the total number of FTE employees of nonprofit organi-
zations in Argentina to 659,000, or 6 percent of total nonagricultural
employment in the country (see Figure 19.2).

• Religion. The inclusion of religion, moreover, would boost these totals
by another 68,899 paid employees and 127,000 full-time equivalent vol-
unteers. As also shown in Figure 19.2, with religion included, nonprofit
paid employment therefore rises to 4.4 percent of the total and paid
plus volunteer employment to 7.7 percent. Religion also boosts operat-
ing expenditures by $1.2 billion, thus bringing total expenditures to
$13.2 billion, the equivalent of 5.1 percent of gross domestic product.

2. One of the largest nonprofit sectors in Latin America

While the Argentine nonprofit sector is fairly sizable in relation to the Ar-
gentine economy, it is clearly large relative to its counterparts elsewhere in
Latin America, though still below the level in Western European countries.
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Figure 19.2 Nonprofits in Argentina, with and without volunteers and religion,
1995, as a % of . . .
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• Slightly below the international average. As Figure 19.3 shows, the rel-
ative size of the nonprofit sector varies greatly among countries, from
a high of 12.6 percent of total nonagricultural employment in the
Netherlands to a low of less than 1 percent of total employment in
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Figure 19.3 Nonprofit share of total employment, by country, 1995
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Mexico. The overall 22-country average, however, was close to 5 per-
cent. This means that Argentina, at 3.7 percent without religion, falls
somewhat below the global average. However, it still exceeds Japan
and Finland and comes close to some of the Western European coun-
tries, such as France (4.9 percent) and Spain (4.5 percent).

• Considerably above the Latin American and Central European aver-
ages. Although it falls below the 22-country average, however, non-
profit employment as a share of total employment is still considerably
higher in Argentina than it is elsewhere in Latin America and also
higher than it is in Central Europe. Thus, as shown in Figure 19.4, FTE
employment in nonprofit organizations in Argentina, at 3.7 percent of
total employment, is proportionally 60 percent greater than the Latin
American average of 2.2 percent. Indeed, none of the other Latin
American countries covered by this project comes close to Argentina in
the scale of its nonprofit employment. And Argentina is even farther
above the Central European average of 1.1 percent.

• Margin widens with volunteers. This margin widens, moreover, when
volunteers are added. Thus, with volunteer time included, nonprofit
organizations account for 6.0 percent of total employment in Ar-
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Figure 19.4 Nonprofit share of employment in Argentina and in four regions,
1995

7.0% 6.9%

2.2%
1.1%

3.7%

0%

5%

10%

Western
Europe

Other
Developed

Argentina Latin
America

Central
Europe

%
 o

f 
N

o
n

ag
ri

cu
lt

u
ra

l 
E

m
p

lo
ym

en
t

Volunteers

Paid employees

 

10.3%

9.4%

6.0%

3.0%

1.7%

%
 o

f 
N

o
n

ag
ri

cu
lt

u
ra

l E
m

p
lo

ym
en

t



gentina, which is twice as much as the Latin American regional aver-
age of 3.0 percent (see Figure 19.4).

3. A rich history of nonprofit activity

That the nonprofit sector is relatively highly developed in Argentina is a
product of the rich history that such institutions have had in this country
and the country’s current transition process. This history includes:4

• The extensive array of Catholic Church-inspired organizations created
to found monasteries, take care of cemeteries, and assist the poor in
colonial times;

• The secular organizations such as the Sociedad de Beneficencia (Society
of Beneficence) created by groups of high society women under the
general tutelage of the governmental authorities with the seculariza-
tion of Argentine society following independence and during the
early 19th century;

• The sizable number of mutual benefit organizations, social and sport
clubs, schools, and libraries created by the massive waves of immi-
grants that arrived in Argentina in the late 19th and early 20th cen-
turies, and the subsequent transformation of many of these organiza-
tions into labor unions and social welfare institutions in the early part
of the 20th century;

• The further institutionalization of civil society organizations during
the Peronist period following World War II and their greater integra-
tion into the state system, with the formation of obras sociales (workers’
mutual insurance organizations linked mainly to trade unions) and of
the unidades básicas (basic units) that formed the social base of the Per-
onist movement in local neighborhoods throughout the country;

• The numerous research centers and foundations created by scientists
and intellectuals forced to leave the public universities during the late
1960s and 1970s, a period marked by political instability and military
dictatorships;

• The human rights organizations that emerged during the last military
dictatorship (1976–1983) demanding state action against human
rights violations. These organizations played a central role in the de-
mocratic transition in the 1980s.

4. Education dominance

Similar to other Latin American countries, education clearly dominates
the nonprofit scene in Argentina.
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• Over 40 percent of nonprofit employment in education. Of all the
types of nonprofit activity, the one that accounts for the largest share
of nonprofit employment in Argentina is education, mostly primary
and secondary education. As shown in Figure 19.5, 41.2 percent of all
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Figure 19.5 Composition of the nonprofit sector, Argentina, Latin America, and
22-country average, 1995
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nonprofit employment in Argentina is in the education field. This is
comparable to the Latin American average of 44.4 percent, but it
greatly exceeds the 22-country average of 30.2 percent. This situation
very likely reflects the long tradition of Catholic elementary and sec-
ondary schooling in Argentina and elsewhere in Latin America.

• Relatively smaller shares of nonprofit employment in health and social
services. Compared to the overall 22-country average, health and social
services absorb a smaller share of nonprofit employment in Argentina.
Thus, while these two fields absorb nearly 37.9 percent of nonprofit em-
ployment on average, they account for only 24.1 percent of nonprofit
employment in Argentina. This difference reflects the state’s interven-
tion in the provision of health and social services over time. Neverthe-
less, the Argentine nonprofit sector has a long tradition in the delivery
of health care in particular, and even today has a sizable presence in this
field, represented most prominently by the nonprofit hospitals, mutual
associations, medical foundations, and obras sociales, i.e., the mutual as-
sociations created at the end of the 19th century that have emerged as
pivotal elements in the Argentine health care and social welfare systems.

• Sizable nonprofit presence in professions and social life. Another siz-
able portion of total nonprofit employment in Argentina is in the cul-
ture and recreation field and in the professions. Altogether, these two
fields account for 21.9 percent of all nonprofit employment, of which
15.1 percent is in social and recreational activity and almost 7 percent
in professional associations and unions. This reflects, in part, the
prominence of community-based sports programs in Argentine soci-
ety. In addition, Argentina has long had a strong union movement
and professional middle class, both of which have created significant
organizational bases.

• Limited nonprofit development and advocacy employment. Com-
pared to the employment in nonprofit education, social welfare,
sports and professional organizations, the share of Argentine non-
profit employment in the development field and in the related fields
of advocacy and environmental protection is considerably smaller. Al-
together, these fields absorb 6.4 percent of all nonprofit employment
in the country, slightly less than the 22-country average of 8.9 percent.
An additional 6.4 percent of nonprofit employees fall into other cate-
gories, including philanthropy, international, and “other.”

• Pattern shifts with volunteers. This pattern changes considerably when
volunteer inputs are factored in. In particular, as shown in Figure 19.6,
with volunteers included, the development share of nonprofit employ-
ment jumps from 5.7 percent to 15.7 percent and the combined civic
and advocacy and environment share increases from less than 1 percent
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to 3.3 percent. Similarly, the share of nonprofit employment absorbed
in the social services field also swells, from 10.7 percent without volun-
teers included to 13.5 percent with volunteers. While education still
dominates the Argentine nonprofit sector’s activities with volunteers
counted in, its dominance is nowhere near as extensive thanks to the
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Figure 19.6 Share of nonprofit employment in Argentina, with and without
volunteers, by field, 1995
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ability of development, advocacy, and social service organizations to at-
tract volunteers.

5. Most revenue from fees, not philanthropy or public sector

The Argentine nonprofit sector receives the bulk of its revenue not from
private philanthropy but from fees and charges, and does so to an even
greater extent than do nonprofit organizations in most other countries
outside of Latin America. In particular:

• Fee income dominant. The overwhelmingly dominant source of in-
come of nonprofit organizations in Argentina is fees and charges for
the services that these organizations provide. As reflected in Figure
19.7, this source alone accounts for nearly three-quarters, or 73.1 per-
cent, of all nonprofit revenue in Argentina.5

• Limited support from philanthropy and the public sector. In contrast,
private philanthropy and the public sector provide much smaller
shares of total revenues. Thus, as Figure 19.7 shows, private philan-
thropy—from individuals, corporations, and foundations combined—
accounts for only 7.5 percent of nonprofit income in Argentina, while
public sector payments, including compulsory payments to the obras
sociales which are used to finance health and related social welfare
benefits, account for 19.5 percent.

• Revenue structure with volunteers. This pattern of nonprofit revenue
changes significantly when volunteers are factored into the picture. In
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Figure 19.7 Sources of nonprofit revenue in Argentina, 1995
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fact, as shown in Figure 19.8, private philanthropy increases substan-
tially, from 7.5 percent to 23.0 percent. It thus overtakes public sector
support, whose proportion declines from 19.5 percent to 16.2 per-
cent. Even with volunteers included, however, fees remain the domi-
nant revenue source.

• Revenue structure with religion. The overall pattern of nonprofit fi-
nance in Argentina changes dramatically when account is taken of re-
ligious institutions, such as churches and synagogues. Such religious
institutions account for approximately 12 percent of the total revenue
of the Argentine nonprofit sector, almost all of it from private giving.
With religion included, therefore, the philanthropic share of total
nonprofit revenue in Argentina rises from 7.5 percent to 18.6 percent.
With volunteers included as well, the private giving share rises to 33.4
percent (see Figure 19.9).

• Similar to other Latin American countries. The pattern of nonprofit fi-
nance evident in Argentina is quite similar to that elsewhere in Latin
America. Thus, as shown in Figure 19.10, like Argentina, the non-
profit organizations in the other Latin American countries included
in this project (Brazil, Colombia, Mexico, and Peru) also derived the
overwhelming majority of their revenues from fees and charges. Thus,
compared to Argentina’s 73.1 percent, the share of total nonprofit in-
come coming from fees stood at 74.0 percent for all five Latin Ameri-
can countries. The public sector and philanthropic shares of non-
profit revenue in Argentina deviated slightly from the regional
average, with public sector support stronger in Argentina than else-
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Figure 19.8 Sources of nonprofit revenue in Argentina, with volunteers, 1995
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where in the region (19.5 percent vs. 15.5 percent on average) and
private giving somewhat weaker (7.5 percent vs. 10.4 percent).

• Deviation from the global average. While the revenue structure of the
Argentine nonprofit sector generally mirrors that elsewhere in Latin
America, it differs considerably from that evident elsewhere in the
world, and particularly in the more developed countries. Thus, as Fig-
ure 19.10 also shows, while fees and charges are the dominant ele-
ment in the financial base of the nonprofit sector globally, this domi-
nance is considerably less pronounced than it is in Argentina (49.4
percent of total revenue compared to 73.1 percent in Argentina). By
contrast, public sector payments comprise a considerably larger share
of nonprofit income in these other countries on average (40.1 percent
vs. 19.5 percent in Argentina). Quite clearly, a different pattern of co-
operation has taken shape between nonprofit organizations and the
state in these other countries. This is markedly so in Western Europe,
where public sector payments comprise on average well over half of
nonprofit revenues. Evidently, the long history of adversarial relations
between the state and nonprofit groups in Argentina has yielded a
very different pattern of nonprofit finance, one that is far more de-
pendent on charitable contributions and private fees.

• Variations by subsector. Even this does not do full justice to the com-
plexities of nonprofit finance in Argentina, however. This is so be-
cause important differences exist in the finances of nonprofit organi-
zations by field of activity. In fact, three quite distinct patterns of
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Figure 19.9 Sources of nonprofit revenue in Argentina, with volunteers and
religious worship, 1995
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nonprofit finance are evident among Argentine nonprofits, as shown
in Figure 19.11:

Fee-dominant fields. Fee income is the dominant source of income in
seven fields of nonprofit action for which data were gathered. This is
understandable enough in the cases of business and professional, as
well as social and cultural, associations where membership dues are
the primary source of income. But fee income also plays the dominant
role in financing nonprofit health and educational establishments, as
well as social service, environment, and development organizations, in
Argentina. In the cases of health and education, this reliance on fees
reflects in part the dominance of public sector entities in direct ser-
vice provision in these fields and the relatively limited amount of state
subsidies for nonprofit providers, which derive approximately one-
quarter of their income from public sector sources, well below the 22-
country average. However, public sector support for primary and sec-
ondary education is stronger, accounting for nearly one-third of the
revenue for this subfield. In the case of social services, environment,
and development, the prominence of private fees reflects the fact that
these are organized as associations or mutual help groups that collect
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Figure 19.10 Sources of nonprofit cash revenue, Argentina, Latin America, and
22-country average, 1995
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membership fees, though in the case of social services, public sector
payments are also significant.

Private philanthropy-dominant fields. While private philanthropy is far
from the dominant source of nonprofit income in Argentina overall, it
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Figure 19.11 Sources of nonprofit cash revenue in Argentina, by field, 1995
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turns out to be the dominant source of income both for foundations,
which would naturally be expected to be supported chiefly by private
philanthropy, and for civic and advocacy organizations. These latter or-
ganizations represent, in a sense, the more political side of the non-
profit sector, which has been quite important in the development of
Argentine society especially since the early 1980s. As a general rule,
such organizations lacked access to domestic public sector support in
the context of a generally repressive state from the latter 1950s
through the early 1980s. Indeed, they have functioned as mechanisms
to defend human rights and the rights of the disadvantaged against
state power, and, in the 1990s, have come to take the lead in anti-cor-
ruption and public accountability efforts. They have therefore been
forced to rely extensively on private charitable support, mostly from in-
ternational foundations during the years of authoritarian rule, but in-
creasingly also from domestic sources since then. In addition, they
have had to devise other income-generating strategies, including the
sale of their services, to generate close to a third of their revenue.

Public sector-dominant field. In only one field (international) does gov-
ernment play the dominant role in financing nonprofit action in Ar-
gentina. For the most part, this consists of the Argentine government’s
counterpart contributions required by agreements with international
agencies such as UNICEF and the UN Development Programme.

While not the dominant source of income, the public sector is still a
considerable source of nonprofit revenue in some fields: social services,
where it accounts for 46 percent of the total; health, where it accounts
for 27.2 percent; and education, where it accounts for 21 percent. In
the case of social services, this largely results, however, from the manda-
tory social welfare payments channeled through the obras sociales.

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

The nonprofit sector thus emerges from the evidence presented here as
both a sizable and a rather complex set of institutions in Argentine society.
Not only does this set of institutions serve important human needs, it also
constitutes a major, and apparently growing, economic force and is a sig-
nificant contributor to political as well as social life.

At the same time, this sector is a somewhat fragile organism in Argentina,
undergoing significant changes as the nation itself is in the midst of struc-
tural transformation, with results for both that are still quite uncertain. Un-
til very recently, nonprofit organizations were hardly distinguishable as an
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identifiable sector in Argentine society, in large part because the borders
between the public and private spheres of action were never clear. A history
of clientelism kept some of the more traditional service-oriented and neigh-
borhood-based organizations subservient to state institutions or to powerful
economic elites. At the same time, numerous associations and mutual help
groups emerged in the late 19th and early 20th centuries quite independent
of government intervention or notice. At the beginning of the 1970s, how-
ever, new types of nonprofit institutions emerged, among them those
known popularly as “nongovernmental organizations” (NGOs). These
NGOs, generally formed by professionals, have gained a reputation for
their commitment to establishing a sphere of citizen action independent of
the authoritarian state and serving as a rallying point for human rights, for
civil control over governmental actions, and for the political and economic
empowerment of the poor. These newer institutions, like their more tradi-
tional counterparts, remain vulnerable at the present time, however, in the
wake of an ongoing realignment of the roles of the state, the market and
the civil society sectors. These nonprofit organizations generally lack a se-
cure revenue base, face enormous management challenges, and operate in
a legal environment that is far too complex and ambiguous.

To correct these problems, a number of steps seem appropriate:

• Making “sector” a reality. In the first place, serious steps are needed
to bridge the divide that exists between the various components of the
Argentine 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 more dia-
logue and interaction will be required. What is more, it will be neces-
sary to increase the visibility of this set of organizations with the gen-
eral public, with political leaders, and with the business community.

• Capacity building. One way to foster a sense of a distinctive nonprofit
sector in Argentina is to invest in the capacity of this sector through
improved training and strengthening of infrastructure organizations.
Although considerable effort has been put into training nonprofit
personnel in Argentina, indigenous capacity to provide such training,
and indigenous infrastructure organizations, have been lacking until
recently. Building these capabilities thus seems a high priority. Equally
important is further encouraging indigenous philanthropic institu-
tions to buttress the financial base of the sector. In short, Argentina is
ripe for a major nonprofit sector capacity-building campaign to bring
its civil society sector more fully into a position to operate with part-
ners in government and the business sector.
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• Regularizing partnerships with government and business. The relation-
ship between the nonprofit sector and the state has long been compli-
cated in Argentina. Many early nonprofit institutions were fostered by
the state, while the Peronist and later regimes integrated other non-
profit institutions, such as the obras sociales, into state social welfare sys-
tems. During the thirty years between the fall of the Perón government
and the re-establishment of democracy, however, relations between
government and at least one portion of the nonprofit sector, the
NGOs, deteriorated badly, as NGOs formed specifically to challenge
authoritarian rule and protect civil and human rights that the regime
was infringing.

Despite these strains, an important priority for the future is to build
a firmer foundation for broader cooperation between these two sec-
tors. Such cooperation will be crucial for the long-term financial viabil-
ity of the nonprofit sector, but it must be based on a reasonable degree
of autonomy for the nonprofit partners. Critical to this is the creation
of stable institutional settings for public-private cooperation and of
contractual guarantees and mechanisms of public accountability and
transparency regarding the management and distribution of funds.

• Making room in the public space. One way to foster a greater partner-
ship between nonprofit organizations and the state is to ensure non-
profit organizations a more secure place at the table in the so-called
“public space” that has recently opened in Argentina. Clearly, advances
have been made in bringing nonprofit organizations into the process
of public policy formulation and implementation in Argentina, but
much has yet to be done.

• Reforming the legal and tax framework. The legal framework for non-
profit organizations in Argentina mainly consists of the general provi-
sions of the civil code. However, they are insufficient considering the
complex reality and dynamics of the sector. Thus, a set of ad hoc rules
has been developed by national and local public agencies. This com-
plicated and sometimes overlapping framework creates difficulties for
the accountability of the organizations, the visibility of the sector as a
whole, and the possibility of obtaining empirical data.

• Building the philanthropic base. Also important to the future develop-
ment of the nonprofit sector in Argentina will be the building of a
more secure fiscal base, particularly for the civic, advocacy, develop-
ment, and environmental organizations that have played such an im-
portant part in the development of a new type of nonprofit presence
in Argentine society. Given the pressures likely to persist on govern-
ment budgets, this will require building up the base of indigenous
philanthropic support through encouragement of private giving
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within Argentine society and fostering foundations and other institu-
tional mechanisms of private philanthropy.

Important changes are underway in Argentine society at the present
time as memories of military rule subside and the economy responds to the
strictures of economic adjustment. In this climate, new opportunities exist
to regularize not only economic life, but political and social life as well.
Among the more hopeful developments signaling such regularization is
the emergence of a definable “nonprofit sector,” a set of institutions out-
side the market and the state through which citizens can join together to
pursue a wide variety of social, political, and economic objectives. Such in-
stitutions have a long and distinguished history in Argentina, yet their re-
cent evolution still constitutes an important new beginning. From the evi-
dence presented here, it is clear that this set of institutions already plays a
more important economic role in Argentina than it does in most other
Latin American countries. The evidence presented here should help lay
the groundwork for the improved position that this set of organizations
rightfully deserves.
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sis, the nonprofit sector in Argentina accounted for 3.2 percent of total value added, still a
quite significant amount.

4. For further details on these developments, see Andrea Campetella, Inés González Bom-
bal, and Mario Roitter, “Defining the Nonprofit Sector: Argentina,” Working Papers of the Johns
Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project, no. 33. Edited by Lester M. Salamon and Helmut K.
Anheier. (Baltimore, MD: The Johns Hopkins Institute for Policy Studies, 1998), pp. 2–8.

5. This figure would be even higher if the revenues received by the obras sociales were
treated as fees. These revenues are collected from workers by a set of institutions known as
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obras sociales, which are akin to mutual societies, and then used to finance health care and
other social services for the contributors. However, contributions to these funds are required
by law. Therefore, the contributions are quite similar to tax payments since they are man-
dated by governmental authorities. They have been categorized therefore as public sector
payments.
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BACKGROUND

In Brazil as in Argentina, the “third sector issue” is currently a topic of
major debate in political forums, the press, and academia. Although non-
profit and charitable organizations have long been a part of Brazilian soci-
ety, they have become a focal point of discussion only over the past two
decades, especially in relation to the country’s transition from military dic-
tatorship to democracy, the re-alignment of the borders between state,
market, and civil society, and the struggle to combat persistent inequality
and poverty. This is the case not only for the recently emerged nongovern-
mental organizations (NGOs), but also for the more traditional charitable
organizations linked to the Catholic Church. What becomes clear in this
chapter is the importance of the nonprofit sector in the Brazilian econ-
omy, as well as society.

