Masaryk University
Faculty of Economics and Administration

The nonprofit sector in economic theory:
Beyond mainstream explanations

Habilitation Thesis

Gabriela Vacekova
Brno, 2016






Anitke a Vladkovi






Abstract

Having gone through a turbulent history, the nofipsector in the Czech Republic and
the neighboring European countries has tremendogg-sconomic and political
potential. The achievement of this potential, hoeredepends on the sector’s ability to
deal with the socio-economic and political chalesghat are no less tremendous.
Much of the work that needs to be done towarddbe involves the scientific analysis
and reconstruction of the sector's conceptual fatinds. This habilitation thesis
reviews the international definitional and thearatiapproaches to the nonprofit sector
originating in the Anglo-Saxon environment withiaw to assessing their applicability
in the (post-) transitional context and identifyitlge elements of their integrative
conceptual core. The emerging argument is thatsthaetal determinants of the
nonprofit sector in Central and Eastern Europé&aat in the short and middle term, are
mainly related to supply-side rather than demadd-sieterminants, with the supply-
side factors including public funding, public regtibn, and the legal environment of
the nonprofit sector. This argument is supportetth wmpirical evidence assessing the
plausibility of alternative nonprofit theories ino8akia and with investigations of the
commercialization and sustainability of nonprofiganizations in the Czech Republic.
The concluding section of the habilitation thesimves attention to the ongoing
conceptual, organizational, and political redefomtof the Czech and Slovak nonprofit
sectors with possible implications for other (pp#tansitive countries. The key drivers
of this ongoing definition process include the geshtion of new semantics, such as
social entrepreneurship and social innovations, dhd emergence of novel
socioeconomic and political challenges.

Key words: nonprofit sector; civil society; economic theorgpmmercialization;
sustainability; (post-) transitive countries; Czé&utpublic; Slovakia
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Introduction

“If not for profit, for what?” (Young, 1983)
“To profit or not to profit?” (Weisbrod, 1998)
“Is being nonprofit important?”(Casey, 2015)

For nonprofit scholars, answering these and singilestions from various disciplinary
contexts and practices is often a daily revelatibhe nonprofit sector has already
moved from being a minority scholarly interest (Bfllis, 2010) and ranks alongside
the public and private sectors as a significantesgsand a major economic force in
modern society. It has been paid correspondingntadte in the scientific literature
worldwide (see References). However, this hahititathesis argues that it is necessary
to move beyond “traditional” explanations. The ns&ieam economic theories of the
nonprofit sector are in urgent need of a cleareceptual approach, especially when it
comes to specific socio-economic and political ¢obos of (post-) transitive
countries.

The nonprofit sector is a major player in politeasd economics. The role of nonprofit
organizations in (post-) transitional countriescestainly considerable and worthy of
study. Salamon and Sokolowski (2016a) make cleair ttie third sector is far from
following the same exact patterns in different part Europe. “Important though these
aggregate features of the third sector are, howelvey can be misleading. [...] Behind
the averages often lie some significant cross-natiand regional variations. And that
is certainly true of the European third sectoridjbp. 15). To make sense of these
variations, it is useful to examine them at theiaegl level. In Central and Eastern
Europe, 70 per cent of third sector employmentdake form of direct volunteering;
by contrast, employment in nonprofit institutiorcca@unts for a much smaller 23.7 per
cent (ibid). This contrasts sharply with Northerar&pe and testifies to the embryonic
nature of the more formal third sector institutiansthe formerly Soviet-dominated
territories. Massive changes are occurring in tbapnofit sector around the globe,
bringing with them many expectations and proble@an the sector live up to its
challenges? This thesis aims to fill severe reseg@ps that mainstream theories
cannot sufficiently explore.

An analysis of the literature (see in particulact®m 1.3) shows that scientific research
of the nonprofit sector and nonprofit organizatiagakes two relatively independent
directions, as it is grounded in two different nuetblogical approaches. The first
approach is descriptive and based on non-normativethodology and the
corresponding explanation tools that clarify thderof the nonprofit sector and
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nonprofit organizations in the economy. The secapdroach turns in the normative
direction. It is based on normative methodology andhe explication or interpretation
of a researched topic. The contrast between these different methodological
approaches to nonprofit organizations is a spe@kample of the current state of
scientific discussion in the areas of economics somal sciences. The contrast takes
the form of “two cultures” (Snow, 2002) or, in tesrof scientific methodology, a form
of commensurability or incommensurability betweeormative and non-normative
statements about, or explanations of, a reseatoipséd(Ochrana, 2015).

The general contradictions between economics acidlssciences are reflected in the
scientific discussion about the nonprofit sectod anfluence the social role and
functions of nonprofit organizations. Sections arid 1.3 of this habilitation thesis
focus in detail on this situation in the scientifliscussion. The habilitation thesis is
based on a critical evaluation of this discussiod affers a different solution. The
solution is an attempt to depart from the existiaglitional approaches and reach some
synthesis. The habilitation thesis works on theumgtion that it is possible to use
a starting point that would not be based on diamoias approaches but on integrity.
The substance of this issue is expressed in thitleutf the habilitation thesis title:
“Beyond Mainstream Explanations”. Valentinov (20085id 2011; ibid 2012c;
Valentinov & lliopoulos, 2013; Valentinov et al.QP5) provides the inspiration for this
solution to the issue.

The methodological basis for this integrity is thelistic approach (Fay, 2002;
Ochrana, 2015; Winch, 2004), enabling a shift rection toward the integrative theory
(see Section 1.4). As John Dewey (1938, p. 491¢mvbs: “the ultimate end and test of
all inquiry is the transformation of a problemasituation (which involves confusion
and conflict) into a unified one.” The thesis ised on Dewey’s theory of inquiry as it
aims to go beyond the “fact-value dichotomy” antdofw the tradition of pragmatist
philosophy, going back primarily to Dewey. The maasearch interest of pragmatist
philosophy is in examining the societal problemvsa process. The thesis seeks
answers on how the nonprofit sector participates @mntributes to this process which
indeed integrates normative and positive aspebtsetis a normative imperative to
solve problems, and there is positive interest iiscalering how nonprofit
organizations can actually do it.

The need for integrative research of nonprofit orgations is determined by two
groups of factors. The first group is the new doogality within which nonprofit

organizations operate (Section 1.1 and 1.2). Taw reality includes transformations
of the positions, roles, and functions of nonpraditganizations. Therefore, this
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represents an objective side of the issue: the lagital layer of nonprofit
organizations. The recent and ongoing changes enptbsition and functioning of
nonprofit organizations require a correspondingersiiic approach and tools that
would enable proper research of these changesitiorad existing approaches offer
dichotomous solutions: either explanations or prigtations. The integrative theory
bridges this dichotomy, offering a comprehensivewnbof the current issues related to
the operations of nonprofit organizations. The diobiof the habilitation thesis is to
contribute to the theoretical elaboration of theues

Taking these facts into account and focusing omtmrofit sector in economic theory
as a research subject, the scientific objectiveshefhabilitation thesis were set as
follows:

The aim of the habilitation thesis is to conduct a critical reflection of the current
scientific discourse in the economic studies focused on research of nonprofit
organizations. On the basis of the ascertained situation, to test nonprofit theories
in the (post-) transitional context and develop a re-conceptualization of the third
sector as a new paradigm for researching nonprofit organizations under new
conditions.

With respect to these objectives, the followregearch questions were set:

RQ1. Does such a thing as an identifiable nonprofit se@ven exist? If so, how
can it be defined in the (post-) transitional cote

RQ2. How and to what extent do mainstream theories cefend respond to
changes in the positions and functioning of thepmofit sector and nonprofit
organizations?

RQ3. What conclusions can be drawn from the testingasfprofit theories, the
commercialization phenomenon, and sustainabilityues in the (post-)
transitional context for the areas of scientifietiny and practice?

RQ4. What new developments and revisions of theoriess dbe empirical
evidence and socio-economic reality suggest?

RQ5. How does the nonprofit sector respond to the ned~w@rld challenges and
which consequent trends and imperatives should ébenomic theory
reflect?

This habilitation thesis attempts to look for theswaers to these questions and to
establish possible grounds for their solutions. Types of research methods were used
to meet the research objectives and to seek ansavélne research questions. Analysis
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was selected as the general scientific researcinagett was used specifically in

searching through theoretical resources and comdudata analysis. The synthesis
method and the generalization method were appheparticular in connection with

formulating theoretical conclusions. The incompletduction method was used for
data analyses. The deduction method was appliededucing logical conclusions

resulting from researched scientific theories. Rrymand secondary data were
collected. A questionnaire survey and controlleriviews were used to collect data.
Descriptive statistics and statistical analysiseméie applied special scientific methods
used in researching the obtained data set (se®®¢t

With respect to the research subject, researcltige, and research questions, it was
important to apply an appropriate methodologicglrapch. First, it was necessary to
determine a research plan, taking stock of theeatirscientific discussions about the
nonprofit sector and nonprofit organizations bylariag resources. Identifying as yet
unexplored areas followed, which enabled the rebeaubject to be defined and
specified. Setting research objectives and resegumeltions in relation to the subject
was the next step. The structure of the habilitatizesis corresponds to this process
and ends by answering the research questions, riyasonclusions, and making
suggestions for further research.

The chapters are organized around three major theffiee first section of the

habilitation thesis presents historical, theorétieamd conceptual foundations of the
research subject and broadly discusses the cigiegoin transition and the definitions

and functions of the nonprofit sector, and offereprehensive overview of theories
of the third sector. This chapter concludes witlcrdical assessment of current
approaches, proposing an integrative theory. Tié pert of the thesis is an empirical
inquiry that provides an analysis of the econonmatetminants of the nonprofit sector
in Slovakia through theory testing, examines thenrmercial transformation of the

nonprofit sector in the Czech Republic, and ingsdés the issue of nonprofit
sustainability in the Czech rural context. It camds by offering a conceptual
innovation based on theoretical and empirical neteal his opens the third section of
the habilitation thesis, which is devoted to theoaceptualization of the third sector.
This chapter considers the drivers of the re-coluadigation and presents the new
semantics including social entrepreneurship, samétrprises, and social innovations.
It also focuses on the nonprofit response to realdwchallenges, providing a basis for
an outlook on trends and imperatives regardingelearch subject.
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1 Historical, theoretical and conceptual

foundations

Nonprofit organizations play an important and itaggable role in building a civil
society. They are one of the main pillars of deraogrand a bearer of democratic
principles, facts which can be used to argue thatsnef the existence of nonprofit
organizations and the intensive research of theld fon both the theoretical and the
practical level (Vacekova & Murray Svidiova, 2016). Recently, there has been
a considerable surge of interest throughout theldvon the broad range of
organizations that operate outside the market &edstate (Salamon et al, 1999).
Known variously as th@onprofit nongovernmentaloluntary, civil society third, or
independentsector (Salamon, Sokolowski & Anheier, 2000), orgations that can
demonstrate that their activities generate a pui#itefit or common social good exist
in some form of special incorporation or registratin every country (Casey, 2016).

In recent decades, the activity and influence afpmofit organizations have grown
exponentially (Casey, 2016; CIVICUS, 2013; Colaép2 McCarthy, Hodgkinson
& Sumariwalla, 1992; Salamon, 2010; Salamon & Sowski, 2010). Salamon (1994)
wrote about a global “associational revolution” dsmg primarily on the growth of
nonprofit organizations and their increasing rote service delivery. Nonprofit
organizations have become central to policy makimg,promotion of civic action, and
the delivery of new quasi-public services, as walladdition to being more numerous,
modern nonprofit organizations (perhaps better riteesdt as late-modern or even post-
modern) are markedly more secular and nonpartisartheir affiliations, more
universalist in their service delivery and policgking aspirations, and more
professionalized and commercialized in their openatthan earlier iterations rooted in
religious charity, political movements, or grasgsooollective and voluntary action
(Casey, 2015).

The termnonprofit was chosen as the primary term for use in thislitetioon thesis
because it is currently widely recognized as botloracept and descriptor, both in its
English form and in its translation into other laages (cf. Casey, 2015). Budnprofit

is a relative neologism, with the early Englishgaage research on the sector tending
to favor the ternvoluntary(Robertson, 1966; Smith & Freedman, 1972; Smitl1,220
“Unanimous nomenclature fdinird sectorandcivil societycontinues to elude nonprofit
professionals and researchers, and in its placesnoes to be a veritable potpourri
of terms and definitions” (Casey, 2015). This cleajrrovides a comprehensive picture
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of the theoretical and conceptual foundations ohpmofit sector studies while
addressing the need to revisit the actual econtimeigries that have contributed to the
development of a concentrated research agenda mproftt organizations (Anheier
& Ben-Ner, 2003). While the majority of theoretiaaisearch on nonprofit sector has
been done in the United States, it is vitally neaegto open discussions in the (post-)
transitional countries of Central and Eastern Eer@@@EE). Although the development
of economic approaches to the nonprofit sector besen truly impressive in recent
decades, the full implications in the (post-) tiiasal context have not yet been
sufficiently explored.

1.1 Historical framework: Civil society in transition

Collective social endeavors that do not seek dimmetsonal gain for individual
participants are as old as human civilization ft§éhsey, 2016). The tergivil society
dates back to ancient Greek and Roman philosopivas,consideredocietas civilis
“one in which good citizenship collectively shapgbe nature of a society” referring
to both the state and non-state elements of atgoE®tz, 2010). Later, the focus of
the discourse shifted to non-state societal strastand their relationship to the state
(cf. Beng Huat, 2003; Muukkonen, 2009; Van Til, 8D0Currently, the terntivil
society appears frequently as a general equivalent fornibrprofit sector (Casey,
2016b). However, unlike the concept of thiird sector which focuses
on organizational structuresiyvil societyis primarily conceived as the space or sphere
between the market, state, and family in which pe@pganize, uncoerced, to pursue
their interests (Edwards, 2009; Van Til, 2008; \¢alA.998).

In the first sub-chapter of this habilitation tresthe historical background of the
development and understanding of civil societyhe Czech Republic and Slovakia
will be considered in order to show how closelyoassted the notions of civil society
and nonprofit voluntary activities are with the fantkentals of democratic society.
In other words, to look at the central social amditigal developments of the Czech
Republic and Slovakia is to see how the nonproftaseemerged and developed in the
wider context of (post-) transitional civil societyhe civil society “lens” (Anheier,
2005) is useful for understanding the critical afistinct aspects of the Czech and
Slovak experience in comparison to the historiedtggns and developments in Anglo-
Saxon countries. The emphasis of the civil socieligcourse on dissidence
in transitional countries provides a basis for Btigating the generally positive,
normative, and heuristic analysis associated wstdémocratic role (Casey, 2015).
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Two primary lines of reasoning can be found coniogrthe relationship between civil
society and democratic political practice. The tfionsiders that civil society
organizations (CSOs) create social capital as dshéwr citizenship that teach
democratic culture and foster trust and civil eregagnt (Putnam, 1993). The second
sees them as generating political capital by pramggtluralism (Casey, 2015). At the
same time, proponents of both lines of reasonikm@eledge that CSOs can impede
democratic consolidation when they are “narrow aope, chauvinistic in content,
stereotypical in form, and constructed around hamnagng impulses” (Farouk 2011,
p. 93). The political changes in the former SoB&c countries of Eastern Europe
in the late 1980s brought civil society into vogaethe descriptor for the burgeoning
dissident movements and organizations that playetedn the transition to democracy
(Casey, 2015).

The concept of a transitive economy has always lzedéype of simplification and
abstraction; however, all of the post-Communisthecoies concerned, even after more
than 25 years of transformation, have certain shaharacteristics — especially the
absence of a fully-developed democracy and markehamy institutes. This is true
even for their civil society and the degree ofdesselopment. The terrivil society

is ubiquitous in research on democratization, d@affgdn the context of the collapse
of Communist rule (Weigle & Butterfield, 1992; Li& Stepan, 1996; Ekiert & Kubik,
1997; Green, 1999). Although the term is incredginged, it is increasingly difficult
to define as the bordering domains become moredauand the hybridity and change
are permanent features (Brandsen et al., 2005).

In 1989 and 1990, the Velvet Revolution in the \gréel group (V4) countries
(Czechoslovakia — now the Czech Republic & Slovakaland, and Hungary) was
decisive in overturning the political order in Cemtand Eastern Europe (CEE).
Arguably, this was civil society’s finest hour (&hwitz, 2014). One may ask what has
become of CEE more than a quarter of a centuryr &€@89. Civil society saw
a tremendous upsurge when the Communist Party nobnhap power was abolished
(Fric et al., 1999). Not surprisingly, the number of GS@ushroomed in all four
countries after the transition. The change of tegime was largely perceived by
citizens as an opportunity for founding CSOs antdirgge involved in the civil society
sector (Navratil & Pospisil, 2014).

Currently, “the picture is quite diverse, both bguotry and by field of activity”

(Strachwitz, 2014, p.1). Poland was able to bundaostronger civic tradition than the
Czech Republic and Hungary. In countries in whiehvige provision is the main
activity, CSOs rely on government funding and arelely seen as government
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agencies. Where this is not the case, they faceuggse to survive. Slovak CSOs are

comparatively strong in education, while commurdgvelopment and housing are

stronger in Hungary, and culture, religion, headthg social services are stronger in the
Czech Republic. The activities of Polish CSOs aceerevenly balanced among these
areas. Clearly, capacity building is the main conde all four countries. CSOs need

help to be able to fulfil their role as watchdogbange agents, and political forces
(ibid).

Stepping through transition: Civil society in the Czech Republic

Over the past 27 years, the nonprofit sector in@zech Republic has experienced
a dramatic transformation from a totalitarian regito a parliamentary democracy.
“The field of the Czech civil society and the nowigr sector is still largelyterra
incognita or one large gap. The whole field remaimstatu nascendi(Pospisil et al.,
2014). Czech civil society can be characterizedsbme specific features (cf. Eri
& Goulli, 2001; Pospisil, 2006; Pospisil et al.,12]

— the tradition of the Czech National Revival (a adasable number of nonprofit
organizations base their work on the model of eséflsacrifice for a patriotic
cause);

— the tradition of the first Czechoslovak Republice(fore-WWII Czechoslovakia
Is seen as the golden age of civil society, anddére to re-start its successful
institutions and to copy its successful modelsbeen very strong);

— a legacy of mistrust (influenced by their experenduring the totalitarian
years, people continue to mistrust nonprofit instins);

— a legacy of corruption / clientelism (a system apotism and informal
networks survived the fall of Communism and corgsmuo pose a serious
challenge to any attempt to introduce the ruleawf bnd standard procedures
even in the nonprofit sector);

— divides in the sector (a specific manifestationtted legacy of mistrust is the
deep divide that exists between “old” and “new” awigations, which makes
concerted action by the whole sector difficult, &hdé sector cannot provide
trustworthy representatives for negotiations wité state when needed);

— the position of churches (churches have been findirvery hard to recover
from the devastation inflicted on them by the Commuregime);

— the legacy of the nanny state (The paternalistion@anist state was
a monopoly provider of all educational, culturabcel, health, and other
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services (cf. Brhlikova, 2004). It had a purposdtbeentralized system of

organizations and a state nonprofit sector of #s1.0The public sector has
found it very difficult to accept the loss of itsomopoly in public services after
1989, to recognize the existence of an independemiprofit sector, and

to change its role from one of providing public \sees to the new role of
securing their provision (cf. Fri2000); in the field of public services the
dominance of the state and state-run organizatsosisll clearly visible). This is

typical of countries other than the Czech Repubticeems to be a general
“post-Communist” pattern in the provision of publigservices (PospiSil

& Hyanek, 2009).

The civil society in the Czech Republic is incregty thought of in positive terms
(Fri¢ et al., 1999):[C]ivil society is the best safeguard, not onlyaatst political chaos
but also against the rise of authoritarian for¢ceg always emerge whenever a society
feels shaken or insecure about its future. The morweer is left at the center the more
favorable are the conditions for such forces tongaontrol over the country.
Communists knew very well why they needed to doteirsand manipulate every bee-
keepers’ association” (Havel, 1999).

The tradition of civil society in the Czech Repghiiates back to the 9th century. The
most important process contributing to the riseiefl society was the Czech National
Revival, during the 18th and 19th centuries. Theppse of this movement was
to revive Czech language, culture, and nationaititie By the end of the 19th century,
the Czech empire had the largest number of chégitabd voluntary organizations
in the Austro-Hungarian Empire. Its long evolutimuiminated in the later 19th century
and early 20th century, and in the twenty yearshef first Czechoslovak Republic.
During the First Republic (1918-1938), Czechoslawvdbecame one of the world’s
most advanced industrial-agrarian countries. Thens@wition of February 1920
guaranteed that the new Republic would also beobtiee few states in Europe to have
a parliamentary democracy. Consequently, dynamiariteble and voluntary
organizations flourished. Some organizations weteemely popular, almost national
institutions (e.g. Sokol). The community life irethation was based on the existence of
volunteer organizations. The dynamic developmemivf society and nonprofit sector
in Czechoslovakia came to an abrupt end when Hitléfehrmacht occupied the Czech
lands in March 1939. It was the beginning of fiftgars of totalitarian rule, during
World War 1l and the ensuing Cold War. Both the iNand the Communists ruthlessly
annihilated everything free and independent, amdftbe civil society was a prime
target.
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The effects of these totalitarian regimes were sdiaigng. Independent citizen
initiatives and opposition to the Communist regidn@ exist, but remained fragmented
and weak. Both the scattered early opposition ef ¥850s and the mightier reform
movement of the Prague Spring in the 1960s weredpwin by force. In spite of the
admirable work of cultural activists and oppositieaders, the independent volunteer
sector remained small and isolated from the resofety. In 1989, the people finally
gave voice to their long-suppressed frustratiom #ie Communist regime collapsed
within a week. How did charity and volunteer groupspond to the new freedom?
There were 537 (mass) organizations in existend¢keaend of the Communist years;
by the end of 1991, there were 21,000; in 1999¢teere 60,000; there are currently
approximately 120,000 nonprofit institutions in fBeech Republic. In the first months
and years after 1989, the number of nonprofit amgdions dramatically increased. The
country was receiving massive support from abreadhe development of civil society
and NGOs; European and US foundations and nonpnafénizations started working
in the country.

In the 1990s, the rapid growth continued but tiveas increased awareness of the need
to stabilize the new organizations, to learn neagsskills, and to improve the legal
and fiscal environment for nonprofit activities. éfhnonprofit sector assistance
programs established by the governments of manyewesountries played very
positive roles, as did numerous foreign foundatiang organizations. With their help,
the sector drafted its own legislative proposalsl ancreased pressure on the
government and parliament. Towards the end ofghrsod, the long-term pressure on
the government began to pay off, and the relatbmta/een the state and the nonprofit
sector began to improve. The excellent performasfcéumanitarian organizations
brought about a dramatic change in the attitudbepublic to the whole sector.

The nonprofit sector continued to grow rapidly tigh the end of the 1990s, but the
rate of growth began to slow down after 2002. Thet® lacked trustworthy

representative bodies that most organizations wewdorse, although some of its
service and umbrella organizations won wide apgdrdvae attitude of the government
gradually changed from reservation to cautious ecaton. The country became
a member of the European Union (2004), which wasigmal to most foreign

governments to phase out their assistance progr&mnech civil society at the

beginning of the 21st century has been thus farsfiiegently researched. There was
a lack of available data from the Czech Statisti@tiice (CZSO) and only patchy and
unreliable data from several one-off research ptsjeSystematic nonprofit statistics
and research did not exist. The situation begamprsove when the CZSO introduced
a satellite account covering nonprofit institution2007. By 2010, it had resolved the
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basic problems that accompanied the implementatioth completed the work on

a short version of the account, so that now thexesaveral years’ worth of reliable data
on nonprofit institutions. A change explicitly in#ncing the Czech nonprofit sector
was the adoption of the New Civil Code in 2014, ethénabled new forms of nonprofit

organizations and opened opportunities for thefiporiented activities.

Stepping through transition: Civil society in Slovakia

Civic and volunteer activities have also had a langdition in Slovakia. The

establishment of the first nonprofit organizatiamghis area is related to the formation
and activities of the church. The oldest examplescharities, institutions providing

social and health services for the poor, and vari@ligious brotherhoods (Kuvikova,
2004). In the 19th century, many voluntary assamigt and groups with self-help
missions existed in Slovakia. The first break ire tevelopment of voluntarism

occurred in the post-revolutionary years 1848-184®n most of the associations
ceased to exist. In the 20th century, there wereymagime changes within Slovakia
and Central Europe. Slovakia was under severakréifit regimes: the Austro-

Hungarian Empire, Czechoslovak First Republic, 8kofascist State, Czechoslovak
Republic 1945-1948, Communist Czechoslovakia, Gxdokiakia after the Warsaw
Pact Occupation in 1968, Federal Socialist Czecolagia, and Federal Democratic
Czechoslovakia; the current Slovak Republic fornmed993. There have been eight
currency reforms and nine constitutions. The courtas experienced numerous
political systems, including a parliamentary demacgr a fascist regime, Stalinism,
“normalization,” socialism, and the post-communisturn to democracy (Hochel,

1996). Despite these changes, NGOs and civil sesistere successfully formed in
Slovakia.