During the first phase of the Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sec-
tor Project, an intensive review of the historical, legal, and policy back-
ground of Brazil’s nonprofit sector was undertaken, but resources did not
permit an in-depth economic analysis. Now, the project’s second phase has
focused on the sector’s economic role in Brazil as well as its impact on
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society. This chapter reports on the economics of the Brazilian nonprofit
sector, in particular, its size as measured by expenditures and employment,
the value of volunteer input, the relative economic importance of the non-
profit sector in various “industries,” and its finances. Future publications
will present results from the other aspects of the project.

The second phase of work was carried out by a Brazilian research team
based at the Instituto Superior de Estudos da Religião (ISER-Higher Institute for
Studies of Religion),1 in collaboration with the Johns Hopkins Comparative
Nonprofit Sector Project. The principal data source used for these estimates
was the 1991 nationwide Population Census, conducted by the Brazilian In-
stitute of Geography and Statistics (IBGE), and a 1995 microcensus. The re-
sulting data were complemented with, and tested against, information from
a variety of other sources, including surveys conducted by ministries, other
government agencies, and umbrella groups in selected fields of activity such
as environment and civic/advocacy organizations. (For a more complete
statement of the sources consulted to compile the data reported here, see
Appendix C.)

PRINCIPAL FINDINGS

Five major findings emerge from this work on the scope, structure, fi-
nancing, and role of the nonprofit sector in Brazil:

1. A sizable and growing economic force

In the first place, aside from its social and political importance, the non-
profit sector turns out to be a growing economic force in Brazil, account-
ing for important shares of national expenditures and employment. More
specifically:

• A $10.6 billion industry. The nonprofit sector in Brazil had operating
expenditures of $10.6 billion in 1995, or the equivalent of 1.5 percent
of the country’s gross domestic product.2

• A major and growing employer. Behind these expenditures lies a siz-
able workforce that includes approximately 1 million full-time equiva-
lent (FTE) paid workers. This represents 2.2 percent of all nonagricul-
tural workers in the country, 7.8 percent of service employment, and
the equivalent of 19.4 percent of the people who work for government
at all levels—federal, state, and municipal (see Table 20.1). Estimates
also indicate that 340,000 FTE jobs were created in the Brazilian non-
profit sector between 1991 and 1995, an increase of 44 percent. This
means that employment in Brazil’s nonprofit sector grew more than
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twice as fast as employment in the nation’s overall economy, which ex-
perienced only 20 percent growth.

• More employees than in the largest private firm. Put somewhat differ-
ently, nonprofit employment in Brazil easily outdistances the employ-
ment in the largest private business in the country, and does so by a
factor of 16. Thus, compared to the 1 million paid workers in Brazil’s
nonprofit organizations, Brazil’s largest private corporation, Brade-
sco, employs only 62,450 workers (see Figure 20.1).

• Volunteer inputs. Even this does not capture the full scope of the non-
profit sector in Brazil, for the sector also attracts a considerable
amount of volunteer effort. Indeed, an estimated 16 percent of the
Brazilian population reports contributing their time to nonprofit or-
ganizations. This translates into another 139,216 full-time equivalent
employees, which boosts the total number of full-time equivalent em-
ployees of nonprofit organizations in Brazil to nearly 1.2 million, or
2.5 percent of total employment in the country (see Figure 20.2).

• Religion. The inclusion of religion, moreover, would boost these to-
tals by another 93,837 paid employees and 195,882 FTE volunteers.
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Table 20.1 The nonprofit sector in Brazil, 1995

$10.6 billion in expenditures
— 1.5 percent of GDP

1.0 million paid employees
— 2.2 percent of total nonagricultural employment
— 7.8 percent of total service employment
— 19.4 percent of public sector employment

Figure 20.1 Employment in nonprofits vs. largest firm in Brazil, 1995



With religion included, nonprofit paid employment therefore rises to
2.4 percent of the total, and paid plus volunteer employment to 3.2
percent (see Figure 20.2). Religion also increases operating expendi-
tures by $470 million, thus bringing total expenditures to $11.1 bil-
lion, the equivalent of 1.5 percent of gross domestic product.

2. Comparable to the Latin American average

The Brazilian nonprofit sector, though modest in relation to the Brazil-
ian economy, is on a par with the Latin American average, but it is below
the level of all developed countries.

• Below the international average. As Figure 20.3 shows, the relative size
of the nonprofit sector varies greatly among countries, from 12.6 per-
cent of total nonagricultural employment in the Netherlands to less
than 1 percent of total employment in Mexico. The overall average for
the 22 countries in which data were assembled through this project,
however, was 4.8 percent. This means that Brazil, at 2.2 percent with-
out religion, falls well below the global average.

• At the Latin American average. While it is lower than the 22-country
average, however, nonprofit employment in Brazil as a share of total
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Figure 20.2 Nonprofits in Brazil, with and without volunteers and religion, 1995,
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employment falls right at the Latin American average (2.2 percent), as
shown in Figure 20.4. Still, the absolute size of the Brazilian nonprofit
sector is the largest in Latin America, employing more FTE workers
than in the other four Latin American countries combined, and more
than most European countries. This is not surprising given the size of
the Brazilian population and economy.
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Figure 20.3 Nonprofit share of total employment, by country, 1995
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• Position changes with volunteers. When volunteers are added, a gap
opens between Brazil and the Latin American average. Thus, with vol-
unteer time included, nonprofit organizations account for 2.5 percent
of total employment in Brazil, below the regional average of 3 percent
(see Figure 20.4), and less than half the 22-country average.

3. A limited history of nonprofit activity

The relatively modest size of the nonprofit sector in Brazil can best be
understood against the backdrop of the history of relations among the
state, the Catholic Church, and society in Brazil. Historically, the state has
been centralizing, patrimonial, and authoritarian, playing a major role in
molding Brazil’s political, social, and economic institutions. Furthermore,
except in selected periods, the Catholic Church has been a strong ally of
the state in shaping this society. This produced a weak civil society, which
has been maturing and growing more vigorously only in the last 20 or 30
years. Highlights of this history are described below:3

• During almost four centuries, all organizations that were established in
Brazil for social welfare, health, education, and leisure existed under
the aegis of the Catholic Church, which was backed by the Portuguese
crown under the padroado system in which the Church subordinated it-
self to the state. Many religious orders and countless brotherhoods and
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Figure 20.4 Nonprofit share of employment in Brazil and in four regions, 1995
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fraternities were created for worship as well as leisure, socializing, and
access to social services. These latter groups were supported for the
most part by their members and enjoyed relative autonomy since the
small and segmented group of clergymen were spread throughout the
huge territory and could not exert much control. Most notably, the Ir-
mandades da Misericórdia (Brotherhoods of Mercy) were responsible for
the first hospitals and are still among the leaders of nonprofit initia-
tives in Brazilian society.

• There was no significant movement of secular voluntary associations un-
til the end of the 19th century when mutual societies proliferated and
the first trade unions emerged. Mutual benefit societies provided their
members medical and pharmaceutical care as well as assistance in cases
of unemployment, disability, or death. To the extent that such societies
attracted workers, they became more politicized and class-oriented,
adding to the growing numbers of trade unions. As the trade union
movement radicalized, it was repressed by the state. At the same time,
professional associations, linked to the consolidating middle class, were
established.

• During the 1930s and the government of Getulio Vargas (1930–45),
industrialization took hold as the state intervened extensively in
Brazil’s society and economy. Unions and social welfare services were
controlled both politically and administratively by the state, and the
state expanded direct provision of education, culture, and health ser-
vices. Nevertheless, this social security structure, which granted bene-
fits only to those linked to productive activities, excluded the majority
of the population. It coexisted with a parallel structure through which
the state collaborated with civil society organizations by granting ex-
emptions, tax incentives, and funding. Indeed, there was a clear pact
between the state and the Catholic Church, which had established a
widespread network of nonprofit schools, hospitals, and other charita-
ble agencies. Other religious organizations such as the Kardecist spiri-
tists and some Protestants, as well as a small number of secular non-
profit organizations, also engaged in partnership with the state in the
provision of health, education, and social services.

• Following the military coup of 1964 and in the midst of processes of
modernization, social diversification, and urbanization, Brazilian soci-
ety gradually reorganized itself through the multiplication of associa-
tions that were mostly independent of, or opposed to, the state. At this
time, the Catholic Church took a stand against the military regime and
played an important role in the development of secular movements of
workers, laborers, professionals, and residents of poor neighborhoods
that created a vast new field of “associativism.” In this new wave, Brazil’s
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NGOs—a collection of nonrepresentational organizations combining
idealism and professionalism—had a prominent position.

• More recently many civil organizations have been growing in number,
diversifying, and focusing on constructing civil society and promoting
citizenship. They include women’s, anti-racist, environmental, indige-
nous people’s defense, civil rights, advocacy, and consumer protection
organizations. They developed and diversified as part of Brazil’s mod-
ernization process and espoused the causes of autonomy and democ-
ratic participation. In addition, a new and growing corporate philan-
thropy movement emerged in the last ten years. New interactions and
partnerships among different civil society organizations (old and new)
have become possible, as have new forms of collaboration between
nonprofit organizations and government agencies, not only for the
provision of services, but also for formulating, implementing, and
overseeing public policy.

4. Education dominance

Despite the recent proliferation of new agencies, education dominates
the nonprofit scene in Brazil as it does in Argentina and the other Latin
American countries.

• More than one-third of nonprofit employment in education. Of all the
types of nonprofit activity, the one that accounts for the largest share of
nonprofit employment in Brazil is education. As shown in Figure 20.5,
more than one-third, or 36.9 percent, of all nonprofit employment in
Brazil is in the education field. This is less than the Latin American av-
erage of 44.4 percent, but higher than the 22-country average of 30.2
percent. The weight of education in the Brazilian nonprofit sector re-
flects the long tradition of Catholic and other religious elementary and
secondary schooling in Brazil and elsewhere in Latin America, as well
as a national law that requires private higher education establishments
to take the nonprofit form.

• Above the Latin American average in the health, culture and recre-
ation, and social services fields. The shares of nonprofit employment
in health (17.8 percent), culture and recreation (17.0 percent), and so-
cial services (16.4 percent) in Brazil are nearer to the 22-country aver-
ages for these fields than to the Latin American averages. In the cases
of health and social services, this reflects the long history of Catholic
Church involvement in these fields, as exemplified by the hospitals and
social service agencies of the Irmandades da Misericórdia (Brotherhoods
of Mercy). It also reflects the work of organizations more recently es-
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tablished by other religious groups such as Kardecist spiritism and by
immigrants such as the Lebanese and Israelis. Notably, in the culture
and recreation field, sports organizations account for 95 percent of
employment.

Brazil 401

Figure 20.5 Composition of the nonprofit sector, Brazil, Latin America, and 22-
country average, 1995
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• Sizable share of employment in professional associations and unions.
Professional and trade associations and unions account for 9.6 per-
cent of nonprofit employment in Brazil. This is smaller than the Latin
American average of 12.4 percent, but larger than the overall 22-coun-
try average of 6.5 percent. In the mid-1970s, during the authoritarian
period, unions and professional organizations expanded vigorously,
assuming political opposition roles in the struggle for democracy.
Since then, these associations have become important actors in public
policy debates. The relatively strong presence of professional associa-
tions and unions in Brazil’s nonprofit sector reflects these recent
movements.

• Pattern shifts with volunteers. This pattern changes slightly when volun-
teer inputs are factored in. The change is most significant in the fields of
social services and development. As shown in Figure 20.6, with volun-
teers included, the social services share of nonprofit employment in
Brazil jumps from 16.4 percent to 19.2 percent, and the development
share nearly triples from 1.1 percent to 3.0 percent. Social services,
which attracted an estimated 40 percent of FTE volunteers, thus be-
comes the second largest field within the Brazilian nonprofit sector once
volunteers are factored in. Education, which also attracted a significant
share of volunteers (21.3 percent), remains predominant, however.

5. Most revenue from fees, not philanthropy or public sector

Like its Latin American counterparts, the Brazilian nonprofit sector re-
ceives the bulk of its revenue not from private philanthropy or the public
sector, but from fees and charges. In particular:

• Fee income dominant. The clearly dominant source of income of non-
profit organizations in Brazil is fees and charges for the services that
these organizations provide. As reflected in Figure 20.7, this source ac-
counts for nearly three-quarters, or 73.8 percent, of all nonprofit rev-
enue in Brazil, a significant part of it in the form of fees for services
provided by hospitals and other health care facilities.

• Limited support from philanthropy and the public sector. In contrast,
private philanthropy and the public sector provide much smaller shares
of total revenues. Thus, as Figure 20.7 shows, private philanthropy—
from individuals, corporations, and foundations combined—accounts
for 10.7 percent of nonprofit income in Brazil, while public sector pay-
ments account for 15.5 percent.

• Revenue structure with volunteers. This pattern of nonprofit revenue
changes measurably when volunteers are factored into the picture. In
fact, as shown in Figure 20.8, the private philanthropy share increases
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from 10.7 percent to 16.3 percent, thereby overtaking public sector
support, whose proportion declines from 15.5 percent to 14.5 per-
cent. Still, fees remain the clearly dominant revenue source.

• Revenue structure with religion. The overall pattern of nonprofit
finance in Brazil changes dramatically when account is taken of
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Figure 20.6 Share of nonprofit employment in Brazil, with and without
volunteers, by field, 1995
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religious congregations such as churches and synagogues. With reli-
gion included, the philanthropic share of total nonprofit revenue in
Brazil rises from 10.7 percent to 17.0 percent. With volunteers in-
cluded as well, the private giving share rises to 26.1 percent (see Fig-
ure 20.9).

• Similar to other Latin American countries. The pattern of nonprofit fi-
nance evident in Brazil is quite similar to that elsewhere in Latin
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Figure 20.7 Sources of nonprofit revenue in Brazil, 1995
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America. Thus, as shown in Figure 20.10, like Brazil, the nonprofit or-
ganizations in the Latin American countries included in this project
also derived the majority of their revenues from fees and charges. In
fact, the share of total nonprofit income coming from fees stood at
74.0 percent for all five Latin American countries, on a par with the
Brazilian figure of 73.8 percent. The public sector and philanthropic
shares of nonprofit revenue in Brazil were also equivalent to the re-
gional average, with public sector support in Brazil equal to the re-
gional average of 15.5 percent and private giving slightly above (10.7
percent vs. 10.4 percent).

• Deviation from the global average. While the revenue structure of the
Brazilian nonprofit sector mirrors that in Latin America generally, it
differs considerably from that evident elsewhere in the world. Thus, as
Figure 20.10 also shows, although the dominant element in the finan-
cial base of the nonprofit sector globally is fees and charges, this dom-
inance is considerably less pronounced than it is in Brazil (49.4 per-
cent of total revenue compared to 73.8 percent in Brazil). In contrast,
public sector payments comprise a considerably larger share of non-
profit income in all the countries on average (40.1 percent vs. 15.5
percent in Brazil). Quite clearly, a different pattern of cooperation
has taken shape between nonprofit organizations and the state in
other parts of the world. This is markedly so in Western Europe,
where public sector payments comprise on average well over half of
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Figure 20.9 Sources of nonprofit revenue in Brazil, with volunteers and
religious worship, 1995
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nonprofit revenues. Evidently, the public sector’s relative disinterest
in the work of nonprofit institutions in Brazil has yielded a very differ-
ent pattern of nonprofit finance, one that is far more dependent on
private fees, charitable donations, and volunteering.

• Variations by subsector. Even this does not do full justice to the com-
plexities of nonprofit finance in Brazil, however. This is so because im-
portant differences exist in the finances of nonprofit organizations by
subsector. In fact, three quite distinct patterns of nonprofit finance
are evident among Brazilian nonprofits, as shown in Figure 20.11:

Fee-dominant fields. Fee income is the dominant source of income in
six of the nine fields of nonprofit action for which data were gathered
(professional, international, health, culture, education, and civic and
advocacy). This is understandable enough in the case of professional
associations and unions, as well as cultural and sports groups, where
membership dues and fees for the services they provide are the pri-
mary sources of income. Perhaps surprisingly, this is also the case for
international-oriented and civic and advocacy groups, which organize
as membership associations. Furthermore, as might be expected, edu-
cational and health institutions receive fees for the services they pro-
vide, though they also receive payments from the public sector.
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Figure 20.10 Sources of nonprofit cash revenue in Brazil, Latin America, and
22-country average, 1995
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Public sector-dominant field. Government plays the dominant role in
financing nonprofit action in only one field—development and
housing—for which it provides nearly three-quarters (72.7 percent) of
cash revenues. Interestingly, when the value of volunteer time is
added, private philanthropy becomes the primary source of income
for the field.
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Figure 20.11 Sources of nonprofit cash revenue in Brazil, by field, 1995

73.0%

52.0%

3.4%

5.5%

27.0%

48.0%

72.7%

5.2%

27.3%

72.0%

82.5%

89.3%

89.6%

100.0%

100.0%

73.8%

1.3%

10.7%

14.0%

28.0%

9.1%

15.5%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Environment

Social svcs

Development

Civic

Education

Culture

Health

International

Professional

ALL FIELDS

Fees
Public sector
Philanthropy

Fee-Dominant

Public Sector-
Dominant

Philanthropy-
Dominant

0.0%
0.0%

0.0%
0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%



While not the dominant source of income, moreover, the public
sector is still a considerable source of nonprofit revenue in several ad-
ditional fields: social services, where it accounts for 48 percent of the
total; civic and advocacy, where it accounts for 28 percent; and envi-
ronment, where it accounts for 27 percent.

• Private philanthropy-dominant fields. Brazilian nonprofit organizations
in two fields—social services and environment—rely on private giving
for the majority of their revenue. Social service agencies receive just
over half of their income from private philanthropy, mainly individual
contributions. In the case of nonprofit organizations working on envi-
ronmental issues, however, corporate giving accounts for the larger
share of private philanthropic revenue.

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

The nonprofit sector thus emerges from the evidence presented here as
both an important and a rather complex set of institutions in Brazilian so-
ciety. Not only does this set of institutions serve important human needs, it
also constitutes a major, and growing, economic force and is a significant
contributor to political as well as social life.

This sector is currently undergoing significant changes—as in other parts
of the world—and facing specific challenges related to the history of Brazil-
ian society and to the ongoing re-alignment of the roles of the state, the mar-
ket, and the civil society. The main topics debated in Brazilian society today
include the role of nonprofit organizations in mobilizing material resources;
their functions as agents for, extensions of, or substitutes for the state; their
capacity to influence public policy; their effectiveness and their potential for
alleviating poverty; and their contribution to democratization and the main-
tenance and manifestation of ethnic identity, indigenous culture, and “for-
gotten” values of altruism and social solidarity. These issues are wide-rang-
ing, reflecting the very diversity of the Brazilian nonprofit sector. The
resolution of these debates implies changes in the sector and its relation-
ships with the state and society, and the outcomes are still quite uncertain.

To face these issues, a number of steps seem appropriate:

• Building visibility and public awareness. Serious steps are needed to
bridge the divide that exists between the various components of the
Brazilian nonprofit sector and to foster greater public awareness about
the nature and roles of nonprofit organizations in this society. It will be
necessary to increase the visibility of this set of organizations with the
general public, with political leaders, and with the business community.

• Capacity building. One way to foster a sense of a distinctive nonprofit
sector in Brazil and to bolster the effectiveness of nonprofit organiza-
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tions is to invest in the capacity of this sector through improved train-
ing and strengthening of infrastructure organizations. Although con-
siderable effort has been put into training nonprofit personnel in
Brazil, local capacity to provide such training and infrastructure orga-
nizations has been lacking until recently. Building these capabilities
thus seems a high priority.

• Regularizing partnerships with government and business. The rela-
tionship between the nonprofit sector and the state has long been
problematic in Brazil. For some nonprofit organizations, their rela-
tionships of cooperation with the state have been marked by patron-
client patterns and by corrupt practices such as the diversion of public
funds into private hands. For another set of organizations, relations
with the state have been marked by conflict arising from the successive
authoritarian regimes and the strong movements for human and civil
rights and democracy led by these organizations. Over the last two
decades, however, there have been new efforts to foster more trans-
parent policies for government collaboration and public oversight.
Notable are the recent changes in legislation regarding the regulation
of relations between the state and civic organizations. Thus, a priority
for the future is to continue efforts to build a firmer foundation for
cooperation between these two sectors that is based on a reasonable
degree of autonomy for the nonprofit partners.

• Making room in the public space. One way to foster a greater partner-
ship between nonprofit organizations and the state is to ensure non-
profit organizations a more secure place at the table in the so-called
“public space” that has opened in Brazil. Clearly, advances have been
made in bringing nonprofit organizations into the process of public
policy formulation and implementation in Brazil, but much has yet to
be done.

• Building the philanthropic base. Also important to the future develop-
ment of the nonprofit sector in Brazil is building a more secure do-
mestic fiscal base. This will require building up the base of indigenous
philanthropic support through encouragement of private giving
within Brazilian society and fostering foundations and other institu-
tional mechanisms of private philanthropy.

Changes are under way in Brazilian society at the present time despite
the vestiges of military rule that are still alive in civic culture and institu-
tions and the impact of economic adjustment. In this climate, many oppor-
tunities and obstacles exist to regularizing not only economic life, but po-
litical and social life as well. In these processes, important and diversified
roles are being played by the “nonprofit sector,” the set of institutions out-
side the market and the state through which citizens can join together to

Brazil 409



pursue a wide variety of social, political, and economic objectives. The evi-
dence presented here should help lay the groundwork for the improved
position that this set of organizations needs if Brazil is to continue on its
path toward greater economic and political stability, democracy, and a
stronger civil society.

ENDNOTES

1. The work in Brazil was coordinated by Leilah Landim, who acted as local associate to the
project. Assisting her in this second phase effort were Neide Beres and Maria Celi Scalon. The
Johns Hopkins project was directed by Lester M. Salamon and Helmut K. Anheier and the
Latin American portion of the work overseen by Regina List.

2. 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 ba-
sis, the nonprofit sector in Brazil accounted for just under 1 percent of total value added.

3. See Leilah Landim, “The nonprofit sector in Brazil,” in Helmut K. Anheier and Lester M.
Salamon, The Nonprofit Sector in the Developing World, Manchester: Manchester University Press,
1998. Also “Brazil,” in Lester M. Salamon and Helmut K. Anheier (eds), Defining the Nonprofit
Sector: A Cross-national Analysis, Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1997.
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BACKGROUND

The set of organizations considered to be part of the nonprofit sector in
Colombia shares several characteristics with those in Argentina and Brazil.
Among these similarities are the modest size of the nonprofit sector in
terms of paid employment; the strong influence of the Catholic Church in
the origins and later development of the sector; the role that the struggles
between the Church, government, and various political parties have played
in promoting or suppressing the evolution of different types of organiza-
tions; and the emergence of new, more autonomous nonprofit organiza-
tions in recent decades. What distinguishes the Colombian nonprofit sec-
tor are its apparent diversity, reflected in the relative balance of its
composition, and the higher levels of private philanthropy on which its or-
ganizations rely.

This chapter presents an overview of research findings relating to the
size, composition, and revenue structure of the nonprofit sector in Colom-
bia as well as an initial effort to explain the above-mentioned similarities
and differences. This work was carried out by a Colombian research team
based at the Confederación Colombiana de Organizaciones No-Gubernamentales
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(Colombian Confederation of Nongovernmental Organizations) as part of
the Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project.1 The data re-
ported here were assembled on the basis of three main data sources: the
1990 National Economic Census, a 1990 survey of nonprofit entities con-
ducted by Fundación Social, and tax data provided by DIAN, the national
tax authority. (For a more complete statement of the sources of data, see
Appendix C.) Unless otherwise noted, financial data are reported in U.S
dollars at the 1995 average exchange rate.

The present chapter reports on just one set of findings from this project.
Subsequent publications will fill in the historical, legal, and policy context of
this sector and also examine the impact that this set of institutions is having.

PRINCIPAL FINDINGS

Five major findings emerge from this work on the scope, structure, fi-
nancing, and role of the nonprofit sector in Colombia:

1. An economic force

In the first place, aside from its social and political importance, the non-
profit sector turns out to be an economic force in Colombia, accounting
for important shares of national expenditures and employment. More
specifically:

• A $1.7 billion industry. The nonprofit sector in Colombia had operat-
ing expenditures of more than $1.7 billion (1.57 trillion Colombian
pesos) in 1995, or the equivalent of 2.1 percent of the country’s gross
domestic product, a quite significant amount.2

• A major employer. Behind these expenditures lies a sizable workforce
that includes nearly 287,000 full-time equivalent (FTE) paid workers.
This represents 2.4 percent of all nonagricultural workers in the coun-
try, 14.9 percent of service employment, and the equivalent of nearly
one-third as many people as work for government at all levels—fed-
eral, departmental, and municipal (see Table 21.1).

• Volunteer inputs. Even this does not capture the full scope of the non-
profit sector in Colombia, for this sector also attracts a considerable
amount of volunteer effort. Indeed, an estimated 48 percent of the
Colombian population reports volunteering for some type of organi-
zation, governmental or nongovernmental. The time they contribute
to nonprofit organizations translates into another 90,756 FTE employ-
ees, which boosts the total number of FTE employees of nonprofit or-
ganizations in Colombia to 377,617, or 3.1 percent of total employ-
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ment in the country (see Figure 21.1). This number would undoubt-
edly be larger if churches and other places of religious worship were
included, but such data were unavailable for Colombia.

2. One of the larger nonprofit sectors in Latin America

The Colombian nonprofit sector, while modest in relation to the Colom-
bian economy, is larger than the Latin American average, though it still
falls short of the level of developed countries.
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Table 21.1 The nonprofit sector in Colombia, 1995

$ 1.7 billion in expenditures
— 2.1 percent of GDP

286,900 paid employees
— 2.4 percent of total nonagricultural employment
— 14.9 percent of total service employment
— 30.7 percent of public employment

Figure 21.1 Nonprofit employment in Colombia, with and without volunteers,
1995, as a % of . . .
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• Half the international average. As Figure 21.2 shows, the relative size
of the nonprofit sector varies greatly among countries, from a high of
12.6 percent of total nonagricultural employment in the Netherlands
to a low of less than 1 percent of total employment in Mexico. The
overall 22-country average, however, was 4.8 percent. This means that
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Figure 21.2 Nonprofit share of total employment, by country, 1995
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the Colombian nonprofit sector’s share of total employment, at 2.4
percent, falls well below the global average.

• Slightly above the Latin American average. While it falls below the 22-
country average, however, nonprofit employment as a share of total
employment in Colombia is still slightly above the Latin American av-
erage. Thus, as shown in Figure 21.3, FTE employment in nonprofit
organizations in Colombia, at 2.4 percent of total employment, is just
ahead of the Latin American average of 2.2 percent.

• Maintains position with volunteers. As noted above, when volunteers
are included, nonprofit organizations account for 3.1 percent of total
employment in Colombia. This is still just above the regional average
of 3 percent (see Figure 21.3), but less than half the 22-country aver-
age of 6.9 percent.

3. A rich history of nonprofit activity

That the nonprofit sector is relatively well developed in Colombia is very
likely a product of the rich history that such institutions have had in this
country. As noted in the introduction to this chapter, the Catholic Church,
government, and political parties have had significant influence in the sec-
tor’s development. Highlights of this history include:3
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Figure 21.3 Nonprofit share of employment in Colombia and in four regions,
1995
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• The extensive array of charitable organizations—schools, hospitals, or-
phanages, and hospices—administered by the Catholic Church at the
behest of the Spanish Crown during the colonial period and sup-
ported by local government funds, private bequests, and obras pías (pi-
ous works), i.e., individual donations to the Church.

• The schools and associations in defense of Catholic education that
were organized by the Catholic Church and that often blossomed es-
pecially during periods of liberal, secularist reforms that attempted to
exert governmental control over education.

• Juntas de Beneficencia (Charity Boards) set up in the middle of the 19th

century as a mechanism for government to secularize welfare aid and
to exercise greater control over charitable organizations that were typ-
ically operated by private, mainly religious, agencies and funded heav-
ily by public resources.

• Private charitable organizations outside the control of the Juntas.
Among them is the Saint Vincent de Paul Society, which was founded
in the mid-19th century with a variety of charitable purposes and was fi-
nanced by a mix of private and public sector income. Other examples
are the Circulo de Obreros (Workers’ Circle) and Caja Social de Ahorros
(Social Savings Bank), founded in the early 20th century by Father
Campoamor to serve working-class needs.

• Cajas de Compensación Familiar (Family Compensation Funds), a type of
social security system originally created by the National Industrialists
Association in 1954 to distribute subsidies for workers’ families. By
1957, the national government made employer payments to these
nonprofit organizations mandatory.

• Organizations, such as the Juntas de Acción Comunal (Community Ac-
tion Groups), Consejos Verdes (Green Councils), and Hogares Infantiles de
Bienestar Familiar (Family Welfare Homes), spawned over the past
decades by government programs designed to maximize scarce govern-
ment financial support by harnessing the voluntary input of commu-
nity members. The Juntas are currently the most widespread type of
nonprofit organization in Colombia (more than 42,000 organizations),
and membership is estimated to be 15 percent of the adult population.

• Nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) that emerged beginning in
the 1960s spurred by the new social orientation of the Catholic
Church, the discontent of the professional classes with the political left,
and the loss of faith in the ability of traditional political parties and,
therefore, governments to deal with pressing social problems. These
NGOs are said to promote participation, democracy, and social devel-
opment and operate in diverse fields, especially “modern” develop-
ment topics such as environment, gender, human rights, and peace.
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• Corporate foundations, many founded in the 1960s and 1970s to ad-
vance economic development, frequently via the promotion of mi-
croenterprises, as well as to address other environmental, educational,
and social needs. Prominent examples include Fundación Social and
Fundación para la Educación Superior (FES-Foundation for Higher Edu-
cation) which established separate companies to generate resources
to pursue their social missions. These foundations are often promoted
by public and private international development agencies as philan-
thropic models for other countries.

• The trade and professional associations, as well as women’s organiza-
tions, that overcame extreme political polarization in Colombia’s soci-
ety during the 20th century to promote their special interests, and in
many instances, as noted above, to provide services to their members
and other affiliates.

4. Balanced composition

Unlike the other Latin American countries and the 22-country overall
picture, none of the fields of nonprofit activity clearly dominates the non-
profit scene in Colombia, reflecting the sector’s broad diversity.

• Over one-quarter of nonprofit employment in education. Of all the
types of nonprofit activity, the one that accounts for the largest share
of nonprofit employment in Colombia is education. As shown in Fig-
ure 21.4, 26.1 percent of all nonprofit employment in Colombia is in
the education field, approximately half in primary and secondary edu-
cation and nearly half in higher education. The weight of higher edu-
cation is due largely to a national law requiring that all private higher
education institutions take the nonprofit form. Still, although educa-
tion does absorb the largest share of employment in Colombia, it does
not dominate the sector as it does in the rest of Latin America (an av-
erage of 44.4 percent) or in much of the rest of the countries studied
(22-country average of 30.2 percent).

• Smaller, but significant, shares of nonprofit employment in four other
fields. As noted above, Colombia’s nonprofit sector is particularly re-
markable because of its balanced composition. The share of nonprofit
employment of each of the next four largest fields of activity ranges
from 17.5 percent (health) on the high end to 13.1 percent (develop-
ment) on the lower end, with professional associations (15.1 percent)
and social services (14.6 percent) in between. In each of these fields,
the share of nonprofit employment in Colombia is greater than the av-
erage share of all five Latin American countries. This demonstrates
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clearly that Colombia’s nonprofit sector is more diverse than that else-
where in Latin America.

• Pattern shifts with volunteers. When volunteer inputs are factored in,
the composition of the nonprofit sector in Colombia changes notably,
though it remains balanced overall. In particular, as shown in Figure
21.5, with volunteers included, the margin of difference among the
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Figure 21.4 Composition of the nonprofit sector, Colombia, Latin America, and
22-country average, 1995
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top five fields of activity narrows. Even though education continues to
absorb the largest share of employees in the sector, the social services
share increases from 14.6 percent to 18.7 percent, and the develop-
ment share of nonprofit employment rises from 13.1 percent to 18.5
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Figure 21.5 Share of nonprofit employment in Colombia, with and without
volunteers, by field, 1995
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percent when volunteers are included. This brings these two fields
above health, whose share actually declines from 17.5 percent to 15.3
percent. This result is not so surprising given that nearly 32 percent of
the FTE volunteers report devoting their energies to social service
agencies, such as Hogares, and 36 percent are involved in develop-
ment-related organizations, primarily community-based ones such as
Juntas de Acción Comunal. In Colombia, volunteering takes place
mainly in the context of mutual help and solidarity-type activities, i.e.,
poor neighbors helping each other, rather than as part of more tradi-
tional charity-oriented activities with the better-off helping those in
need.

5. Most revenue from fees, not philanthropy or public sector

The Colombian nonprofit sector receives the bulk of its revenue not
from private philanthropy or the public sector, but from fees and charges,
and does so to an even greater extent than do nonprofit organizations in
most other countries. In particular:

• Fee income dominant. The overwhelmingly dominant source of in-
come of nonprofit organizations in Colombia is fees and charges for
the services that these organizations provide. As reflected in Figure
21.6, this source alone accounts for 70.2 percent of all nonprofit rev-
enue in Colombia.
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Figure 21.6 Sources of nonprofit revenue in Colombia, 1995
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• Limited support from philanthropy and the public sector. In contrast,
private philanthropy and the public sector provide much smaller shares
of total revenues. Thus, as Figure 21.6 shows, private philanthropy—
from individuals, corporations, and foundations combined—and public
sector payments each account for 14.9 percent of nonprofit income in
Colombia.

• Revenue structure with volunteers. This pattern of nonprofit revenue
changes significantly when volunteers are factored into the picture. In
fact, as shown in Figure 21.7, private philanthropy increases from 14.9
percent to 24.9 percent of total income with volunteers included,
clearly surpassing public sector support, whose proportion declines
slightly from 14.9 percent to 13.1 percent. Fees remain the dominant
revenue source, however, accounting for nearly two-thirds of the total.

• Similar to other Latin American countries. The pattern of nonprofit fi-
nance evident in Colombia is quite similar to that exhibited in Latin
America in general. Thus, as shown in Figure 21.8, the nonprofit orga-
nizations in the five Latin American countries on average derived the
overwhelming majority of their revenues from fees and charges. Com-
pared to Colombia’s 70.2 percent, the share of total nonprofit income
coming from fees stood at 74.0 percent for all five Latin American coun-
tries. While the public sector share of nonprofit revenue in Colombia
roughly matched the regional average, private philanthropic support
was found to be stronger in Colombia than in the region as a whole
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Figure 21.7 Sources of nonprofit revenue in Colombia, with volunteers, 1995
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(14.9 percent vs. 10.4 percent on average), due at least in part to the sig-
nificant support provided by corporations and corporate foundations.

• Deviation from the global average. While the revenue structure of the
Colombian nonprofit sector generally mirrors that elsewhere in Latin
America, it differs considerably from that evident elsewhere in the
world. Thus, as Figure 21.8 also shows, while fees and charges are the
dominant element in the financial base of the nonprofit sector glob-
ally, their dominance is considerably less pronounced than it is in
Colombia (49.4 percent of total revenue compared to 70.2 percent in
Colombia). By contrast, public sector payments comprise a consider-
ably larger share of nonprofit income in these other countries on aver-
age (40.1 percent vs. 14.9 percent in Colombia), but private giving is
weaker (10.5 percent vs. 14.9 percent in Colombia). Quite clearly, a dif-
ferent pattern of cooperation has taken shape between nonprofit orga-
nizations and the state in these other countries. In Colombia, govern-
ment has most often played the role of promoter rather than funder.
As noted previously, some of the most widespread nonprofit initiatives
have been developed as a result of government-sponsored programs.
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Figure 21.8 Sources of nonprofit cash revenue, Colombia, Latin America, and
22-country average, 1995
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Still, the programs are designed to rely most heavily on volunteer labor
input, not government financing.

• Picture changes with volunteers. As noted above, the makeup of the
revenue stream in Colombia changes considerably when volunteers
are added. So too does the position of the Colombian nonprofit sector
in relation to the global averages. Thus, with volunteers added to pri-
vate giving, philanthropy’s share of total revenue in Colombia rises
from 14.9 percent to 24.9 percent. The 22-country average, however,
jumps from 10.5 percent without volunteers to 26.5 percent with
them, leaving Colombia slightly behind the global average.

• Variations by subsector. Important differences exist in the finances of
Colombia’s nonprofit organizations depending on their main field of
activity. In fact, three quite distinct patterns of nonprofit finance are
evident among Colombian nonprofits, as shown in Figure 21.9:

Fee-dominant fields. Fees and charges are the dominant source of in-
come in seven fields of nonprofit action for which data were gathered.
This is understandable enough in the cases of business and profes-
sional associations, where membership dues are the primary source of
income; culture and sports, where entrance fees are likely to be
charged; and philanthropic intermediaries, where earnings on income
are the major source of income. But fee income also plays the domi-
nant role in financing nonprofit health, educational, social service, and
civic and advocacy organizations. In the cases of health and social ser-
vices, this reliance on fees reflects in part the clients’ willingness to pay
for services outside of what the public sector provides. Civic and advo-
cacy activities are, like other association-based activities, funded in
large part by membership fees.

Private philanthropy-dominant fields. While private philanthropy is far
from the dominant source of nonprofit income in Colombia overall, it
turns out to be the dominant source of income for environment, devel-
opment, and international organizations. This reflects, in part, the inter-
ests of corporate philanthropy programs and corporate foundations in
these newer fields, as opposed to the more traditional service-providing
fields.

Public sector as major source. Public sector support is not the primary
source of income in any of these fields; however, it is still considerable
for several fields. These include the traditional social welfare fields of
health, where public sector support (mainly social security payments)
accounts for 25.7 percent of income; and social services, where it ac-
counts for 19.6 percent. Public sector support is also remarkably strong
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in less traditional fields such as environment (26.7 percent of total rev-
enue) and civic and advocacy (20.8 percent), in which agencies at vari-
ous levels of government contract out services to nonprofit organiza-
tions. It is likely that the public sector share of nonprofit revenue will
expand as the government moves toward less implementation and
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Figure 21.9 Sources of nonprofit cash revenue in Colombia, by field, 1995
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more oversight of social programs, and therefore a greater tendency to
contract out service provision.

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

Colombia’s nonprofit sector as portrayed in this chapter is a complex
and diverse set of institutions. Not only does this set of institutions serve
important human needs, it also constitutes an important, and apparently
growing, economic force and is a significant contributor to political as well
as social life.

At the same time, this sector remains somewhat fragile in Colombia, under-
going significant changes with results that are still quite uncertain. Through-
out Colombia’s history, alongside the organizations that have emerged as a
result of government-sponsored programs, there have been numerous exam-
ples of nonprofit organizations created quite independently of government
and political parties. Since the 1960s, these relatively autonomous organiza-
tions, as well as the newer so-called nongovernmental organizations (NGOs),
have expanded in number, scope, and influence. Over the same period,
those organizations that were created in the shadow of the state have steadily
gained and exerted their independence and political autonomy.

The new national Constitution adopted in 1991 lays out the institutional
and legal conditions for the greater visibility and independence of non-
profit entities. It also facilitates their participation and active presence in
public policy debate, in the provision of social services, and in the monitor-
ing of governmental programs. At the same time, this opening presents a
number of challenges for Colombian nonprofit organizations, government
agencies, businesses, and the Colombian population:

• Promoting an enabling environment. One of the keys to a healthy and
vigorous nonprofit sector in Colombia is the existence of a democratic
and pluralistic environment in which diverse organizations can flour-
ish. This requires an institutional framework that permits the partici-
pation of the sector’s organizations in public deliberations and estab-
lishes clear “rules of the game.”

• Capacity building. One way to foster a sense of a distinctive nonprofit
sector in Colombia is to invest in the capacity of this sector through
improved training and strengthening of infrastructure organizations,
where it is needed. Although considerable effort has been put into
training nonprofit personnel in Colombia, many organizations still
lack the skills they need in both service provision and advocacy. Assess-
ing the diverse levels of capability among the sector’s organizations
and strengthening the whole thus seem high priorities. Colombia is
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ripe for a major nonprofit sector capacity-building campaign to pre-
pare the country’s civil society sector to further develop and maintain
its position as a partner with government and the business sector.

• Regularizing partnerships with government. The relationship between
the nonprofit sector and the state has long been complicated in
Colombia. Many nonprofit institutions have been created out of gov-
ernment-initiated programs and some became the vehicles for clien-
telism, in which funding or support is exchanged for favors or votes.
Recent regulations introduced with the new Constitution have re-
shaped the working relations between government and nonprofit en-
tities. The challenge now is to ensure that these changes do not ad-
versely affect either the long-term financial viability of the nonprofit
sector or the nonprofit partners’ ability to maintain a reasonable de-
gree of autonomy.

• Making room in the public space. One way to foster a greater partner-
ship between nonprofit organizations and the state is to ensure non-
profit organizations a more secure place at the table in the so-called
“public space.” Clearly, advances have been made in bringing non-
profit organizations into the process of public policy formulation and
implementation in Colombia, especially through the adoption of the
1991 Constitution, but much has yet to be done.

Despite signals of revitalization among civil society organizations and
their increasingly active and autonomous presence in public affairs, the
space opened for them is challenged by limits to civic participation imposed
by continuing political violence. The social and institutional reconstruction
of Colombia requires the development of a legitimate public space in which
the diverse actors recognize and respect each other. In the face of the polit-
ical violence Colombia faces at the end of the 20th century, this requires, at
the most basic level, the re-establishment of rules for peaceful co-existence
and guaranteed human rights. Further, it demands, on one hand, a decisive
effort toward continued democratization on the part of the government
and, on the other hand, overcoming the particularism of many civil society
organizations. Placing the common good as a general orientation for action
in the midst of a great diversity of interests is a great challenge faced by the
sector’s organizations.