November 1989 brought political and economic charayel increased civic activities,
as well as the entry of private institutions, imtthg nonprofit organizations, into the
economy. The number of NGOs and volunteers so®8gdl993, there were almost
6,000 registered NGOs. In one year, the numbeeasad to 9,800; by 1996, there
were more than 12,000 NGOs. Positive growth waspticated by the government’s
new restrictive laws. Administrative guidelines dmuits for establishing and funding
organizations made it difficult for the existendetwe nonprofit sector. In 1997, the Act
on Foundations was adopted, which greatly limitexlihdependence of civic activities;
as a result, 1,800 Slovak foundations were clogdtbr the 1998 elections, a new
coalition established liberalized regulations relgag the nonprofit sector. Favorable
legal and economic conditions for its further depehent and existence were created
(Kuvikovéa & Svidraiova, 2010). There were attempts in early 2000 tabéish a code
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for nonprofit organizations that would have summedi all of the acts related to
different types of nonprofit organizations, but @igempts were unsuccessful and the
legislation concerning the nonprofit sector in $lkia remains fragmented.

After the 2010 election, the government emphasiea topic of civil society,
establishing a representative post for the devedoprof civil society. Based on the
representative’s recommendations, the Governmenin@lo for NGOs, which had
operated in Slovakia since 1999, was transformeéd the Committee for NGOs.
Resolutions of the Committee were to be automayigddced as a reminder to relevant
materials discussed at parliamentary sessions @Ra#ly et al., 2010). The government
that was elected in 2010 ended after the 2012 ietecand the next government
proposed the creation of a post for a governmeuresentative for national minorities
and civil society. The nonprofit sector did not egrwith this proposal, wishing to
maintain the post of an independent representétiva civil society. This issue has not
yet been resolved. There is no satellite accounhémprofit institutions in Slovakia.
Several universities, organizations, and reseasclaee dealing with the issues of
nonprofit organizations (e.g. EUBA, UMB, Majduchgv&uvikova, Murray
Svidraiova, Matek, Butora, etc.), but systematic statistics doexat.

Generally, the role of civil society is to build“good” and democratic society (cf.
Casey, 2015), however, the research focus of ndihpoholars is mostly simply on the
organized interests, whatever their ends (see Chae2010; Colas, 2002; Eberly, 2008;
Edwards, 2009; Florini, 2000; Fowler, 2012; Kald@)00; Walker & Thompson,
2008). Commentary about civil society as a concdptealm is almost always
immediately conflated with discussions of the rofeCSOs. Exponential growth has
taken place in the activity and influence of CS@severy surveyed country in the
world (Salamon, 1994; Salamon & Anheier, 1997). Tiaerative arc of the history of
many individual historic nonprofit organizationsnche seen as a metaphor for the
whole sector: traditional roots have been sevdoetherly all-voluntary activities have
seen substantial growth and professionalizatiord Hre previously marginal has
become mainstream. Nonprofits are apparently ngdoseen as the “poor cousins”
(Casey, 2016); instead, they are considered sogmfiactors in the delivery of public
services.

The essential lesson from the turbulent historthefCzech and Slovak nonprofit sector
seems to be that the sector has tremendous sooagnand political potential but is
faced with challenges that are equally tremendddkile the private for-profit and
public sectors have clear and strong institutiodahtities, the same is not necessarily
true of the nonprofit sector, which still has tdaddish its institutional autonomy and
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independence. Much of the work that needs to be doward this goal involves the
scientific analysis and reconstruction of the cqbgal foundations of the nonprofit
sector. The available definitions and theoretiggdraaches, many of which come from
different historical and institutional contextsyeao be critically reviewed with regard
to their workability in the (post-)transitional demt. Empirical work is required for
clarifying the factual basis of theory-building @fts and for understanding the real-
world institutional embeddedness of the nonpradittsr. These are the tasks to which
the following chapters turn.

1.2 Definitions and functions of the nonprofit sector

The emphasis of the civil society discourse onidiése in transitional countries

provides a basis for investigating the generall\sijpee, normative, and heuristic

analysis associated with its democratizing rolegdRéless of which approach to civil

society is the focus, the question of whether it ba equated with the nonprofit sector
depends on the nature of the polity being examifiée. fault lines and definitional

problems concerning nonprofit theory lead to adabguestioning of whether one can
even legitimately claim that such a thing as amiifiable nonprofit sector exists.

Prior to the 1980s, the existence of a nonprofthod sector was hardly acknowledged
in basic economic texts. There was nothing likeuniffed academic field studying
nonprofit organizations” (Steinberg 2006). Howevene constant theme in the
literature since then has been the “blurring of Hwaindaries” (Billis, 2010; Dees
& Anderson, 2003; Laville & Nyssens, 2001), disad®arly on by scholars such as
Ralph Kramer and more recently by David Billis, i@oRochester, and others. Since
the 1980s, nonprofit organizations have undergengarkable changes that have made
them more similar to for-profit enterprises (Magtral., 2014).

At best, any definition of a sector described dtoase and baggy monster” (Casey,
2015) with fuzzy edges is subject to a multitudecaveats and clarifications (Corry,
2010; Macmillan & Buckingham, 2013). Is there alliua sector? Perhaps a pure
epistemological answer must be that there is naség, 2015): a sector should, after
all, be defined by its boundaries, and the nonpse#ctor, particularly when examined
from an international and global perspective, habiguous and permeable margins
that are almost impossible to discern (ibid).

The most widely accepted definitions of nonprofifganizations and the nonprofit
sector are based on a combination of structural fandtional characteristics that
describe the organizational forms they adopt aedatttivities they undertake (Casey,
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2016). The Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit @e®roject definition, later
adopted by the United Nations for the purpose e&tting comparable national surveys
of nonprofit institutions, uses the following fiveriteria for defining a nonprofit
organization (Salamon & Anheier, 1998):

— organized, i.e. institutionalized to some degreéenms of their organizational
form or system of operation;

— private, i.e. institutionally separate from govesnt)

— non-profit-distributing, i.e. not returning any fite generated to their owners
or directors but plowing them back into the basission of the agency;

- self-governing, i.e. equipped with their own in@rapparatus for governance;
and

— voluntary, i.e. involving some meaningful degree valuntary participation
in the operation.

In the “structural-operational” definition by Salam and Anheier (1998) the non-
distribution constraint is identified as a struelufeature of nonprofit organizations.
The non-distribution constraint allows nonprofiganizations to make profits but does
not allow the distribution of the profit to manager employees of the organization.
“Whatever surplus a nonprofit organization generadaght to be put back into the
quality of its products / services or ought to lsedito finance the provision of services
to needy parts of population” (Brhlikova & Ortmar206). A nonprofit organization

that earns a profit in any period may direct thessources in one of three ways:
increase expenses so that the profit is used ugurirent operations, invest in fixed
assets which presumably will be used in providingsion-oriented services, or retain
the profits as a source of internal capital (Cadaby 2011).

A related approach is to focus on what makes ndipnganizations distinctive from
organizations in other sectors. First, there ihw@d-sector framework (see Fig. 1).
In order to describe the organizations operatinghiwithe third sector, nonprofit
scholars use the term “private nonprofit organai as the most accurate for
expressing the fact that these organizations résuit a three-sector economy. The
concept of a distinct third sector emerges fromahalyses that separate government
from nongovernment and for-profit from nonprofithd sectors are distinct but also
linked and overlapping (Corry, 2010). By conventigovernment is identified as the
first sector, business as the second, and non@®tite third. The three sectors are also
often characterized as “the Prince, the Merchart,the Citizen” (Najam, 1996; Casey,
2016). The existence of a trichotomy of three ditisectors (or social domains,
spheres, or realms) permeates Western thinking efCa2016). Classical liberal
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theorists emphasize the separation between pubid grivate, whereas
poststructuralists focus on the continuities anossrinfluences. Beyond these three
formal institutional sectors, some scholars idgndiffourth sector, one that is made up
of more informal relationships within the familynang friends, and in a community
(Offe, 2000; Streeck & Schmitter, 1985; Van Til,08), and debates occur over the
order and hierarchy of the sectors (cf. Casey, R016

Organizations

state private
I
I |
(government) nonprofit profitable organizations (nongovernment) nonprofit
organizations (companies) organizations
FIRST SECTOR SECOND SECTOR THIRD SECTOR

Figure 1 Scheme of three sectors of the national economy
Source: Vacekova and Murray Svidova, 2016

A common visual representation of the sectors gngple Venn diagram with three
overlapping circles representing the institutionamains — government/state (first
sector), markets (second sector), and nonprofiisd(tsector); occasionally, a fourth
circle represents the family or community. Someharg have suggested that the
nonprofit sector is by nature unsuited to singwafinitions (Osborne, 2008). Pestoff
(1992; 1998) modified this perspective by situating nonprofit sector at the center of
the welfare triangle, clearly separated from thatest market, and community
(households) by major social divisions, i.e., pefpliivate, for-profit/nonprofit, and
formal/informal. One advantage of Pestoff's clasation is that the triangle image
makes it possible to read the basic characterisfitse organizations operating in the
individual areas. The diagram greatly contributeghe understanding of the nonprofit
sector position. The entire triangle representatenal economy.

It is divided into three areas, reflecting thedaling divisions:

— formal/informal sector— the division reflects whether there is a legditgn
Legal entities are regulated by acts, making themmél;
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— public/private organizations the division is a reflection of who founded, @yn
and operates the organization. Sometimes this idiviss problematic,
especially due to unclear legal regulations;

— profit/nonprofit organizations- this division is a reflection of the purpose for
which the organization was founded. This is indidaby legal regulations and
the Income Tax Act.

Nonprofit organizations are located in the cenfehe triangle, indicating that they are:
— private — founded not by the government, but byagia entities, or even by
individual citizens or legal entities;
— nonprofit — not founded for the purpose of genacpprofit;

- formal — their image and position is adjusted bgvant acts.

STATE
(Public Agencies)

/!

A /
\\ Formal Monprofit »
£ Fore

Informal ;
s Prafit
!

Public

Private

ASSOCIATIONS
5\ (Voluntary /

», Monprofit
Organizations) 5 d

MARKET
{Private Firms)

COMMUNITY
(Households,
Families, etc.)

Figure 2 The third sector in the welfare triangle
Source: Pestoff, 1998 & 2005

Nevertheless, economists have devoted very litttenton to the operational definition
of “organization” in a nonprofit setting (Steinbe®97). Coase (1937) argues that the
boundaries of the for-profit firm are determined the relative transaction costs
of market trade and internal non-market allocatiaffering an especially rich
foundation for the analysis of nonprofit firms. Atlee boundaries different because
of the non-market allocations of volunteers andatioms? Although some analysis
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of transaction costs in a nonprofit setting hasube@or example, Krashinsky, 1986;
Salamon, 1987a; Ben-Ner & Van Hoomissen, 1991;i$&nGraddy, 1991; Grgnbjerg,
1993), this analysis has not focused on the detetioin of organizational boundaries.

Several papers examine mergers, franchising, neltptputs, and united fundraising
as attempts to remedy organizational externaligbl@ms (for example, Oster, 1992;
Bilodeau & Slivinski, 1995), another factor thought mediate organizational
boundaries. There are still many difficult cases@dtor blurring (for example, Billis,
1993) and unclear organizational boundaries wisieictors due to the power of funders
over organizational governance, overlapping mentiygssin organizational boards
of directors, partnerships, and joint ventures,-pi@fit subsidiaries of nonprofit
organizations, nonprofit subsidiaries of for-prefiunited fund-raising organizations,
and nonprofit franchise arrangements (Steinber@719The third chapter of this
habilitation thesis contributes some clarity testtaixonomic debate.

The institutional framework focuses on the struesuand processes that continue
to shape the dynamics of the nonprofit sector &delationships with the public and
for-profit sectors (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Selzkj 1996; Smith & Grgnbjerg,
2006). A related approach concerns what makes péhmrganizations distinctive
from organizations in other sectors (Casey, 20a8hprofit organizations differ from
government entities and for-profits because ofrtbheique combinations of production
functions, governance structures, revenue souarekstaffing, and their legal and tax
system (Salamon, 2010). As they are neither goventah nor for-profit, nonprofit
organizations have been seen as potentially comtpitie best of the two sectors: “the
public interest, responsibility, and wide perspextof government, melded with the
efficiency and knowledge of business” (Etzioni, 3R7All of the characteristics
ascribed to the sector have their own gray aredefiriitional disputes (see e.g. Casey,
2015). Clear definitions are elusive and the variattempts to find neat fault lines
between the sectors have only served to undertivedemarcation challenges (see
Chapter 3).

The question that must be pointed out in this odniels being nonprofit important?
(cf. Casey, 2015). Nonprofit organizations fulfil karge variety of functions
in democratic societies (Neumayr et al., 2007)Idvwahg Boris and Mosher-Williams
(1998), social, civic, and economic functions can detected to describe the roles
of nonprofit organizations. Kramer (1981) identfidour key roles and functions:
service provider, innovator, guardian of valueg] advocate. However, a closer look at
the categorizations of nonprofit functions offered literature shows that they are
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manifold and differ greatly (see, for example Krani®81; Salamon et al., 2000). The
functions of nonprofit organizations are identifiedTable 1.

Table 1 Concepts of nonprofits™ functions identified itetature

FUNCTION/AUTHOR

Estelle/Rose-

Salamon /
Sokolowski
Ackerman

Service/Service providing

Expressive role (and leadership
development role)/Value guardia
role and
volunteerism/Representational
function

Philantropy

Charity

Improver/Advocacy role

Vangueard role and service
pioneer/Innovation function

Community building (and
democratisation
role)/Fellowship/Social capital

Social entrepreneurship

Source: Neumayr et al., 2007

The role of nonprofit organizations in democrataxisties is a topic of perennial
interest in the political arena as well as in secanomic research. Nonprofit
organizations s may fulfil two major functions i@ntributing to the security and
stabilization of society while at the same timanstiating societal advancement. In
many countries, nonprofit organizations assume anstey role in integrating
disadvantaged groups through the provision of $a®avices and hence constitute
“social mollifiers.” Simultaneously, nonprofit orgaations assume an “expressive
function” by giving a voice to societal issues sashthe protection of the environment.
It cannot be assumed that the expressive functiod service orientation are
dichotomous variables. A majority of socially aetimonprofit organizations identify
themselves with both functions even though this inayitably lead to tension within
the organization between those who prefer the imegenerating service activities and
those who push for the expressive obligations. dlassification of organizations that
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are active in both fields remains unclear. Thera i® concise method in classification
systems such as the International ClassificatioNahprofit Organizations (ICNPO)

that makes it possible to fully delineate advocédgumayr et al., 2007). Apart from

the service function and expressive functions thme@re nonprofit functions are

acknowledged as highly relevant in the (post-) dittonal context (Vacekova

& Murray Svidraiova, 2016):

1. The innovative function. The nonprofit sector ca@ & source of various
innovations, including in the use of technologieeyv methods of education,
and innovative procedures of citizen mobilizatidhe innovative functions of
the nonprofit sector lead to the creation of a nuallenging environment for
the work of public organizations.

2. The advocacy function or the social change funcftidrese functions defend or
promote the interests and rights of individualspecific groups of citizens. In
the Czech Republic and Slovakia, this function ne @f the most important
because it contributes to the transformation ofetpc

3. The function of community building and the demoi@ation function. This is
a very important function in the Czech Republic &halvakia, where the former
regime adversely affected the development of conitydife and the natural
mechanisms of citizen mobilization in relation ttbpc affairs governance.

On closer inspection of the functions of nonpraiiganizations, it is visible that the
role of the nonprofit sector consists of takingaamtive part in shaping democracy and
diversity and controlling the rules adopted in sbci The service provider role of
nonprofit organizations is the one to which mogeraion is usually paid. But the
service, entrepreneurial, and innovative functiaresundoubtedly less contentious than
the expressive functions of advocacy, civic engagemand cultural expressions
(Casey, 2015). In terms of their beneficial effetit® nature of the services that private
nonprofit organizations provide can be as folloks\ikova & Svidraiova, 2010):

— mutually beneficial services: private nonprofit angzations implement the
interests of their founders, direct their actistiet meeting the needs of a small
group of people (an interest group), and are astad on a membership basis;
for example: civic associations, political partiasd movements, chambers,
clubs, and associations;

— generally beneficial services: private nonprofigamizations meet generally
beneficial objectives and serve everybody undersdommae conditions that are
known in advance; for example: civic associatidagndations, non-investment
funds, and nonprofit organizations providing gehgrdeneficial services,
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in particular as follows:

o provision of health care,
o provision of social assistance and humanitariaa,car

o creation, development, protection, restoration, apdesentation
of spiritual and cultural values,

o protection of human rights and fundamental freedoms
o0 education and development of physical culture,

0 research, development, scientific and technicaliees, and information
services,

o creation and protection of the environment and qutodn of public
health,

0 services in support of regional development andleynpent,

o the provision of housing; management, maintenaaice, renewal of the
housing stock.

— public utility services: private nonprofit organias carry out tasks related
to the public interest, fulfil the tasks of the nmipality or the state, or secure
other public functions; they are subject to puldmrutiny and usually have
financial relations with public budgets.

It is possible to polemicize whether the mutuallgnéficial services, meaning the
services which meet the needs of a small groupeople, can also be perceived as
generally beneficial from a broader point of vielm. many cases, traditions are
preserved, non-traditional forms of education areated, sports and culture are
promoted, and the spare time of members is filléth wieaningful activities (which
can be understood as preventing socio-pathologicehomena in society) when the
“hobbies” of an organization’s members are supplorte is therefore possible that
mutually beneficial activities are generally benidi in a wider perspective, as they
benefit the whole society.

The provision of public utility (generally benefd) services is referred to as a service
role. There are hypotheses that services providegrivate nonprofit organizations
meet one or more of the following characteristibgl]:

— Higher quality - since they are not profit-orientddey provide services of
a better quality than commercial facilities. Norffir@rganizations are also
more flexible, being able to provide different (diaxy) services, for example
in the area of community development, along theirmservice, which in a way
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increases satisfaction of consumers. Hence, thditygua services can be
evaluated as superior.

— More justice - nonprofit organizations have moremsive motivation to serve
those who need it most, the services are more aajyitdistributed than
in commercial enterprises that “discriminate” agaithose who cannot pay.
This attribute does not necessarily have to beepteas it does with the
provision of services by government.

— Lower cost ratio, higher efficiency - nonprofit argzations can reduce the
costs of their services and achieve greater effftgieby deploying volunteers
and the funds of a charitable and philanthropicattar. At the same time, by
using resources other than those from the stateatprnonprofit organizations
strengthen their autonomy and sustainability in tharket of the provided
services of general interest.

— Specialization - based on their mission, valuesgd &mowledge of the
communities in which they operate, nonprofit orgatibpns may specialize
in a particular issue, a group of citizens, a tgeintervention, and service
delivery.

From the perspective of public economics, anothmrcific feature related to the
provision of services results from the informatiasymmetry on the part of the
consumer (Chiang & Venkatesh, 1988; Bloom, Standiridoyd, 2008). However, the
nonprofit sector of every country is the resultitsf particular social, economic, and
political history (Casey, 2016). The origin, furmcti and mode of operation of the
nonprofit sector in each country reflect the uniquecumstances of that country
(DiMaggio & Anheier, 1990; James, 1989; Kramer, 1,98IcCarthy et al., 1992;
Pryor, 2012; Salamon & Anheier, 1997; Salamon &@okski, 2010; Skocpol, 2011).
Salamon and Anheier (1992a, 1992b, 1998) wrotesotial origins” and “nonprofit
regimes” whereas Anheier and Kendall (2001) talkbdut “national scripts.” It is
necessary to provide a critical assessment ofriheries explaining the emergence and
justification of the third sector while taking tfjgost-) transitional context into account.

1.3 Theories of the nonprofit sector: An overview

What makes for a good theory in economics? Londeaégd as a topic of theorizing
and empirical investigation by mainstream econornmcgarticular, the initial theories
regarding nonprofit organizations have continueghape theoretical and conceptual
efforts (Steinberg, 1997). Much work was achievedarily between 1975 and 1985
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when Henry Hansmann’s trustworthiness thesis, BuN@eisbrod’s public goods
theorem, Estelle James’s heterogeneity argument,oéimer economic theories were
first introduced to provide theoretical foundatidos what was then a newly emerging
field (see Rose-Ackerman, 1996; Hansmann, 1987; dgdyb & Anheier, 1990;
Anheier & Ben-Ner, 1997).

Importantly, the influence of this theorizing hasntnuously extended beyond
economics and informed sociological and politicalesce approaches to the set
of organizations and institutions situated betwgenmarket firm and the state agency
(Anheier & Ben-Ner, 2003; ibid, 1997; DiMaggio & Aaier, 1990). While the
theoretical map of nonprofit research has expam#sdnd the early attempts and now
includes several other major theories, such asbktdéler approaches, supply-side and
entrepreneurial theories, institutional theories] aomparative approaches, it is time to
take stock and reexamine some of the very basicepis from which these economic
theories operate (Anheier & Ben-Ner, 2003).

Limitations of the Limitations of the Fulfilment of societal
economic system political system values

Interdepen-
dence
theory

Trustworthiness Governmental
theory failure theory

Figure 3 Classification of nonprofit theories
Source: Murray Svidrova, Vacekova & Valentinov, 2016

The existing theoretical approaches to nonproftfanizations can be classified into
three groups (Fig. 1): those reflecting the limidas of the economic system; those
reflecting the limitations of the political systemand those that cannot be attributed to
the failure of any specific functional system. Tthed group may seem vague, but it
can be conveniently conceptualized in terms ofth@etal values that are reinforced by
the missions of the particular nonprofit organiaasi. As Valentinov (2012c, p. 83)
wrote, “the role of the nonprofit sector is in rafiguring the allocation of societal
resources, as it is evolving in the for-profit ®8cso as to bring it in congruence with
the broader societal values, including those of dundignity, environmental
preservation, and care for disadvantaged people. fohprofit sector needs to be
supplemented by the nonprofit sector not becauseanket failures, but because of its
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failure to take due account of the relevant sotietdues.” An advantage of the

proposed classification is that specific nonprdifiéories may be assigned to several
groups at the same time. Furthermore, a spec#img of nonprofit theories does not
need to be comprehensive in order to fit in thesifecation.

Failure-based theories

Economic theories that seek to explain the exigtefcnonprofit organizations focus
on the concepts of public versus private goodsthaed/arious “failures” that drive the
demand for them (Salamon, 1987a; Steinberg, 20069. first reconciliation of the
persistence of nonprofit organizations with clasiseconomic theory was offered by
Burton Weisbrod (1977). His theory of governmentlufe parallels the more
established theory of market failure (Le Grand, 1)9®eisbrod (1977, 1988) argued
that public goods provided by the government wezeegally targeted at the median
voter, which creates a gap that can be found katieahigh end, for those able to pay
for such services in the marketplace, and at thveelod, for the marginalized who must
organize alternative provisions. Those consumersvftom public goods are in high
demand may find that government does not suppigwsh as they would like. In order
to increase their utility, these high-demand cornssnsupport nonprofit firms which
can satisfy their needs. Thus the existence of mdimpfirms depends upon the
existence of heterogeneous demand (Krashinsky,)1997

Nonprofit organizations flourish when either, ottlad'market failure” (for-profit firms
have no interest in a good or few trust that it dsn delivered with equity and
accountability) and “government failure” (the gawerent cannot deliver a public good
efficiently) have occurred. Weisbrod (1988) argtieat the nonprofit organizations that
were not motivated by making profits had goals tHdfered from the goals of
profitable businesses and that those nonprofit rorgéions would not skimp on the
quality or quantity of the services provided at tbepense of poorly informed
consumers. The advantage of the provision of treesgices by private nonprofit
organizations, compared to profitable companies,ilter alia, in reducing the degree
of the information asymmetry on the part of theszoner.

The failure-based theories of nonprofit organizagi@xplain their ability to overcome
two types of failures (Valentinov, 2009): those otwng public goods and those
involving information asymmetries. The basic asstiomp for such government
failure/market failure theories is the limitatiom the ability of the market to provide
public goods in sufficient amounts. Classic ecormsmargues that this market
shortcoming would serve as a justification for siete and government to exist. But the
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government tends to reflect the preferences of amedioters, resulting in the
persistence of unsatisfied demands for public godtiss government failure leads
people to turn to nonprofit organizations “to syptvle public goods they cannot secure
through either the market or the state” (Salamofntieier, 1998).

Individuals, however, are not the only demand-si&takeholders. Governments
themselves purchase goods and services from prieag@anizations. Because
governments often provide services that are condumyeother parties, and are often
involved in sectors in the first place becausehef éxistence of public goods, they are
frequently prone to the same kinds of informatiawbtems discussed above (see
Krashinsky, 1997). This leads governments to tarndnprofit providers for the same
reasons as private consumers do, and it is orfeeakasons that governments are often
an important source of funds for nonprofit insitas (ibid). Discussion of this kind of
funding and its implications can be found in Salarft®87b) and Krashinsky (1990).

Trust theories

When focusing on “failures” Hansmann (1980, 198¥alibed a “contract failure” that

posits that consumers prefer nonprofit organizatidmecause governments fail
to provide services to all and for-profit businesdail to offer assurances against
exploitation. Hansmann introduced the label “cacttfailure” to describe the role of

nonprofit ownership in markets with asymmetric mmhation. The term is actually far

broader; in fact, it subsumes many other theomesding its main competitors: public

goods theories, subsidy theories, and consumeratdhéories (Hansmann, 1987).

The preference for nonprofit service is driven bg trust that nonprofit organizations
will deliver responsive and non-exploitative seedcand will not abuse information
asymmetries (Casey, 2015). The “trust hypothesgs”’based on the claim that
asymmetric information in the markets for certaoods and services can explain the
existence of nonprofit enterprise in those markietnsmann, 1980, 1994). Assuming
that profit-maximizing producers might not have ianentive to deliver the quality
of goods and services they promised consumers rmaddfmrs, Hansmann suggested
that nonprofit organizations eliminate the temptatio misrepresent the quality of their
wares by way of the non-distribution constraintt(@ann & Schlesinger, 1997), which
is a key structural feature of nonprofit organianti (see Vacekova, 2014).

Hansmann hypothesized that such a constraint waldkel care of producers’ incentive
to engage in opportunistic behavior. The prohibitad profit distribution to owners is
an aspect of nonprofit trustworthiness, becausengans that “those involved in
nonprofit organizations are less likely to be ire theld solely for the money”
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(Hansmann, 1980; 1987). Nonprofit organizations lbanperceived as a solution for
another form of market failure arising from infortioa asymmetries, such as when
consumers lack the information they need to judgeduality of goods and services
they purchase, mainly when the purchaser is nasdh®e person as the consumer.

This approach has traditionally been criticized égaggerating the significance of the
non-distribution constraint and assuming that ippesfectly enforced (James, 1997,
Ortmann & Schlesinger, 1997). The critical obsaorss mentioned in the study
presented by Valentinov (2008a) reveal that “tlaglitronal understanding of the non-
distribution constraint as a trustworthiness-enirandevice is incomplete.” Valentinov
shows that the non-distribution constraint is adsoeflection of the directly utility-
enhancing character of involvement in nonprofitnirfor their key stakeholders.

Recent studies have reaffirmed that the effecthef mon-distribution constraint is
conditioned by the effectiveness of its enforcembtalani and Posner (2007) showed
that “eliminating the profit incentive to comproraigjuality does not eliminate other
incentives to do so,” because the nonprofit forselft simply replaces one non-
verifiable condition (the quality of the product service) with another (the altruism of
the entrepreneur). Valentinov (2008c) showed thaene ordinary for-profit
entrepreneurship is importantly, if not primarilynotivated by non-monetary
preferences, such as for being one’s own bossngatie opportunity to use certain
skills and abilities, and pursuing one’s own idaad ideologies (Benz, 2009).

Nevertheless, Hansmann’s (1980) suggestion thaé tisesomething interesting and
different about organizations that are constraifredh distributing their profits has
borne the test of time (Steinberg, 1997). The caimdthas been enormously useful in
economic modelling of the role and behavior of nofip organizations.
A mathematical representation of the non-distrifiuttonstraint plays an essential role
in most formal models (ibid), at least partly detening the patterns of cross-
subsidization and product offerings (for exampbands, 1983; Ben-Ner, 1986; Schiff
& Weisbrod, 1991; Eckel & Steinberg, 1993), the ldgyar trustworthiness of service
(Easley & O’Hara, 1983; Ben-Ner, 1986; Chillemi &i31990, 1991; Handy, 1995;
Hirth, 1995), the level of donations (Bilodeau &v8iski, 1995a,b), the patterns of
price discrimination (Hansmann, 1981a; Ben-Ner,613einberg & Weisbrod, 1996),
the types of entrepreneurs and managers commde iseictor (Schlesinger, 1985; Gui,
1990; Folland, 1990; Preston, 1992; Eckel & Steigh&993; Bilodeau & Slivinski,
1995c¢), the average per-period deficit incurred gtdn-Smith & Jenkins, 1985), and
the accumulation of capital (Hansmann, 1981b, 198@kman & Chang, 1992).

As indicated, Hansmann’s central claim is thatrba-distribution constraint reduced
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the incentives for those associated with nonpfifanizations to claim any financial

surplus, and hence to misrepresent their activittesonsumers of their services or
potential donors (Ortmann & Schlesinger, 1997)this sense, nonprofit organizations
were thought to be more “trustworthy.” This hypatisewas subsequently developed
with greater mathematical rigor by Easley and O&Hér983, 1986), Ben-Ner (1986),

Chillemi and Gui (1991), and Hirth (1995). Each tbése elaborations focused on
particular aspects of the processes that were tidagroduce greater trustworthiness.

But as many scholars have observed, neither tigenatiformulation nor its subsequent
formalizations created a complete and internallystgient explanation for the role of
nonprofit organizations in industries with mixtured nonprofit and for-profit
ownership (James, 1986; Steinberg & Gray, 1993;efe1h 1995). Furthermore, issues
of internal organization were downplayed (Jame8618en-Ner, 1994; Brody, 1996;
Ortmann, 1996). Despite these doubts and skepticigra use of asymmetric
information as an explanation for the existenceadprofit organizations has become
widespread (Oster, 1995; Young & Steinberg, 1995).

Supply-side theories

Another theoretical approach treats the unsatidiemhand for public goods resulting
from state and market failures as a necessarybufficient condition for the existence
and importance of nonprofit organizations in a segonomic context. This supply-
side theory argues that another condition is needanthely “the presence of people
with an incentive to create NGOs to meet such defh@ames, 1987).

Failure and choice equations tend to focus on ddnoanditions but do not necessarily
explain the supply-side decisions to organize atingrto nonprofit principles in
situations in which people have an option to chdossveen nonprofit and for-profit
structures (Casey, 2015). What advantage could tbeganizations offer if they have
a non-distribution constraint and thus provide ledi material returns to those
delivering the good? Nonprofit organizations benefi access to economic advantages,
including a reduced tax burden, the workforce abatron of volunteers, and access
to government grants and private donations (Lyd®€3; Wolch, 1990). In order to
understand entrepreneurship theories, it is usedulrecapitulate the concept of
entrepreneurship (Badelt, 1997). In his seminatgseon entrepreneurship theories,
Dennis Young (1980, p.2ff) refers to Schumpeterasib characteristics of an
entrepreneur as described in his theory of econalaielopment (see, particularly,
1934, p.65ff). An entrepreneur is portrayed as ragividual with a specific attitude
towards change (Badelt, 1997). According to enaeeurship theories, entrepreneurial
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behavior explains why nonprofit organizations arenided and their engagement in the
provision of services.

Without founding entrepreneurs and those managetr$aard members willing to play
a continuing role in the evolution of an organiaati the nonprofit share would
obviously fall to zero (Steinberg, 1997). Furthidre type of entrepreneur attracted to
the nonprofit sector determines, at least in gh#g, objective of the organization and
therefore how it will compete and grow (ibid). Yir too little attention has been
focused on detailed empirical and theoretic anslysre, especially in the (post-)
transitional context. Existing studies specify ttagiety of entrepreneurial motivations
(Young, 1983), but say little about the empiricadtabution of entrepreneurial types
(for an exception, see Rawls et al., 1975). Pufphiods and transaction cost theories
provide an economic foundation for Salamon’s (198philanthropic particularism”
theory of voluntary failure (Ben-Ner & Van Hoomissel991), but there is room for
much more integration between economic and paliscence theories (see Steinberg,
1997).

Entrepreneurial theories give a rationale for tRestence of nonprofit organizations
from the supply side. In this sense, they introdingeconcept of “institutional choice”
or “organizational choice” (Weisbrod, 1988; Baddlf§90, 1997b; Ben-Ner & Van
Hoomissen, 1993, p.31) in a supply-oriented thedrghe nonprofit sector. Therefore,
entrepreneurship theories can be viewed as “itistitalist” theories of the nonprofit
sector, making it difficult to compare them with racformal neo-classical theories
(Badelt, 1997a). Although some formal theories ahprofit organizations that
conceptualize nonprofit behavior as neo-classicakimization models are based on
objective functions not too different from entrepearship theories (ibid),
an integration of both lines of reasoning has rearbexplicitly made, although there is
no doubt that the qualitative hypotheses forwatoedntrepreneurship theories may be
a good starting point also for the developmenbaoiial theories (Young, 1996).

Interdependence theory

The welfare state theory, both failure theoriesdg@rtying the heterogeneity), and
supply-side theories “take as given that the rehesthip between the nonprofit sector
and the state is fundamentally one of conflict anthpetition” (Salamon & Anheier,
1998). Nonprofit organizations also face failurehiéy cannot deliver results. Salamon
(1987a) noted that nonprofit organizations are hemegb by four potential failures:
insufficiency (they cannot meet needs), particshar{their activities focus on a limited
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constituency), paternalism (they set the agenda Witle end user input), and
amateurism (they do not have the capacity to effelgt manage programs).

Nevertheless, close cooperative relationships caturo between nonprofit
organizations and governments. The possibility obperative relationships is the
subject of the interdependence theory. A spec#ision was proposed by Salamon and
Anheier (1998) called the social origins theory. dontrast to the single-factor
explanations advanced in the context of neocldsgicaernment—market failure
models, the social origins theory focuses on admage of societal, political, and
economic factors in explaining the nonprofit pheeown in a comparative perspective.
Although it focuses on a broader context, the aislgtill rests on the prevailing
government-failure approach and a two-sector viévgaziety. Institutional analysis
suggests nonprofit organizations should be viewsdaa forming an institutional sector
but as part of a complex network of organizationkdd together in the public sphere
(Wagner, 2000).

Rurality theory

A new theory to explain the role and existence ohprofit organizations in the
economy and society is the rurality theory. Thisatty, which is a type of market
failure theory, was formulated by Vladislav Valemv (2009) and assumes that
generally the existence of the nonprofit sectax result of the limited abilities of for-
profit firms to satisfy human needs. Valentinov sdd this theory that there are
specific characteristics of rural areas with spediiman needs resulting in “rurality-
specific costs.” The rural theory’s general hypsthés that rurality-specific transaction
costs led to the emergence of rural nonprofit seaoganizations. Based on
Valentinov’s assumptions, the recognized empinieldvance and the growing political
popularity of the rural nonprofit sector have net een matched by a corresponding
development in nonprofit sector economic theonésdéntinov, 2012c).

In fact, a rural nonprofit economic theory has bedtogether lacking. Traditional
general theories of the nonprofit sector emphasiteedble in providing public goods
(Weisbrod, 1991), gaining consumer trust (HansmaB@Bgy), ensuring better consumer
control over the production of goods and servig=n(Ner, 1986), and serving as an
outlet for ideological entrepreneurship (Rose-Adkan, 1996). These theories have
clearly been developed with no regard for the wigstbn between rural and urban
regions. Hence, none of these theories is adeguatsitioned to take account of the
specificity of rural conditions in explaining theistence of the rural nonprofit sector.
In line with traditional nonprofit economic theasiethe rural theory assumes that the
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existence of the nonprofit sector is a result @ lilmited ability of for-profit firms to
satisfy human needs.

The original contribution of the rural theory is the argument that some of the
limitations of for-profit firms located in rural eas are related to rural characteristics
such as low population density, geographical dspar and poor infrastructure. These
characteristics give rise to “rurality-specific’atrsaction costs that must be borne by
for-profit firms located in rural areas. The rutglspecific transaction costs constrain
the scope of operation of rural for-profit firmeus diminishing their ability to satisfy
rural dwellers’ wants and creating a niche for ku@profit organizations (Valentinov,
2012b).

The applicability of nonprofit economics to conagdizing rural development is based
on recognizing that the challenges of rural devalept ultimately result from the
lower presence of for-profit firms in rural areésu in urban ones. Indeed, the lack of
for-profit firms is precisely what constrains theal dwellers’ opportunities to satisfy
their needs and to maintain their wellbeing atlthes| that is achievable in cities. In
terms of economic theory, this lack of for-profirnis can be thought of as
a consequence of the higher transaction cost okehaxchange in rural areas. The
transaction cost in rural areas is evidently inseela by population scarcity, the
significant geographic dispersion of consumers pratlucers, and a relatively poor
infrastructure (Terluin, 2001). This transactiorstclimits the ability of for-profit firms
to maintain social welfare in rural areas at alleggiivalent to that of cities.

While nonprofit economics locates the role of nafiprorganizations in the balance
against the for-profit firms’ limitations, the spic mechanism permitting nonprofit
organizations to provide this balance still nealbé explained. With rural nonprofit
organizations, this mechanism can be inferred frtw@ fact that many nonprofit
organizations are mutual self-help organizatioms,they produce their core outputs for
the purposes of consumption by their own membetserahan for sale. Due to their
foundations in mutual self-help, these nonprofigamizations may be designated as
self-sufficiency-oriented rather than exchangerdgd. Their self-sufficiency
orientation is the reason that high transactiortscds not (necessarily) disable their
existence. Indeed, transaction cost, followingdggnition by Ronald Coase (1937), is
the cost of using the price mechanism, i.e., thehmeism of market exchange. Since
self-sufficiency-oriented nonprofit organizationsoguce their output for consumption
by their own members, rather than for sale in tlaeket, they are less affected by the
rurality-specific transaction cost. Moreover, econsts have long recognized that the
replacement of the market exchange with self-sefficy is a natural consequence of
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high transaction costs (Demsetz, 1997; Becker amdpMy, 1992), so the rurality-
specific transaction cost can be said to give tsé¢he replacement of exchange-
oriented for-profit firms with self-sufficiency-anted nonprofit organizations.

It must of course be noted that not all rural nofiprorganizations are fully self-
sufficiency-oriented. Local community organizationgural and agricultural
cooperatives, and rural partnerships may all predaicleast some of their output for
sale in the market. But since none of these norpoofanizations, by definition,
represent for-profit firms, their objectives neaedyg include nonpecuniary aspects
related e.g. to the maintenance of local culturé iafrastructure (e.g. Uphoff, 1993),
the rational use of common pool resources (e.ged®®tand Ostrom, 2008), or the
organization of local collective action (Staatz,81I9 Apart from producing any
commercial output, rural nonprofit organizationsessarily undertake activities aimed
at achieving these nonpecuniary objectives becthese objectives reflect precisely
those needs of nonprofit organization membersaaahot be satisfactorily met by for-
profit firms. These nonpecuniary objectives are ¢hgct of self-sufficiency in rural
nonprofit organizations.

Thus, rurality may be regarded as a distinct thesalerationale for the nonprofit sector
because it involves the rurality-specific transactcost that limits the ability of for-
profit firms to satisfy human needs. Nonprofit argations are able to balance
limitations of the for-profit firms because the ality-specific transaction cost leads to
the replacement of exchange-oriented organizafembodied by for-profit firms) with
self-sufficiency-oriented ones (embodied by nonipmfyanizations).

While the notions of trust, information asymmetrypublic goods, demand
heterogeneity, and transaction costs continue teesas the building blocks of
economic theories in this field, recent work hagpamded on previous research and
improved understanding of the origins of nonprofitganizations. While these
improvements have been useful for understandingomodibh organizations, there is
nonetheless a need to reconsider the conceptuahtiony of microeconomic theories
(Anheier & Ben-Ner, 2003). Nonprofit scholars hagendency to retain “old” theories
as basic reference points even when the theoresslves may no longer be adequate
for current research efforts, especially in thetyinsitional context. Even in 1997,
Anheier and Ben-Ner doubted that economic theartegd inform empirical research
to the extent needed for continued theoretical idgveent.
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1.4 Towards an integrative theory: Critical assessment of

current approaches

Since the 1970s, neoclassical economists have dmeidering an apparent paradox:
“the presence of nonprofit organizations inside katg driven by the quest for profit”
(Laville et al., 2015). Economics literature on tienprofit sector has continued in the
neoclassical tradition, “which examines tlagson d'étreof organizations in the market
economy” (ibid). Nonprofit organizations are chyefixplained in terms of their ability
to address market failure (Jegers, 2008; Steinb2096). The limitations of this
explanation are, however, widely recognized (semnBeérg, 2006). Specifically, the
market failure explanation does little to include tmotivational phenomena, such as
ideological commitment, altruism, social valuesd amission-drivenness, that are
critical for the effective operation of the nonptafector (Rose-Ackerman, 1996).
Vladislav Valentinov (2011) argues that it is fdnst reason that the market failure
explanation for this sector is supplemented with tldeological entrepreneurship”
theory, which is centrally concerned with the matignal phenomena. “However,
while focusing on the motivation of nonprofit ermgreneurs, the ideological
entrepreneurship theory does not systematicalliveénis motivation from the broader
institutional framework of the market economy. Asresult, despite the booming
research on nonprofit economics in the last decaemtegrated theoretical vision of
this institutional arrangement has not yet evolv@tlentinov, 2008b).

Valentinov has proposed numerous approaches fotifigieg this integrated vision. As
the market failure approach cannot accommodateolidgcal entrepreneurship” and
other supply-side theories, Valentinov proposedaapg the concept of the market
with that of the social division of labor. The salcdlivision of labor is clearly a more
fundamental concept that theoretically includeshbuoarkets that fail and those that do
not. The concept itself, however, may be constdjiress acknowledged by Adam
Smith’s statement that that “the division of laimtimited by the extent of the market.”
Recent literature acknowledged that additional tamgs on the social division
of labor include transaction costs and technoldgkreowledge (Valentinov, 2006).
Valentinov traced the economic origins of the naofipisector to the constraint of the
social division of labor by transaction costs, gsthe term “transaction costs” with
a meaning which must be carefully differentiatednir transaction costs in the new
institutional economics understanding of the temmlater work, Valentinov put the
social division of labor argument on an instituabst basis by referring to the
“institutionalist dichotomy” prominent in Americaninstitutional economics,
alternatively called “old” or “original” institutinal economics.
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The old institutional economics perspective questithe ability of the new institutional
economics to provide an exhaustive explanationhef nonprofit sector, as the new
institutional economics does not seem to coverett@omic space beyond the social
division of labor. Following a seminal article byoRald Coase (1937), which
“highlighted that certain transaction costs canl&xrpthe formation of economic
enterprises” (Laville et al., 2015), Oliver Willimon (2012) defined an organization
as a“‘governance structure” that enables the remluaf transaction costs. The new
institutional economics, as introduced by Coasefarttier developed by later authors
including Williamson, “confers to the organizati@antheoretical status that was not
previously recognized by orthodox economic scien@edville et al., 2015). For
example, the main hypothesis of transaction cast@wnics asserts that transactions are
aligned with governance structures in a transactost-economizing way. The
minimization of transaction costs thereby servesaasriterion of efficiency in the
appraisal of governance structures. The use afiefity criteria implies the assumption
that there is an efficiency maximum, and that tbmpgetitive pressures of the market
facilitate the attainment of that maximum, everugjioit might remain unreachable due
to transaction costs and related reasons (seeldstsetz, 1969). However, if the
nonprofit sector is truly based in the economiccspheyond the social division of
labor, as Valentinov (2006, 2008c) stated, then daesumptions of efficiency and
transaction cost-economizing become less relevant.

Old institutional economics rejects these assumptiof efficiency and economizing.
One of its key ideas is the “pecuniary-industrigdr Veblenian) dichotomy
emphasizing the limitations of the markets and h& price system in guaranteeing
a high quality of human life. “The pecuniary-indiest dichotomy is a major theme in
the work of Thorstein Veblen, and has found furttbevelopment in the form of the
‘technological-ceremonial’ dichotomy in the writsi@f Clarence Ayres” (Valentinov,
2008b). Original institutional economists also dot rshare the new institutional
economists’ faith in the beneficent natural ordesaxial organization that is embodied
in the Pareto-optimal competitive equilibrium (Gnyc 1987), a faith that can be
inferred from the use of efficiency criteria in tkerms of which this equilibrium is
defined. New institutional economics gives a muabrenprominent place to markets
than old institutional economics does (Rutherfol®95). This new institutional
economics attitude is exemplified by Williamsonl®{5, p. 21) assertion that “in the
beginning there were markets” (Ankarloo and Palerg@)4; Hodgson, 1998). The
favorable disposition toward markets is associated the use of efficiency criteria in
evaluating the performance of real-world institn8o The institutions of the nonprofit
sector may be more appropriately appraised byraitime criteria. Drawing on the
writings of the institutional economist RadhakanMukerjee, Valentinov (2011)
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suggested that the role of the nonprofit sectanage properly seen in “helping the
economies to better accommodate broader socidta#s/aas well as in “the pursuit of
common interests rather than in individual utihtyaximization.”

The most important factor of the institutionaligsion of the integrative conceptual
core of the nonprofit sector is that the nonpreéttor generates behavioral patterns
that cannot be imitated by profit-seeking behavidhis factor seems to have
implications that go beyond those that Valentinaberated. Valentinov (2009, 2012a,
2012d) convincingly showed that this behaviorafeddnce accounts for the ability of
nonprofit organizations in rural areas to contréotd the quality of social life in ways
that cannot be copied by for-profit organizatiolisural areas are indeed marked by
“rurality-specific transaction costs” that constrane social division of labor, then the
for-profit firms located on the “pecuniary pole” dhe institutionalist pecuniary-
industrial dichotomy must indeed be constrained tne Iowered pecuniary
attractiveness of these areas.

However, Valentinov’s innovative application of thestitutionalist dichotomy has
considerably broader implications, going beyond thal development context. To
begin with, the basic service-providing role of timnprofit sector largely arises out of
its nonprofit orientation, which is emphasized e tdichotomy (Salamon et al.,
2016b). The services that nonprofit organizatioresexpected to provide are those that
involve some “public” or collective character. Sugbods and services are typically
difficult to supply through the private market baesa they are available to everyone
regardless of whether they have been paid for, usecéghose in need of them lack
resources, or because the services require soneealspement of trust (Hansmann,
1980; Weisbrod, 1975; Salamon, 1987). The Thirdt@etmpact project (2016)
showed that “in situations where trusted economsgtitutions to provide credit or assist
with marketing and related roles are unavailableraover, nonprofits can also be
expected to provide such economic services (eagmany developing countries and
transition economies). In a number of places, tlo@profit service role is not
distinguished sharply from that of government, tjifoin some places, such as Central
and Eastern Europe (e.g. Hungary, Romania, Sloyak@nprofit organizations are
now expected to be the primary service providessilgmon et al., 2016).

Furthermore, as nonprofit organizations are nongypally profit-oriented, they can
afford to provide a higher quality of service themmmercial enterprises (Weisbrod,
1989; Billis & Glennerster, 1998). Because of theiccess to voluntary and
philanthropic support, their charitable goals, dneir more limited interest in profit,
nonprofit organizations should be more inclinedséove those in greatest need. Their
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client profiles can therefore be expected to diffem those of commercial enterprises,
though not necessarily from those of governmennags (Weisbrod, 1989; James
& Birdsall, 1992; Kramer, 1981). Access to volumge@and charitable support can
enable nonprofit organizations to offer servicea &iwer cost than other providers and
therefore be considered more efficient (Weisbro8i89] Badelt & Weiss, 1990).
Because of their value-based missions and embeddgdm communities of place and
need, nonprofit agencies can specialize in a prnopke group of people, a service
delivery system, or a method of intervention (Fagton & Bebbington, 1993; Kramer,
1981, p.259).

As they are not driven by the “bottom line,” nonfirorganizations are also potentially
more flexible and adaptable than other types o&mwimations and more able to take
risks, thus fulfilling the innovation role. All tee types of innovation identified by
Stephen Osborne (1998) can be identified with tbeprofit sector: evolutionary

innovation in situations in which there is a newogass/product; expansionary
innovation where there is a new market; and tatabvation where there is a new
process/product and a new market. This innovatale is widely recognized in the

literature (see, for example: Kramer, 1981; Osboi888; Light, 1998).

Because they are not beholden to the market anchargart of the governmental
apparatus, nonprofit organizations can be expeatédonly to innovate, but also to
push for changes in government policy or in sotietaditions (Boris & Mosher-
Williams, 1998; Habib & Taylor, 1999; Kramer, 198lipsky & Smith, 1989). This
advocacy role is also consistent with the voluntdrgracter of nonprofit organizations
and the availability of these organizations as raa@ms to gather people who share
a particular concern. Two dimensions of the advpaate appear significant in the
literature: the personal and the public (Hayes,6)9@lternatively termed “citizen
advocacy” and “policy advocacy” (Knapp et al., 1988.5). This is consistent with the
“expanded conception of advocacy” proposed by Band Mosher-Williams (1998,
p.488), which embraces not only policy-oriented ivatgt but broader “civic
involvement” that nonprofit organizations can faate. Ralph Kramer also termed this
the vanguard role (Kramer, 1981).