It is hoped that the work that has been done in this project can help
Colombia’s nonprofit sector better identify and meet some of these chal-
lenges and make the most of the opportunities that now appear to be
opening. However incomplete, if the work reported here has contributed
to this, it will have served its purpose well.
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ENDNOTES

1. The work in Colombia was coordinated by Rodrigo Villar, who acted as local associate for
the project. Assisting Mr. Villar were Hernán Vargas and Victor Manuel Quintero in the eco-
nomic aspects, Beatriz Castro in the analysis of the historical development of the sector, Al-
fonso Prada in the understanding of the legal background, and Manuel Rojas in the impact
analysis. The team was aided, in turn, by a local advisory committee of six nonprofit sector
leaders (see Appendix D for a list of committee members). The Johns Hopkins Project was di-
rected by Dr. Lester M. Salamon and Dr. Helmut K. Anheier and the Latin American work
overseen by Regina List.

2. 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 ba-
sis, the nonprofit sector in Colombia accounted for 1.5 percent of total value added.

3. For further details on these developments, see Rodrigo Villar, “Defining the Nonprofit
Sector: Colombia,” Working Papers of the Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project, No.
29, Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Institute for Policy Studies, 1998.
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BACKGROUND

For most of the 20th century, the nonprofit sector in Mexico has played
only a minor role in human service delivery and development work, areas
which have been the domain of the state at least since the Mexican Revolu-
tion (1911–1921) and the 1926 creation of the Partido Revolucionario Institu-
cional (PRI-Institutional Revolution Party). Furthermore, the single party
state has not provided encouragement, much less room, for independent
nonprofit organizations to flourish. This is not to say that the ideals and
practice of “solidarity,” mutual help, and the public good are not in evi-
dence. Rather, they tend to be expressed or mobilized in either ad hoc ef-
forts or groups that are not self-governed. Thus, although these activities
and groupings may not fall within this project’s concept1 of “nonprofit or-
ganizations,” they certainly hold potential for the future.

What is reported on here are the findings relating to the size, composition,
and revenue structure of the set of organizations making up the nonprofit, or
“third,” sector in Mexico and its position in comparison with other countries
in Latin America and the world. The work was carried out by a Mexican
research team under the auspices of the Centro Mexicano para la Filantropía
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(CEMEFI-Mexican Center for Philanthropy).2 The principal data source used
for these estimates was the 1993 National Economic Census, conducted by In-
stituto Nacional de Estadística, Geografía e Informática (INEGI-National Institute
of Statistics, Geography and Information). Unless otherwise noted, financial
data are reported in U.S. dollars at the 1995 average exchange rate. (For a
more complete statement of the sources of data, see Appendix C.)

PRINCIPAL FINDINGS

Five major findings emerge from this work on the scope, structure, fi-
nancing, and role of the nonprofit sector in Mexico:

1. An undeveloped force

In the first place, despite its growing social and political importance, the
nonprofit sector turns out to be a less developed economic force in Mexico
than might be expected, accounting for only modest shares of national ex-
penditures and employment. More specifically:

• A $1.3 billion industry. The nonprofit sector in Mexico had operating
expenditures of $1.3 billion in 1995 (8.8 billion Mexican pesos), or
0.5 percent of the country’s gross domestic product, a quite modest
amount.3

• A modest employer. Behind these expenditures lies a workforce that
includes the equivalent of 93,809 full-time equivalent (FTE) paid work-
ers. This represents 0.4 percent of all nonagricultural workers in the
country, 1.2 percent of service employment, and the equivalent of 2.4
percent of the people who work for government at all levels—federal,
state, and municipal (see Table 22.1).

• Volunteer inputs. This certainly does not capture the full scope of the
nonprofit sector in Mexico, for this sector attracts a considerable
amount of volunteer effort as well. Indeed, an estimated 10 percent of the
Mexican population reports contributing their time to nonprofit orga-
nizations. This translates into a minimum of 47,000 additional FTE em-
ployees,4 which increases the total number of FTE employees of non-
profit organizations in Mexico by more than 50 percent to 141,000, or
0.7 percent of total employment in the country (see Figure 22.1).

2. The smallest nonprofit sector in Latin America

Not only is the Mexican nonprofit sector small in relation to the overall
Mexican economy, but also it is small relative to its counterparts elsewhere
in Latin America and the rest of the world.
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• Significantly below the international average. As Figure 22.2 shows, the
relative size of the nonprofit sector varies greatly among countries.
The overall 22-country average, however, was 4.8 percent. Not only
was Mexico’s nonprofit sector well below this average at 0.4 percent, it
was in 1995 the smallest of the 22 countries studied.

• Considerably below the Latin American average. Nonprofit employment
as a share of total employment is also considerably lower in Mexico than it
is elsewhere in Latin America. Thus, as shown in Figure 22.3, FTE employ-
ment in nonprofit organizations in Mexico, at 0.4 percent of total employ-
ment, is less than one-fifth of the Latin American average of 2.2 percent.
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Table 22.1 The nonprofit sector in Mexico, 1995

$1.3 billion in expenditures
— 0.5 percent of GDP

93,809 paid employees
— 0.4 percent of total nonagricultural employment
— 1.2 percent of total service employment
— 2.4 percent of public sector employment

Figure 22.1 Nonprofits in Mexico, with and without volunteers, 1995, 
as a % of . . .
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• Margin narrows with volunteers. This margin narrows slightly when
volunteers are added. Thus, with volunteer time included, nonprofit
organizations account for 0.7 percent of total employment in Mexico,
just under one-fourth of the regional average of 3.0 percent (see Fig-
ure 22.3).
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Figure 22.2 Nonprofit share of total employment by country, 1995
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3. A mixed history of nonprofit activity

Until the early 1900s, the development of the nonprofit sector in Mexico
was similar to that in other Latin American countries. In particular, the
strength and extension of the Catholic Church’s influence during the colo-
nial period led to the creation of numerous charitable service entities, in-
cluding hospitals and schools. However, the development of autonomous
lay organizations was discouraged.

As happened in many other Latin American countries, struggles be-
tween the Catholic Church and the new state in Mexico followed indepen-
dence from the colonial power in 1821. In the case of Mexico, the battles
resulted in the expropriation of Catholic Church property and the virtual
ruin of the existing nonprofit sector since neither the new government nor
the Catholic Church had resources to sustain it.

The Mexican Revolution (1911–1921) brought the state, and the Partido
Revolucionario Institucional (PRI-Institutional Revolution Party), to the fore-
front. During the 1940–1965 period, economic prosperity allowed the state
and the PRI to expand and exert firmer control over the provision of 
basic human services, especially health and social services. Much like the
Catholic Church in colonial times, the post-revolutionary state and the PRI
discouraged the formation of autonomous and voluntary associations. As a
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Figure 22.3 Nonprofit share of employment, with and without volunteers,
Mexico and four regions, 1995
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result, independent nonprofit organizations play very minor roles in social
welfare service delivery as well as community and economic development
efforts.

Since 1990, however, Mexico’s increasing democratic openness has been
creating a new and favorable ground for the development of the nonprofit
sector. Nonetheless, the effects of these recent changes will be seen only in
years to come.

4. Education dominance

Similar to other Latin American countries, but unlike the all-country av-
erage, education clearly dominates the nonprofit scene in Mexico.

• Over 40 percent of nonprofit employment in education. Of all the
types of nonprofit activity, the one that accounts for the largest share
of nonprofit employment in Mexico is education. As shown in Figure
22.4, 43.2 percent of all nonprofit employment in Mexico is in the ed-
ucation field. This is comparable to the Latin American average of
44.4 percent, but it greatly exceeds the 22-country average of 30.2 per-
cent. This situation reflects the extent to which the nonprofit sector,
although very small, has been an alternative for some Catholic anti-
government groups in Mexico.

• One-third of employment in professional and trade associations. The
next largest share of nonprofit employment in Mexico is in profes-
sional and trade associations, as well as unions. At 30.5 percent, this is
five times the 22-country average (6.5 percent), and two-and-one-half
times the Latin American average for the field. The prominence of
these activities in Mexico is a remnant of the country’s industrializa-
tion and economic boom period (1940–1965) during which numer-
ous trade and professional organizations were created.

• Smaller shares of nonprofit employment in health and social services.
Compared to the overall 22-country average, health and social services
absorb a much smaller share of nonprofit employment in Mexico.
Thus, while these two fields absorb 38 percent of nonprofit employ-
ment on average, they account for only 17 percent of nonprofit em-
ployment in Mexico. This reflects, in great part, the extensive govern-
mental presence in the delivery of these services, especially since the
creation of the PRI. Thus, there is little room left for non-state, non-
party providers.

• Some nonprofit presence in social life. Another modest portion of to-
tal nonprofit employment in Mexico is in the culture and recreation
field. This field accounts for 7.7 percent of all nonprofit employment
in Mexico. This reflects, in part, the prominence in Mexican society of
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community-based sports programs, mainly sponsored by popularity-
seeking governments.

• Limited nonprofit environment, development, and advocacy employ-
ment. Compared to the employment in nonprofit education, social
welfare, and sports and professional organizations, the share of Mexi-
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Figure 22.4 Composition of the nonprofit sector, Mexico, Latin America, and
22-country average, 1995

30.2%

19.6%

18.3%

14.4%

6.5%

5.8%

3.1%

2.2%

44.4%

12.2%

10.3%

10.6%

12.4%

7.0%

1.2%

1.9%

43.2%

8.1%

8.7%

7.7%

30.5%

0.5%

1.0%

0.3%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Education

Health

Social svcs

Culture

Professional

Development

Environ/
Advocacy

Other fields

% of nonprofit employment

Mexico

Latin American average

22-Country average



can nonprofit employment in the development field and in the re-
lated fields of advocacy and environmental protection is minuscule.
Altogether, these fields absorb less than 1.5 percent of all nonprofit
employment in the country, well below the 22-country average of 8.9
percent and even the Latin American average of 8.2 percent. In this
case, as in health and social services, the post-revolutionary govern-
ment has made its own efforts to control these activities.

• Pattern shifts with volunteers. This pattern changes considerably
when volunteer inputs are factored in. In particular, as shown in Fig-
ure 22.5, with volunteers included, the development share of non-
profit employment more than doubles from 0.5 percent to 1.2 per-
cent, and the combined civic and advocacy and environment share
increases from 1 percent to 2.6 percent. Similarly, the share of non-
profit employment absorbed in the social service field also swells, from
8.7 percent without volunteers to over 16 percent with volunteers. Fur-
thermore, education no longer dominates the Mexican nonprofit sec-
tor’s activities with volunteers counted in. Instead, its share drops
from 43.2 percent to 30.7 percent, while the share of professional and
trade associations rises from 30.5 percent to 33.6 percent, just edging
out education.

5. Most revenue from fees, not public sector or philanthropy

Consistent with the dominance of education and professional associa-
tions, and the long history of direct state provision of key services, the Mexi-
can nonprofit sector receives the bulk of its revenue from fees and charges,
and does so to even a greater extent than do nonprofit organizations in
most other countries. In particular:

• Fee income dominant. The overwhelmingly dominant source of in-
come of nonprofit organizations in Mexico is fees and charges for the
services that these organizations provide. As reflected in Figure 22.6,
this source alone accounts for 85.2 percent of all nonprofit revenue in
Mexico.

• Limited support from philanthropy and the public sector. In contrast,
private philanthropy and the public sector provide much smaller shares
of total revenue. Thus, as Figure 22.6 shows, private philanthropy—
from individuals, corporations, and foundations combined—accounts
for only 6.3 percent of nonprofit income in Mexico, while public sector
payments account for a mere 8.5 percent.

• Revenue structure with volunteers. This pattern of nonprofit revenue
changes significantly when the imputed value of volunteers is factored
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into the picture. In fact, as shown in Figure 22.7, private philanthropy
increases substantially from 6.3 percent to 17.9 percent, thereby over-
taking public sector support, which declines from 8.5 percent to 7.5
percent. Fees, however, remain by far the dominant revenue source.
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Figure 22.5 Share of nonprofit employment in Mexico, with and without
volunteers, by field, 1995

30.7%

8.4%

16.3%

6.4%

33.6%

1.2%

2.6%

0.8%

43.2%

8.1%

8.7%

7.7%

30.5%

0.5%

1.0%

0.3%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Education

Health

Social svcs

Culture

Professional

Development

Environ/
Advocacy

Other fields

Paid staff only

Paid staff + volunteers

% of nonprofit employment



• Similar to other Latin American countries. The pattern of nonprofit fi-
nance evident in Mexico is similar to that elsewhere in Latin America.
Thus, as shown in Figure 22.8, like Mexico, the nonprofit organizations
in the other Latin American countries included in this project also de-
rived the overwhelming majority of their revenues from fees and
charges. Thus, compared to Mexico’s 85.2 percent, the share of total
nonprofit income coming from fees stood at 74.0 percent for all five
Latin American countries. The public sector share of nonprofit rev-
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Figure 22.7 Sources of nonprofit revenue in Mexico, with volunteers, 1995
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enue in Mexico deviated quite a bit from the regional average, how-
ever, with public sector support much weaker in Mexico than in the re-
gion as a whole (8.5 percent vs. 15.5 percent on average). The share of
private giving was also smaller in Mexico than the average (6.3 percent
vs. 10.4 percent). When volunteers are added, however, the private giv-
ing share in Mexico comes much closer to the Latin American average
(17.9 percent vs. 19.2 percent).

• Deviation from the global average. While the revenue structure of the
Mexican nonprofit sector generally mirrors that elsewhere in Latin
America, it differs considerably from that evident elsewhere in the
world, and particularly in the more developed countries. Thus, as Fig-
ure 22.8 also shows, while fees and charges are the dominant element
in the financial base of the nonprofit sector globally, its dominance is
considerably less pronounced than it is in Mexico (85.2 percent of to-
tal revenue in Mexico compared to 49.4 percent globally). In contrast,
the public sector share of nonprofit income in these other countries
averages nearly five times more than that in Mexico (40.1 percent vs.
8.5 percent in Mexico). Quite clearly, a different pattern of coopera-
tion has taken shape between nonprofit organizations and the state in
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Figure 22.8 Sources of nonprofit cash revenue, Mexico, Latin America, and 22-
country average, 1995
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these other countries. This is markedly so in Western Europe, where
public sector payments comprise on average well over half of non-
profit revenues. Evidently, the long history of adversarial relations be-
tween the state and nonprofit groups in Mexico has yielded a very dif-
ferent pattern of nonprofit finance, one that is far more dependent
on private fees.

• Variations by subsector. As might be suspected given that fee income
takes up an overwhelming share of the revenue stream of the sector as
a whole in Mexico, it is also the dominant source of income for all
fields of nonprofit activity. However, as shown in Figure 22.9, there are
some differences in the finances of nonprofit organizations working in
the various subsectors. For example, public sector support exceeds 10
percent in only two fields: professional associations and unions, and
recreation and culture. This assistance frequently has been perceived
as the government’s means to generate support from such broad-based
membership groups. By contrast, philanthropic giving accounts for
one-quarter of the income of the newer types of nonprofit organiza-
tions working in the civic and advocacy, philanthropy, environment,
and development fields.

Since 1995, the year for which these estimates were made, the fund-
ing situation has changed measurably. Experts in each of these fields
report increased government support for all sorts of nonprofit organi-
zations, including those that received none previously. In addition,
new foundations have emerged to facilitate organized philanthropy
and other forms of private involvement.

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

The Mexican nonprofit sector thus emerges from the evidence pre-
sented here as a relatively minor contributor to the nation’s economy. Its
development as a set of autonomous organizations was stunted during
Mexico’s pre-revolution history by the struggles between the Catholic
Church and the state and, during most of the 20th century, by the ruling
PRI governments.

However, beginning in the 1980s and into the 1990s, the nonprofit sec-
tor has begun to flourish in Mexico outside the confines of both the
Catholic Church and the state. The financial crises experienced during the
last two decades of the 20th century and the economic reforms enacted to
respond to them have resulted in a gradual retrenchment of the govern-
ment from many social services and a dramatic increase in the need for
such services. Nonprofit organizations have stepped up not only to fill
these gaps and provide services, but also to demand a seat at the table
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where social policy and programs are made. At the same time, private busi-
nesses and philanthropists are beginning to establish foundations and
other mechanisms to finance this emerging sector.

In the wake of widespread electoral fraud in the late 1980s, a number 
of efforts emerged to monitor the 1994 presidential election. Many of the
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Figure 22.9 Sources of nonprofit cash revenue in Mexico, by field, 1995
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resulting ad hoc groups have since consolidated to form permanent orga-
nizations that expanded their objectives to include promoting civic educa-
tion, holding government accountable, and other activities beyond elec-
tion monitoring.

To facilitate the Mexican nonprofit sector’s further development, a
number of steps seem appropriate:

• Capacity building. One way to foster an autonomous nonprofit sector
in Mexico is to invest in the capacity of this sector through improved
training and strengthening of infrastructure organizations. Although
considerable effort has been put into training nonprofit personnel in
Mexico, indigenous capacity to provide such training has been lacking
until recently. Building these capabilities thus seems a high priority.

• Building cooperation with government. As the roles of the state and
the nonprofit sector are being reexamined at the close of the 1990s,
an important priority is to build a firmer foundation for cooperation
between these two sectors. To avoid the historical patterns of govern-
ment domination, such cooperation must be based on a reasonable
degree of autonomy for the nonprofit partners.

• Making room in the public space. One means to foster more balanced
partnerships between nonprofit organizations and the state is to en-
sure nonprofit organizations a more secure place in the so-called
“public space” that has recently opened in Mexico. As in Colombia
and elsewhere in Latin America, advances have been made in bring-
ing nonprofit organizations into the process of public policy formula-
tion and implementation, but much has yet to be done.

• Building the philanthropic base. Although relatively strong in some
fields of activity, philanthropy is not yet a significant source of income
for the Mexican nonprofit sector. Maintaining the autonomy that
Mexico’s nonprofit organizations are now gaining will require build-
ing up the base of indigenous philanthropic support through encour-
agement of private giving.

In light of recent events and current trends, it appears likely that Mexico’s
nonprofit sector will look very different at the turn of the century, making a
more significant economic, as well as social and political, contribution to
Mexican society than it did in 1995. It is hoped that the data and analysis pre-
sented here can serve not only to increase the visibility of the sector now but
also to provide a benchmark for continued monitoring into the future.

ENDNOTES

1. For a more complete description of the project’s structural-operational definition and
the types of organizations included, see Chapter 1 and Appendix A.
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2. The work in Mexico was coordinated by Gustavo Verduzco of El Colegio de Mexico, who
acted as local associate to the project. Assisting him were Rosa María Fernández and María
Gallo. The team was aided, in turn, by a local advisory committee (see Appendix D for a list of
committee members). The Johns Hopkins project was directed by Lester M. Salamon and
Helmut K. Anheier and the Latin American portion of the work overseen by Regina List.

3. 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 ba-
sis, the nonprofit sector in Mexico accounted for 0.3 percent of total value added.

4. Because the Mexican team was unable to conduct a population survey on giving and
volunteering practices and used unpaid labor as a proxy, it is very likely that volunteering is
underestimated.
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BACKGROUND

As in Mexico, the nonprofit sector in Peru can trace its roots at least par-
tially to ancient traditions of solidarity and mutual self-help among civiliza-
tions that pre-dated the Spanish colonial enterprise. In Peru this is known
today as “Andean reciprocity.” This thread is woven throughout the history
of the nonprofit, or third, sector in Peru and is evident in the diverse set of
community-based associations that today make up the sector’s core. Along-
side these are the institutions affiliated with the Catholic Church that have
provided charitable and other human services since the Spanish colonial
period, as well as the nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) that have
emerged more recently in search of alternative solutions to poverty, envi-
ronmental degradation, and human rights abuses. Together, these organi-
zations have the capacity to mobilize significant human resources.

This chapter reports on the size, composition, and finances of the non-
profit sector in Peru, and places these findings in comparative context with
the other countries included in the Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit
Sector Project. Future publications will present in-depth analyses of the his-
torical development of the sector, the legal, regulatory, and policy environ-
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ment in which it operates, and the impact the sector has within Peruvian
society.

The work was carried out by a Peruvian research team based at the Cen-
tro de Investigación de la Universidad del Pacífico (Research Center of the Uni-
versity of the Pacific).1 To develop the estimates presented here, the Peru-
vian team relied mainly on major censuses and surveys conducted by
ministries and other government agencies in the principal fields of activity
such as health and education. The National Economic Census and a vari-
ety of private data sources were used to complement the principal sources.
Unless otherwise noted, financial data are reported in U.S. dollars at the
1995 average exchange rate. (For a more complete statement of the
sources of data, see Appendix C.)

PRINCIPAL FINDINGS

Through the above-mentioned combination of public and private
sources, the Peruvian research team identified approximately 110,621 pri-
vate nonprofit organizations in existence as of 1995, without including
places of religious worship, cooperatives, unions, or political parties. Of
this number, 64,905 are community-based organizations, 29,491 are sports
and cultural organizations, and 14,346 are education institutions. Because
many of these organizations do not keep or publish accounts or personnel
lists, the estimates provided here on employment and operating expendi-
tures cover only about 49,400 nonprofit organizations.2

Five major findings emerge from the work about this set of organizations
in Peru:

1. An economic force

In the first place, aside from its social and political importance, the non-
profit sector turns out to be a significant economic force in Peru, account-
ing for greater shares of national expenditures and employment than had
been commonly assumed. More specifically:

• A $1.2 billion sector. The nonprofit sector in Peru had operating ex-
penditures of $1.2 billion (2.7 billion Peruvian soles) in 1995, or 2.0
percent of the country’s gross domestic product.3

• An important employer. Behind these expenditures lies a sizable work-
force that includes the equivalent of 126,988 full-time equivalent
(FTE) paid workers.4 This represents 2.4 percent of all nonagricultural
workers in the country, 3.2 percent of service employment, and the
equivalent of 16.5 percent of the people who work for government at
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all levels—central, departmental, and municipal (see Table 23.1).
Comparatively speaking, more people thus work in the nonprofit sec-
tor in Peru than in the country’s most profitable private industries such
as mining (around 40,000 workers) and fishing (around 60,000 work-
ers). However, nonprofit employment is modest when compared to
the microenterprises sector (around 4.5 million workers), which are as
a group the nation’s largest employers by far.

• Volunteer inputs. These data alone do not capture the full scope of
the nonprofit sector in Peru, however, as this sector also attracts a con-
siderable amount of volunteer effort. The 49,430 organizations covered
in this study also employed around 26,400 FTE volunteers. This raises
the total number of FTE employees in the sector to over 150,000, or
nearly 3 percent of total employment in the country (see Figure 23.1).

Furthermore, other information gathered by the Peruvian team that
is not directly comparable to the national-level data used above suggests
that the actual number of volunteers in Peru’s nonprofit sector is con-
siderably greater. For example, according to a giving and volunteering
survey conducted in 1998,5 an estimated 31 percent of the Peruvian
population reported contributing volunteer time to nonprofit organiza-
tions. If the total volunteer effort were projected on the basis of this sur-
vey, more than 165,000 FTE volunteer workers would be identified,
boosting total paid and volunteer employment in the nonprofit sector
to over 292,000, or 5.5 percent of total employment in the country.

2. On a par with other Latin American countries

The Peruvian nonprofit sector is thus comparable in size to that in other
Latin American countries, but smaller than that of most developed countries.

• Half the international average. As Figure 23.2 shows, the relative size
of the nonprofit sector varies greatly among countries, from a high of
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Table 23.1 The nonprofit sector in Peru, 1995

$1.2 billion in expenditures
— 2.0 percent of GDP

126,988 paid employees
— 2.4 percent of total nonagricultural employment
— 3.2 percent of total service employment
— 16.5 percent of public sector employment



12.6 percent of total nonagricultural employment in the Netherlands
to a low of less than 1 percent of total employment in Mexico. The
overall 22-country average, however, was 4.8 percent. This means that
Peru, at 2.4 percent, falls well below the global average.

• Comparable to the Latin American average. While it is lower than the
22-country average, nonprofit employment in Peru as a share of total
employment is comparable to or slightly above the Latin American av-
erage. Thus, as shown in Figure 23.3, FTE paid employment in non-
profit organizations in Peru, at 2.4 percent of total employment, is just
above the Latin American average of 2.2 percent.

• Position similar with volunteers. When volunteers are added (using
the more conservative estimate), nonprofit organizations account for
2.9 percent of total employment in Peru, similar to the Latin Ameri-
can regional average, but less than one-third the average for Western
Europe or other developed countries (see Figure 23.3).

3. A rich history of nonprofit activity

The nature and scope of the nonprofit sector in Peru is associated with
the country’s ancient historical traditions, as well as with social and eco-
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Figure 23.1 Nonprofits in Peru, with and without volunteers, 1995, as a 
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nomic transformations experienced during the last half of the 20th century.
This history includes:

• Andean reciprocity. The pre-Hispanic civilizations of the Andes re-
solved their problems of hunger and misery through a principle
known today as “Andean reciprocity,” creating an organizational
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Figure 23.2 Nonprofit share of total employment, by country, 1995
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system that was able to articulate the production and distribution of
goods among many inhabitants. This system was based on existing kin-
ship ties among the diverse communities (or ayllus) that formed soci-
ety and on the obligations that these groups had to turn over their ex-
cess production to the state to be redistributed among the neediest
populations.

• The Catholic Church and cultural sincretism. With the Spanish invasion
and conquest, the Catholic Church also arrived in the Andean region,
and its primary mission was to convert the indigenous population. The
collision between Western religion and existing civilizations produced a
cultural sincretism that dramatically transformed this history. Hence,
during the Viceroyalty of Peru, dozens of cofradias and hermandades (reli-
gious brotherhoods) appeared among all social strata, each under the
protection of a distinct patron saint. Furthermore, during the colonial
period the Catholic Church was in charge of the creation and adminis-
tration of hospitals, asylums, schools, and other charitable works.

• Mutual aid societies. Once independence from Spain was achieved in
the early 19th century, and after a period of enormous political turbu-
lence from 1860 onward, numerous mutual aid societies began to
emerge, promoted by artisans and workers whose main objective was
to take care of their members in cases of illness, accident, or death.

450 GLOBAL CIVIL SOCIETY: DIMENSIONS OF THE NONPROFIT SECTOR

Figure 23.3 Nonprofit share of employment in Peru and in four regions, 1995
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• Elite philanthropy. Throughout the 19th century and the first half of
the 20th, Peruvian upper classes developed philanthropic practices in-
spired by Christian charity and moral and philosophical considerations
towards the needy. The elite also managed and financed, through do-
nations and wills, the country’s Sociedades de Beneficencia (Beneficent So-
cieties), charitable organizations attending to the needs of the aged,
orphans, and the indigent. Today this philanthropic spirit appears to
be taken up, in a limited but increasing way, by new business elites
through various forms of “corporate social responsibility” and through
the formation of corporate foundations.

• Urbanization and migration. In the 1950s and 1960s, the accelerated
urbanization of Peru’s coastal cities and massive migration from the
countryside to urban areas, particularly to the capital city of Lima,
transferred to the cities the Andean highlands traditions of self-help
and collective labor, as well as the cultural manifestations and kinship
ties that are typical of the extended families of the countryside. All of
these helped them to form support networks for the newly arrived and
for those who decided to leave their places of origin to seek progress in
the city. Decades later, in the face of the mounting economic crisis of
the mid- and late 1980s, these networks would form the basis for new
neighborhood defense organizations, comedores populares (community
soup kitchens), and comités de vaso de leche (“Glass of Milk” committees).

• New social movements. During the last twenty years, Peru has experi-
enced a process of formation and multiplication of new nonprofit or-
ganizations, characterized by their emphasis on autonomy from the
state and by a more critical attitude towards traditional clientelist and
paternalistic practices of both public authorities and private elites.
These include dozens of New Left parties and movements, and hun-
dreds of new trade unions and popular organizations, formed in the
1970s and early 1980s. They also include diverse grassroots social orga-
nizations formed largely by poor women, urban and rural self-defense
committees (particularly those that formed to confront the threat of
the Shining Path terrorists), and numerous NGOs formed by middle
class professionals whose activities focus on the promotion of develop-
ment, popular education, the defense of human rights and women’s
rights, and the protection of the environment.

4. Education dominance

Similar to other Latin American countries, education clearly dominates
the nonprofit scene in Peru.
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• Nearly three-fourths of nonprofit employment in education. Of all the
types of nonprofit activity, the one that accounts for the largest share
of nonprofit paid employment in Peru is education, mostly primary
and secondary education. As shown in Figure 23.4, 74.5 percent of all
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Figure 23.4 Composition of the nonprofit sector, Peru, Latin America, and 22-
country average, 1995
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paid nonprofit employment in Peru is in the education field.6 Primary
and secondary education alone accounts for nearly 48 percent of non-
profit employees, reflecting the historical role of the Catholic Church
in these institutions. Furthermore, until 1995, national laws required
private educational establishments to take the nonprofit legal form.
The education share of nonprofit employment in Peru is well above
the Latin American average of 44.4 percent and greatly exceeds the
22-country average of 30.2 percent.

• Sizable share of employment in the development field. The next
largest field of nonprofit paid employment is development, which ac-
counts for 14.5 percent of total nonprofit sector employment, double
the Latin American average (7.0 percent) and more than twice the 22-
country average (5.8 percent).7 This field is heavily populated by the
so-called nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) that provide sup-
port and training to community-based development efforts.

• Much smaller shares of nonprofit employment in health and social
services. Compared to the overall 22-country average, health and so-
cial services absorb a miniscule share of paid nonprofit employment
in Peru. Thus, while these two fields absorb 37.9 percent of nonprofit
employment on average, they account for only 5.4 percent of non-
profit paid employment in Peru. In the case of health, this reflects, in
part, the dominance of public sector hospitals and other health care
facilities. For social services, the picture is altogether different, as
shown below.

• Important presence of social services when volunteers are included.
With volunteers added, the social services share of the official estimate
of nonprofit employment in Peru jumps from 1.2 percent to 17.7 per-
cent, as shown in Figure 23.5. The share rises slightly further to 18.3
percent with the “unofficial” projection of volunteer involvement.
This result is not surprising given that the nonprofit organizations in-
cluded in this field are community-based income support programs
promoted by the government, such as comedores populares (soup
kitchens) and comités de vaso de leche (“Glass of Milk” committees), that
rely almost entirely on volunteer labor.

• Volunteers also active in culture and recreation. Although paid em-
ployment in nonprofit culture and recreation organizations is a scant
4.0 percent of total nonprofit employment (and just 3.4 percent with
volunteers added), this may be a significant underestimation. Indeed,
as shown in Figure 23.5, if projections from the above-mentioned giv-
ing and volunteering survey were used, the culture and recreation field
would represent 15.7 percent of total paid and volunteer employment
in the Peruvian nonprofit sector, greater than the field of development
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and only slightly less than social services. This reflects the presence of
community-based sports clubs and cultural associations.

In summary, the structure of the nonprofit sector in Peru, as in other
parts of Latin America, reflects a clear dominance of education in the em-
ployment base. However, it also demonstrates considerable heterogeneity
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Figure 23.5 Share of nonprofit employment in Peru, with and without
volunteers, and with an “unofficial” estimate of volunteering, 1995
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in the range of organizations and activities involved and in the contribu-
tion of volunteer efforts. The prominence of education, for example, re-
flects the historical role of the Catholic Church in providing primary and
secondary education, especially to the nation’s upper and middle classes,
but in recent years there has also been a rapid increase in the number of
private schools serving poorer students. The overall importance of the de-
velopment field in these paid employment estimates, meanwhile, reflects
the significant role of NGOs, which largely employ middle class profession-
als, but which are dedicated to providing support and training programs in
low-income communities.

5. Most revenue from fees, not philanthropy or public sector

Like its Latin American counterparts, the Peruvian nonprofit sector re-
ceives the bulk of its revenue not from private philanthropy but from fees
and charges. In particular:

• Self-generated income dominant. The majority of income of nonprofit
organizations in Peru is self-generated, through fees and charges for
the services that these organizations provide, as well as membership
dues. As reflected in Figure 23.6, this source accounts for approxi-
mately two-thirds, or 67.8 percent, of all nonprofit revenue in Peru.

• Limited support from philanthropy or the public sector. In contrast,
both private philanthropy and the public sector (domestic and interna-
tional) provide much smaller shares of total revenues. Thus, as Figure
23.6 also shows, private philanthropy—from individuals, corporations,
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Figure 23.6 Sources of nonprofit revenue in Peru, 1995
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and foundations combined—accounts for 12.9 percent of nonprofit
income in Peru, while public sector cash payments account for 19.3
percent. 8

• Revenue structure with volunteers. This pattern of nonprofit revenue
does not change significantly when volunteers are factored into the
picture. One of the main reasons for this is that most of the volunteer
work involved in this sector is in community-based organizations, in
which the imputed value for this effort is the opportunity cost in the
labor market, which is very low. In fact, as shown in Figure 23.7, when
volunteer work is included, the private philanthropy share increases
only modestly from 12.9 percent to 14.0 percent, and public sector
support declines from 19.3 percent to 19.0 percent. Self-generated in-
come, however, is still the dominant revenue source.

• Revenue structure with in-kind contributions. A shift does occur, how-
ever, when in-kind contributions are taken into account. Interestingly,
it is the public sector share that shows a relatively dramatic increase,
from 19.3 percent without in-kind contributions to 26.7 percent with
them. Thus, while cash support from the public sector is modest, in-
kind contributions of food and other items, mainly to the previously
mentioned comedores populares and comités de vaso de leche, make a major
difference. Meanwhile, the private philanthropy share remains about
the same (12.7 percent), while the fee share declines to 60.6 percent.

• Similar to other Latin American countries. The pattern of nonprofit fi-
nance evident in Peru is quite similar to that elsewhere in Latin Amer-
ica. Thus, as shown in Figure 23.8, as in Peru, the nonprofit organiza-
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Figure 23.7 Sources of nonprofit revenue in Peru, with volunteers, 1995
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tions in the other Latin American countries included in this project
also derived the majority of their revenues from fees and charges. In
fact, the share of total nonprofit income coming from fees and
charges stood at 74.0 percent for all five Latin American countries,
well above the Peruvian figure of 67.8 percent. The public sector and
philanthropic shares of nonprofit revenue in Peru deviated slightly
from the regional average, with public sector (domestic and interna-
tional) support stronger in Peru than for the region as a whole (19.3
percent vs. 15.5 percent on average) and private giving slightly more
prevalent (12.9 percent vs. 10.4 percent).

• Deviation from the global average. While the revenue structure of the
Peruvian nonprofit sector generally mirrors that in other Latin Ameri-
can countries, it differs considerably from that evident elsewhere in
the world. Thus, as Figure 23.8 also shows, while fees and charges are
the dominant element in the financial base of the nonprofit sector
globally, its dominance is considerably less pronounced elsewhere
than it is in Peru (49.4 percent of total revenue compared to 67.8 per-
cent in Peru). By contrast, public sector payments generally comprise
a considerably larger share of nonprofit income in these other coun-
tries (40.1 percent vs. 19.3 percent in Peru).
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Figure 23.8 Sources of nonprofit cash revenue in Peru, Latin America, and 
22-country average, 1995
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• Important support from international sources. International aid is an
important source of the total cash revenues of nonprofit organizations
in Peru, representing around 20 percent. This is important to stress
because 13.1 percent of the total revenues comes from public interna-
tional support (multilateral and bilateral organizations). This means
that the domestic public sector is the source of only 6.2 percent of to-
tal cash revenue. Something similar occurs with private giving: inter-
national private giving (e.g., CARE) represents 7 percent of the total
cash revenues and domestic private giving only 5.9 percent. In other
words, the actual amount of domestic public sector and philanthropic
support for nonprofit organizations in Peru is relatively limited.

• Variations by subsector. Where reliable data on revenue by subsector
are available, they indicate the existence of three distinct patterns of
nonprofit finance in Peru, as shown in Figure 23.9:

Fee-dominant fields. Fee income is the dominant source of income in
three fields of nonprofit action for which data were collected: cultural
and sport associations, educational institutions, and social service
agencies. In the case of cultural and sport associations, membership
dues are the primary source of income. Educational institutions re-
ceive fees for the services they provide, while social service agencies,
especially the comedores populares and comités de vaso de leche, depend for
at least part of their livelihood on payments for the meals they serve.

Philanthropy-dominant field. Health-related nonprofit agencies receive
the majority (57.9 percent) of their resources from private philan-
thropy.9 Still, public sector payments also constitute a significant por-
tion (37.4 percent) of their income.

International aid-dominant fields. International aid (public and private)
is the dominant source of income in three fields of nonprofit activity
included in these estimates: environment, development and housing,
and civic and advocacy. This is not surprising because the predomi-
nant organizations in these fields are NGOs, which rely heavily on in-
ternational assistance to operate.

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

In a society marked by extreme and persistent poverty, social injustice,
and a historically weak and authoritarian state, ordinary Peruvians have
long organized in diverse ways to try to meet their own basic material and
spiritual needs. Based on longstanding traditions of solidarity and mutual
self-help, Peru today boasts a broad array of private, nonprofit organiza-
tions whose relative economic and social impact approach that of more
“developed” countries in the Latin American region and beyond.
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At the same time, the Peruvian nonprofit sector remains extremely het-
erogeneous and relatively fragmented, a fact that poses challenges for its
consolidation and future impact. To overcome this situation, a number of
steps are needed:

• Increasing awareness of this sector. The “third sector” in Peru is still
an elusive concept that has not gained sufficient recognition in acade-
mic or policy circles or among public opinion more generally. Greater
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Figure 23.9 Sources of nonprofit cash revenue in Peru, by field, 1995
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efforts thus are needed to bridge the divide that exists between the
various components of the nonprofit sector and foster a common un-
derstanding of a sector sharing similar interests and needs. The emer-
gence of the concept of civil society has been useful in this regard, but
more research, dialogue, and interaction will be required.

• Capacity building and empowerment. One way to foster a sense of a
distinctive nonprofit sector in Peru is to invest in the capacity of this
sector through improved training of nonprofit leaders and strength-
ening of organizations.

• Strengthening state-society relations. As the data and historical analy-
sis presented here show, the state has not been a firm supporter of the
development of a nonprofit sector in Peru, although it has not been
the main obstacle either. In fact, the relationship between the state
and diverse forms of nonprofit organization has been complex and
varied, ranging from open hostility to forms of populist co-optation, to
more recent forms of collaboration in public policy formation and
implementation.

In the current context, it is important to promote increased public-
private partnership, but this must be based on a reasonable degree of
autonomy for the nonprofit partners, as well as greater delegation of
power and responsibility. It is not sufficient for nonprofits to be simply
implementers or “transmission belts” for public policies or programs,
but rather they should be involved in the definition of the policy agenda
per se (through mechanisms of consultation and participation), the de-
sign and definition of program methodologies, and the evaluation of
programs and projects.

Furthermore, it is important to establish a more coherent legal and
tax framework for nonprofits in Peru, one that rewards private initia-
tive in philanthropy and social organization. For example, the current
tax framework provides few incentives for the creation of nonprofit or-
ganizations, and inhibits the mobilization of greater private resources
for development and for the establishment of lasting philanthropic in-
stitutions.

• Promoting greater philanthropy and volunteerism. The building of a
more secure domestic fiscal base for nonprofits is critical to their fu-
ture development in Peru, particularly for those human rights, advo-
cacy, development, and environmental organizations that have played
an important part in the development of a new type of nonprofit pres-
ence in Peruvian society. The dependence of many NGOs on foreign
sources of income leaves them vulnerable to policy changes made out-
side Peru, while the dependence of grassroots community groups on
the fees and volunteer labor of the very poor leaves them with a chron-
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ically limited financial base. In effect, it is important to encourage
greater private giving in Peru, both individual and institutional, as well
as to promote greater voluntary activity and active organizational
membership among the middle classes and professional groups.

Important changes are under way in Peruvian society at the present time
as memories of the political violence and economic crisis of the 1980s have
subsided and greater economic stability has taken root. Among the more
hopeful developments in this country today is precisely the emergence of a
definable nonprofit sector, a set of institutions outside the market and the
state through which citizens can join together to pursue a wide variety of
social, political, and economic objectives.

ENDNOTES

1. The work in Peru was coordinated by Felipe Portocarrero and Cynthia Sanborn who
served as local associates. They were assisted by Hanny Cueva, Armando Millán, and Gastón
Yalonetzky. The team was aided, in turn, by a local advisory committee (see Appendix D for a
list of committee members). The Johns Hopkins project was directed by Lester M. Salamon
and Helmut K. Anheier and the Latin American portion of the work overseen by Regina List.

2. The Peruvian team was able to secure additional information about two fields of activity
(grant-making foundations and professional and trade associations/unions) only after the
comparative dataset used in this volume was tallied. Where possible, this new information will
be provided in endnotes.

3. The inclusion of grant-making foundations and professional associations would add ap-
proximately $82 million in expenditures and bring the nonprofit sector’s expenditures to the
equivalent of 2.2 percent of GDP.

4. Grant-making foundations and professional associations would add another 6,500 FTE
jobs, and increase the sector’s share of total nonagricultural employment to 2.5 percent.

5. Centro de Investigación de la Universidad del Pacífico, Encuesta sobre donaciones y trabajo
voluntario en el Perú [Survey on giving and volunteering in Peru], Lima: 1998. This exercise in pro-
jection is limited by two factors: that the survey was conducted among adults in only four ma-
jor cities and that it is based on self-reporting of hours contributed.

6. When paid employment in foundations and professional associations is included, educa-
tion is only slightly less dominant (70.8 percent).

7. The development field’s share is 13.8 percent if paid employment in foundations and
professional associations are included. This figure is still significantly higher than the Latin
American and 22-country averages.

8. With the new revenue data on professional associations and foundations, the revenue
mix changes little. Given the membership-based character of professional associations, it
should not be surprising that the fees and charges share is slightly higher at 69.8 percent, the
private giving share is 12.2 percent, and the public sector share is 18.1 percent.

9. A recent health finance study confirms that private giving is the largest source of income
for health-related organizations; however, there is no indication of what portion is domestic
and what portion is international.
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OVERVIEW

The Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project sought to de-
velop a common base of data about a similar set of “nonprofit” or “volun-
tary” institutions in a disparate set of countries. This required that we re-
solve five critical methodological and conceptual challenges:

• first, to select a set of countries that differed enough along key dimen-
sions to allow us to test some of the major theories in this field;

• second, to define more precisely and more concretely what we meant
by “nonprofit” or “voluntary” organizations to be sure that we were ex-
amining the same phenomenon in all of the countries;

• third, to develop a classification scheme that could differentiate the
various types of entities that share the resulting common features;

• fourth, to identify the most meaningful, but still feasible, aspects of
these organizations to focus on for data-gathering purposes; and

• fifth, to devise a way to collect reliable data on these aspects in a cost-
efficient fashion.