Nonprofit organizations can be expected to takeoeadey as one form of their
representational activities. These organizationsy raso perform a broader role
as vehicles for individual and group self-expresgi/eisbrod, 1975). Kramer referred
to this as the “value guardian role” of nonprofiganizations: “As a value guardian
of voluntaristic, particularistic and sectarian ued, a voluntary agency is expected
to promote citizen participation, develop leadgrshprotect interests of social,
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religious, cultural, or other minority groups” (Kneer, 1981, p.9). David Horton Smith
(1973, p.337) also identified the ability of thelwatary sector “to liberate the
individual and permit him or her the fullest possimeasure of expression of personal
capacities and potentials within an otherwise gairshg social environment....” as one
of the sector's central impacts (Smith, 1973, p)33lhus, groups form to give
expression to ethnic and religious heritages, teupational matters, to shared
ideologies and interests, to musical or culturahoswns, and to thousands of other
interests. In addition, because they offer vehides individual self-expression,
nonprofit organizations encourage leadership deweénmt. Through this expressive
role, therefore, nonprofit organizations shouldifsrumental in promoting the value
of pluralism and diversity in society, providing tais for the development of new
leadership teams and vehicles through which pecgoefulfill themselves in a variety
of ways.

Finally, while the expressive role emphasizes thentridbution that nonprofit
organizations can be expected to make to diveasity pluralism, these organizations
can be expected to perform a unifying role as W#rger & Neuhaus, 1996; Kingsley
& Gibson, 1999; Smith, 1973). This community builgiand democratization role is
embodied in the concept of “social capital” thas lh@en gaining considerable currency
(Putnam, 1993), although it was recognized mucHieeam discussions of the
“integrative role” that these organizations perfof@mith, 1973, p.335). The central
idea is that by encouraging social interaction, pmofit organizations help to create
habits of trust and reciprocity that in turn contiie to a sense of community and
support democratic values. In this sense, the mdh@ector can contribute to both
diversity and community at the same time. This camity building role, in turn, has
been credited with encouraging both economic groamkl democratization, each
of which require extensive bonds of trust in oreflourish.

In addition to these positive contributions, noriprarganizations may also be
expected to exhibit certain characteristic vulnéiteds that need to be examined in
gauging the impact of this set of institutions & abn, 1987b). Valentinov (2011) fully
acknowledged these vulnerabilities in the contdxthe nonprofit commercialization
pressures. However, these vulnerabilities can lea seore broadly and include the
following:

Particularism. The very qualities that make nonprofit organizagiopotentially

responsive to group interests or concerns can rtteka hostile to broader public or
community interests. Indeed, nonprofit organizagia@an be discriminating in their
operations, providing benefits only to people sti@the religious, or ethnic, or cultural
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values of the members and denying benefits to st{fealamon, 1987b; Lewis, 1998;
Kramer, 1981; Smith, 1973, p.342). In situations which groups vary in their
resources, this can reinforce inequalities.

Paternalism.Unlike governments, nonprofit organizations canastablish “rights,”
only privileges. They can thus reinforce the depeicé of those who rely on their
services (Salamon, 1987b; Berger & Neuhaus, 199é&mi€r, 1981). This dependence
can, in turn, be used to force those without adteve recourse to accept religious,
moral, or political convictions they would not othese choose. To the extent that this
leads to forced conversions or the subjugationngdartant traditions, it constitutes
a denial of individual liberty rather than a promatof it.

Excessive amateurism or professionalidfonprofit organizations pride themselves on
their reliance on volunteer input and private dadte support. While this can be
a source of innovation and independence, it can bés a recipe for ineffectiveness
(Lewis, 1998). Nonprofit organizations may not d#eato attain the scale of effort
required to make a serious dent in a major probtesy may use approaches that fail
to take advantage of the latest techniques, or thay rely on the unique skills
of a particularly effective individual that canneasily be replicated. “Scaling up” the
innovations and contributions of nonprofit orgami@as can consequently be a serious
problem. By the same token, nonprofit organizatioas also fall prey to excessive
professional control and the professionalizatioprablem-solving. This happens when
professional staff acquire too complete controlroagency operations and limit the
involvement of members, clients, or other non-pssienals (Kramer et al., 1993;
Lewis, 1998; McKnight, 1995).

Resource insufficiencyOne of the additional inherent limitations of theluntary
sector is the difficulties encountered with genegaresources on a scale that is both
adequate and sufficiently reliable to cope with ttsege of human problems it seeks to
address (Salamon, 1987b; Billis & Glennerster, 19mer, 1981; Lewis, 1998;
Ostrander, 1989; Grgnbjerg, 1994; Fowler, 1995)s &, to a considerable extent,
a product of the “free rider” problem inherent letproduction of collective goods.
Since everybody benefits from a society in whicbsthin need are cared for even if
they have not contributed to the cost of the déwere is an incentive for each person to
let their neighbor bear most of the cost. As loagadiance is placed solely on a system
of voluntary contributions, therefore, it is likellgat the resources made available will
be less than those that the society actually censidptimal. Furthermore, because
of the twists of economic fortune, benevolent imdiinals may find themselves least
able to help those in need when the need is gteatesddition, the available resources
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are frequently not available where the problemsraost severe. As a consequence,
nonprofit organizations, on their own, have seriougnerabilities in generating
a reliable stream of resources to address commuedéys.

Accountability gap A fifth key vulnerability of nonprofit organizatis results from
their lack of sufficient accountability mechanisnjidayes, 1996; Kramer, 1981;
Herzlinger, 1996; Fleishman, 1999). For-profit Imesises are ultimately held
accountable by the consumers of their productskantheir boards of directors, who
have a vested interest in the performance of tingocation. Government agencies are
similarly held accountable firstly by elected reg@etatives and ultimately by voters in
a democratic system. By contrast, the principaliclehfor accountability in the
nonprofit sphere is the trustworthiness of agen@nagers. Society assumes that
because the organizations these managers headt cgmawate profits to benefit their
managers, these managers can be relied on to #n& brest interest of the organization
and those it serves. However, there are many waygich organizational operations
can benefit organization managers, making this ns i@perfect accountability
mechanism at best. Furthermore, because the boandsnprofit organizations have
fewer incentives to monitor organizational perfonoathan is the case in the business
sector, the likelihood is great that board oversighl be less vigorous. As a result,
nonprofit organizations may lack the accountabittgchanisms operating in the other
spheres.

Finally, it is necessary to mention that the didmag-informed approach to the
integrative understanding of the nonprofit sectssumes the nonprofit sector exists in
response to the societal imbalances induced bywtikeestablished for-profit sector
(Valentinov, 2011; Valentinov et al., 2015). Thisa demand-oriented assumption that
makes perfect sense in the context of the Westerfdwbut it is less applicable to the
transitional context of the Central and Easternopean countries, whose institutional
structure is still in the process of emerging aadning. In the Central and Eastern
European countries, it seems more plausible to thgstze that the societal
determinants of the nonprofit sector, at leasthe short to medium term, will be
mainly related to supply-side rather than demadd-dactors, with the supply-side
factors including public funding, public regulatioand the legal environment of the
nonprofit sector. This raises the subject of the part of the thesis.
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2 Testing nonprofit theories in the

(post-) transitional context

First, this chapter provides an analysis of theneadc determinants of the nonprofit
sector in Slovakia (see also Murray Svitea, Vacekova & Valentinov, 2016). Rather
than using the neoclassical market failure approdbk analysis builds on the
institutionalist framework that draws attention ttee shortcomings of the dominant
institutional structures of the private for-proind public sectors. A survey of 60
nonprofit organizations was used to identify thay characteristics; the “supply-side”
and “interdependence” theories were identifiedhesrhost useful explanations for the
existence of these nonprofit organizations. Thessults emphasize the role of
nonprofit organizations in fulfilling societal vada while taking account of institutional
complementarities, regional variations, and legalytiarities.

Second, this chapter examines the commercial wemstion of the nonprofit sector in
the (post-) transitional Czech context (see alsoeWava, Valentinov & Nemec, 2016).
Some nonprofit economists see nonprofit commematdbn as a moral dilemma
because commercial activities may secure the salna¥ the organization at the
expense of undermining the mission orientation. sTnoral framing of the
commercialization debate is insufficient for delstrg the Czech nonprofit sector,
which is still struggling to develop its own disttninstitutional identity. Financial
independence is part of this identity, and comnag¢ractivities might be able to assist
nonprofit organizations in emancipating themselfresn the previously paternalistic
state. The institutional nature of the commercalan phenomenon in the Czech
Republic has been emphasized on this basis. Theiaes favoring commercialization
by Czech nonprofit managers are shown to be heamflyenced by the current
institutional and regulatory environment, which koifly promotes nonprofit self-
financing initiatives. If nonprofit commercializat is understood as an institutional
phenomenon, then its moral significance is besturag in terms of institutional ethics
rather than in terms of the individual ethics ohpmfit managers, an approach that
seems to be predominant in the Anglo-Saxon liteeatdfter presenting recent
empirical findings on self-financing, this subchaptconcludes by stressing the
interrelation between the semantic and ethical a@spef the commercialization
concept.

Finally, this chapter investigates the issue of pmofit sustainability (see also
Valentinov & Vacekova, 2015). The sustainabilityrafnprofit organizations is a key
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concern for contemporary nonprofit scholars andctiraners. Building upon the
nonprofit economics literature, this subchapteroatices the distinction between the
demand-side and supply-side determinants of nommadtainability and examines the
discrepancy between them. This discrepancy proadgsneric conceptual explanation
of nonprofit sustainability issues and can also dpplied to the European rural
nonprofit sector. Three arguments are advancedt, Rlve notorious implementation
problems of LEADER partnerships can be explainedaasnanifestation of the
discrepancy. Second, and relatedly, the rural coniaplies the tendency of the
supply-side determinants of nonprofit sustainapitid® undermine the demand-side
determinants. Third, recent empirical findings fréne Czech Republic indicate that
this tendency does not necessarily imply the pdggibf clear classifications for the
demand-side and supply-side sustainability deteants Rather, those features of rural
areas and communities that significantly affect siee of the local nonprofit sector
exhibit a controversial entanglement of demand-aitte supply-side identities.

2.1 A synopsis of nonprofit theories: Reality check from

Slovakia

The academic field of nonprofit sector studies hasn advancing in recent decades
across the globe. Nonprofit organizations are nowdely acknowledged to “play
a variety of social, economic, and political rolassociety. They provide services as
well as educate, advocate, and engage peopleitarid social life” (Boris & Steuerle,
2006, p. 66; cf. Kuhlmann, 2010; Michalski & Merci&011). Nonprofit organizations
also act as initiators of innovation in public seeg delivery (Nemec, MikuSova
Merickova & Svidraiova, 2015). To Salamon et al. (2013, p. 1), thegiprominence
of nonprofit organizations constitutes a globalstagational revolution” i.e., “a major
upsurge of organized, private, voluntary and nofifpewtivity [that] has been under
way around the world for the past thirty years oor@i (ibid). Under these
circumstances, it is only natural that social stig¢s have initiated a creative search for
theories and models that would explain the evatumd societal functions of the
nonprofit sector and help to productively harnésgolicy potential.

This subchapter primarily addresses the theorigsnandels that interest economists.
Given that the global nonprofit sector presentew &conomic force (Salamon et al.,
2013), economists have developed numerous cley#orations of the ways in which
nonprofit organizations have played important rahesiodern economies, especially in
the Anglo-Saxon institutional context. The mainusirof these explorations ascribes
nonprofit organizations the ability to correct sfiedypes of market failure (Steinberg,
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2006). Economics, however, is a pluralistic scierte@mnomic science in the Western
world is clearly dominated by neoclassical and mestitutional economics approaches,
but at the same time it contains a number of hdtetstrands that hold a critical stance
on the market failure framework. This stance iseesly attractive to sociologists and

political scientists who see the market failurenfeavork as a reductionist attempt
to constrain the complex and institutionally ricbcsl reality into a market setting

consisting of consumers and producers.

Following this line, Smith and Grgnbjerg (2006,285) criticize the market failure

explanations of nonprofit organizations for failirtg properly account for their

institutional embeddedness. Anheier and SalamorD6R2@leveloped the “social

origins” theory as a direct counterpoint to the kearfailure explanations. The social
origins theory is intended to emphasize “the embdddss of the nonprofit sector in
the cultural, religious, political, and economialiges of different countries. It thus

views decisions about whether to rely on the martket nonprofit sector, or the state
for the provision of key services as not simplympe choice by individual consumers
in an open market...Rather, it views these choicefiems/ily constrained by prior

patterns of historical development and by the ingdgbower of various social groupings
that have significant stakes in the outcomes &dhaecisions” (ibid, p. 106).

The social origins theory is primarily geared towvagxplaining the geographical
variations across the global nonprofit sector nathan toward identifying the causal
mechanisms responsible for the “reconstitutive deand causation” from the
encompassing institutional structure onto the lefetpecific nonprofit organizations
(Valentinov, 2012b). To identify these mechanisnmald certainly be a daunting task.
In contrast to this popular belief, this subchajdentifies and implements an empirical
strategy that both traces the roles of nonprofgaaizations back to the limitations
of the economic and political functional systemsl aiso considers the nonprofit
activities that are not registered on these systeadsrs. This is done by exploring the
nonprofit organizations populating a given instdoal space, in this case Slovakia.
In contrast to available empirical studies focusedtesting the validity of specific
market failure theories (cf. Steinberg, 2004), tisimdy seeks to establish the
comparative validity of alternative theoretical eggches using a representative sample
of Slovak nonprofit organizations. In doing so,ighés are obtained into the validity
of specific theories and into their comparativefulsess in making sense of a complex
and institutionally rich social reality.

Nonprofit theories reflecting the limitations of etheconomic system include
Hansmann’s trustworthiness theory, Weisbrod's gowvemtal failure theory, and the
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recently advanced rurality theory (Valentinov, 208@lentinov & lliopoulos, 2013).
Hansmann’'s and Weisbrod’s theories have been widslgussed in the secondary
literature and are generally seen as market failineories (despite Weisbrod's
reference to “governmental failure”). Valentino\{2Z009) rurality theory refers to the
discrepancy between the standards of living in mrdxad rural areas. This discrepancy
is the result of several socio-economic charadtesiof rural areas, including low
population density, geographical dispersion, andaek of infrastructure. These
characteristics lower the rate of return on forfpprentrepreneurial activities and thus
create a niche for rural nonprofit organizationsonprofit theories reflecting the
limitations of the political system include Weisi® governmental failure theory and
Salamon’s (1987a) voluntary failure theory, alsown as “interdependence” or “third-
party government” theory. Finally, the “supply-sider “entrepreneurship” theories
(Young 1993; Rose-Ackerman, 1996) explicity empbasthe role of nonprofit
organizations as outlets for fulfilling specificcsetal values and ideologies.

Table 2 presents the key theoretical approachet, avisummary, key terms, key
strengths, and key weaknesses. The social oriti@sry was omitted because it is
intended to apply to cross-national comparisonkerathan explorations within one
country.

52



Table 2 Theories of the nonprofit sector

THEORY SUMMARY KEY TERMS KEY STRENGTHS KEY WEAKNESSES

Heterogeneity
Theory
aka.:

Public Goods or Governmenta
Failure Theory

Unsatisfied demand for public
and quasi-public goods in
situations of demand
heterogeneity leads to
emergence of nonprofit
providers

Demand heterogeneity; media
voter; government; quasi-publi
goods

N Explains part of government-

c private institutional choice
dynamics in liberal democracie
in the context of public fund
shortages; why nonprofit
organizations become “gap-
fillers”

Assumes inherent conflict
between government and
sprivate nonprofit provision

Supply Side
Theory

a.k.a.: Entrepreneurship Theory

Nonprofit organizations are a
reflection of demand
heterogeneity, served and
created by entrepreneurs
seeking to maximize non-
monetary returns

Social entrepreneurship; non-
monetary returns; product
bundling; demand heterogenei

Explains close link between
value base of many nonprofit
tyorganizations and choice of
service field including health
and education (to maximize
value impact and formation)

Assumes neutral state; equate
religious and secular value-
based behavior; does not
address non-value based
nonprofit organizations

a.k.a.: Contract or
Market Failure Theory

more trustworthy under
conditions of information
asymmetry which makes
monitoring expensive and
profiteering likely

asymmetry

supply-side perspective, with
focus on inherent problems in
“nature” of good or service

Stakeholder Theory Given information asymmetrieBlonrival goods; information Introduces tripartite relation as| Scope of theory limited to
between provider and asymmetry; trust; basic theoretical problem and | experience of informational
consumer, stakeholders decide principal-agent problems goes beyond simple principal- | problems faced by deeply
to exercise control over delivery agent issues: Stakeholder — | concerned stakeholders—does
of service provider — recipient not address more conventiona

nonprofit organizations

Trust Non-distribution constraint Non-distribution constraint; Explains part of nonprofit — for+ Other institutional responses

Theory makes nonprofit organizations | tstworthiness; information | Profit institutional choice from | possible (government

regulation); nonprofit constrain
weakly enforced; indirect profit
distribution possible (for profits
in disguise)
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Interdependence Theory
aka.:

Voluntary Failure Theory or
Third-Party Government
Theory

Social Origins

Philanthropic insufficiency,
transaction costs, nonprofit particularism, paternalism, and
organizations precede amateurism; third-party
government in providing public government

benefit goods, but due to

“voluntary failures” develop

synergistic relations with the

public sector over time

Because of (initially) lower

The size and structure of the | Comparative-historical
nonprofit sector are a reflection approach; path-dependency;
of its “embeddedness” in a state-society relations
complex set of relationships,
classes, and regime types

Source: Vacekova & Murray Svidrova, 2016; based on Anheier, 2013

Moves away from zero-sum, | Assumes neutral, yet well-
competitive relation between | meaning state; equates value-
voluntary sector and based and non-value-based
government; explains frequent| behavior; does not address
pattern of public-private when synergies will or will not

partnerships develop — conditions unclear

Moves away from emphasis on Difficulty in testing counter-
micro-economic models and | factual as nonprofit form varies
puts interdependence theory in significantly over time and
context across countries/

cultures



To examine the economic theories that motivated eb@blishment of NGOs in
Slovakia and that justify their existence, a pilpiestionnaire was created and
distributed. A total of 60 organizations respondEde sample reflects the current state
of the structure of NGOs in Slovakia. The apprdpnass of the structure and the
scope of the sample were confirmed by the staai$yicsignificant results of a chi-
square test.

The Friedman and Wilcoxon tests were used to examwimether the nonprofit NGOs
had a specific reason or motive for their estabtisht. Pearson’s chi-square test of
independence was used to analyze the dependeneeonbmic theories on other
factors including region, location, legal statussecwork organization, etc. If there was
a confirmed dependency, the level of intensity epehdence was measured with
Cramér's V. The respondents were different types of nonpr&fiGOs located
throughout the territory of Slovakia; Table 3 iraties the locations in all eight Slovak
regions.

Table 3 Location of nonprofit organizations by region

A
Banska Bystrica >

Bratislava 16

Kosice

Nitra 4

PreSov ’

Trergin 14

Trnava ’

Zilina 5

Source: Murray Svidrova, Vacekova & Valentinov, 2016

Of the total sample of 60 organizations, 48 wete/adn a city or town, accounting for
80% of the total number of organizations involvéite remaining 12 functioned in
villages or in the countryside, representing 20%hef total number of organizations
involved. The respondents varied in terms of tke sif the municipality in which they
operated. Most organizations were located in civéh a population of over 100,000
inhabitants (15 respondents) and in towns with betw50,000 and 99,999 inhabitants
(14 respondents). The fewest respondents repoppedating in municipalities with
populations smaller than 199 or between 500 toifB8bitants. For a better overview
of the answers of all respondents, the resultpi@sented in Figure 4.

55



m0-199

m 200 - 499

=500 - 999

=1 000 -1 999

=2 000 - 4999

=5 000 -9999
10 000 - 19 999

25%

7%
23% 20 000 - 49 999

15% 50 000 - 99 999
100 000 and more

Figure 4 Share of the respondents by the size of municipalitvhich they operate
Source: Murray Svidrova, Vacekova & Valentinov, 2016

The largest share of nonprofit organizations inedhin the research, a total of 46
respondents, were civic associations. Two orgaoizatwere foundations, three were
noninvestment funds, and six were established awige generally beneficial services
(public benefit organizations). The remaining thorganizations selected the option
“other” (an association of legal entities and umsjed nonprofit organizations). An
overview is presented in Figure 5.

» 50 - 46
5
= 40 4
o]
N
S 30 -
(@]
S 20 -
ks)
g 0 - ‘ [ ] .
Z Civic associations  Foundations Non-investmenPublic benefit Other
funds organizations
Legal form

Figure5 Legal form of the respondents
Source: Murray Svidrova, Vacekova & Valentinov, 2016

Figure 6 shows that the respondents had usually dete/e in the nonprofit sector for 5
to 10 years.
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Figure 6 Age of the responding organizations (how long thag operated in the
nonprofit sector)
Source: Murray Svidrova, Vacekova & Valentinov, 2016

To describe the size of respondents, two charatiteyiwere used: the number of
employees and/or volunteers (Table 4) and thedfitee annual budget (Table 5).

Table 4 Overview of full-time and part-time employees amdiwmteers in responding
organizations

‘ NUMBER OF ORGANIZATIONS

Ye: Na
Full-time employet 13 47
- up to 5employee 7
- 5to 9employee 2
- 10 to 20employee 3
- more than 2(employee 1
Part-time employet 14 46
- up to 5employee 11
- _more than 5 employe 3
Volunteers 50 9
- up to 5volunteer 5
- 5to 10volunteer 21
- 11 to 20volunteer. 12
- 21 to 50volunteer 9
- 51 to 80volunteer 2
- more than 8(volunteer. 1

Source: Murray Svidrova, Vacekova & Valentinov, 2016

* The sum of organizations with volunteers does oi@ll 60, as one organization reported only

occasional volunteer help for special events.
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Table5 Size of the annual budget in respondent organizsitio

ANNUAL BUDGET (IN THOUSANDS OF €) NUMBER OF ORGANIZATIONS

Less than 1 9
1-5 15
5-10 12
10-20 7
20-50 4
50 - 100 5
More than 100 8

Source: Murray Svidrova, Vacekova & Valentinov, 2016

Based on their reported fields of operation, thepoadents covered all of the main
areas in which nonprofit organizations operate @odide services (Table 6).

Table 6 Areas of operation of the respondents

AREAS OF OPERATION NUMBER OF ORGANIZATIONS*

Health care 8
Education 12
Sport 10
Welfare 15
Human rights 1
Culture and art 8
Religion and spiritual development 4
Environment 4

Other (research and development, family issuesyrei

activities, drug prevention, not specified) 5

Source: Murray Svidrova, Vacekova & Valentinov, 2016
*The sum was greater than 60, as respondents wiersealbct up to three fields of activity in
which they operated

Figure 7 shows the reported activities of the reslpgg nonprofit organizations. The
respondents were mostly service organizations (43%) were not able to identify

themselves using the provided options and theyctaele‘other,” mostly stating that

their activities were a combination of watchdog aedvice or advocacy and service
organization.
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Figure 7 Reported activities of the responding NGOs
Source: Murray Svidrova, Vacekova & Valentinov, 2016

Each nonprofit organization was assigned an econdneiory in accordance with the
reason they cited for their foundation. The resalts shown in Table 7. Respondents
were allowed to select from among the availablevans, shown in the first column,
and they were assigned directly to particular tlesgishown in the second column. The
third column reflects the number of organizatiohattselected the particular theory.
The sum of respondents is greater than 60, siregewiere allowed to select up to three
reasons for their creation and existence.

Table 7 indicates that eight respondents seletiedption stating that they wanted to
conduct some kind of business and a legal nonpoodénization was the most suitable
way for them to do so, because they would achiepeofit with their activities, but
these activities fulfilled the characteristics ofganeral benefit. The organizations
reinvested their achieved profits in the core bes#n as required by legislation. This
reason or motivation for establishing an NGO iscdbsd under the for-profits-in-
disguise theory (Weisbrod, 1988). The most commaslgcted theory was the supply
side theory, which was chosen by 30 organizatiomlved in this research,
representing half of the total surveyed organizegid his preference was confirmed by
the Friedman test, which was used to determinehvenéhe organizations were created
for the same reason or theory, or if there was eemstyongly preferred theory. Based
on the results of the Friedman test, the nonpmfganizations clearly favored the
supply side theory as the reason for their creadimhexistence. Only one organization
selected the third-party government theory.
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Table 7 Theories of creation and existence of the respgnNiBOs

NUMBER OF
REASON FOR ESTABLISHMENT/CREATION THEORY ORGANIZATIONS
Nonprofit organization was created based on thegmadl | Supply Side 30
interests of its founder, i.e. founder followedithmvn Theory
needs and motives for self-fulfillment. Or (the
organization) wanted to provide a service to owesslwe
created an association that provides mutual benefiits
members.
This product / service was needed for the commuofity | Rurality theory 7
people living in rural areas; we wanted to contiébto the
development of the community/locality.
We perceived the need for a nonprofit organizaitiotime Interdependence 17
locality /in Slovakia in addition to public and pate profit | Theory
organizations, so we were established.
We perceived that the market lacked a trustwortdmyrer | Trust Theory 2
and in our opinion a nonprofit organization was@en (Information
credible producer of goods / services to the comsusp | Asymmetry
we were established. Theory)
We established our nonprofit organization as apie&y For-Profits-In- 8
form of business; we did not want to create a lassiror Disguise Theory
social enterprise, but the activities that we doprblicly
beneficial (beneficial for the wider environment)daby
these activities a profit can be produced, whichretarn
to the main activities of the organization.
The government did not provide a service / prodtithe | Heterogeneity 10
national or local level because it lacked the cidpac Theory
(financial, personnel, etc.), or the product wasvated by | (Government
the government but with signs of cronyism or cofim Failure Theory)
SO we were established.
We were established in partnership with governntesd! | Third-Party 1
government. Government helped us with the foundatio | Government
the government (national, regional or municipaligs Theory
our founder.
No private companies provided such a service /ymbd | Fulfillment of 13
because it would be unprofitable for them, i.eré¢hgas a | Societal Values
lack of such a service in the market, so we wetabtished| Theory
to provide it.