This Appendix discusses how we went about these five tasks. Appendix C
provides more detail on the actual sources of data used in the various
countries.

1. Country selection

Central to this project has been the desire to collect a comparable body
of data about the nonprofit sector in a broad cross-section of countries. This
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required that we give careful attention to the selection of target countries.
Of particular concern was to make sure that we included countries that dif-
fered from each other along dimensions that prior theories suggested
might translate into different patterns of nonprofit activity. Only in this way
would it be possible to subject these theories to serious empirical testing.

More specifically, prior theory led us to choose countries that differed
along the following dimensions:

• their level of economic development;
• their level of government social welfare spending;
• the legal framework they provide for nonprofit action;
• their religious and broader socio-cultural diversity; and
• their social and economic histories.

Also relevant to the selection process was our ability to identify financial
support to carry out the work in the given country since only limited cen-
tral funding was available.

Ultimately, we targeted 28 countries for this phase of the work and were
able to generate resources and carry out the needed data-gathering in 22
of them (plus preliminary efforts in a twenty-third country, Poland). Fortu-
nately, these countries offer a considerable range of variation on all five of
these dimensions. They represent five of the seven continents, many of the
world’s major religious traditions, widely disparate patterns of social wel-
fare provision, and divergent levels of overall economic and social develop-
ment. At the same time, several countries began the data-gathering process
much later than these others, and a number of key areas and regions ulti-
mately could not be included. A Phase IIB of the project, focusing on
Africa, the Arab Middle East, and South Asia, is now under way to fill in
these gaps in coverage.

2. Defining the nonprofit sector: Project coverage

In order to ensure that this project focused on a similar range of entities
in all project countries, significant effort went into the development of a
common “working definition” of the “nonprofit” sector that could be used
in all project sites. This was done by first asking the team of local associates
we assembled to collaborate with us on the project to describe the range of
organizations and similar entities commonly regarded as nonprofit organi-
zations or part of the “third sector” in their respective countries, and then
comparing these descriptions across countries to identify the common ele-
ments. A similar process was then repeated when additional countries were
added to the project, and adjustments were made to accommodate types of
organizations not encountered previously.
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Out of this process emerged five key structural and operational charac-
teristics that seemed to define the range of entities most commonly associ-
ated with the nonprofit or voluntary sector in countries throughout the
world. This “structural-operational” definition then became the working
definition of the nonprofit sector for purposes of our project. To be cov-
ered by the project under this definition, therefore, an entity had to be:

• Organized, i.e., institutionalized to some extent. What is important is
not that the organization be registered or legally recognized, but that
it have some institutional reality. This can be signified by some degree
of internal organizational structure; relative persistence of goals, struc-
ture, and activities; meaningful organizational boundaries; as well as a
legal charter of incorporation. Both formal and informal organiza-
tions are covered by this definition. Excluded are purely ad hoc and
temporary gatherings of people with no real structure or organiza-
tional identity.

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

• 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 mis-
sion of the agency, not distributed to the organizations’ owners, mem-
bers, founders, or governing board. The fundamental question is: how
does the organization handle profits? If they are reinvested or other-
wise applied to the stated purpose of the organization, the organiza-
tion would qualify as a nonprofit institution.

• Self-governing, i.e., equipped to control their own activities. Some or-
ganizations 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 institu-
tions even though they are structurally separate. To meet this crite-
rion, organizations must control their activities to a significant extent,
have their own internal governance procedures, and enjoy a meaning-
ful degree of autonomy.

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

As reflected in the classification discussion below, this definition embraces
a rather broad set of institutions. Included are trade and professional associ-
ations, traditional charitable organizations, organizations involved in reli-
gious worship, so-called nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) engaged
in development work, grassroots development organizations, higher educa-
tion institutions, hospitals, and organized social movements, among others.
At the same time, both practical considerations and definitional issues com-
plicated the treatment of some types of organizations. Two broad classes of
these deserve special mention here:

• Religious worship organizations. Churches, synagogues, mosques, and
other religious worship organizations are included within the project’s
definition, and data were sought on them. However, such data could
not be collected for all project countries. Accordingly, the religious
data are reported separately here. Religiously-affiliated service organi-
zations (e.g., schools, hospitals, day care centers, clinics) were covered
everywhere. Such organizations are included in the appropriate service
field in which they primarily operate (e.g., education, health, etc.)
rather than in “Religion,” however, as noted in “Fields of Activity”
below.

• Cooperatives, mutuals, and self-help groups. Certain types of organiza-
tions occupy a “gray area” so far as the project 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 sim-
ilar organizations for which the profit motive is secondary and the pri-
mary intent is to offer services that benefit the broader local commu-
nity could be included.

For further information about the structural-operational definition and
how it applies in various country settings, see Salamon, Lester M. and Hel-
mut K. Anheier, eds., Defining the nonprofit sector: A cross-national analysis.
Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1997; and the collection of “defi-
nition working papers” published as part of the Johns Hopkins Compara-
tive Nonprofit Sector Project Working Paper Series, available through the
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Johns Hopkins Institute for Policy Studies at the address indicated on the
back of this volume’s title page.

3. Fields of activity: The classification system

Once the definition of the nonprofit sector was set, a similar effort was
undertaken to construct a classification system that could be used to differ-
entiate the various types of organizations covered by this definition. Be-
cause we hoped eventually to have the data developed by this project inte-
grated into the regular national income accounting carried out by
economic statistics agencies throughout the world, we decided to model
our classification system on the one used in regular national income ac-
counting, namely the International Standard Industrial Classification
(ISIC) system. This classification scheme differentiates various entities in
terms of their principal “economic activity” or field of work (e.g., health,
education, social services). Thus, for example, a nonprofit organization
that mainly provides health services, but also conducts research as a sec-
ondary 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 or-
ganization-by-organization basis, such determination often had to be made
for entire classes of organizations.

Because the level of differentiation of entities in the fields where non-
profit organizations are active seemed rather limited in the existing ISIC
system, however, we drew on the experience of the project countries as re-
ported by our local associates to amplify the ISIC structure somewhat. The
result was the development of an International Classification of Nonprofit
Organizations (ICNPO) that was tested against the experience of the vari-
ous project countries. This typology, too, was reviewed when new countries
entered the project, and adaptations were made where necessary.

As outlined in Table A.1 below, the resulting classification scheme
breaks the nonprofit sector down into twelve “major groups” ranging from
arts and culture to “not elsewhere classified.” Each “major group” is then
further divided into subgroups. Altogether, 27 subgroups are identified.
Generally speaking, data limitations made it impossible to differentiate or-
ganizations at the subgroup level but more confidence can be placed in
the data at the level of the major groups.

A more detailed outline of the types of entities included within each
ICNPO major group and subgroup is provided at the end of this appendix.
For further clarification, please see Salamon, Lester M. and Helmut K.
Anheier, “The International Classification of Nonprofit Organizations:
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Table A.1 International Classification of Nonprofit Organizations (ICNPO):
Major Groups and Subgroups

GROUP 1: CULTURE AND
RECREATION

1 100 Culture and Arts
1 200 Sports
1 300 Other Recreation and

Social Clubs

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
Organizations

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]

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; and Salamon, Lester M., and Helmut K. Anheier, “In
Search of the Nonprofit Sector II: The Question of Classification,” in Sala-
mon, Lester M. and Helmut K. Anheier, eds., Defining the nonprofit sector: A
cross-national analysis. Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1997.



4. Key variables

A major objective of this project, and the one that is the principal focus
of this book, was to document the scale of the nonprofit sector in the coun-
tries covered and the revenue sources used to support it. For these pur-
poses, we focused on four key variables. The significance of these variables
and the various terms we use to discuss them are described below.

• Expenditures. In this book, the term “expenditures” is used as a short-
hand for “operating expenditures,” i.e., the costs incurred in the gen-
eral operations of an organization. These include salaries, fringe bene-
fits, and other personnel costs; purchases of non-capital goods, supplies,
and services; and any fees and charges paid. However, “operating ex-
penditures” 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.

• Employment. Because of cross-national differences in wage rates and
other costs, employment seemed a better basis for comparing the scale
of the nonprofit sector across countries than expenditures. To facili-
tate cross-national comparisons, however, it was necessary to translate
the number of employees working for nonprofit organizations into
“full-time equivalent (FTE) employees” because many nonprofit em-
ployees work part-time. This was done by using national standards of
full-time equivalent work. Throughout the text, “employment,” “em-
ployees,” and “jobs” refer to “full-time equivalent” (FTE) paid employ-
ment or jobs. Where specifically noted, moreover, full-time equivalent
volunteer employment is also included. Nonprofit employment is gen-
erally computed as a share of total nonagricultural employment,
though when volunteers are included they are added to the denomina-
tor as well.

• Volunteers. In addition to the number of paid workers, we also at-
tempted to gather data on the number of volunteers working for non-
profit organizations in our target countries. These data were generally
compiled through population surveys. As with employment data, volun-
teer inputs were converted into full-time equivalent jobs and calculated
as a share of total nonagricultural FTE paid and volunteer labor. We
also calculated the imputed value of this volunteer labor for use mainly
in our revenue estimates. This was done by multiplying the number of
FTE volunteers by the average wage in the particular industry.

• Revenues. In addition to measuring the expenditures and employment
of nonprofit organizations, we also attempted to estimate the sources
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of the revenues supporting these expenditures and levels of activity.
For this purpose, we treated revenues as inflows of spendable resources
received by the organization during the year. We further distinguished
cash revenues from in-kind revenues, which include the imputed value
of volunteer labor, and sought data on both. Unless otherwise noted in
the text, revenue data typically refer to cash revenues. More specifi-
cally, we differentiated three main sources of such revenue:

Fees and 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 re-
lated to the organization’s mission.

Public sector payments, which refer to revenues coming from all branches
of government (administrative, judicial, and legislative) as well as quasi-
governmental entities such as social insurance funds at all levels (na-
tional, departmental, municipal, etc.). In essence, we use “public sec-
tor” 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 organiza-
tion’s general mission or activities; and third party payments, i.e., indi-
rect government payments for reimbursement to another organization
for services rendered to individuals.

Philanthropy, or private giving, which includes revenues received from
at least four types of sources: (a) individual contributions; (b) private
foundation grants; (c) corporate donations, including those from cor-
porate foundations; and (d) contributions channeled through feder-
ated giving funds or programs.

5. Data collection and assembly strategy

A central premise of this project has been that far more data exist on
some of these key dimensions of the nonprofit sector in each country than
is widely recognized. Such data are often collected as part of the process of
national income accounting, which is used to build up estimates of overall
national income and product and its distribution among different indus-
tries. However, these sources often group data on nonprofit organizations
together with data on other types of organizations, or provide information
in a form that is hard to translate into the variables of interest without fur-
ther work, all of which make it difficult to gather the information that is
needed directly on the nonprofit sector.

The first step in each country therefore has been to conduct an inventory
of existing statistical data sources that contain information on the nonprofit
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sector or its parts. The next step, and a central task of the project, has been
to devise ways to take advantage of these existing data sources and use them
to develop reasonable estimates of the various dimensions of the nonprofit
sector of interest to us. This often required “building up” from data ele-
ments that were available to the ones that we ideally wanted. On occasion,
when no existing data source provided sufficient information on a particu-
lar activity group or variable of interest, the research teams have conducted
targeted surveys using, for the most part, common survey instruments devel-
oped by the project. Ultimately, the data assembly strategies have differed
from country to country depending on the nature of the specific data
sources. These strategies and sources are briefly outlined in the individual
country chapters above and Appendix C below. Finally, once the data were
assembled, each country team entered them into a dedicated computer-
based data entry program and, subsequently, submitted the completed data
tables to the Johns Hopkins core team for cross-checking and comparison.

ATTACHMENT TO APPENDIX A

INTERNATIONAL CLASSIFICATION OF 
NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS

Detailed Table

Group 1: Culture and Recreation

1 100 Culture and Arts

Media and communications. Production and dissemination of information and communication; includes
radio and TV stations; publishing of books, journals, newspapers, and newsletters; film production; and
libraries.

Visual arts, architecture, ceramic art. Production, dissemination, and display of visual arts and architecture; in-
cludes sculpture, photographic societies, painting, drawing, design centers, and architectural associations.

Performing arts. Performing arts centers, companies, and associations; includes theater, dance, ballet,
opera, orchestras, chorals, and music ensembles.

Historical, literary, and humanistic societies. Promotion and appreciation of the humanities, preservation of
historical and cultural artifacts, and commemoration of historical events; includes historical societies,
poetry and literary societies, language associations, reading promotion, war memorials, and commemo-
rative funds and associations.

Museums. General and specialized museums covering art, history, sciences, technology, and culture.

Zoos and aquariums.

1 200 Sports

Provision of amateur sport, training, physical fitness, and sport competition services and events; in-
cludes fitness and wellness centers.
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1 300 Other Recreation and Social Clubs

Recreation and social clubs. Provision of recreational facilities and services to individuals and communi-
ties; includes playground associations, country clubs, men’s and women’s clubs, touring clubs, and
leisure clubs.

Service clubs. Membership organizations providing services to members and local communities, for ex-
ample: Lions, Zonta International, Rotary Club, and Kiwanis.

Group 2: Education and Research

2 100 Primary and Secondary Education

Elementary, primary, and secondary education. Education at elementary, primary, and secondary levels; in-
cludes pre-school organizations other than day care.

2 200 Higher Education

Higher education. Higher learning, providing academic degrees; includes universities, business manage-
ment schools, law schools, medical schools.

2 300 Other Education

Vocational/technical schools. Technical and vocational training specifically geared towards gaining em-
ployment; includes trade schools, paralegal training, secretarial schools.

Adult/continuing education. Institutions engaged in providing education and training in addition to the
formal educational system; includes schools of continuing studies, correspondence schools, night
schools, and sponsored literacy and reading programs.

2 400 Research

Medical research. Research in the medical field; includes research on specific diseases, disorders, or med-
ical disciplines.

Science and technology. Research in the physical and life sciences, and engineering and technology.

Social sciences, policy studies. Research and analysis in the social sciences and policy area.

Group 3: Health

3 100 Hospitals and Rehabilitation

Hospitals. Primarily inpatient medical care and treatment.

Rehabilitation. Inpatient health care and rehabilitative therapy to individuals suffering from physical im-
pairments due to injury, genetic defect, or disease and requiring extensive physiotherapy or similar
forms of care.

3 200 Nursing Homes

Nursing homes. Inpatient convalescent care, residential care, as well as primary health care services; in-
cludes homes for the frail elderly and nursing homes for the severely handicapped.

3 300 Mental Health and Crisis Intervention

Psychiatric hospitals. Inpatient care and treatment for the mentally ill.

Mental health treatment. Outpatient treatment for mentally ill patients; includes community mental
health centers, and halfway homes.

Crisis intervention. Outpatient services and counsel in acute mental health situations; includes suicide
prevention and support to victims of assault and abuse.

3 400 Other Health Services

Public health and wellness education. Public health promotion and health education; includes sanitation
screening for potential health hazards, first aid training and services, and family planning services.
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Health treatment, primarily outpatient. Organizations that provide primarily outpatient health services—
e.g., health clinics and vaccination centers.

Rehabilitative medical services. Outpatient therapeutic care; includes nature cure centers, yoga clinics, and
physical therapy centers.

Emergency medical services. Services to persons in need of immediate care; includes ambulatory services
and paramedical emergency care, shock/trauma programs, lifeline programs, and ambulance services.

Group 4: Social Services

4 100 Social Services

Child welfare, child services, and day care. Services to children, adoption services, child development cen-
ters, foster care; includes infant care centers and nurseries.

Youth services and youth welfare. Services to youth; includes delinquency prevention services, teen preg-
nancy prevention, drop-out prevention, youth centers and clubs, and job programs for youth; includes
YMCA, YWCA, Boy Scouts, Girl Scouts, and Big Brothers/Big Sisters.

Family services. Services to families; includes family life/parent education, single parent agencies and ser-
vices, and family violence shelters and services.

Services for the handicapped. Services for the handicapped; includes homes, other than nursing homes,
transport facilities, recreation, and other specialized services.

Services for the elderly. Organizations providing geriatric care; includes in-home services, homemaker ser-
vices, transport facilities, recreation, meal programs, and other services geared towards senior citizens.
(Does not include residential nursing homes.)

Self-help and other personal social services. Programs and services for self-help and personal development;
includes support groups, personal counseling, and credit counseling/money management services.

4 200 Emergency and Relief

Disaster/emergency prevention and control. Organizations that work to prevent, predict, control, and allevi-
ate the effects of disasters, to educate or otherwise prepare individuals to cope with the effects of disas-
ters, or to provide relief to disaster victims; includes volunteer fire departments, life boat services, etc.

Temporary shelters. Organizations providing temporary shelters to the homeless; includes travelers aid
and temporary housing.

Refugee assistance. Organizations providing food, clothing, shelter, and services to refugees and immigrants.

4 300 Income Support and Maintenance

Income support and maintenance. Organizations providing cash assistance and other forms of direct ser-
vices to persons unable to maintain a livelihood.

Material assistance. Organizations providing food, clothing, transport, and other forms of assistance; in-
cludes food banks and clothing distribution centers.

Group 5: Environment

5 100 Environment

Pollution abatement and control. Organizations that promote clean air, clean water, reducing and prevent-
ing noise pollution, radiation control, treatment of hazardous wastes and toxic substances, solid waste
management, and recycling programs.

Natural resources conservation and protection. Conservation and preservation of natural resources, includ-
ing land, water, energy, and plant resources for the general use and enjoyment of the public.

Environmental beautification and open spaces. Botanical gardens, arboreta, horticultural programs and
landscape services; organizations promoting anti-litter campaigns; programs to preserve the parks,
green spaces, and open spaces in urban or rural areas; and city and highway beautification programs.
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5 200 Animal Protection

Animal protection and welfare. Animal protection and welfare services; includes animal shelters and hu-
mane societies.

Wildlife preservation and protection. Wildlife preservation and protection; includes sanctuaries and refuges.

Veterinary services. Animal hospitals and services providing care to farm and household animals and pets.

Group 6: Development and Housing

6 100 Economic, Social, and Community Development

Community and neighborhood organizations. Organizations working towards improving the quality of life
within communities or neighborhoods, e.g., squatters’ associations, local development organizations,
poor people’s cooperatives.

Economic development. Programs and services to improve economic infrastructure and capacity; includes
building of infrastructure like roads; and financial services such as credit and savings associations, en-
trepreneurial programs, technical and managerial consulting, and rural development assistance.

Social development. Organizations working towards improving the institutional infrastructure and capac-
ity to alleviate social problems and to improve general public well being.

6 200 Housing

Housing associations. Development, construction, management, leasing, financing, and rehabilitation of
housing.

Housing assistance. Organizations providing housing search, legal services, and related assistance.

6 300 Employment and Training

Job training programs. Organizations providing and supporting apprenticeship programs, internships,
on-the-job training, and other training programs.

Vocational counseling and guidance. Vocational training and guidance, career counseling, testing, and re-
lated services.

Vocational rehabilitation and sheltered workshops. Organizations that promote self-sufficiency and income
generation through job training and employment.

Group 7: Law, Advocacy, and Politics

7 100 Civic and Advocacy Organizations

Advocacy organizations. Organizations that protect the rights and promote the interests of specific groups
of people, e.g., the physically handicapped, the elderly, children, and women.

Civil rights associations. Organizations that work to protect or preserve individual civil liberties and hu-
man rights.

Ethnic associations. Organizations that promote the interests of, or provide services to, members belong-
ing to a specific ethnic heritage.

Civic associations. Programs and services to encourage and spread civic mindedness.

7 200 Law and Legal Services

Legal services. Legal services, advice, and assistance in dispute resolution and court-related matters.

Crime prevention and public policy. Crime prevention to promote safety and precautionary measures
among citizens.

Rehabilitation of offenders. Programs and services to reintegrate offenders; includes halfway houses, pro-
bation and parole programs, prison alternatives.
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Victim support. Services, counsel, and advice to victims of crime.

Consumer protection associations. Protection of consumer rights, and the improvement of product control
and quality.

7 300 Political Organizations

Political parties and organizations. Activities and services to support the placing of particular candidates
into political office; includes dissemination of information, public relations, and political fundraising.

Group 8: Philanthropic Intermediaries and Voluntarism Promotion

8 100 Philanthropic Intermediaries and Voluntarism Promotion

Grant-making foundations. Private foundations; including corporate foundations, community founda-
tions, and independent public-law foundations.

Volunteerism promotion and support. Organizations that recruit, train, and place volunteers and promote
volunteering.

Fund-raising organizations. Federated, collective fundraising organizations; includes lotteries.

Group 9: International

9 100 International Activities

Exchange/friendship/cultural programs. Programs and services designed to encourage mutual respect and
friendship internationally.

Development assistance associations. Programs and projects that promote social and economic develop-
ment abroad.

International disaster and relief organizations. Organizations that collect, channel, and provide aid to other
countries during times of disaster or emergency.

International human rights and peace organizations. Organizations which promote and monitor human
rights and peace internationally.

Group 10: Religion

10 100 Religious Congregations and Associations

Congregations. Churches, synagogues, temples, mosques, shrines, monasteries, seminaries, and similar
organizations promoting religious beliefs and administering religious services and rituals.