Source: Murray Svidrova, Vacekova & Valentinov, 2016

Many factors may contribute to the establishmera nbnprofit organization, including
the region in which the organization operates,pibjgulation in the area, the location of
the organization in an urban or rural area, tha afeperation, and the type of activity.
It may also depend on the legal form, but sincetrabthe surveyed organizations were
civil associations, it was unnecessary to exantweedependence of the theory on the
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legal form of organization. There were insufficieesponses to evaluate correlations
for other legal forms. Selected factors for whicls evaluation was possible were:

— region in which the nonprofit NGO operates;

— location of the nonprofit organization — place wh#re NGO activities are
focused (town/village);

— size of the municipality (number of inhabitantswhich the nonprofit NGO

operates;

— area of operation in which the nonprofit NGO opesdhealth care, welfare,

education, environment, etc.);
— number of years of operation of the nonprofit NGO;
— size of the nonpfit NGO based on the number of employees;

— size of the nonprofit NGO based on its annual btudge

Pearson’s chi-square test of independence wastasedhluate the dependence of the
selected factors for the establishment and exist@iche nonprofit organization on
other various factors. Craimis V was used to measure the intensity of any confirme
dependency. All calculations were made using SR&&tscal software, and the results
were reviewed with an expert in the field of stats

Table 8 presents an overview of the theories ofprmfit NGOs with confirmed
dependencies (for the sake of brevity, only thdseofies and factors for which
dependencies were confirmed are shown). Dependenasyconfirmed only in four
theories of the existence and establishment of mdibporganizations: trust theory,
interdependence theory, rurality theory, and hegemeity theory (based on government
failure).

For the trust theory (or information asymmetry ttyoa dependence was confirmed on
the region in which the organization operates.dilthe respondents who selected this
theory were from the Zilinsky region. They reporgedonnection to this theory because
the market lacked a credible producer of goodsorices and nonprofit organizations
could be a solution to the problem of untrustwortlfgr-profit commercial
organizations. These organizations were able useigw as an argument to gain more
support from the region.

For the interdependence theory and the ruralityorthethe dependence on the
population in the municipality and on the field which the nonprofit organization
operated was confirmed. The rurality theory waseceldd more frequently by
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respondents who work in rural areas, mostly iragdls with less than 5000 inhabitants.
This thus indirectly confirmed the importance ofstmew theory. Further attention
should be paid to researching this theory in otdedentify the specific needs of these
organizations and design tools to support them.pkafit organizations can greatly
benefit a municipality, and the municipality shouttierefore encourage their
establishment and existence, in the form of subsidr tax credits in local directives.
The interdependence theory was selected by orgamsaoperating in cities with
larger populations. This indicates that nonprofgamizations are complementary with
for-profit organizations in urban areas in whicle gconomy is developed at a higher
level and there are better conditions for such ecafmon.

Table 8 Overview of economic theories of NGOs with confichrependency

ECONOMIC THEORY CONFIRMED DEPENDENCY

Trust theory — the region in which the nonprofit NGO operates

Interdependence theory — the number of inhabitants in the municipality inigiha
nonprofit NGO operates
— the seat of the nonprofit organization (town/vikag

Rurality theory — the number of inhabitants in the municipality inigéha
nonprofit NGO operates

— the area of operation in which the nonprofit NG@@pes
(health care, welfare, education, environment) etc.

Heterogeneity theory — the type of activities that the nonprofit NGO casrbut as their
core work (service, advocacy, etc.)

Source: Murray Svidrova, Vacekova & Valentinov, 2016

The last confirmed dependency was of the heteratyetieory, the dependence of the
type of activities performed by the organization government failure. The
government in such cases did not produce a suffi@eount of goods and services,
and governmental activities were insufficient t@gort the interests of others, so these
nonprofit organizations were created to cover te g

Concerning nonprofit organizations as an altereatovcommercial enterprise, the for-
profits-in-disguise theory was selected by eighspomdents. This presents an
interesting argument for why NGOs are being esthbll in Slovakia. When the

government fails, the solution may be the market profitable businesses, but the
nonprofit sector also provides products and sesyisemetimes as their core work and
sometimes as a side activity. The provision of potsl and services as a side activity is
considered to be a commercial activity of nonprofiganizations. These commercial
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activities are allowed in Slovakia for all of theghl forms except non-investment funds
when the non-distribution constraint condition igtnfi.e. the profit gained must be
fully reinvested into the core work of the NGO).bl&9 compares classic commercial
and nonprofit enterprises. The table demonstréiesénefits of nonprofit business in
comparison to classic entrepreneurship. It folldwsn the table that entrepreneurs in
Slovakia consider establishing an NGO to be ea$uster, and less expensive than
setting up a commercial enterprise.

Table 9 Basic characteristics of commercial and nonprafitepreneurship

CHARACTERISTICS COMMERCIAL NONPROFIT
ENTREPRENEURSHIP ENTREPRENEURSHIP
Goal main goal is to achieve profit fulfilment afganization’s
mission — to provide social
benefits
Equity depends on the legal form (e.ggbligatory only for foundations

for Ltd. which is the most and non-investment funds
common form, it is at least

€5,000)

Business activity business is a main activity, the funded under redistribution
reason why the company was | mechanisms; entrepreneurship is
established seen as a side activity

Tax exemptions no tax exemptions no income tatherincome

from the main activity (core
work), no income tax on income
from tax assignation

Duration of establishmentdepends on the legal form (e.g.up to 30 days, usually up to 10

procedure for Ltd. it is between 15 and 21days
days)
Registration business register relevant registetise Ministry
of Interior
Registration fees depends on the legal form (e.g.usually €66 per registration

for Ltd. it is €331.5 for the
registration in the business
register, plus between €5 and
€15 for other administration
fees)

Source: Murray Svidrova, Vacekova & Valentinov, 2016

The advantage of doing business as a nonprofitnargion in Slovakia is that
nonprofit NGOs usually do not have to have equtyly two legal forms, foundations
and non-investment funds, require equity; the desnot need to have any assets to
start their activities. Although nonprofit NGOs aret established for doing business,
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they can conduct business activities if they mieetcondition of reinvesting profit into
their main activities /core work. Revenues gainadugh the main activity for which
they were established are exempt from income tawsyT if the nonprofit NGO
develops activities that meet the nature of therecwork and fulfil a generally
beneficial purpose, the nonprofit organization tenregarded as a specific form of
business/ entrepreneurship.

It is probably for these reasons that eight of thevey respondents selected
entrepreneurship theory. Their nonprofit organaai were founded as an atypical
form of business. Their primary goal was not t@elsh a business, but their activities
were generally beneficial and were able to makeofitpwhich was then returned to
the core work of the organization. This finding npehe second subchapter devoted to
the nonprofit commercialization issue that was eiogily examined in the Czech
Republic.

2.2 Nonprofit organizations becoming business-like:

The Czech case

All over the world, nonprofit organizations are expncing the challenging

implications of austerity and financial uncertairapd are turning to commercial
activities in order to meet the emerging survivallienges. The Johns Hopkins
Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project documents censial revenue as the most
important funding source of the global nonprofittee (Salamon et al., 2013). Scholars
and practitioners broadly agree that commerciaimatmay be an essential coping
strategy for those nonprofit organizations thatadfected by the cuts in public funding
as well as by the rising insecurity of support framdividual and corporate donors
(Froelich, 1999). Public administration literatdtethers this position by indicating the
increasing involvement of nonprofit organizationstihe public-private mix of social

service delivery (e.g., Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2000).

Nonprofit commercialization can assume many fattesay involve the increasing
market orientation and entrepreneurial activismnohprofit organizations (Nicholls
& Cho, 2006; Sharir & Lerner, 2006; WeerawardenaPidnald & Mort, 2010) as well
as their growing innovativeness (Jaskyte, 2004; buwidd, 2007; Weerawardena,
Sullivan & Mort, 2006). It may also generate anrbweompetitive stance as well as an
increased interest in outcomes targeted by puldiicips (Weerawardena, McDonald
& Mort, 2010).

64



The objective of this subchapter is not to takeesiin the debate over whether
nonprofit commercialization is morally reprehensiloh terms of mission attainment,
promotion of civil society, or other criteria. Rath the subchapter contends that this
type of moral framing of the commercialization ideainsufficient in describing the
transitional context of the Czech Republic. Thegraon-specific institutional meaning
and moral content of nonprofit commercializatiorll we shown to differ widely from
the Western case and to offer unique insights timosocietal functions of the Czech
nonprofit sector. To this end, the subchapter lyripfesents the Western nonprofit
commercialization debate and then proceeds to lskét institutional context of the
Czech nonprofit sector and outline the significanEaonprofit commercialization in
the Czech Republic. This presentation will be suigub by the preliminary survey
evidence of the perception of commercializatiombyprofit practitioners in the Czech
Republic.

The authoritative Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonpr&ector Project defines
nonprofit organizations in terms of five attributesganizational institutionalization,
private character, self-governance, nonprofit dagan, and non-compulsory nature
(cf. Anheier & Salamon, 2006, p. 95). Building uptinis definition, the project has
convincingly documented the extensive size and ecop the nonprofit sector
worldwide, and especially its startling heteroggneimhe nonprofit sector includes
“religious congregations, universities, hospitaisyseums, homeless shelters, civil
rights groups, labor unions, political parties, amvironmental organizations, among
others. Nonprofits play a variety of social, ecomgrand political roles in the society.
They provide services as well as educate, advoeai®,engage people in civic and
social life” (Boris & Steuerle, 2006, p. 66). Givéme structural-operational definition
of nonprofit organizations, and their nonprofit urat in particular, it is not
automatically clear why they often need to relytb@ commercial revenue that would
make much more sense in the for-profit sector cant¥et, the Johns Hopkins
Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project itself docuiseand confirms the dominant role
of commercial income in the funding structure af thobal nonprofit sector.

The importance of commercial income has not gom®ticed in the nonprofit research
literature. Serious concerns about the potentidistracting effects of commercial
activities on fulfilling nonprofit missions have d influentially voiced by Burton
Weisbrod, who recommended that “nonprofit orgamires should get out of
commercial ventures” (Weisbrod, 2004, p. 40) unkb&ey want to “lose their souls”
(ibid, p. 46). It is difficult to resist the imprg&®en of an at least implicit moral
disapprobation when commercialization is underst®the “marketization of welfare”
(Salamon, 1993) and is associated “with the explicient of earning a profit”
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(Tuckman, 2000, p. 39) or with a businesslike cti@ra (McKay et al., 2015).
Eikenberry and Kluver (2004, p. 135) contend thhe tbenefits of nonprofit
commercialization or marketization exact a pricethie form of undermining “the
nonprofit sector’s role in creating and maintainiagstrong civil society — as value
guardians, service providers and advocates, anddosiof social capital.” All this
“may be too high a price to pay” (ibid). The list oritical moral concerns about
nonprofit commercialization can be extended, evdrerwthe commercialization is
driven by commendable social and financial intamgigGuo, 2006). These concerns
can be summarized by admitting that the abilitpafiprofit organizations to succeed in
their mission and improve the social quality oéli§ “limited by the corrupting effects
of the embedding pecuniary culture” (Valentinov 20f. 901).

A critical view of nonprofit commercialization isften associated with critiques of
neoliberalism. Evans et al. (2005) see nonprofimnm@rcialization as a part of
neoliberal governance which, in turn, suffers frahe paradox of “centralized
decentralization.” This implies, among other thingscompromise of autonomy and
advocacy as well as a shift away from a communiigrbed focus toward a business
model (ibid, p. 73). Critics have noted that ingte& bringing prosperity and resilience,
the business model orientation has weakened therofiinsector and tightened its
control by the government (e.g., Bruce & Chew, 2084alamon & O’Sullivan, 2004;
Means et al., 2002; Taylor, 2002; Walsh, 1995). [#/kiis debatable whether these
critiques pertain to commercialization as such ather to neoliberal governance as
a whole, they do reinforce the widespread suspithahcommercialization undermines
the civil society impact of the nonprofit sector.

At the same time, the existing literature includesny arguments for accepting or even
promoting nonprofit commercialization. For onemiay well be the case that nonprofit
commercialization as such is a much too abstract larmad concept to enable
a meaningful moral judgment. As a starting pointimakes good sense to follow
Enjolras’ (2002) distinction between the two patled commercialization:
commercialization may be the result of activitieiended to finance the production of
mission-related outputs or it may be the resuliheftransformation of the relationship
between the organization and its members from gyaétion to consumption. Moral
concerns seem more appropriate in the latter daseinh the former. Froelich (1999,
p. 246) suggests that these concerns originate fimm casual, naive, or maybe
wishful thinking” about nonprofit organizations thare assumed to be “travelling an
unfettered path in pursuit of (their) goals, frdenuundane concerns associated with
resource acquisition.” Indeed, given that “many profit organizations are located in
hostile environments” it follows that “commerciatta&ities provide a self-regulatory

66



mechanism that enables, rather than hinders, nbnhprganizations to perform their
missions in environments where the supply of aiti@sources is insecure” (Moeller
& Valentinov, 2012, p. 366).

More generally, it seems that nonprofit commerz&tion is another illustration of the
well-known heterogeneity of the nonprofit sectoraditional approaches to the
nonprofit sector, including those of Salamon andhdéiar (1998), illustrate the

insufficiency of single-factor explanations. It ecoming increasingly clear that
different nonprofit organizations have differentatgo and subsequently different
structures, both organizational and financial. Tgevernance” theories (e.g., Peters,
2000) in particular underscore the spread of pestigs (not only political ones) in

modern Western societies. Furthermore, economeste fong recognized that public
service delivery can be organized through many mgsms. Cullis and Jones (1992)
document the trend toward the pluralization of pubérvice delivery, i.e., a shift away
from the classic public delivery system toward thereasing involvement of private

(for-profit and nonprofit) organizations. Pollithé Bouckaert (2000) likewise note that
the traditional delivery systems are giving wayntalti-tiered systems exhibiting clear
borders between financing, procuring, and produtungtions.

It is certainly true that specific institutional ohels of service delivery systems vary
across countries and their subnational structueesikse of traditions and due to the
pervasive consequences of introducing competitivm ihe public sector. However, it
is also true that the systems of “public-privateicsector mix” and “public-private-
civil sector partnerships” in public service dehlyehave been created nearly
everywhere, and that within these systems, nortpcofnmercialization is a legitimate
phenomenon. Under these circumstances, it is infdest avoid seeing the moral
framing of the debate on nonprofit commercializati®his framing basically highlights
the normative ambivalence of commercialized nonprofganizations which are
considered to be likely to lose their capacity &iwkr socially beneficial mission-
related activities. As the next section makes clias ambivalence does not do justice
to the transition-specific institutional meaning mdnprofit commercialization in the
Czech Republic.

In the global comparison suggested by the findmfghe Johns Hopkins Comparative
Nonprofit Sector Project, the nonprofit sector isnsiderably more economically
powerful in the Western hemisphere than in thesitemmal Central European countries
(Salamon et al., 2013). This fact presents a ugefult of departure for understanding
the specific nature of nonprofit commercializationthe latter region, including the
Czech Republic. While historically well-establishedthe Western hemisphere, the
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Czech nonprofit sector had to undergo a difficutigess of emergence and formation
over the last 25 years as the Czech Republic onergts totalitarian past and evolved
into a parliamentary democracy. However, the latestailable aggregate
macroeconomic data indicate that the Czech noripseiitor is exhibiting upward
trends in several crucial indicators, including thenber of legal entities, share in GDP
and the employment rate, and overall revenues €Ta0). It must be mentioned that
the number of legal entities may not be a very ulsefdicator, as current Czech
legislation does not require nonprofit organizasida dissolve if they terminate their
activities. Caution is likewise needed in interprgtthe apparently low share of
volunteers, for many nonprofit organizations do reygort the actual number of their
volunteers and/or do not account for all the vadening work. Table 10 still shows
a rend of decreasing numbers of volunteers oveintlieated period.

Table 10 The Czech nonprofit sector: key indicators

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Number of legal entities 84,033 103,943 109,208 184 118,375
Value of output (million CZK) 96,492 98,028 1016 103,360 106,701
NPO share in GDP (%) 1.45 1.52 1.58 1.63 1.69
Number of FTE employees 100,988 99,282 100,847  299,5100,174
Number of FTE volunteers 27,255 27,145 25,039 25,9825,964
Share of employees in the employment 171 1.89 193 1.96 204
rate (%)
Revenues

Payments for market output - 8,966 15104 14,746 15540 15,149

(in million CZK) — commercial income

Payments for non-market output

T . 17,475 16,605 18,558 19,267 20,200

(in million CZK) — nonprofit income

Property income (in million CZK) — 2,248 1,465 1,554 1554 1,236

commercial income

Other common transfers (in million 63,030 66,264 65514 65514 65,153

CZK) — nonprofit income

Voluntary work (in million CZK) 5,602 5,734 5,479 684 5,648

Source: Vacekova, Valentinov & Nemec, 2016

While substantial knowledge is still lacking abspecific areas in the Czech nonprofit
sector, it is possible to identify a number of eadihistorical and institutional factors
affecting it (cf. Fré & Goulli, 2001; PospiSil, 2006; PospiSil et al012). It is broadly

68



acknowledged that the current evolution of the Gzeenprofit sector is a response to
the historical traditions of the Czech National Ral and the first Czechoslovak

Republic. The tradition of the Czech National RaVviexplains why a considerable
number of Czech nonprofit organizations patterrirtirk on a model of selfless

sacrifice for the patriotic cause; following thaditions of the Czechoslovak Republic
is an appeal to the legacy of the golden age af society in Czechoslovakia before
the Second World War (ibid). Among the key obstadiendering the development of
the Czech nonprofit sector are the legacies ofrasstcorruption, and clientelism. The
shadow of the totalitarian past is still visibletie widespread distrust toward nonprofit
organizations whose occasional practices of neapoasd other forms of unethical

behavior do not help to improve their public imgded). The Czech nonprofit sector

furthermore exhibits a divide between the old aed mrganizations which still have

difficulties in communication and coordination.

The legacy of the “nanny state” (cf. Brhlikova, 200s of particular importance in
understanding nonprofit commercialization. Duringe t totalitarian period, the
Communist government was a monopoly provider ofcatianal, cultural, social,
health, and other services that constitute the jerefields of activity of the nonprofit
sector and of the broader public-private sector mixhe Western world. After this
period was over, the democratic Czech governmestrelactant to cede this monopoly
and to acknowledge the nonprofit sector as anraltee and independent service
provider (cf. Fré, 2004). The delivery of public services in the Gx&epublic is still
heavily dominated by public and state-run orgamnst Furthermore, the
unwillingness of the public sector to cede contbbublic service delivery is by no
means limited to the Czech Republic. PospiSil aydndk (2009) note that this is
a general “post-communist” pattern of public sesvidelivery. For nonprofit
organizations, this pattern primarily means a latlautonomy from the public sector.
Nonprofit commercialization accordingly presentsay to develop this autonomy with
a view to advancing to a full-fledged societal secthat would be worthy of
comparison with the market and the state.

At this point, it is useful to step back and reddas the influential understanding of
commercialization put forward by Weisbrod (1998,1)2): “nonprofit organizations

confront a dilemma, as does public policy towarehth how to balance pursuit of their
social missions with financial constraints when iiddal resources may be available
from sources that might distort mission.” This ursti@nding takes for granted that
nonprofit organizations hold a distinct institutednidentity defined, among other
things, by autonomy from the public sector. Whiles tassumption is perfectly sensible
for the Western and especially Anglo-Saxon instndl environment, it is less
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applicable to the transitional context of the CzBapublic, where the nonprofit sector
still “remainsin statu nascendi(PospiSil et al., 2014, 49). Accordingly, in tRzech
context, commercialization is not something thatdseto be balanced, or traded off,
against the pursuit of the nonprofit organizatiomission. Rather, it presents a tool for
nonprofit organizations to gain autonomy from thlc sector and thus to become
empowered to independently define their missiorthénfirst place.

The relation to the public sector presents a cluooatrast with the institutional
embedding of nonprofit commercialization in the Am&axon world, where this
phenomenon is taken to be an integral part of hemi governance (Evans et al.,
2005). Far from promoting autonomy from the pulskctor, commercialization in the
neoliberal governance system “hides a steeply tuki@al and centralized relationship
of power embedded in a contractual arrangementdsgtthe state and those agencies
increasingly responsible for the delivery of puldjicods and services” (ibid, p. 78).
This hierarchical relationship is most visibly demtrated in the reorientation of
nonprofit accountability from a broad range of kisociety actors toward the state
(cf. McCambridge, 2005). Under these circumstanaesnprofit scholars and
practitioners alike need to be aware of the magkedferent moral connotations of
nonprofit commercialization in the Czech Repubhd éhe Anglo-Saxon world.

At the same time, the contrast between the Czecah ravliberal Anglo-Saxon
manifestations of nonprofit commercialization sugjgethat caution should be applied
when interpreting the causal links between the ceroialization of the nonprofit
sector and the sector’'s autonomy from the states flakes it possible to differentiate
between distinct yet functionally equivalent meahsattaining the nonprofit sector’s
autonomy from the state. While commercializatios baen the relevant means in the
Czech Republic, the Anglo-Saxon context of neolibegovernance is radically
different. Thus, without assuming commercializatiom be a necessary causal
determinant of nonprofit autonomy, it is still pide to contend that the Czech
nonprofit sector would have experienced more diffies in developing its autonomy
had it been more dependent on state subsidiestiatéfelvet Revolution.

In fact, in the Czech Republic, it is primarily tlgovernment itself that expects
commercialization to boost nonprofit autonomy. Tpdditical attitude is evidenced by
the recent adoption of policies that counteractlégacy of the nanny state and foster
the independence, and thus self-financing, of thgorofit sector. The New Civil Code
that came into force in January 2014 redefined Hgal forms of nonprofit
organizations so as to enable a wide liberalizatibnonprofit commercial activities.
While these activities must be in line with the eomission, be transparently
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documented, and remain within reasonable limitg, et effect of the Code is to
facilitate nonprofit sector initiatives aimed atcggng financial independence. For
example, since 2014, the commercial income of mafiiporganizations has involved
new categories including interests and dividendsthiermore, commercial activities
have become legally admissible for foundations,hwibe tax deduction limits
simultaneously increasing from 10 percent to 1%&¢erfor individual donors and from
5 percent to 10 percent for corporate donors (USAILS5). These and other measures
of the liberalization of nonprofit commercial adtigs have been accompanied by strict
controls against “for-profits-in-disguise” that rhigexploit the nonprofit status to gain
unfair advantages over for-profit competitors.

The new national policy toward nonprofit organinas for 2015-2020, as approved at
the Czech government assembly on July 29, 201&msarly remarkable. This policy

rests on four basic principles: 1) supporting thetainability of strong, diverse, and
independent nonprofit organizations; 2) ensuringeffiective and transparent state
policy towards NGOs, including legislation, fundjrand institutional framework; 3)

supporting volunteering and private giving; andsdpporting cooperation between the
state and nonprofit organizations. The first ppies focus on sustainability suggests
that the government does not view commercializatiera potential hindrance to the
fulfillment of nonprofit missions. Rather, commexicactivities are assumed to improve
the independence of nonprofit organizations s astpower them to define and fulfil

their missions more effectively. If the commerdalion decisions have ever been
morally burdensome in Weisbrod’s sense for Czectpradit managers, then the New
Civil Code and the newly approved national poliothowork to alleviate these moral

burdens. This seems to be a positive effect, aCttexh Republic ranks among the
countries with the least economically strong nofipeectors in the world (Salamon et
al., 2013), even though a recent USAID (2015) estitninas placed the Czech nonprofit
sector in third place among 29 countries from CGarand Eastern Europe and Eurasia.

The main thrust of the Czech institutional develepis described in the preceding
section is in making commercialization the defaafition for many nonprofit
organizations. In contrast to seeing commerciabmaas a dilemma for nonprofit
organizations and public policy (cf. Weisbrod, 1998 12), the Czech public
authorities view it as a necessary step in buildivg nonprofit sector’s independence
and autonomy. The institutional and regulatory emvinent of the Czech nonprofit
sector is thus undergoing changes which work tegiatte commercialization into the
normal means of nonprofit operation. These charfigedamentally affect the moral
content of commercialization for nonprofit decisimakers. Instead of being a morally
problematic strategy of sacrificing the missioreatation, commercialization turns into

71



a considerably more neutral strategy of complyinghwhe requirements of the
institutional environment in which commercializatics seen quite favorably. The fact
that commercialization may ensure conformity witle institutional environment has
been also recognized by Western scholars (cf. iK&liPollak, 2011). In the Czech
Republic, this fact is additionally reinforced byet official endorsement of
commercialization by public authorities.