Associations of congregations. Associations and auxiliaries of religious congregations and organizations
supporting and promoting religious beliefs, services and rituals.

Group 11: Business and Professional Associations, and Unions

11 100 Business and Professional Associations, and Unions

Business associations. Organizations that work to promote, regulate, and safeguard the interests of special
branches of business, e.g., manufacturers’ association, farmers’ association, bankers’ association.

Professional associations. Organizations promoting, regulating, and protecting professional interests, e.g.,
bar association, medical association.

Labor unions. Organizations that promote, protect, and regulate the rights and interests of employees.

Group 12: [Not Elsewhere Classified]

12 100 N.E.C.
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APPENDIX B

Comparative 
Data Tables

Table B.1 Nonprofit sector FTE employment excluding religious worship, by
country and field of activity, 1995

Table B.2 Nonprofit sector FTE employment with volunteers, excluding
religious worship, by country and field of activity, 1995

Table B.3 Nonprofit revenues (with and without volunteer input), excluding
religious worship, by country and revenue source, 1995

Table B.4 Nonprofit sector FTE employment with religious worship, by country
and field of activity, 1995

Table B.5 Nonprofit sector FTE employment with volunteers and religious
worship, by country and field of activity, 1995

Table B.6 Nonprofit revenues (with and without volunteer input), including
religious worship, by country and revenue source, 1995

Table B.7 Monetary conversion rates, 1995
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Table B.7 Monetary conversion rates, 1995



OVERVIEW

Noted below are summaries of the major data sources cited by the pro-
ject teams in developing the basic empirical data reported here. More de-
tailed information on these sources can be secured directly from the local
associate in each site, identified in the notes to each chapter. Contact in-
formation can be obtained from the Johns Hopkins Comparative Non-
profit Sector Project (CNP). Access to these data varies considerably by site
and data source.

WESTERN EUROPE

Belgium

Most of the Belgian data reported in this volume have been extrapolated
from a detailed pilot study covering two well-defined geographical areas:
the territory of the town of Liège, representative of the nonprofit sector in
Wallonia, and the town of Hasselt, representative of the nonprofit sector in
Flanders. As far as the nonprofit sector in the Brussels region is concerned,
no specific study was carried out; rather, it was estimated through a combi-
nation of weighted means from the Wallonia and Flanders results.

Before initiating the main survey, the Belgian team precisely defined the
population to be studied. The National Register of Legal Entities, edited
by the Home Office and constituted on the basis of the statutes and other
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essential acts required of Associations Without Profit Purpose (AWPPs),
enabled the team to determine the exact number of associations maintain-
ing a legal personality and to identify those established in Liège and Has-
selt. Within AWPP populations in Liège (3,074 entities) and Hasselt (993
entities), two random samples were formed (702 in Liège and 684 in Has-
selt). However, hospitals and nonprofit private schools were excluded from
the survey because these two groups, highly structured and closely moni-
tored by the corresponding and competent Ministries, are the objects of
regular statistical analyses.

From within the samples, the AWPPs in operation then were differenti-
ated from the inactive AWPPs. Only the former were the focus of a face-to-
face survey conducted over the course of 1996. Among the active associa-
tions, those employing paid staff and those that depended entirely on
volunteer staff were identified. The results obtained from the Liège and Has-
selt associations were then extrapolated to a regional level by using a simple
rule of three based on the number of associations in each region. [For the
Brussels region the same extrapolations were constructed from the Liège
and Hasselt realities on the basis of linguistic distribution (20 percent Dutch
speakers and 80 percent French speakers).] Finally, to obtain national level
estimates, the regional results were added together and complemented with
data relative to the two activity groups not covered by the survey.

Finland

Because the classification system used in official Finnish statistics is in-
consistent with the Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project’s International
Classification of Nonprofit Organizations (ICNPO) system, it was impossi-
ble to rely solely on official data for this study. For this reason, the Finnish
project team relied primarily on survey data, pulling information from offi-
cial statistics only to the extent that it was available.

The nonprofit organization database for Finland is composed of three
separate sources: a questionnaire survey distributed to local level associa-
tions, a survey distributed to national associations, and a sample of private
foundations. By far the most comprehensive data were gathered from the
questionnaire survey sent to local associations. Approximately 8,700 associ-
ations, nearly thirteen per cent of all registered associations, received the
questionnaire. Almost half of them (47 percent) returned it. Another sur-
vey based on a sample (of every fifteen units) consisting of confederations,
unions, and district-level associations constituted the second data source.
The sample covered 310 items, and 160 associations answered the ques-
tionnaire. Both surveys were completed in 1997 and were based on the
data from 1996. The questionnaires mapped membership, organizational
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structure, revenues, operating and capital expenditures, employment, and
volunteering. The data on foundations were collected from the Register of
Foundations. Every tenth one of 1,800 actually operating foundations was
included in the analysis.

France

In essence, the same methodology was used in France in this second
phase of the project as was used in the 1990 study (Phase I). The main data
source was the registry of public and private entities known as SIRENE (Sys-
teme de repertoire des enterprises et des etablissments), from which the French
team was able to disaggregate most nonprofit organizations in France. The
SIRENE file provided data on employment, expenditures, and industrial
classification codes that were matched with the ICNPO.

Revenue data came from several sources. For education, health, and in-
ternational activities, satellite accounts, social security statistics, and the
Ministry of Cooperation data were used. For other fields, the French team
used a survey of nonprofit organizations at the municipal level, conducted
by Vivianne Tchernonong. The data on individual giving and volunteering
came from a population survey conducted by E. Archambault and J.
Boumendil (Paris: ISL, Fondation de France, Laboratoire d’Economie So-
ciale, 1997). The giving and volunteering data are for 1996.

Germany

The use of existing data sources for project purposes in Germany proved
somewhat problematic, since the basic data sources useful for an analysis of
the nonprofit sector remain somewhat limited. While official statistics in-
clude a category labeled “organizations without profit motive” (Organisatio-
nen ohne Erwerbscharakter), this category is frequently subsumed under ei-
ther the public sector or private households categories. So far, the official
statistics have proved to be ineffective in representing the nonprofit sector
in the context of overall economic accounts. Moreover, in the context of
the harmonization of official statistics in the European Union, it seems
likely that the already limited data sources will be further curtailed in the
future.

Given this complex situation, the German project team faced the task of
assembling a basic data set from a variety of different sources in partial, but
useful, cooperation with the Federal Statistical Office. These included data
from the national accounts and special surveys provided by official statistics,
the Federal Labor Office, as well as a number of other surveys, directories,
and member information provided by nonprofit or industry umbrella
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groups or professional associations. Remaining data gaps were filled with ad-
ditional surveys organized and conducted by the project team, including an
organizational survey and a population survey on giving and volunteering.

Ireland

There is no nationally-available complete or representative database of
nonprofit organizations in Ireland. In general, data on nonprofit organiza-
tions are neither collected nor reported, and although component data
can be tracked through the national accounting system, other methods of
data collection had to be employed in order to start building up a compos-
ite map of the nonprofit sector in Ireland. The Labor Force Survey (which
is a sample survey) and the Population Census collect and report on a cate-
gory entitled, respectively, “Welfare and Charitable Services” or “Social
Work and Related Activities,” which are both categories for nonprofit orga-
nizations included in most of the ICNPO groups. The Irish team decided
to investigate this further with the aid of the Central Statistics Office
(CSO). Meanwhile, data on education, health, and the activity of nonprofit
organizations in those categories are also available from the CSO, although
these may not be available publicly.

To derive operating expenditures, annual reports were used, as were in-
formed opinions from practitioners within the Irish nonprofit sector.
These provided “guesstimates” that could be applied, as appropriate, to
each ICNPO group. Volunteering figures were taken from a 1994 survey
on volunteering conducted among a random sample of the population
(Ruddle, H. & Mulvihill, R., Reaching Out: Charitable Giving and Volunteering
in the Republic of Ireland, Dublin: Policy Research Centre, 1995). The survey
data were re-analyzed in order to fit them into the appropriate ICNPO
group. Average hourly wages were calculated from CSO data for many
ICNPO groups.

To assess the revenue of the nonprofit sector in Ireland, a “top-down”
approach was adopted. The National Accounts for 1995 were used for gov-
ernment grants, statutory transfers, and third party payments. Details of
European Union funding were obtained from the annual reports of gov-
ernment departments. Third party payments were cross checked against
the annual reports of statutory bodies which support the nonprofit sector
such as FAS (the state training agency), Combat Poverty Agency, and the
National Social Service Board and also through individual inquiries with
these offices for further details.

Very little information is available to date on the amount of funding
given by businesses to nonprofit organizations. A survey of the top 1,000
companies in Ireland is still underway at the Policy Research Centre, but
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the findings were not available for this publication. The figures for individ-
ual giving were compiled from a 1997 survey on individual donations to
charity, the results of which are still being analyzed. A sample of 1,200 peo-
ple was surveyed throughout 1997. The results were grossed up to allow 
for giving in the total population aged over 18 and were then adjusted us-
ing the Consumer Price Index for 1997 and 1996 to give figures for 1995.
The Household Budget Survey 1995 conducted by the CSO provided de-
tails on household spending for religion as this was deemed to be possibly
a more reliable estimate than that available from the survey on individual
giving.

The Netherlands

Despite the size and prominence of the nonprofit sector in the Nether-
lands, the data situation is not ideal. Information on nonprofits is scattered
and, if available, assembled for different purposes. The Dutch team’s job
was to bring the data together to draw up estimates for the entire nonprofit
sector in the Netherlands within the framework of the Comparative Non-
profit Sector Project.

The basic approach was to gather data at the highest available level of ag-
gregation. If the data were not available at one level, the Dutch team looked
one step down. The main levels are: the nonprofit sector as a whole, specific
subfields (such as education, religion, and health care), specific types of ac-
tivities within subfields (primary education, museums, and hospitals), and
finally individual organizations. In practice, data were often only available at
the third level (specific types of activities within subfields). These were then
allocated according to the ICNPO. If possible at all, the team wanted to re-
frain from collecting data by means of surveys or by the meticulous process
of reviewing individual organizations. The first of the less-preferred strate-
gies could be avoided, while the second unfortunately not.

The national accounts were the most obvious starting point for data on
nonprofits, but, despite U.N. guidelines, the Dutch statistics office never
published separate figures for nonprofits serving households. Neverthe-
less, the national accounts were of great value for estimations of profes-
sional organizations and for assessing ratios between wages and operating
expenditures.

Industry reports were among the major sources used. The statistics office
collects data and produces excellent reports on specific activities such as hos-
pitals, sport clubs, museums, and homes for the elderly. In some cases the re-
ports offered a break down between type of organization. In other cases the
most difficult task was to separate the share of nonprofits in the activities 
by using other sources. A second set of important sources was (national)
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umbrella organizations. The information obtained from them on, for in-
stance, residential health care, social services, fundraising and churches was
invaluable and a sine qua non for drawing up a complete picture of these ac-
tivities. The third main sources were annual (financial) reports of individual
organizations, especially those involved in environmental, political, and phil-
anthropic activities.

Spain

There was no single source of data that covered all, or even most, of the
types of organizations in the nonprofit sector in Spain. The Spanish re-
search team, therefore, culled information on employment, expenditures,
and revenues from a number of different sources, mainly coming from gov-
ernmental agencies or ministries, including the Ministries of Education and
Culture, of Social Affairs, and of Health, the national statistics institute, and
the statistics institutes for the Basque country and Cataluña. The resulting
data were pieced together to estimate first the totals for the entire nonprofit
sector and then were disaggregated to the various fields of activity.

United Kingdom

The U.K. estimates were established primarily through secondary analy-
sis of a wide range of large data sets at the Personal Social Services Re-
search Unit (PSSRU) at the London School of Economics. In each case,
detailed re-analysis of data collected for other purposes was undertaken,
and careful account was taken of the varying approaches to coverage and
definition. Two of the most important sources, which were exhaustively
and comprehensively examined, were:

• Surveys of registered charities conducted in 1992/93 and 1995/96,
and subsequent analyses of registered charities’ accounts, conducted
by the National Council for Voluntary Organisations (NCVO) on be-
half of the Office for National Statistics (ONS). The most recent sur-
vey involved a gross sample size of 4,038, generating 1,271 useable re-
turns. For further details, see Hems, L. & and Passey, A., The UK
Voluntary Sector Almanac 1998/99 (London: NCVO Publications, 1998).

• The U.K. Labour Force Survey, undertaken by ONS, which is the pri-
mary source of labor market data in the U.K. Pooled data for 1995 re-
lating to around 2,000 people who (on a subjective definition) were
employed in the voluntary sector (out of a total sample of 96,000
households included overall) were analyzed.

In addition, a special re-analysis of a major survey of volunteering under-
taken in 1997 by the National Centre for Volunteering was conducted on be-
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half of PSSRU by BMRB. These data fed into estimates across a number of
fields of activity in a variety of ways. In addition, specialist data sources were
used in developing estimates for particular fields. Some of the most impor-
tant of these were the Museum & Galleries Commission’s DOMUS database;
published and unpublished data from the Department for Education and
Employment, the Higher Education Statistical Agency, the Further Educa-
tion Funding Council, and the Office for Science and Technology; data re-
ported in Laing’s Review of Private Health Care (London: Laing and Buisson,
1996); and the Housing Corporation database. Where these databases only
provided data on England, or England and Wales, equivalent data were
sought for Scotland and for Northern Ireland [with the help of the North-
ern Ireland Council for Voluntary Action (NICVA)] through a range of offi-
cial and other sources, in order to build consolidated U.K. estimates.

It was possible to construct estimates of income, expenditure, paid em-
ployment and volunteering by creatively combining these and other sources
of information in all fields, with the exception of financial and paid employ-
ment estimates for recreation. To estimate the scale and scope of activity in
this field, special surveys were undertaken of sports and social clubs in three
locales: Kent (the basis for estimates in Great Britain apart from London),
London, and Northern Ireland (undertaken by NICVA).

Finally, the only subcategory identified in the ICNPO not fully covered
in these estimates was political parties. These organizations’ paid staff and
volunteers are included for the category “law, advocacy and politics” for
the “broad nonprofit sector” in 1995 using the sources referred to above.
However, it was not possible to include their income and expenditure in
the financial estimates.

OTHER DEVELOPED COUNTRIES

Australia

Most of the data were gathered from the Australian Bureau of Statistics
(ABS) special industry surveys and from a special survey of nonprofit orga-
nizations and several industries that would not be covered otherwise by the
regular surveys. Where a survey collected data for a year either side of the
target 1995/96 year, financial data were adjusted using the Consumer
Price Index. These data were supplemented by data from the economy-
wide survey (for religious organizations), by data collected for administra-
tive purposes (such as for schools) by government departments, and by
data collected through surveys conducted by the Australian Nonprofit Data
Project (ANDP) or estimates made by ANDP staff from other survey or ad-
ministrative data. Data on volunteering were taken from the ABS 1995 sur-
vey of voluntary work.
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Israel

The basic CNP approach led the Israeli team to establish cooperation
with the National Accounts Division of the Central Bureau of Statistics
(CBS) and with the Department for Non-Profit and Public Institutions of
the Income Tax Division. The data are, in principle, based on CBS surveys
conducted for the State of Israel National Accounts. However, these sur-
veys presented a number of problems in connection with CNP: 1) the data
had to be adapted to the ICNPO categories, which require greater detail
than National Accounts classification; 2) the surveys did not include orga-
nizations with less than two employees, which are included in the Hopkins
project scheme; and 3) the CBS analysis of third sector financing did not
distinguish between donations from individuals, business, foundations,
and other sources, as requested by the project.

To solve the first and second problems, the Israeli team classified all the
nonprofit institutions that appeared in the Income Tax records according
to the ICNPO categories. This classification (which distinguished among
small, medium, and large organizations) provided the key for breaking
down the broader CBS categories to the more specific ICNPO categories.
Organizations with less than two employees were added to this classifica-
tion in 1995, sorted according to the pattern of categories for 1991 (when
a detailed survey was conducted with ICNPO categories).

A survey of a representative sample of the adult Israeli population pro-
vided information on patterns of volunteering and donating by Israelis,
completing the National Accounts data in this regard. The extent of volun-
teering found in the sample was used to calculate the total annual Israeli
adult volunteer hours in all third sector fields. The volunteer units were
converted to full-time equivalents (FTEs) by dividing the total number of
volunteer hours into full-time positions according to CBS definitions.

Japan

The main data source was the Survey on Private Nonprofit Institutions,
conducted by the Japanese government’s Economic Planning Agency and
used by the System of National Accounting in estimating the scale of the
nonprofit sector in Japan. Since the survey uses a classification system that
is considerably different from the ICNPO and does not cover all fields of
activity, the Japanese team used other data sources to supplement the miss-
ing information. The supplementary data sources include data published
by the Ministry of Education, Culture and Science and the Ministry of
Health and Welfare in the respective activity fields. The limitation of these
sources is that they focus on corporations providing public goods and ser-
vices, while seriously under-reporting purely voluntary associations.
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Other supplementary data sources include the Directory of Grant-making
Foundations, published by the Foundation Center of Japan, the Directory of
Trusts published by the Charitable Trust Association, and the directory of
international entities published by the Japanese NGO Center for Interna-
tional Cooperation.

United States

Data on nonprofit employment in the United States were derived mainly
from workplace surveys conducted for the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics
(BLS) and published in Employment and Earnings. However, this source does
not differentiate nonprofit from for-profit employment. To make this break-
down, ratios were developed based on data available from the U.S. Census of
Service Industries, which was conducted every five years. To go from employ-
ment and wages to total expenditures, various industry ratios were applied
based on the Service Annual Survey and the Survey of Current Business. These es-
timates have been developed for the “charitable” portion of the American
nonprofit sector [so-called 501(c)(3) and (c)(4) organizations] for selected
years by Virginia Hodgkinson and Murray Weitzman et al. at Independent
Sector and published in Nonprofit Almanac: Dimensions of the Independent Sector
1996–1997 (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers, 1996). These data were ex-
trapolated to the base year used in this project. Data on the fields not cov-
ered in the Almanac were estimated directly from BLS data, Service Annual
Survey, and Employment and Earnings.

Revenue data come from a variety of different subsector sources and
from surveys conducted by the American Association of Fund-raising
Counsel as reported in annual editions of Giving USA; the Foundation Cen-
ter (foundation giving) as reported in annual editions of Foundation Giv-
ing; Independent Sector (on giving and volunteering); and America’s Non-
profit Sector: A Primer by Lester M. Salamon (New York: The Foundation
Center, 1999).

CENTRAL AND EASTERN EUROPE

Czech Republic

In the Czech Republic, statistical information on the nonprofit sector
that is available in the system of national accounts (SNA) remains limited
and proved insufficient for the purposes of this project. In addition, cer-
tain important variables on voluntary organizations and church institu-
tions are not covered in the national accounts at all. For this reason, it was
necessary to identify and gather a broad range of supplementary informa-
tion outside the framework of national accounts to estimate key aspects of
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the structure and importance of nonprofit organizations in society. Addi-
tional official data sources that were utilized included population and
household censuses that are regularly carried out by the Central Statistical
Office as well as information provided by a number of ministerial agencies,
including the Research Institute of Labor and Social Affairs, the Institute
of Health Care Information and Statistics, the Institute for Information in
Education, the Institute of Economy of the Czech National Bank, and the
Grant Agency of the Academy of Sciences. Beyond these official sources,
the project team also utilized databases and other research available from a
wide range of nonprofit groups and market research firms, as well as uni-
versity-based research projects.

Hungary

The main data source on the Hungarian nonprofit sector is an annual
survey carried out by the Hungarian Central Statistical Office (CSO). In
1996, more than 40,000 foundations and associations were sent a question-
naire asking them about their economic activities and social background
in 1995. As in previous years, approximately 50 percent of the organiza-
tions filled and returned the forms to the CSO. This amount of data made
it possible to develop estimates for the whole nonprofit sector. To do this,
the Hungarian team hypothesized that organizations of the same legal
form, working in the same field of activity and having their seat in commu-
nities of the same type, have more or less the same characteristics as far as
their financial base and public sector support are concerned. It also was as-
sumed that changes within these groupings among the organizations that
returned the questionnaires (data-providing organizations) are similar to
those of the ones that did not (non-data-providing organizations). If one
accepts these hypotheses—and preliminary calculations already proved
that these hypotheses were acceptable—it is possible to make estimates
that are valid for the whole nonprofit sector.

The results of the CSO’s annual survey provided most of the information
needed for the Comparative Project. When not, the Hungarian team was
able to rely on other surveys or data sources to produce the missing figures.
The 1990 and 1995 data are fully comparable since the survey methodology
was basically the same. The only important difference is that the 1995 data
are much more reliable because the sample used in 1990 was quite small.