Thus, compared with the situation in Western coesfrthe causal nexus of nonprofit
commercialization in the Czech Republic is shiftedm the level of individual
managerial decision making to the level of insiiél environment. Put differently, in
the Czech Republic, nonprofit commercializationsprgs a legal and institutional
phenomenon rather than an object of individual eotn and moral choice. An
indication of this argument is that the legal anastitutional definition of
commercialization is quite ambiguous, especiallgiagt the backdrop of a seemingly
harmonious relationship between commercializationd amission attainment.
Institutional ambiguities are certainly acknowledge the Western literature, which is
sensitive to the existence of “for-profits-in-disggl’ that “are lured into the nonprofit
sector by the tax and subsidy advantages theyhgetftom” (James, 1998, p. 273; cf.
Weisbrod, 1998). Western scholars acknowledge tloatmercialization and “for-
profits-in-disguise” may be similarly driven by esssubsidization, which aligns well
with the assumption of the mission-drivenness divildual nonprofit decision-makers.
In the Czech context of peaceful coexistence batveeenmercialization and mission
attainment, these institutional ambiguities are l#mag.

Under these circumstances, it is understandabletiieaterm “commercialization” is
not widely used in the Czech Republic. A more paptgrm is “self-financing” which
stresses the ability of nonprofit organizationsfittancially support themselves in
addition to, and independently from, the suppodt thay be forthcoming from the
public sector. As with commercialization, self-intdéng means offering products and
services for sale (see also Tuckman, 2000; Weist&®88), but it also includes the
income that nonprofit organizations raise in therf@f donations and other voluntary
contributions, especially membership fees (see 8ldraiova & Vacekova, 2012).
Even though self-financing is not an entirely cleam (ibid), it accentuates the role of
funding in the formation of the distinct institutial identity of the nonprofit sector.

A specific ambiguity in nonprofit funding is relatdo membership fees, which are
legally considered to be a nonprofit income in tbeech Republic but may hide
a commercial income as well. For example, somerneteproviders (such as HovNet,
Lipaci.Net, and MiloviceFree) that are legally ingorated as associations are mainly
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funded through membership fees. At bottom, howetlerse fees present a price for
a commercial product (the internet supply). It && iMmplausible to suppose that these
associations are “for-profits-in-disguise” that egesl to take advantage of tax
privileges. On the other hand, while sponsorshigadasidered to be a commercial
income in the Czech Republic, it may be very ckosa corporate donation if the giving
corporation makes a contribution to attaining thissmon of the recipient nonprofit.
This seems to have been the case with the paripebgiween Nadace partnerstvi,
a Czech environmental foundation, and the Skanskapany, a for-profit construction
firm, under the Tree of Life project, which has bemgoing since 2004. The Skanska
company’s sponsorship activities helped promotews commercial goals, but it did
also integrate ecological thinking into its buss@éilosophy, thus supporting Nadace
partnerstvi’s ecological mission. Another charastier example is the possibility of
creating “affiliated funds” for foundation entities envisaged in the new Civil Code.
Originally intended to support charitable givinghist option helps nonprofit
organizations to mobilize commercial income obthiedrom administering assets they
do not own. This income, however, is intended fopsut foundations in attaining their
missions. The boundary between commercial and dibprcomes is again blurred.

Finally, as an institutional and legal phenomenmwmprofit commercialization has to
be seen in the context of the ongoing evolutioneepds of the Czech welfare state.
Horak et al. (2013) contend that the nature ofphlelic-private mix of social service
delivery is being affected by the centralizationdefcision-making, the marketization
and contractualization of service delivery, the réasing use of new public
management methods, organizational innovation, #rel increasing networking
between state and non-state organizations. At totiiese trends reflect the increasing
involvement of the nonprofit sector in service dety processes, as well as its closer
entanglement and coordination with the public andape for-profit sectors (Bode &
Brandsen, 2014). In the Czech institutional con{sge also Nemec et al., 2014), it is
plausible to speculate that nonprofit commercidiira constitutes a part of the
evolutionary dynamics of the welfare state, a dyicaitmat is likely to be accepted by
individual nonprofit decision makers, and unlikdgly be seen by them as a moral
dilemma in Weisbrod’s (1998, p. 12) sense.

In terms of statistical indicators, the institu@mature of nonprofit commercialization
in the Czech Republic is evident from systematicati@ns in the share of commercial
revenues across the organizational forms of nonpgjanizations. Table 11 presents
the data on the structure of revenues for foundagittities (i.e., organizations with the
legal form of a foundation or an endowment fundhe Czech Republic), nonprofit
providers of public services (i.e., organizationthwhe legal form of a public benefit
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company), and civic associations (i.e., organiretiavith the legal form of an
association and its organizational unit). Tableiddicates variations in the share of
commercial revenues in total revenues within edcthese legal forms of nonprofit
organizations; it is clear that this indicator gysatically varies across the legal forms.
More specifically, the share of commercial reveniresotal revenues is highest for
service providers and lowest for foundations, vaisociations being in between. While
it is possible to correlate the shares of commekreizenues with the commercialization
decisions of individual nonprofit managers, theiatwn across the legal forms of
nonprofit organizations indicates the institutiodatermination of commercialization.

Table 11 Nonprofit commercial revenues

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

The share of commercial income for total income

Foundations 24.37%  17.61%  17.45%  18.23%  12.68%
Nonprofit providers of public services 43.54%  AR@7 43.25%  43.89%  44.12%
Civic associations 21.58%  23.08%  23.10%  35.51% 536.3

Revenues per unit in mil. CZK

Foundations 371 39.8 331 30.4 355
Commercial revenues 9.0 7.0 5.8 55 4.5
Contributions and gifts 6.5 3.5 1.0 6.6 2.2
Operating subsidies 1.9 0.1 0.9 0.7 0.8
Other revenues 19.7 29.1 254 17.4 28.0

Nonprofit providers of public services 17.0 18.0 a7 18.2 18.6
Commercial revenues 7.4 8.2 7.7 8.0 8.2
Contributions and gifts 0.7 0.8 0.7 0.9 0.9
Operating subsidies 7.0 7.1 7.1 7.0 7.0
Other revenues 1.9 2.0 23 2.3 2.5

Civic associations 221 25.6 25.9 18.3 17.7
Commercial revenues 4.8 5.9 6.0 6.5 6.3
Contributions and gifts 0.9 1.3 1.2 1.0 1.3
Membership fees 0.6 1.2 1.0 0.8 0.8
Operating subsidies 4.4 4.9 5.2 6.0 6.3
Other revenues 11.4 12.4 12.5 3.9 2.9

Source: Vacekova, Valentinov & Nemec, 2016

This section reports the results of a 2013 surde&yzech nonprofit organizations asked
to provide information on their commercial, or sitiancing, activities (Table 12). The
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primary survey was conducted within the framewdrkhe Masaryk University project

“CZ.1.07/2.3.00/30.0009 Employment of Newly GraduhtDoctors of Science for

Scientific Excellence.” A total of 250 nonprofitganizations were contacted, of which
67 responded. Of the responding nonprofit orgaitmat 46% are civic associations,
25% are church or religious associations, 21% al#i@benefit organizations, 6% are
foundations, and 2% are foundation funds. A chiasqu test proved the

representativeness of the sample at the signifecdeeel alpha of 0.05 (p-value of
0.129 > alpha).

Table 12 Percentage of responding nonprofit organizatibasreport benefits from
selected income items

PRIMARY DATA
FROM THE CZECH

TYPE OF FUNDING SOURCE OF FUNDING

REPUBLIC
State, state subsidies, municipal budgets 67%
Public funding
State/public contracts *
Individual donors/companies 66%
Grants (private foundations) 48%
o Memberships fees 24%
Mission-
related Sale of own products and services 69%
Self-financing Sponsorship 1%
Foreign sources, including EU grant and 2204
subsidies
Mission- Assets rental 28%
unrelated Investment appreciation 3%

Other

Other sources

1%

Source: Vacekova, Valentinov & Nemec, 2016

The surveyed nonprofit organizations provided thassessments of the extent to which
self-financing interferes with fulfilling their msson. Among the responding nonprofit
organizations, 81% of respondents claimed thatfgselhcing does not interfere with
the mission, 13% claimed the opposite, and 6% weteable to decide. Under these
circumstances, it is unsurprising that 98% of Czeebpondents confirmed their
inclination to use self-financing in the future.

Modern moral philosophers differentiate between cfiomal and dysfunctional
discrepancies. Such discrepancies can occur bets@®al structures and semantics,
between institutions and ideas (Pies et al., 2B&kmann et al., 2014). While the
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functional discrepancies provide an impetus to aodearning processes, the
dysfunctional discrepancies suppress these praxeasd slow the advance of
civilization (ibid). Through their effect on the @ution of society, both varieties of
these discrepancies are infused with a moral coniéis approach to the identification
of moral content and meaning seems more relevatiieggphenomenon of nonprofit
commercialization in the Czech Republic than thegldsSaxon imputation of moral
dilemmas to the behavior of individual nonprofitmagers.

In fact, in the Czech Republic, the reflections afiddings on nonprofit
commercialization suggest that the semantics of ncernialization do not merely
diverge from the Czech social structure; they areerdent in an apparently
dysfunctional way. In contrast to self-financingc®l entrepreneurship, and related
terms, the term “commercialization” is specificatligknowledged to be burdened with
negative connotations (cf. Toepler, 2004). Whilemso believe that social
entrepreneurship is “revolutionizing the nonproBector” (cf. Stecker, 2014),
commercialization creates problems (Weisbrod, 20@&pler, 2004). Given that these
negative connotations emerged in the institutiocahtext outside of Central and
Eastern Europe, it may be understandable thatehis failed to gain popularity in this
region. Far from being systematically examinedseems to be only occasionally
mentioned in the gray literature, such as diplommesés and working subchapters.
It does not seem improbable to suspect that somprafit scholars and practitioners
strategically avoid the term, thus creating a sdmancongruence in the discursive
constructions of the nonprofit sector in the Eastd aNest. This incongruence
complicates the comparative analysis of the noiitpredéctor across institutional
contexts and downplays the potentially significappative side effects of nonprofit
commercialization in the Czech Republic.

The challenges arising from the misalignment behwe Anglo-Saxon semantics of
commercialization and the Czech social structuredneot be fatal. They can be
resolved by reframing the vision of the moral siigaince of commercialization. While
there are many possible ways to undertake thiamefrg, a useful point of departure is
suggested by the proposed understanding of comatigation as an institutional
phenomenon. Interestingly, a crucial insight emeggirom modern scholarship in
moral philosophy and business ethics is that tlegakstructure of modernity is much
more adequately described by the semantic categofiénstitutional ethics than by
individual ethics (Pies, 2012; Suchanek, 2007; Hum&002). Whereas individual
ethics locates morality in the sinfulness and wusness of individual behavior,
institutional ethics shifts morality to the level mstitutions rather than individuals
(ibid). Furthermore, institutional ethics functiongith the awareness that many
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“problems of the modern society are emergent” (Wat®v et al., 2016, p. 11), i.e.,
incapable of unambiguous attribution and expresdiorough the semantics of
individual responsibility. These arguments make arclethat if nonprofit
commercialization is accepted as an institutionhlenqomenon, then its moral
significance, both positive and negative, is begitared by institutional rather than
individual ethics. The thrust of the institutionathics standpoint is that nonprofit
managers and other stakeholders cannot bear indivichoral responsibility for
nonprofit organizations “losing their souls” (WeisH, 2004, p. 46), and that nonprofit
commercialization is not merely a matter of indivadl opportunism, weakness of will,
or another form of lack of virtue.

The emphasis that institutional ethics places astitutions rather than individuals
considers both the advantages and disadvantagesorofnercialization with the
understanding that they cannot be reduced to thelagical level of individual
intentions. The key advantage of commercializat®that it may help the nonprofit
sector to develop a sufficient resource base, whiduld empower it to make
important contributions to the quality of socidkeliin terms of democracy building,
social cohesion, and service delivery. But institual ethics likewise acknowledges
that nonprofit commercialization may have a potdhti broad range of
disadvantageous side effects that cannot be atdio the level of individuals and are
in this sense genuinely unintentional.

The main side effect is the covert and unintentidsuggling” of business thinking
and management methods into nonprofit settingaononprofit organizations shift to
fields of activity unrelated to their core missi@@f. Young & Salamon, 2002). Added
to this is the fact that many nonprofit organizasipespecially in Central and Eastern
Europe, exhibit a level of organizational vulneli&pthat makes them extremely prone
to varied business risks (Rymsza, 2013; VacekovaSwidraiova, 2014). The
“governmentalization” of nonprofit organizationsyfRsza, 2016), including “satellite
foundations” that are controlled by public sectogamizations, is a similar concern.
From the perspective of institutional ethics, etlem spread of “for-profits in disguise,”
while fully acknowledged as another undesirable esidffect of nonprofit
commercialization, cannot be attributed to indigtapportunism alone.

A further crucial implication of the institutionathics viewpoint is that the public
policy support for the commercialization, or setfancing, of nonprofit activities
should not be taken at face value. Many nonprafiinizations in Central and Eastern
Europe are reported to be highly vulnerable andedéent on this supportive
infrastructure (Rymsza, 2016; Vacekova & Svidron@®@l4). A recent study of rural
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nonprofit organizations in the Czech Republic réseahat their ability to contribute to
the quality of rural life is severely limited byetrsocioeconomic characteristics of the
examined rural areas (Valentinov & Vacekova, 2015the effectiveness of nonprofit
activities is dependent on the institutional cottethen the institutional ethics
viewpoint underscores the responsibility of the eyovnent to make this context
supportive in ways that go beyond a mere permissititeide toward self-financing. If
this attitude is the sole supportive measure, thbatrays the government’s reluctance
to assume responsibility for shaping a favorablstitutional environment for the
nonprofit sector. This conclusion is indirectly wyorated by studies finding the
existing public sector support for social entreprgship in the Czech Republic to be
limited and unsystematic (European Commission, 20THis opens the question of
nonprofit sustainability, which is the main focugtee next subchapter.

2.3 Nonprofit sustainability: Evidence from the Czech

Republic

The sustainability of nonprofit organizations isianreasingly prominent theme in the
booming multidisciplinary field of nonprofit sectstudies. Especially in the Western
world, the nonprofit sector fulfills a broad rangesocio-economic functions that are
intended to strengthen the social and ecologicakdsions of sustainable development
(see also Hagedorn, 2014; Boehnke et al., 201%; Ma, 2014; Wei & Kong, 2014).
Yet many individual nonprofit organizations operdate a complex and turbulent
environment that poses a significant challengdéir own economic sustainability (see
also Hung & Ong, 2012; Besel et al., 2011; Weerdemaa et al., 2010). It is primarily
the economic sustainability of individual nonpradfiganizations that nonprofit scholars
have in mind when referring to “nonprofit sustaimiy (see also Bowman, 2011; Bell
et al., 2010). A consensus seems to be emerging@these scholars that the challenge
of economic sustainability is shaping both thetefy's and structures of nonprofit
organizations. For example, many nonprofit orgaiona are under increasing pressure
to rely on commercial sources of income (e.g., BEionaet al., 2014; Svidtmva

& Vacekova, 2012; Vacekova & Svidrova, 2014; Svidmwova, 2013) as well as to
seek partnerships with public agencies (MikuSovaidkeva et al., 2015) and private
for-profit corporations. In the scholarly literagrthese organizational transformations
in the nonprofit sector are analyzed through tmsds of sociological institutionalism
(e.g., Baum & Oliver, 1991), organizational ecoldgyy., Hannan & Freeman, 1997),
resource dependence (e.g., Froelich, 1999), anidlssgstems theory (e.g., Moeller
& Valentinov, 2012). All these analyses have imgltbat the precarious sustainability
of nonprofit organizations potentially underminese tuseful functions that are
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theoretically ascribed to nonprofit organizatiombis disturbing implication raises the
novel research idea of enriching the theoreticaleustanding of nonprofit functions
with an account of nonprofit sustainability probkeso as to arrive at a more balanced
assessment of the actual impact of the nonprafibse

This subchapter addresses this research idea irespects. First, it traces the challenge
of nonprofit sustainability back to the roots ofnpoofit economics, a burgeoning
economic subdiscipline. Since its beginnings in ¢lagy 1980s, nonprofit economics
has included two distinct types of theories, uguaksignated as demand-side and
supply-side theories. The demand-side theories mmeanthe societal problems
addressed by nonprofit organizations and charatiily locate these problems in
specific types of market failure. The supply-sidedries study the behavior of
nonprofit managers and entrepreneurs with a viewnierstanding the structures and
functions of nonprofit organizations. One intenegtand provocative modern nonprofit
economic thought is that there is a persistent E#okonnection between the demand-
side and supply-side theories, suggesting thabé&mavior of nonprofit managers and
entrepreneurs may be only distantly related to dbeietal problems that nonprofit
organizations are supposed to solve (Aligica, 20ddlentinov & lliopoulos, 2013;
Young, 2013; Jegers, 2011; Steinberg, 2006; HansmB®87). This subchapter will
conceptualize the split between the demand-side anpply-side theories as
a discrepancy between the demand-side and supdydeterminants of nonprofit
sustainability. In doing so, it will advance theesis that the deficits of nonprofit
sustainability are systematically predicted byrbeaprofit economics literature.

The second contribution of this subchapter to ustdading nonprofit sustainability is
in applying the above thesis to European rural lbgweent. In the last decade,
European rural areas have been witnessing the“ftoift government to governance”
i.e., the increasing transfer of responsibilitiesni state to non-state actors (see also
OECD, 2006; De Vries, 2013). The shift from goveeminto governance means
an increasing role is played by nonprofit organareg, including LEADER
partnerships, in revitalizing depressed rural ateemigh community-based endogenous
initiatives. The extensive amount of scholarlyrhiteire generated in response to the
LEADER program emphasizes the problems of sustdityaior European rural
partnerships. An authoritative literature reviewdigated that the social inclusion
potential of these partnerships has often beertddniespecially in terms of the most
vulnerable groups; the power relations betweempasthave often been contested; all
too often, partnerships have been instrumentaliaethe purpose of attracting funding
without a genuine concern for long-term commuigévelopment; fundraising efforts
have been often excessive; and local state agelnaiestended to dominate community
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self-organization processes (Furmankiewicz et28110). This subchapter will interpret
these problems in terms of the discrepancy betwleerdemand-side and supply-side
sustainability determinants of rural partnershipisis discrepancy will be shown to be
exacerbated by characteristic features of ruralsaeed made more complex by the fact
that the distinction between the demand-side amplgtside determinants is much
easier to draw in theory than in practice.

The following passages will provide a brief backgrd on the lack of connection

between the demand-side and supply-side economdcids of nonprofit organizations

and on this basis introduce the distinction betwidendemand-side and supply-side
determinants of nonprofit sustainability. This argant will then be applied to the rural

development context and supported with empiricadence of the rural nonprofit sector

in the Czech Republic.

The distinction between the demand-side and sugidly-theories of nonprofit
organizations goes back to the influential writiag Henry Hansmann (1987) who
sought to produce a comprehensive map of the diefbnprofit economics as it existed
at the time. Hansmann’s authoritative overview neacthe conclusion that the supply-
side theories of nonprofit organizational behaxdemonstrated a lack of contact with
the demand-side theories that located the soa@lof nonprofit organizations in the
correction of market failures. Since then, the dedrside theories have been criticized
on a number of grounds. Framed by neoclassicalozoims, these theories said little on
the institutional embeddedness of the nonprofitaseef. DiMaggio & Anheier, 2001;
Anheier & Salamon, 2006; Balgah et al., 2010; Vafav, 2009; ibid, 2008a; ibid,
2011; ibid, 2012; ibid 2008b) and indeed committhe Polanyian “economistic
fallacy” (Adaman & Madra, 2002). In contrast to ttemand-side theories, Chaves and
Monzon (2012) see nonprofit organizations as aqfatie broader social economy that
contributes to sustainable development while layage the monistic nature of the
mainstream neoclassical economics that has beenynfiacused on capitalist for-profit
enterprises. According to Lohmann (1992), the ntlarast of the demand-side theories
is negative, telling more about what the nonpreéttor is not than what it is. Most
important to the present context, however, is therge that demand-side market failure
theories “explain why consumers would want to bwgnf and donors donate to
nonprofit organizations, but do not explain why panfit organizations are there for
them to use. What is needed is a theory of thelgugpthis organizational form to
complement the theories of demand” (Steinberg, 2@061L28). According to Rose-
Ackerman (1996), supply-side theories must addtkesimportant motivational and
behavioral aspects of ideology, altruism, socidlies, and mission-drivenness, each of
which gets short shrift in demand-side market failiheories.
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A related strand of the nonprofit literature higilis the geographical implications of
the split between the demand-side and supply-$ideries. An authoritative literature
review demonstrated that studies of the locatialyalamics of nonprofit organizations
“take a common approach in that needs and reso(ira@sding poverty or income) in
a specific region (usually a city) are held to deiee the number of nonprofit
organizations in that region” (Bielefeld & MurdocB0Q04, p. 222). By emphasizing
needs and resources, these studies endorse thg-thieen distinction between the
demand-side and supply-side determinants. For ebean@orbin’s (1999) study of
factors influencing the growth of nonprofit orgaatiobns in social services in the United
States identified demand-side factors, includingnaed heterogeneity and market
failure, and supply-side factors, including soaahesion, resource dependence, and
philanthropic culture. In a similar vein, Grgnbjeagd Paarlberg (2001) use county-
level data for the state of Indiana in order toreixee the community variations in the
size and scope of the nonprofit sector. They discey that the demand-side factors of
these variations are largely overridden by the Bupiple factors and by the effects of
community social structures.

The split between demand-side and supply-side ig®andicates that the behavior of
nonprofit organizations is more complex than assuitmedemand-side theories, many
of which present stylized models of market failfdegers, 2011; Steinberg, 2006;
Hansmann, 1987). This split is likely caused bydifeerence in the levels of analysis
of the two types of theories. Demand-side theamdsr to the problems of society as
a whole; supply-side theories are aimed at the lgfverganizations which face a range
of organizational-level challenges that are invesiirom the societal point of view.
These challenges make nonprofit sustainabilitydnse and erode trust in the ability of
these organizations to address societal problerhsrefore, taking an appropriate
account of nonprofit sustainability requires adoegtan organization theory perspective
that could interrelate organizational goals, imissions, with actual organizational
behavior.

A highly suitable platform for such an organizatitheory synthesis is provided by
Scott’'s (2003) influential textbook that identifiethree basic approaches to
organizations. Scott (ibid) designates these aghexas the rational, natural, and open
system perspectives. From the rational system petisp, “organizations are
collectivities oriented to the pursuit of relatiyedpecific goals and exhibiting relatively
highly formalized social structures” (ibid, p. 2From the natural system perspective,
“organizations are collectivities whose particigaate pursuing multiple interests, both
disparate and common, but who recognize the vdipemetuating the organization as
an important resource. The informal structure ofatrens that develops among
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participants is more influential in guiding the befor of participants than is the formal
structure” (ibid, p. 28). Finally, from the openstym perspective, “organizations are
congeries of interdependent flows and activitieskihg shifting coalitions of
participants embedded in wider material-resourakiastitutional environments” (ibid,
p. 29).

In the nonprofit context, the rational system pective makes clear that demand-side
theories, including those of Weisbrod (1977) anddtt@ann (1987), offer theoretical
and normative justifications of nonprofit goals fait to suggest the actual capacity of
nonprofit organizations to attain them. Salamorf88(a) “voluntary failure” theory
explained why these organizations may lack the riggeand resources to deliver on
their missions (cf. Seibel, 1996; Valentinov, 2012dlentinov et al., 2015). In
emphasizing the role of informal relations as wak organizational survival
considerations, the natural system perspectiveigesva valuable means of capturing
the importance of “mission-drivenness” (Lohmann92;9Rose-Ackerman, 1996) and
enables thinking of opportunistic tendencies andciétionary excesses” of nonprofit
managers and entrepreneurs (Young, 2013). The syse@m perspective seems to have
the most critical implications. It suggests thahmfit organizations must effectively
reach their external stakeholders and also that iy fail to manage their resource
dependencies (Hung & Ong, 2012; Besel et al., 20&erawardena et al., 2010;
Bowman, 2011; Moeller & Valentinov, 2012).

The open system perspective is especially intergdiecause it apparently underpins
the distinction that Bell et al. (2010) made betwpeogrammatic and financial types of
nonprofit sustainability. To Bell et al. (ibid, f6), programmatic sustainability means
that “nonprofit's programs are relevant to its dansnts and are having an impact” and
financial sustainability means that “the organizathas sufficient working capital for
its needs and activities.” While each of the thoeganization theory perspectives are
appropriate for capturing nonprofit sustainabilgsoblems, this subchapter will draw
upon the approach that Bell et al. (ibid) took gederalize the distinction between the
programmatic and financial types of sustainabilfegaming the nonprofit economic
theories in terms of the terminology of Bell et @bid), it makes sense to differentiate
between the demand-side and supply-side deternsinaintnonprofit sustainability.
While the demand-side determinants refer to theetmcrelevance of nonprofit
missions, the supply-side determinants are relébethe ability and willingness of
nonprofit decision-makers to secure the resourcee bbaquired for fulfilling these
missions over time. Obviously, the sustainabilityhonprofit organizations requires the
concurrence of its demand-side and supply-sidem@iants.
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If demand-side and supply-side theories are coneéped as the respective
sustainability determinants at the organizatiomalel, then the split between these
theories translates into the tendency of the supiply sustainability determinants to
diminish the demand-side sustainability determisarmRegardless of the empirical
support for the demand-side theories, the sheeirigalpvalidity of the supply-side
theories indicates that the societal roles of nofifporganizations deviate from the
demand-side theories’ predictions, suggesting timatrealities of institutional life are
considerably more complex than the demand-siderid®eseem to assume. One
example of the way the demand-side determinantsaofprofit sustainability are
undermined by the supply-side determinants is ltersetd Ingamells’s (2015) study of
human services for refugee immigrants to Austrdifee authors identify the increasing
chasm between funding-driven agencies and socidl @mmunity needs. Their
conclusion is that “the field of human services eeds to reclaim a broader paradigm
of human service practice allowing for joined wgdlity-based, capacity building work
that is responsive to people, contexts, and speisifues emerging over time.” As the
next section indicates, the relationship betwees demand-side and supply-side
determinants of nonprofit sustainability is notoisty precarious in the rural
development context.

lliopoulos and Valentinov (2009) contend that tleeis-economic characteristics of
rural areas, including low population density, Ig®r-capita incomes, geographic
dispersion, and relatively poor infrastructure gahg tend to lower the attractiveness
of rural areas as a location for profit-driven Imess (see also Valentinov, 2007; ibid,
2009; ibid, 2012). “The lower return on investme@akens the incentives of for-profit
firms to operate in rural areas. This means, im,tdhat rural dwellers may be
dissatisfied with the levels of consumption goodd services delivered to them by for-
profit firms” (lliopoulos & Valentinov, 2009, p. 44. They assert that the emerging
gaps in the provisioning of rural dwellers couldfied by various types of nonprofit
organizations that are not concerned with the fability of their activities in the same
way that for-profit firms are (ibid). It is commdmowledge that “people living and
working in rural Europe usually experience highates of risk of poverty and lower
levels of employment, income, educational attainmdéwalth care, and access to
infrastructure and public services” (Volunteuro@@14, p. 6). Nonprofit organizations
hold considerable potential for “break[ing] the ivies cycles of exclusion and
marginalization in rural areas” (ibid, p. 12). Teerguments suggest that the endemic
developmental problems of rural areas constitutbsanct demand-side rationale for
nonprofit organizations, a rationale that constisuthe ultimate, if implicit, core of the
theoretical justification of rural partnerships asural development policy instrument
(cf. Trukhachev, 2015; Wang et al., 2015; Langal e22015).
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Identifying the demand-side justification for rurpartnerships and other nonprofit
organizations suggests that their supply-side madidity determinants may be
disconnected from the demand-side sustainabilitterdenants. As with the more
generic nonprofit case, there seem to be no grotordagssuming that the supply-side
determinants will automatically translate into tteamand-side determinants. Thus, there
is no basis for optimism in terms of the overaBtsinability of the concerned nonprofit
organizations. It is not surprising that the spktween the two types of sustainability
determinants manifests itself in the widely ackreniged and discussed implementation
problems with which these organizations have beapgiing. The greatest focus in the
scholarly literature on the LEADER program has beents implementation problems.
Although its intentions are noble, the theoretjoatification for the LEADER program
could not and did not translate into direct actiBarticipation has to be enabled by the
appropriate organizational structures; funding nhitida have to be adjusted (cf.
Furmankiewicz et al., 2010); social capital, netgorand accountability mechanisms
have to be put into effect (cf. Marquardt et aD12); and collective action problems
need to be addressed (cf. Hagedorn, 2014). Furtrernas Munoz et al. (2014)
correctly noted, the very challenges of rural ardest determine the demand-side
sustainability of nonprofit organizations simultansly deprive these areas of the
resources and capabilities required for commundtyeldl service providers to operate
effectively. Dispersed settlement patterns, lowytaton densities, aging populations,
and other characteristics of rurality are highlytradictory in that they give a boost to
the demand-side sustainability of rural nonprofganizations while suppressing their
supply-side sustainability (ibid).

Munoz et al. (ibid) present an argument that illnatés the rurality-specific mechanism
by which the demand-side and supply-side deterngnaih nonprofit sustainability
undermine and defeat each other. The precariowgiaeship between these has
attracted much scholarly attention. For examplaceming Poland, Furmankiewicz et
al. (2010) describe how the supply-side determmantluding funding arrangements
and the influence of local authorities, “undermthe ability of Polish partnerships to
operate in ways which harness the endogenous tigsaai local communities.” More
radically yet, Shucksmith (2000) notes the selfemuning tendencies of endogenous
development initiatives that “favor those who aleady powerful and articulate, and
who already enjoy a greater capacity to act anehtgage with the initiative. This may
even lead to a capturing of the initiative by alite sectional interests, in extreme cases.
More marginalized groups are less able to partieipa engage with the program, and
are less likely to be empowered unless expliceraibn is given to their inclusion.”
These studies underscore that in the rural contéset, validity of the supply-side
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sustainability determinants is less likely to coaempént than to undermine the demand-
side sustainability determinants.

The available econometric evidence of the effetth® socio-economic characteristics
of rural areas and communities in the Czech Repubrlithe size of the local nonprofit
sector contributes to the proposed theoretical istaleding of nonprofit sustainability
in two respects. First, it documents the ruralppedfic relationship between the
demand-side and supply-side sustainability deteanis) that was outlined in the
preceding subsection. This relationship adds aadéuqualification to Illiopoulos and
Valentinov’s (2009) argument that the attributesrwfality enhance the demand-side
sustainability of the rural nonprofit sector. Thengrical findings make it more
plausible to suggest that these attributes actaih the demand side and the supply
side, with their supply-side identity undermining @unteracting their demand-side
identity. Second, somewhat unexpectedly, empineak has shown that the distinction
between the demand-side and supply-side sustaigatddterminants may be hard to
draw. The suggested “double nature” of the attabudf rurality indicates that their
demand-side and supply-side identities cannot kéyedisentangled. This presents a
sharp contrast to the unambiguous differentiatietwben the demand-side and supply-
side sustainability determinants in studies of tbeational dynamics of nonprofit
organizations (Bielefeld & Murdoch, 2004; CorbinQ9®; Grgnbjerg & Paarlberg,
2001). Thus, the key hypothesis is that the siz¢heflocal rural nonprofit sector is
affected by both demand-side and supply-side swidity determinants. The
verification of this hypothesis is supplementeddnyanalysis of the ambiguity of the
distinction between the demand side and supply side

The hypothesis is verified using primary and seaoydiata (Table 13). The primary
data originate from interviews that were conduct@th mayors in 190 randomly
selected municipalities of the Czech Republic (\éys@ and Jihomoravky kraj) in
2013. To make certain that the municipalities anealr attention was limited to
municipalities with less than 2000 residents. Titerviews were based on a structured
guestionnaire containing questions about the mpality residents, infrastructure, and
economic activity, the number of local nonprofiganizations, their size (in terms of
membership), and the nature of their activitiegjiadocapital, local action groups, the
main challenges of local development, and the twabf local life. As each
municipality was represented by its respective mai®0 mayors were approached. Of
these, 11 mayors were not able to provide the mtgdanformation. Accordingly, this
sample consists of 179 rural municipalities thattam 699 nonprofit organizations (see
also Curtiss et al., 2014; Curtiss & Skarabelod,5).
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The secondary data comes from the 2011 censusebZzbch Statistical Office and
contains information on the demographic, sociald @tonomic characteristics of
residents in these municipalities. In additionlie tensus data, the Linked Open Data
from the surveyed regions were used, includingdita provided by the free databases
UFIS, ARIS, and MONITOR (cf. Soukopova & Struk, 401 MONITOR is the
information portal of the Czech Ministry of Finanaed allows free access to the budget
and accounting information related to all levelgpablic administration. ARIS contains
publicly available information about municipal imaes and expenditures in the Czech
Republic for the 2001-2009 period; the informationsubsequent years is provided by
UFIS, the successor database. The information gedviby the mayors was cross-
checked using the publicly available annual repoftgormally registered nonprofit
organizations.

Table 13 Qualitative and quantitative methods used fampry and secondary data
collection and analysis

\=REeIRETANBIREeI0IESH interviewing; descriptive statistics; cluster arsidy correlation analysis;
USED exploratory data analysis; pattern recognitionresgion analysis

Primary data:Questionnaire survey

AVAILABLE DATA Secondary dataCensus Data; Linked Open Data from regions;
Linked Open Data from the free databases of thelCkénistry
of Finance (UFIS, ARIS, MONITOR); NPO Annual Repsort

Source: Valentinov & Vacekova, 2015

The sample of 179 rural municipalities is satisfagtif compared with the minimum
sample size required to maintain the relative erstandard deviationd(s) as
a prescribed value (Bilan, 1999). The minimum sample size is determinedhiey
formula:

— gZ(u)_1+1

r]min 46(3)2 (1)

Given a relative standard deviatidfs) = 0.1 (i.e., 10%), and a normal distributiornhwi
kurtosisg, = 3, the recommended minimum sample size is 5is F&mple meets this
condition.

Respondents indicated that of the 699 nonprofitamiations, 550 were formally
registered, and 101 were informal groups; they wereable to classify 48
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organizations. In 30 municipalities, some nonprofijanizations are members of the
local action group, supported by the LEADER+ prograf the EU Common
Agricultural Policy. In 25 municipalities, there vee nonprofit organizations that
terminated their activity and do not exist anymadpé.the nonprofit organizations in
this database, 21% are sports clubs, 20% providdicpservices (mainly fire
protection), 16% are interest and hobby clubs, H2&engaged in cultural activities,
and 9% pursue environmental concerns (e.g., logatitng associations). Of all the
nonprofit organizations in the database, 60% wereperation during the Communist
period; the rest were established or re-establistfiedl the collapse of the Communist
regime.

These and other results of the descriptive stegistinalysis enabled the sample to be
guantitatively summarized, revealing the main fezdu Based on the subsequent
exploratory data analysis, the essential charatitesiof the dataset were specified in
order to select analytical tools and recognizegpast The main use of this database for
this study was for enabling a regression explotimg effects of the socio-economic
characteristics of rural areas and communitiefién@zech Republic on the size of the
local nonprofit sector. The number of nonprofit amgations in a rural municipality
were regressed on independent variables descritheg local population, local
infrastructure, education and employment of ruealdents, local religious activity, and
residents’ satisfaction with the quality of lifegiles 14 and 15). The model is highly
statistically significant and delivers high coeiticts of determination (R2 close to
0.58; adjusted R2 above 0.54,, it explains a high proportion of the totaliasion of
outcomes. The overall significance of the F-stagstonfirms that the model is not
misinterpreted. A correlation analysis revealedribed to prevent the adverse effects
of multicollinearity on the significance of the iygendent variables. Thus, a stepwise
regression was applied that enabled the groupingdefpendent variables in appropriate
sets by a cluster analysis (Table 14).
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Table 14 Explanatory variables

VARIABLES EXPLANATION |

Number of residents
(In_nr_residents)

Community size (census data)

Note: the relationship between the number of reggland
the number of nonprofit organizations is non-linédre
logarithmic form of this explanatory variable delrs
statistically more significant results

Share of elderly people
(share_elderly_people)

Residents over 65 (census data)

Number of public areas
(nr_public_areas)

Number of football pitches
(nr_football_pitches)

Number of playgrounds
(nr_playgrounds)

Number of kindergartens
(nr_kindergartens)

Number of primary schools
(nr_primary_schools)

The state of development of public infrastructure.

Note: these determinants are represented as otenaiqry
variable (sum) because of their high cross-corigiat

Sewage plant (sewage_plant)

Existence of a sewlageip a municipality

Public water supply system
(public_water_supply_system)

Existence of public water supply system in a myoatity

Number of active churches (nr_church)

Number ofrches in the municipality

Share of religious population
(share_religious)

Residents claiming a religious faith (census data)

Education degree
(share_basic_education)

Human capital (share of population with only a basi
education—highest achieved—census data)

Unemployed residents
(share_unemploeyed)

Unemployment rate in the municipality (census data)

Freelancers (share_freelancers)

Share of freelglatiegmployed residents (census data)

Share of residents satisfied with socia
and cultural conditions in the
municipality
(satisfaction_social_conditions)

Life quality in the community based on mayors’ esttions
of resident satisfaction with social and culturahditions in
the municipality (% of satisfied residents)

Share of residents satisfied with the
level of provided public services
(satisfaction_public_services)

Life quality in the community based on mayors’ estiions
of resident satisfaction with the level of providaablic
services (% of satisfied residents)

Source: Valentinov & Vacekova,

2015
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A number of the independent variables in the madete significant. Somewhat
unsurprisingly, the data indicate that the numbletooal nonprofit organizations is
positively affected by local population size. Thet ef variables including the number
of local public areas, football pitches, playgrosnkindergartens, and primary schools
also positively related to the number of local nafip organizations; the same can be
said about resident satisfaction with the social anltural conditions of the local
quality of life. The negative relationships betwedre number of local nonprofit
organizations and the local availability of a seavatant and a church were surprising.

Table 15 Determinants of the Czech rural nonprofit se€for

b* . Std.b*
(Standardized b (Partial

Dependent Variable: nr_NPOs partial (Standard  regression | (Standard = p-Value?
regression SO of coefficient) = error of b.)
coefficient.) b*.)

In_nr_residents 0.661087 **¥ 0.076636 2.22511 0%EyY| 0.000000C
nr_public_areas.

nr_football_pitches.

nr_playgrounds. 0.290752 *** 0.066268 0.30948 0.070537 0.000019
nr_ kindergartens.

nr_primary_schools

sewage_plant —0.155593 #* 0.054006 -0.89375 0.30022.004427
public_water_supply_system —0.065497 0.051983 8178 0.625540 0.209246
nr_church -0.111434 ¢ 0.056539 -0.60756 0.30826105@09
share_elderly_people 0.092872 0.055568 0.06243 76831 0.09632¢
satisfaction_social_conditions 0.121776 * 0.059863 0.01714 0.008428 0.043340
satisfaction_public_services -0.116369 0.061678 01@r4 0.008872 0.060749
share_basic_education -0.080971 0.054p17 -0.05597.037693| 0.139165
share_unemploeyed 0.060839 0.051123 0.08722 0.97328235536
share_freelancers -0.062381 0.049598 -3.45174 25244 0.210063
share_religious 0.056134 0.051904 0.01225 0.011381280873

W R=0.7579R = 0.57439; adjustel® = 0.5471; F(12,187) = 21,031;
@) Note: *p < 0.05. **p < 0.01. *** p < 0.001.

Source: Valentinov & Vacekova, 2015
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lliopoulos and Valentinov’s (2009) argument abdwt tdemand-side sustainability of
the rural nonprofit sector provides a useful lemts ithe meaning of these findings. To
these authors, the poor state of rural infrastrecfienerates a demand for rural services
that can be provided by nonprofit organizationsidjib The positive relationship
between resident satisfaction and the number ddl lnonprofit organizations aligns
with the main thrust of this argument, as the sewi provided by nonprofit
organizations reasonably make the residents masdisd. Straightforward support for
this argument comes from the revealed tendencya#l Isewage plants to negatively
correlate with the number of local nonprofit orgaations. If the availability of local
sewage plants is taken to indicate a better stataral infrastructure than their non-
availability, then their availability likely damperthe demand for nonprofit services,
thereby lowering the number of local rural nongrofganizations.

What about the relationship between the demand-@ide supply-side sustainability
determinants? It does not seem too implausiblaippase that a lack of local sewage
plants is generally indicative of a deficient localpacity to create (i.e., supply) rural
nonprofit organizations. One possible scenaritids the most able and entrepreneurial
individuals, put off by the prospect of living in lacality without a sewage plant,
emigrate and thus deprive the concerned rural aretiee valuable human capital. It is
possible, however, that the supply-side determsané particularly effective in the
infrastructure revealed by another significant afale or set of variables: the number of
local public areas, football pitches, playgrounkisdergartens, and primary schools.
The positive relationship of the number of thedeastructure indicators to the number
of local nonprofit organizations appears to contfadliopoulos and Valentinov’'s
(2009) demand-side argument. However, these infiesire objects very likely differ
from the local sewage plants in their superiorigbib mobilize and the local capacity
to create or get involved with the local nonprefiganizations. It is indeed much more
likely for local residents to get together and ds their collective strategies in local
public areas and schools than in sewage planis. this supply-side identity of the
former infrastructure objects that likely explamwhy they boost the number of local
nonprofit organizations instead of lowering it,contrast to sewage plants.

The complexity of the supply-side sustainabilitytedminants of the Czech rural
nonprofit sector is further enhanced by the roldoofil churches. On the one hand,
these churches present a premier platform for loesidents to come together and
improve the local capacity to create or get invdlveith the local nonprofit

organizations. On the other hand, the churchesantgs local nonprofit organizations
in their own right, thus preventing local residerfitsm getting involved in other

nonprofit organizations which are considered in dependent variable. The negative
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relation between the availability of local churcresd the number of local nonprofit
organizations supports the latter scenario.

In conclusion, it must be noted that each of tla¢isttcally significant determinants of
the size of the local nonprofit sector in the deléaural areas of the Czech Republic
reasonably combines demand-side and supply-sidditids so that they can only be
disentangled by in-depth case studies. It is asganable that the sign of the relation
of these determinants to the size of the local nafitpsector is conditioned by the
relative roles of these identities. In the proposeerpretation of the empirical findings,
there are several examples of this ambiguity: dedll sewage plants were able to act as
supply-side sustainability determinants, but thegrevinterpreted as demand-side
determinants; (b) local public areas were able & demand-side sustainability
determinants, but they were interpreted as supgdl/-determinants; (c) local churches
were interpreted as nonprofit organizations inrtbein right rather than as supply-side
sustainability determinants. Accordingly, as thextnsection explains, it is not the
sustainability determinants as such but rathercthraplexity and ambiguity of their
demand-side and supply-side identities that emage guidepost for the further
development of the field of nonprofit economics.

The evidence presented in the preceding sectids aasew light on the problem of the
disconnection between the demand-side and supgdy-determinants of nonprofit
sustainability. Nonprofit economists have tendedség this problem as a theory-
building deficit that could be addressed by findingenious ways to integrate these
determinants in ever more encompassing conceptaaieivorks (Steinberg, 2006;
Hansmann, 1987; Valentinov & lliopoulos, 2013). Hignificance of the reported data
on the Czech nonprofit sector, as well as of thmemous empirical studies of the
LEADER program, is that it shows that this discartime is an empirically valid
phenomenon. In light of this evidence, the relevasearch problem is no longer in
conceptually overcoming or explaining away this cdinection, but rather in
reorienting the field of nonprofit economics towatltte search for the systematic
reasons that make this disconnection necessargeamnésive.

2.4 Concluding remarks: theoretical vs. empirical

research

The first subchapter advances a novel researcleqtrthat seeks to revisit the role of
conventional economic approaches in explainingethistence of the nonprofit sector in
modern society. Drawing upon institutionalist idetids research project is primarily
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aimed at identifying the real-world problem-solvipgtential of the nonprofit sector

rather than at reconciling nonprofit activities hwithe neoclassical market failure
framework. Accordingly, the normative benchmark emphning the study is not the

Pareto-optimality of perfectly competitive markéts rather the fulfillment of societal

values with the aim of improving the quality of &ddife. This benchmark reflects the

fact that the dominant institutional structuresttté modern Western world — markets
and hierarchies pertaining to the private for-grafid public sectors — do not permit an
adequate fulfillment of societal values.

The empirical analysis of the Slovak nonprofit sedtlentified education, sports, and
welfare as its most important fields of activity.id in these fields of activity that the
dominant institutional logics of market and bureagy are least applicable. The
sizable presence of volunteers is likewise a testynto the functional limits of the
traditional employment relations in Slovak socieapnd especially in these nonprofit
fields of activity. A remarkable finding is thatettsupply-side theoretical approach to
explaining nonprofit organizations has turned autoe most relevant in the Slovak
context. This finding suggests that people usentrgrofit sector to reach those values
that cannot be attained through the dominant fofiprand public institutions.
Furthermore, the confirmed real-world importancehe interdependence theory calls
attention to the complementary nature of the engsinstitutions which accordingly
work best in concert rather than in mutual isolatibhe obtained results are contingent
on regional contexts that differ in terms of thastorical and cultural heritage. Finally,
the legal environment in Slovakia has provably Eftnark on the motives for the
founding of nonprofit organizations. All the revedlpatterns — the shortcomings of
dominant institutions, the importance of societalalues, institutional
complementarities, regional variations, and legayliarities — are given little attention
in the mainstream market failure theories of thepmofit sector. Emphasizing these
patterns makes it possible to deepen the understanfithe nonprofit sector as a real-
world institution rather than as a market failuogrecting device. This understanding is
imperative for making the fullest use of the noripprector’s capacity to solve societal
problems.

Based on the second subchapter, if there are pesdikcrepancies between social
structure and semantics, then such discrepanaeprabably well exemplified by the
precarious fitting of the Anglo-Saxon semanticsionprofit commercialization into the
institutional context of the Czech Republic. Whileere are few reasons to doubt that
commercial pressures may indeed potentially erbdentission orientation of certain
nonprofit organizations in the Anglo-Saxon worldlan the Western hemisphere more
generally, the Czech nonprofit sector still facke thallenge of developing its own
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independent and distinct institutional identity, @begral part of which is financial
independence from the state. It is true that inl8¢8pxon semantics, the attempts of
Czech nonprofit organizations to secure their foianindependence qualify as
commercialization. In the Czech context, howeusis tommercialization seems to be
an integral step in the difficult and lengthy evan of a nonprofit sector that would be
worthy of the name.

This argument informs the Western nonprofit comna¢imation debate in at least four
respects. First, to the extent that this debatendsally framed and affected by
discrepancies between social structure and semsgaficSimsa, 2000), it runs the risk
of shifting from evidence-based reasoning towardemially misleading advocacy.
Second, the potential for misleading is especig@itgpnounced in the transitional
institutional environment that has largely escapled attention of many modern
commentators on nonprofit commercialization. Thirdthe Czech context, nonprofit
commercialization is institutionally hardwired intbe public-private mix of public

service delivery and is particularly common amowgprofit organizations delivering
public services. Fourth, acknowledging the insio#él nature of nonprofit

commercialization does not prevent the moral franuhthe commercialization debate,
but it does prioritize the institutional ethics refpoint over the individual ethics
perspective.

The last point makes clear that the Czech contefiesl Weisbrod's (1998) vision of
commercialization as a moral dilemma of individmanprofit decision makers who
face the difficult choice between organizationakalvency and abandoning the
mission. For all its impressive dramatism, thieihima does not seem to be a helpful
description of the Czech realities. The currentituigsonal and regulatory environment
of Czech nonprofit organizations is explicitly famble toward their self-financing
initiatives, some of which are even integrated ithie legal identities of nonprofit
organizational forms (see also Pajas & Vilain, 2004348). Instead of being a moral
dilemma arising out of the hostility of the econoranvironment, commercialization or
self-financing in the Czech context is a strategycomplying with the requirements of
the institutional environment, which is favorahiather than hostile. More than that, it
is a chance to link civil enthusiasm with economability so as to revitalize and carry
forward the rich historical traditions of the Czexitil society.

In terms of further research in the field of norffireector studies, the proposed
argument draws attention to the need to serioushy the problematic implications of

the global sociology of knowledge. Raewyn Conn20Q09) famously contended that
the concepts and methods of social science tehe teveloped in, and geared to the
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interests of, the global North, while being leskphe in understanding the postcolonial
realities of the global South. The Czech Repubiid &entral and Eastern Europe more
generally are not a part of the global South, haytdo have a distinct cultural history
and identity that have not yet had much bearinghenconceptual foundations of the
nonprofit sector that were developed primarily e tAnglo-Saxon world. Obviously,
improving these foundations is hardly possible authlistening to the voices from this
region. It is probable that in the larger scen¢hefglobal sociology of knowledge, the
conceptual treatment of nonprofit commercializatienjust one issue among many
others that await similar critical adjustments.

The conceptual innovation of the third subchapsemireconstructing the distinction
between the demand-side and supply-side explasatbrhe nonprofit sector as the
divergence between the demand-side and supply-determinants of nonprofit
sustainability. This reconstruction contributesnimnprofit sustainability literature in
three respects that are especially relevant to gaao rural development. First, the
well-documented and puzzling implementation proldevhthe LEADER partnerships
present a logical consequence of the divergenceeeet the demand-side and supply-
side determinants of nonprofit sustainability. Setothis divergence informs the
scholarly inquiries into the rurality-specific emphtions of rural nonprofit
organizations. lliopoulos and Valentinov (2009) nimyright in pointing out that the
socio-economic attributes of rural communities fi@ice the demand-side sustainability
of rural nonprofit organizations; yet the divergertetween demand-side and supply-
side sustainability proves that rural nonprofitamzations are highly susceptible to the
unfavorable institutional environment that is oftenaracteristic of rural areas (see
Hagedorn, 2014). Third, in contrast to the literatendorsing a clean distinction
between the demand-side and supply-side sustaigabgterminants, the reported
evidence from the Czech Republic documents the toatp of these determinants’
intertwining and entanglement.