Poland

The employment data presented in the Polish chapter were calculated pri-
marily on the basis of a spring 1998 census (SOF) of associations, foundations,
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labor unions, employers’ organizations, political parties, and professional and
business associations conducted by the Polish Central Statistical Office (GUS).
Of the 38,398 organizations surveyed, 69 percent returned completed ques-
tionnaires, 16 percent refused to provide information, 5 percent declared
themselves inactive, and the remaining 10 percent did not respond at all to
the survey for unknown reasons. The GUS released full-time equivalent em-
ployment data for only the 69 percent of organizations that provided informa-
tion. The Polish project team then estimated employment data for the 16 per-
cent of organizations that refused to return the questionnaires. Since it is not
known what proportion (if any) of the ten percent of organizations that did
not respond at all are still economically active, it was assumed that all of these
organizations were defunct for the purpose of a conservative estimate. The
employment data reported here only relate to employees hired on the basis of
employment contracts in 1997. Thus, other types of employment, such as in-
dependent contractor-type working relationships, are not covered by labor sta-
tistics in Poland, although they are a very important source of employment in
the Polish nonprofit sector. In addition, certain types of nonprofit organiza-
tions, mostly church-based social service, health care, and educational institu-
tions, were not covered in the GUS survey, but employment data on these or-
ganizations were pulled from other official surveys (Z-01).

Volunteer employment data are based on a Time Use Survey of a repre-
sentative, random sample of 1,000 households organized by the Central
Statistical Office in October 1996 and on the Giving and Volunteering Sur-
vey of a representative, random sample of 1,153 adult respondents carried
out by the Polish team in June 1998. The Time Use Survey data were used
to establish the total number of hours volunteered for nonprofit organiza-
tions and then translated into full-time equivalent employment. The Giv-
ing and Volunteering Survey data—generally less reliable than time use
surveys—were used to differentiate between religious and non-religious
volunteering.

Romania

With insufficient official data on the nonprofit sector available in Roma-
nia, the main source of information was a census of nonprofit organizations
conducted by the Civil Society Development Foundation in Bucharest. A
detailed questionnaire was administered in the fall of 1996 to the approxi-
mately 12,000 organizations identified in the central register of the Ministry
of Justice. Organizations were asked to report on 1995 as the base year. Af-
ter adjusting for defunct organizations, the response rate was 25 percent.
Key variables were first estimated at the sector level and then broken down
to the subgroups of the ICNPO. The estimates reported in the Romanian
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chapter are essentially based on this census, supplemented with data that
were provided ultimately by official statistical sources, including the Na-
tional Commission for Statistics and various ministries and central govern-
mental agencies. In addition, the Civil Society Development Foundation
commissioned representative population surveys on giving and volunteer-
ing and a survey of corporate giving to fill remaining data gaps.

Slovakia

The basic strategy in Slovakia was to work closely with the Statistical Office
of the Slovak Republic (SOSR), which maintains a statistical register of orga-
nizations that allows identification of nonprofit legal entities and can serve
as a sampling frame. Using this register, the SOSR had already launched a
limited survey of the nonprofit sector in 1995 for national accounting pur-
poses, sampling 6 percent of the organizations with a response rate of 26
percent. A second survey in 1996 sampled 25 percent of the total universe of
more than 18,000 registered nonprofit organizations with a response rate of
approximately 30 percent. The stratified survey covered all large organiza-
tions, but only sampled smaller organizations. In addition, federations and
umbrella groups were required to provide statistical information for all of
their subsidiaries.

Although the key purpose of the surveys was the generation of national
accounts data, the 1996 survey incorporated the ICNPO and covered all
key variables necessary for CNP. The estimation of project data followed
the standard techniques and procedures of the Statistical Office. In addi-
tion to the survey, the Slovak project team utilized additional information
from the register of organizations, labor force surveys, and the national ac-
counts. Supplementary data sources also included the Ministry of Finance
(public sector financial accounts and budget information on nonprofits),
other ministerial sources, and social and health insurance companies.

LATIN AMERICA

Argentina

Argentina’s starting point was the Censo Nacional Económico (CNE 94-
National Economic Census), which covered 1993 and was published in
1994. Conducted by the National Statistics and Census Bureau, CNE 94
provided information on all main employment and expenditure variables,
as well as some revenue variables, for all major ICNPO groups and sub-
groups, except unions, for which a separate source was used. Because CNE
94 used a classification system other than the ICNPO (ISIC rev.3), some
19,000 records had to be reviewed one-by-one in order to place organiza-



tions in the proper ICNPO groups. Employment data were updated to
1995 using the 1995 Household Survey, and other adjustments to employ-
ment and expenditure figures were made using ratios and standards ap-
proved by the Argentine National Accounts Office.

Revenue data provided in CNE 94 required disaggregation by the Argen-
tine research team. The researchers used a 1998 Survey on Giving and Vol-
unteering conducted by Gallup as the basis for estimating variables such as
the amount of individual giving and the number of hours volunteered.
Furthermore, a database of community-based and other nonprofit organi-
zations assembled by the Centro de Organizaciones Comunitarias (CENOC-
Center for Community Organizations) and the results of an organizational
survey conducted by the Fundación Juan Minetti and the Universidad Na-
cional de Córdoba in the city of Córdoba were used to fill in gaps in revenue,
volunteering, and membership data.

Brazil

The principal source of employment and wage data was the 1991 Popu-
lation Census, since no economic census had been conducted in the last
decade. The Population Census, assembled by the Instituto Brasileiro de Ge-
ografia e Estatística (IBGE-Brazilian Institute of Geography and Statistics),
provided data on the number of people employed in paid and unpaid jobs,
the branch of activity in which they were employed, and their average
wages. For certain activity groups, especially health and education, the
Brazilian team relied on other sources of information (a 1992 health sec-
tor survey, a 1997 school census, etc.) to determine the proportion of non-
profit entities among all organizations. Finally, a 1995 Microcensus (house-
hold survey) was used to bring the resulting estimates of employment and
wages up to CNP’s 1995 base year.

On the revenue side, the Brazilian team used data pulled from the Trea-
sury Secretariat’s Sistema de Administração Financeira (SIAFI-Financial Ad-
ministration System) for estimates of federal government support, from a
survey conducted by IBGE for state-level support, and from SAFEM, a sub-
set of SIAFI, for municipal government funding. Private giving estimates
were derived from a giving and volunteering survey, conducted for the
Brazilian project team by IBOPE, and from corporate tax returns available
through the Finance Ministry.

Colombia

No single information source in Colombia provided sufficient coverage
of all the organizations or all the variables that are part of this project. To
estimate employment, the Colombian research team first consolidated data
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from a survey conducted in 1991 by the Centro de Información de Entidades Sin
Animo de Lucro (CIDESAL-Nonprofit Information Center) under the aus-
pices of Fundación Social, and the latest National Economic Census taken
in 1990 by the Departamento Administrativo Nacional de Estadística (DANE-Na-
tional Administrative Department for Statistics). These data were projected
to the larger universe of nonprofit organizations on the basis of a listing
compiled from directories and other information sources. To project em-
ployment from 1990/91 to 1995, the team used the average rate of growth
for employment in “community, social and personal services” as deter-
mined through quarterly employment surveys conducted by the National
Planning Department. Operating expenditures were estimated mainly us-
ing data from the Colombian tax authority DIAN. Where reliable informa-
tion on employment and expenditures was available on a specific type of or-
ganization such as family compensation funds, family welfare homes,
schools, and universities, the specific data replaced census estimates.

Revenue data, like employment and expenditure data, were derived
from a variety of sources. A survey conducted in 1997 by PROCALI, an as-
sociation of NGOs in the city of Cali, provided the broad outline of the rev-
enue structure, and personal interviews of a number of nonprofit leaders
helped fill gaps and verify information.

Information on volunteering again was compiled from various data
sources. The two main sources were the CIDESAL survey mentioned above
and a survey of nonprofit organizations in the city of Antioquia conducted
in 1995 by the NGO Codesarrollo.

Mexico

Mexico’s primary source of data was the 1993 Economic Census, con-
ducted by the Instituto Nacional de Estadística Geográfica e Informática (INEGI-
National Institute of Geographic Statistics and Informatics) and published
in 1994. The Census provided information on all main employment and ex-
penditure variables, as well as partial revenue data. A small survey was con-
ducted to disaggregate the data on ICNPO Groups 5 to 9 (environment, de-
velopment and housing, civic/advocacy, and philanthropic intermediaries)
which had been lumped together in the Census. Because available re-
sources did not permit a separate giving and volunteering survey, the Mexi-
can team used data on “non-paid employment” as a proxy for volunteering.

The revenue data provided in the Census were identified only as “inter-
nal,” i.e., income from fees, sales, and other self-generated income, and
“external,” which included all other income whether from government
sources or private donations. To disaggregate the “external” revenue data
into the desired categories for the project, the Mexican team obtained in-
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formation from federations of organizations in some cases and from a tele-
phone survey of organizations in other cases.

Peru

In Peru, the general workplace census taken in 1993 (Censo Nacional
Económico-CENEC) could not be used for the entire range of nonprofit or-
ganizations or variables, although it was useful for filling gaps and calculat-
ing ratios. Thus, to compile the basic estimates of employment and operat-
ing expenditures, the Peruvian team first identified a number of other
studies undertaken by various national government ministries that pro-
vided broad and reliable coverage of specific “industries,” including the
National Education Census (1993), the National Census of Universities
(1995), and the National Census of Sanitary Infrastructure (1995). Direc-
tories of nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), including an “official”
directory (1996) compiled by Secretaría Ejecutiva de Cooperación Técnica Inter-
nacional (SECTI-Executive Secretariat for International Technical Cooper-
ation) and PACT (Private Agencies Collaborating Together), and another
compiled by DESCO (1995), a national-level NGO, offered information on
the subset of nonprofit organizations that work in various fields. In addi-
tion, a National Census of Municipalities (1994) contained information on
the number of two of the most widespread types of community-based orga-
nizations, comites de vaso de leche (Glass of Milk committees) and comedores
populares (community soup kitchens). Information about their members,
volunteers, and expenditures was derived from other studies that focused
on these organizations. Finally, the CENEC and other official statistics
were used generally to fill in selected data gaps and calculate key ratios.

Estimates of the Peruvian nonprofit sector’s revenue structure were de-
rived, in part, from the CENEC and a different SECTI study on interna-
tional aid and other forms of technical cooperation in Peru (1997). Addi-
tional information was taken from a 1996 health sector finance survey,
official reports from the government’s Programa Nacional de Asistencia Ali-
mentaria (PRONAA-National Food Assistance Program), and an NGO sur-
vey conducted by SASE and Instituto APOYO.

Finally, the Peruvian team conducted a small population survey on giv-
ing and volunteering practices in four major cities (Centro de Investi-
gación de la Universidad del Pacífico, Encuesta sobre donaciones y trabajo vol-
untario en el Peru, Lima: 1998). The survey results were used to calculate the
number of hours volunteered for certain fields of activity. Other informa-
tion about unpaid labor was taken from the CENEC, and more specific
sources were used when available.
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Demeš, SAIA; Barry Gaberman, Ford Foundation; Cornelia Higginson, Ameri-
can Express Company; Stanley Katz, Princeton University; Miklós Marschall,
Hungary; Kumi Naidoo, CIVICUS; John Richardson, European Foundation
Centre; S. Bruce Schearer, The Synergos Institute.

LOCAL ADVISORY COMMITTEES

Western Europe

Belgium
Each of the following agencies has one representative: Banque Nationale
de Belgique (Chair); Fondation Roi Baudoin; Confédération des entre-
prises non marchandes; Ministère de l’emploi et de l’environnement; Min-
istère des affaires sociales; Ministère de la Région wallonne; Ministère de la
Région Bruxelles-Capitale; Ministère de la Communauté flamande; Min-
istère de la Communauté française; Comission Communautaire Com-
mune.

Finland
Krister Sthåhlberg (Chair), Åbo Akademi University; Olavi Borg, University of
Tampere; Maija Innanen, Finnish Sport Federation; Leila Kurki, Finnish

501

APPENDIX D

Advisory Committees



Confederation of Salaried Employees; Kari-Pekka Mäkiluoma, Federation of
Finnish Municipalities; Rolf Myhrman, Ministry of Social Affairs and Health;
Martti Siisiäinen, University of Lapland; Hannu Uusitalo, Academy of Fin-
land; Jouko Vasama, Association of Voluntary Health, Social and Welfare
Organizations.

France
Laurence Delmotte (Chair), Fondation de France; Jean Bastide, CNVA; Chantal
Bruneau, Ministère de la Jeunesse et des Sports; Marie-Thérèse Cheroutre;
Olivier Dargnies, Délégation à la qualité de la vie, Ministère de l’Environ-
ment; Anne David, FONDA; Mireille Delbeque, Délégation Formations et
Développement, Ministère de la Culture; Léon Dujardin, Secours Populaire
Français; Ghislaine Esquiague, Délégation interministérielle à la ville; Hugues
Feltesse, UNIOPSS; Francis Lacloche, Caisse des Dépots et Consignations;
Jacqueline Lauriau, Ministère de la Recherche; Jacqueline Mengin, CELAVAR;
Marie Dominique Monferrand, Réseau Information Gestion; Guy Neyret, IN-
SEE; Claudine Padieu, Direction de l’Action Sociale, Ministère des Affaires
Sociales; Guy Pailler, Association des Paralysés de France; Daniel Rault, Délé-
gation interministérielle à l’innovation sociale et à l’économie sociale; Jean
Pierre Reisman, Ministère de la Culture; Philippe Saint Martin, Ministère du
Travail et des Affaires socials, Direction de l’action sociale; Denis Tzarevcan,
Fondation d’enterprise du crédit Coopératif.

Germany
Rupert Graf Strachwitz (Chair), Maecenata Institut für Dritter-Sektor-
Forschung; Ulli Arnold, Universität Stuttgart; Klaus Balke, Nationale Kon-
takt und Informationsstelle zu Anregung und Unterstützung von Selbsthil-
fegruppen; Rudolph Bauer, Universität Bremen; Hans-Jochen Brauns, DPWV
Landesverband Berlin; Peter-Claus Burens, Stiftung Deutsche Sporthilfe;
Marita Haibach; Albert Hauser, Caritasverband der Erzdiözese München und
Freising; Christoph Mecking, Bundesverband Deutscher Stiftungen; Bernd
Meyer, Deutscher Städtetag; Klaus Neuhoff, Universität Witten/Herdecke;
Eckart Pankoke, Universität der Gesamthochschule Essen; Heide Pfarr, Hans-
Böckler-Stiftung; Peter Philipp, Daimler Chrysler AG; Stephanie Rüth, BfS-
Service GmbH; Gabriele Schulz, Deutscher Kulturrat; Wolfgang Seibel, Univer-
sität Konstanz; Marlehn Thieme, Deutsche Bank Stiftung Alfred Herrhausen
Hilfe zur Selbsthilfe; Gerhard Trosien, Deutscher Sportbund; Olaf Werner,
Friedrich-Schiller-Universität Jena; Wolfgang Zapf, Wissenschaftszentrum
Berlin für Sozialforschung.

Ireland
Joyce O’Connor (Chair), National College of Ireland; Roger Acton, Disability
Federation of Ireland; Mel Cousins, Barrister-at-Law and Personal Advisor

502 GLOBAL CIVIL SOCIETY: DIMENSIONS OF THE NONPROFIT SECTOR



to Minister for Social, Community and Family Affairs; Raymond Jordan, De-
partment of Education; Bernadette Kinsella, Secretariat of Secondary
Schools; Mick Lucey, Central Statistics Office; Paul Marron, Central Statistics
Office; Ernest Sterne, Secondary Education Committee; James Williams, Eco-
nomic and Social Research Institute.

Netherlands
Th. van Oosten (Chair), Juliana Welzijn Fonds; B.M. Jansen, Algemeen Bu-
reau Katholiek Onderwijs; J.H.L. Meerdink, Prins Bernhard Fonds; L.
Roosendaal, Centraal Bureau voor de Statistiek; A.J.P. Schrijvers, Universiteit
Utrecht; A.J. Spee, Ministerie van Onderwijs, Cultuur en Wetenschappen;
Th.J. van Loon, Nederlandse Organisaties Vrijwilligerswerk; W. Woertman,
Ministerie van Volksgezondheid Welzijn en Sport.

United Kingdom
Ian Bruce (Chair), Royal National Institute for the Blind; Michael Brophy,
Charities Aid Foundation; Richard Corden, Charity Commission; Paul Freder-
icks, Head of Communications, Charity Commission; Les Hems, The Johns
Hopkins University; Janet Novak, Voluntary and Community Services, De-
partment of National Heritage; Cathy Pharaoh, Charities Aid Foundation;
Roger Ward, ONS.

Other Developed

Australia
Margaret Bell, Australian Council of Volunteering; Steven Bowman, Aus-
tralian Society of Association Executives Limited; Jeff Byrne, Industry Com-
mission; Elizabeth Cham, Australian Association of Philanthropy; Gabrielle
Gelly, Australian Conservation Foundation; Steve Haynes, Confederation of
Australian Sport; Betty Hounslow, Australian Council of Social Service;
Philip Hughes, Christian Research Association; Richard Madden, Australian
Institute of Health and Welfare; Russel Roggers, Australian Bureau of Statis-
tics; Fergus Thomson, National Council of Independent Schools’ Associa-
tions; David Throsby, Macquarie University.

Israel
Ya’acov Kop (Chair), Center for Social Policy Research; J. Aviad, K.R.B.
Foundation; H. Ayalon, Amal Network; Yehoshua David, Income Tax Com-
mission; S.N. Eisenstadt, Hebrew University; Yoram Gabbai, Bank HaPoalim;
Y. Galnoor, Hebrew University; D. Lehman-Messer, Ministry of Justice; A.
Mantver, Joint Distribution Committee-Israel; Moshe Sikron, Central Bureau
of Statistics.

Appendix D 503



Central and Eastern Europe

Czech Republic
Fedor Gál (Chair), Business Leader; Helena Ackermannová, Donors Forum;
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KLON/JAWOR

Romania
Daniel Saulean
Civil Society Development

Foundation

Russia
Oleg Kazakov
Nonprofit Sector Research

Laboratory

Slovakia
Helena Woleková
S.P.A.C.E. Foundation

South Africa
Mark Swilling/Hanlie van Dyk
University of Witwatersrand

Spain
José Ignacio Ruiz Olabuénaga
CINDES

United Kingdom
Jeremy Kendall/Martin Knapp
PSSRU
London School of Economics
Department of Social

Administration

United States
Lester M. Salamon/

S. Wojciech Sokolowski
The Johns Hopkins University

Venezuela
Rosa Amelia Gonzalez
IESA



Appendix E 509

Phase IIB

Egypt
Amani Kandil
Arab Network for NGOs

Ghana
Chris Abotchie
University of Ghana

India
Society for Participatory Research in

Asia
Principal Investigator:
S.S. Srivastava

Kenya
Winnie Mitullah/Karuti Kanyinga
Institute for Development Studies
University of Nairobi

Kuwait
TBA

Lebanon
Hashem El Husseini

Morocco
Salama Saidi

Pakistan
Hafiz Pasha
Social Policy Development Centre

The Philippines
Ledivina Cariño
University of the Philippines

South Korea
Tae-kyu Park/Chang-soon Hwang
Institute of East and West Studies
Yonsei University

Tanzania
Andrew Kiondo
University of Dar es Salaam

Thailand
Amara Pongsapich
Social Research Institute
Chulalongkorn University

Uganda
Bazaara Nyangabyaki
Centre for Basic Research





Project Funders

511

Academy of Finland
Aga Khan Foundation
Australian Bureau of Statistics
Australian Research Council
Austrian Science Foundation
Canadian Fund (Slovakia)
Charities Aid Foundation (U.K.)
Civil Society Development

Foundation (Czech Republic)
Civil Society Development

Foundation (Romania)
Civil Society Development

Foundation (Slovakia)
Colombian Center on Philanthropy
Comission Communautaire

Commune (Belgium)
Confédération des entreprises non

marchandes (Belgium)
Deutsche Bank Foundation

(Germany)
FIN (Netherlands)
Fondation de France
Fondation Roi Baudoin (Belgium)
Ford Foundation (U.S.)
Foundation for an Open Society

(Hungary)
Fundación Antonio Restrepo Barco

(Colombia)
Fundación Banco Bilbao Vizcaya

(Spain)
Fundación FES (Colombia)
Industry Commission (Australia)
Inter-American Development Bank
Inter-American Foundation (U.S.)
Juliana Welzijn Fonds

(Netherlands)
Kahanoff Foundation
W.K. Kellogg Foundation (U.S.)
Körber Foundation (Germany)
Ministère des affaires sociales

(Belgium)

Ministère de la Communauté
flamande (Belgium)

Ministère de la Communauté
française (Belgium)

Ministère de l’emploi et de
l’environnement (Belgium)

Ministère de la Région Bruxelles-
Capitale (Belgium)

Ministère de la Région wallonne
(Belgium)

Ministry of Church & Education
(Norway)

Ministry of Culture & Sport
(Norway)

Ministry of Education, Culture &
Science (Netherlands)

Ministry of Environment (Norway)
Ministry of Family and Children

(Norway)
Ministry of Family/World Bank

(Venezuela)
Ministry of Foreign Affairs

(Norway)
Ministry of Health, Sports &

Welfare (Netherlands)
C.S. Mott Foundation (U.S.)
National Department of Planning

(Colombia)
National Research Fund (Hungary)
David and Lucile Packard

Foundation (U.S.)
Research Council of Norway
Rockefeller Brothers Fund (U.S.)
Joseph Rowntree Foundation

(U.K.)
Sasakawa Peace Foundation

(Japan)
Transcoop, Humboldt Foundation

(Germany)
Yad Hadaniv Foundation (Israel)