The broader implication of the presented argumésitshat the split between the
demand-side and supply-side determinants of nompsaétainability could indicate
a precarious relationship among the economic, koaral environmental pillars of
sustainability in general. While many nonprofit angzations pursue lofty and noble
missions aimed at addressing social and envirorahesistainability problems
(Rangan, 2004), these problems stubbornly perdistseems, then, that the
organizational pursuit of the social and environtaksustainability exacts a price in
the form of the insecure economic sustainabilityhef concerned organizations. This is
precisely what is happening when the demand-siderderants of nonprofit
sustainability are undermined by the supply-sidemieinants. Nonprofit organizations

94



may be quite successful in bettering human life s be sustainable on the demand
side, but their activity can be hindered by thepdyyside sustainability determinants
beyond their control. Further research on nonpfjanizations is accordingly needed
to create the awareness of the complex dialecfitekeodemand-side and supply-side
determinants of nonprofit sustainability. Towardtand, it is essential to see nonprofit
organizations as arenas for the dynamic interachetween the demand-side and
supply-side stakeholders, an interaction occurimgpecific places and communities,
the features of which are particularly salient e tural context. Furthermore, these
places and communities are themselves embeddetieircivilizational regime of
functional differentiation which, as this subchappgoposes, exercises a formative
influence on nonprofit activities, especially irrabareas.
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3 Re-conceptualization of the third

sector

Attempts to go beyond the mainstream explanatidtiseononprofit sector in economic
theory inevitably return to the question: “If nairfprofit, for what?” This question is
also the title of Dennis Young’s pioneering worl®8B) exploring a behavioral theory
of the nonprofit sector based on entrepreneurdhigre than 30 years ago, long before
widespread research into entrepreneurship in tmgnodit sector was popular, ,[this
work] ... catalyzed a research stream that also fdhasbasis for an entire academic
discipline® (Frank, 2013). The current challengeionprofit scholars is to continue to
cultivate this rich field of inquiry in the questrfa better understanding of “how the
society can encourage, support and engage enteepranenergies for the public
good” (Young, 2013). However, the field remainsfidifit to grasp in its entirety, as
researchers use a multitude of similar, yet distikey concepts. The considerable
range and complexity of these overlapping notiaesite major challenges: “Scholars
struggle to position their work in a larger contektis not easy to build on previous
findings and methodological developments; and rebegaps are difficult to identify”
(Maier et al., 2014).

The Third Sector Impact (TSI) project (2016) conénthe initial impressions of
enormous diversity in the way the tethird sectoris used. One conception of what
constitutes the third sector can be found in Céiatnd Eastern Europe (CEE), where
the broad overarching conceptawil societyis widely used in public discourse. Civil
society consists of formal organizations and infarrmommunity-based structures as
well as individual actions taken for the benefiotiier people, including improvement
of the community or natural environment, participatin elections or demonstrations,
informal or direct volunteering, and general poétiparticipation (Edwards, 2009; ibid,
2011; Zimmer & Priller, 2013; Chambers & Kymlick2Z002; Cohen & Arato, 1994).
More narrow terms, such athird sector or nonprofit sectgr are applied to
organizations with various legal forms, includingssaciations, foundations,
cooperatives, mutual companies, labor unions, legsinassociations, professional
associations, and religious organizations.

The terminology changed during the political tramsfation following the dissolution
of the Soviet bloc. The termonprofit sectomwas very popular in the beginning of the
transformation. However, accession to the EU inioed the concept o$ocial
economyin this region. Recently, the very broad and isnla termthird sectorhas
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been gaining popularity. It includes all kinds dfilc society activities that have
permanent or formal structures, including coopeeatiand mutual associations that
allow profit distribution (Naidcz et al., 2015; cf. Salamon & Sokolowski, 2016b).sThi
attempt to propose an extended conception of ting slector, beyond typical nonprofit
organizations, “represents a significant progress various levels” (Defourny
& Nyssens, 2016). Most importantly, it takes int@@unt some rules and practices that
are found in some cooperatives, mutual associgteam$ social enterprises. By doing
so, the boundaries of the third sector are exparttlad allowing the inclusion not only
of nonprofit organizations but also of some soe@nomy organizations (ibid).

3.1 The drivers of re-conceptualization

The world of civil society organizations is becomnirincreasingly interesting
(Donnelly-Cox, 2015). Even in the early years of freld of nonprofit studies, some
voices were already calling for recognition of thlerred boundaries among sectors
(Billis, 2010). DiMaggio (1987), Langton (1987), I&aon (1987), Wuthnow (1991),
Ware (1989), and Van Til (1988) all agreed that thpartite distinction between
public, private, and nonprofit could be problemdgcause this distinction conceals the
interrelationships among sectors. More recentlgptatical frameworks have emerged
that are characterized by a blurry sectoral boyndi@w. These frameworks recognize
that the sectors can overlap or mix. However, Ndbmireate Muhammad Yunus,
founder of the Grameen Bank, warns against puttog much faith in hybrid
organizations (see also Pestoff, 2012). “In thé weald it will be difficult to operate

a business with two conflicting goals of profit nraikzing and social benefits. The
executives of these hybrid businesses will gragiuafich toward the profit-
maximization goal, no matter how the company’s mrsss designed” (Pestoff, 2007,
p. 33). Hence, hybridization is being examined fcaiye (Donnelly-Cox, 2015) and
with some concern for its positive effects (see Bges & Anderson, 2003; Hwang &
Powell, 2009; Jones, 2007). There is evidence timatbenefits outweigh the risks
(Brandsen & Karré, 2011) and that hybrids will cormeepresent the “new normal” of
civil society organizations (Brandsen et al., 200&ers, 2005; Donnelly-Cox, 2015).

Defining the third sector beyond the arenas ofstla¢e and the market is probably one
of the “most perplexing concepts in modern politicand social discourse,
encompassing as it does a tremendous diversitgstitutions and behaviors that only
relatively recently have been perceived in publicscholarly discourse as a distinct
sector, and even then with grave misgivings” (Salar& Sokolowski, 2016b). Initial
work on this concept focused on what is still wdetgarded as its institutional core
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(ibid). These institutions share a crucial chandstie that makes it feasible to
differentiate them from for-profit enterprises: tfect that they are prohibited from
distributing any surplus they generate to theiesters, directors, or stakeholders, and
that they therefore are presumably serving somadano public interest other than
profit. Several European scholars have consideted tonceptualization of the
nonprofit sector as being nonprofit institutions@s narrow, arguing that cooperatives,
mutual societies, and, in recent years, socialrpnges as well as social norms should
also be included (ibid).

With the article “Beyond Nonprofits: Re-conceptaalg the Third Sector,” Salamon
and Sokolowski (2016b) make an important contrioutio the ongoing debate on how
to define the third sector in economic theory. Tipegposed five key criteria for the
target conceptualization (ibid, p. 1523):

— Sufficient breadth and sensitivity encompasses as much of the enormous
diversity of this sector and of its regional mast&gions as possible, initially in
Europe, but ultimately globally.

— Sufficient clarity— differentiates third sector entities and adegtfrom four
other societal components widely acknowledged tst exitside the third sector,
i.e., government agencies, private for-profit busses, families or tribes, and
household work or leisure activities. A definitiohat embraces entities or
activities with too close an overlap with these estltomponents has to be
avoided.

— Comparability — highlights similarities and differences amongirtinies and
regions. This means adopting a set of common stdadhat could be applied
everywhere. The alternative would be equivalentusing different-sized
measuring rods to measure tall and short peoptbaceveryone appears more
or less equal in height.

— Operationalizability— permits meaningful and objective empirical measwent
and avoids counterproductive tautologies or corscéipat involve subjective
judgments rather than objectively observable charatics. Philosophical or
normative features could usefully guide the sedoahtheir operational proxies
would have to be found.

— Institutionalizability— facilitates incorporation of the ability to maas the third
sector in official national statistical systems Battreliable data on it can be
regularly and reliably generated.
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An alternative definition for the “extended” thisgctor was proposed by loosening the
“structural-operational definition” (Salamon & Anbke 1998) and replacing “not profit
distributing” with “totally or significantly limitel from distributing any surplus they
earn to investors, members, or other stakeholdewvhjle keeping the other four
features of the third sector virtually unchangefl tamauchi, 2016). Salamon and
Sokolowski (2016b) also suggest that not only omgions but also informal and
individual components are important elements of #éx¢éended third sector. They
propose five conditions, the first three of whick enandatory, that organizations in the
extended third sector must fulfil to meet the “sigant limit on surplus distribution”
requirement. Those are (ibid):

1. an explicitly and legally binding social mission;

2. prohibition from distributing any more than 50% afhy profit to outside
stakeholders;

3. a capital lock that requires all retained surplasbe used to support the
organization or to support other entities with $#msocial purposes;

4. at least 30% of their employees and/or benefigaaee individuals with
specified special needs;

5. prohibition from distributing any profit they maym in proportion to capital
invested or fees paid.

This broader concept has remained under-concepédailn reliable operational terms.
Salamon and Sokolowski (ibid) tried to correct ttlsBortcoming and presented
a consensus operational re-conceptualization otitind sector created by a group of
scholars working under the umbrella of the EuropEamon’s Third Sector Impact
Project (http://thirdsectorimpact.eu/). This re-ceptualization goes well beyond the
widely recognized definition of nonprofit institanhs from theHandbook on Nonprofit
Institutions in the System of National Accou(usited Nations, 2003) by including
additional institutions and forms of direct indivia activity in a way that meets the
demanding criteria of comparability, operationdbiiy, and potential for integration
into official statistical systems. The Third/Socitonomy (TSE) model proposed by
Salamon and Sokolowski (2016b) “builds on majoraasbes in scholarly work on non-
profits, volunteering and related concepts and sd¢ekbuild the foundation for new
advances. They made a cogent argument for expandenglefinition of the sector
beyond the traditional ‘Core’ definition and it pslus understand cross-sector relations
between the TSE and the for-profit worlds” (Gramgj016).
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SIGNIFICANT LIMIT ON
SURPLUS DISTRIBUTION
THRU EITHER:

(B) Significant limit on
profit distribution thru:
|
(B)(i) Explicit social mission
AND
I
(B)(ii) No distribution of
more than 50% surplus AND
I
(B)(iii) Capital lock

(A) Total nondistribution

AND EITHER
]
I |
(B)(iv)(a) At least 30% of (B)(iv)(b) No distribution
employees or beneficiaries of surplus in proportion to
with special needs OR capial invested or fees paid

Figure 8 Operational characteristics defining total or digant limitation
onsurplus distribution
Source: Salamon & Sokolowski, 2016b

The more challenging and interesting part of the ©enceptualization comes when
looking more closely at what happens at the boueslaiGrgnbjerg, 2016). Figure

8 illustrates the significant conceptual and défmial work that still remains to be

done. The confusion around the traditional “streedtoperational definition” (Salamon

& Anheier, 1998) can be clarified if this definiticonly applies to organizations that
fulfil the five identity codes and does not appyather organizations in the in-between
space (Knutsen, 2016).

There has been much relevant research devotedetdbthrring of the [sectoral]
boundaries” (Billis, 2010) in the scientific liteuse worldwide. However, this does not
hold true for the transitional CEE countries. Mtran a quarter century after thenus
mirabilis 1989, the study of post-Communist countries h#teshfrom the question of
democratic transition to the question of democratinsolidation (Green, 1999). The
literature on transition has moved away from a $oon public or private to a study of
the various forms of public and private that arevmemerging in the provision of public
services (Swarts & Warner, 2014). In the trans#dloeconomies of CEE, this
development has been influenced by ideas on NevidPMlanagement (NPM). In the
wake of NPM, it has become common for public s&wvido be performed by
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organizations operating at the intersection of merket and public sectors (Grossi
& Thomasson, 2015). The type and character of iif@amented reforms differ from
country to country (cf. Thomasson, 2009), but whis development a new type of
organization has emerged: hybrid organizations.

government
corporations corporations

THIRD
SECTOR ¢

activity without pay

Figure 9 Re-conceptualizing the third sector
Source: Salamon & Sokolowski, 2016b

Hybridity is of both theoretical relevance and picad importance around the world,

including in the post-Communist economies. Thedrenwards emerging hybridization

in the transitional economies of CEE has increasguificantly in recent years, while

taking into account the considerable heterogerditiyansitional economies. Even in
the early years after the transition, public sersiavere being delivered by hybrid
organizations operating in the intersections of herket, the civil society, and the
public sector. There are different types of hylmidanizations, for example (Grossi et
al., 2015):

— mixed public and private commercial (for-profit) terprises, in which both
public and private-commercial owners operate inphielic interest (the “mixed
economy”);

— mixed public and private nonprofit organizatiomswhich a public sector entity
has a strong influence (via funding and regulatidm)t a private nonprofit
organization delivers public services.
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Many examples of hybrid arrangements can be foundhé history of the Czech
Republic, Slovakia and other post-Communist ¢oag, especially in the transitional
phase of development of the concerned economiesseTtombine public features and
features generally associated with market logic.afipears far easier to find
arrangements that are hybrid than those approxagaypical ideal notions (Brandsen
et al., 2005). The privatization of public serv@®vision during the transition was one
cause of the emergence of mixed ownership concepth as “public-private
partnership” (PPP), which represents one of the kam®mon hybrid forms in the post-
Communist countries of CEE. The sometimes unctipeaception of PPP is reflected
in the growth of PPP projects and the implementatb this concept into the public
service system in post-Communist countries inclgdihe Czech Republic and
Slovalia, where individual governments implemeris tmethod as something that at
first sight seems to be a completely new approacté provision of public services,
despite the fact that public services are alreadtimely provided on a similar principle
(ReZuchovd, 2010). Beyond their multiple advantagésGrossi, 2007), utilization of
PPP arrangements entails special concerns (seBa&@Qruz & Marques, 2012; Hodge
& Greve, 2010; Marques & Berg, 2010; McQuaid & Stee 2010). But NPM is not
the whole story behind hybrid organizations; intfdle specific concept of hybridity
remains undeveloped (Denis & Van Gestel, 2015).

Hybridity is not just any mixture of features frodifferent sectors; it concerns
“fundamental and distinctly different governanced awperational principles in each
sector” (Billis, 2010). A systematic review (Traglfl et al., 2003) in the V4 countries
revealed the absolute absence of scientific astialed proceedings that would reflect
the phenomenon of hybridization in relation to kisociety. Few if any studies go
beyond recognizing PPP. The literature seldom éxplaow hybrid organizations arise
or what forms they take. But the spanning of settboundaries (Billis, 2010; Dees
& Anderson, 2003; Laville & Nyssens, 2001) is “nperhaps accelerating” (Donnelly-
Cox, 2015), especially with the development of aba@nterprises that seem to
transcend sectors (Dees & Anderson, 2003). A camajgproach that would enable
reflection on the specific nature of hybridity intr@nsitional context as well as on
current public debates and policy-making discoumsethe subject is lacking. The next
subchapter fills this gap while focusing on thedat@pportunities that hybridity offers.
Pointing out the challenges and potentials of $oerderprises enables illustrative
examples of hybrid organizations in the Czech Rkpund Slovakia with a wider

relevance for and application possibilities to otfost-) transitional economies of
CEE.
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3.2 New semantics: Social entrepreneurship, social

enterprise, social innovations

Taking into account the definition of hybrid orgaaions as those that combine the
characteristics of at least two of the public/ pte/ third sectors, the organizations in
the Czech Republic and Slovakia that are considaedpossess significant
characteristics of more than one sector are usaattial enterprises that can be defined
as private and third sector hybrids. To emphagimedentral advancement and discuss
both its strengths and limitations, it is first aesary to return to the very roots of the
social economy concept and underline how its b&sersifrom the core feature of the
nonprofit sector. Against this background, it wik easier to discuss the relevance of
the extended boundaries (cf. Defourny & Nyssen&620

The key period associated with the first mentiohshe social economy is the early
21st century, when new problems began to appeavticah European countries had to
seek innovative solutions. Social enterprises lereeloped significantly over the last
decade. Specifically, since the economic crisi2df8, the interest in social enterprises
has increased and various forms of social entaphsve spread (Gidron & Hasenfeld,
2012). Social enterprises have been characterzédxamplars of hybrid form which
intertwine within one organization the differentngoonents and rationales of market,
state and civil society” (Evers and Laville, 200As hybridity becomes increasingly
common (Aiken, 2010), it is important to understati@ current state of social
entrepreneurship in transitional countries.

The emergence of social enterprises is associatdd the advancement of a civil
society in which corporate altruism is on the Kig&d). The discourse is quite different
across countries; the definitions of social enisgpare diverse and tend to describe the
functions of different types of social enterprigek Dees, 1998; Dart, 2004; Harding,
2004; Haugh, 2006; Thompson & Doherty, 2006; Hoiske2006; Peredo & Chrisman,
2006; Korosec & Berman, 2006; Hartigan, 2006; Mas2608; Emerson & Twersky,
1996; Wronka, 2013). Finding universal criteria faelling an organization as a social
enterprise is not easy. Narrow definitions mayeuffom a tendency to generalize and
oversimplify. Overly broad definitions lack pradlity. The primary intention of social
enterprises is usually not related to profit. Tlaeg characterized by their performance
of public benefit activities and their contributio® seen in their pursuit of including
people who are in some way disadvantaged in the lalarket.
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Table 16 Comparison of social economy and nongovernmentgbradit sector

SECTOR

Characteristic

SOCIAL ECONOMY /
SOCIAL ENTERPRISES

NONGOVERNMENTAL
NONPROFIT SECTOR

Goal fulfillment of social mission — to fulfillment of organization’s mission -
serve a local community or specific| to provide social benefits
groups of citizens

Institutions a wide variety of organizational formalized and institutionalized
forms, including public benefit structures, legal form given by law,
organizations, cooperative usually associations and public
organizations, joint stock companiespenefit organizations, but also
and limited liability companies foundations and nonprofit funds

Autonomy usually created and managed by a not part of the public administration;

group of people on the basis of an
autonomous business plan

institutionally separated from the state

and have political independence

Non-distribution

limited distribution of profit to

not founded to generate profit to be

constraint shareholders or employees and the shared among the owners or
obligation to reinvest the profit (or & managers, any profits are fully
substantial part of the profit) to the | returned to the organization and use
social objectives of the enterprise | in accordance with its statutes

Voluntarism a combination of volunteers and paidoluntaryparticipation in activities; a

staff; a minimum level of paid work

high proportion of volunteering

Civic initiatives

typically, the result of collevt
dynamics involving citizens or
members of groups sharing a
common goal or community need

established by citizens for the purpo
of achieving a mutual or generally
useful purpose/benefit

Entrepreneurial/
business activity

business is a main activity; goods
and services are produced, i.e. they
enter the market and offer their
production for sale

funded under redistribution
mechanisms; entrepreneurship is see
as a side activity

=)

Funding

financial sustainability depends on
the performance of members and
staff and their efforts to ensure
adequate resources; activities are

also funded through financial suppc

mechanisms from public and privatefinancing, and business activities

sources; multisource funding is used

multisource funding is a principle;

this may be a combination of public
(government) sources, private and
individual sources, grants,
rtnembership fees, income from self-

Management

participatory governance, decision self-governance; they manage

making involves all stakeholders

themselves through established
organizational structures; the main
body is usually a general assembly

Registry (for the Czech
Republic and Slovakia)

register of social enterprises at the
Central Office of Labor, Social

Affairs and Family

relevant registers at the Ministry of
Interior

Source: Vacekova & Murray Svidfova, 2016
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Complications in defining social enterprise occsimaresult of the diversity of national
contexts and because they are found in many diffeszes and legal forms. Social
enterprises are mainly small and medium-sized caomepa including cooperatives.
Innovativeness can be seen in the diversity of gyaal multisource financing, in
a different approach to job creation, and in a hygwe of entrepreneurship that is a way
of bearing risks on the principle of stakeholdard aupporters, including partnerships
with the public sector. Social enterprises are ireguo be stable in two dimensions: in
the ability to survive in the long term and in theended balance of social contribution
and success in the market over time. Survival aod/l are the key motivators for any
organization, whether profit-making or nonprofitél orientation and character of the
social enterprise is continuously influenced byafioial possibilities and environmental
pressure (Vacekova et al., 2015).

Each region produces specific debates. Westernpearosocial enterprises “tend to be
based in a social cooperative model and tend tondreowly targeted on work
integration efforts” (Gidron & Hasenfeld, 2012). dkVestern European approach also
emphasizes “the participatory aspect of socialrpriges” (ibid), a characteristic that
has thus far received relatively little attentiontihe (post-) transitional countries. The
social enterprises in CEE emerged as a result effai of Communism, when
conditions similar to those of Western Europe westablished. Later, many states tried
to join the European Union; their accession wasditmmed by the requirement to
solve various socio-economic problems. Social @nits in the transitional economies
of the CEE were at that time relatively underdepetb in terms of how they were
legally and institutionally defined (Poon, 2011)octl enterprises have developed
significantly over the last decade; specificallyyce the economic crisis in 2008, the
interest in social enterprises has increased andusaforms of social enterprises have
spread (Gidron & Hasenfeld, 2012).

Social enterprises are typical hybrid organizati@aesnbining a market orientation with
a social mission. This text focuses on specifictuies of hybridity in a (post-)
transitional context, pinpointing some significashtterminants of social enterprise
development in the transitional economies as coetpty developed economies, such
as (Korimova & Vacekova, 2011):

— Businesses with a “social” attribute are perceigeite negatively politically
and socially in the transitional economies, as treyreminiscent of socialism.

— Interest groups in the social economy have a differstructure in the
transitional economies as future social entergaployees.
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— In the Czech Republic and Slovakia, as in othem@r transition countries,
there was already a high percentage of long-terthg@merational unemployed
people. The younger unemployed people were oftiggrdte, without any social
contacts; they were socially excluded. Some of tlkdnnot want to assume
a mainstream lifestyle.

— In developed economies, social economics and sewctalprises were promoted
naturally through experience and the establisheth@ahip networks with the
nonprofit sector; in the transitional economiesis tisector has just been
established and is still finding its position. Tékre, the time and process shift
is really significant. A certain advantage of tlislay is that all entities — not
only nonprofit organizations — have been gradualhgering the process of
establishing social enterprises.

This implies that the development of social eniegs cannot be supported simply by
importing Western European approaches. Unlesspgheoaches are embedded, social
enterprises will just be “replications of formuldeat will last only as long as they are
fashionable” (Gidron & Hasenfeld, 2012). The cornagfpsocial enterprise was almost
unknown some 20 years ago (ibid). In the last dec@#dhas become a subject of
discussion on both sides of the Atlantic, includingCEE countries. To deepen the
discussion on social enterprises as embodied irtaeand Eastern Europe, it is useful
to underline the distinct development these regexpgerienced.

In the former centrally-planned economies, theaatonomy was important because
the transformation process and the change of ratieconomic structures created
conditions for an enormous increase in unemployraadtsocial exclusion. The causes
were, in particular: inertia in thinking, relianan high standards of social state
guarantees, low qualification of the workforce dmd productivity, restructuring of the
national economy, loss of sales on soft foreignketar (CMEA), low competitiveness
of products, new labor market demands for jobs With added value, work process
inefficiency, technological advances in producticand labor market rigidity in
comparison to developed economies. All these factweated a specific historical,
socio-economic, and political environment thateti$ffrom Western Europe (Vacekova
et al., 2015).
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Social enterprise domains: Evidence from the Czech Republic and
Slovakia

Many charitable organizations and societies promgogiatriotism, science, and the arts
were established in the territory of what is now zech Republic as early as in the
19th century. These charitable societies includgdrinal student groups that were
made legal by the “Zakon o préspokovacim” (Freedom of Association Act) of 1867.
The end of World War | was an impetus for estalpligicharitable organizations to
mitigate the consequences of the war. Upon the diogn of the Czechoslovak
Republic, the Constitution safeguarded the rightthe freedom of assembly and
association. The Action Committees establishedhey@entral Action Committee of
the National Front carried out purges, and the wgsie organizations were cancelled.
No new legislative regulation was enacted untgtt989 (Dohnalova, 2006).

Table 17 Key events in the field of social entrepreneurshifhe Czech Republic

KEY EVENTSIN THE FIELD OF SOCIAL ENTREPRENEURSHIP

2009 The thematic network for social economy TESSEA

2010 The principles of social enterprise compilgd ESSEA

2011 Project about social enterprise as a wayioKiting in Ostrava

A questionnaire survey of a hundred social entsegrin the Czech Republic (P3 — Peopl
Planet, Profit 0.p.s.)

o

2012

2013 CSOB announced a new grant program with the ainetgfihg working social enterprises

A set of indicators for a social enterprise andaaontegration company (P3 — People,

2014 Planet, Profit 0.p.s.)

2015 1% quarter - outline of a bill on social entreprersip in the Czech Republic
4™ quarter - paragraph version

Source: Vacekova & Murray Svidrova, 2016

Associations, societies, mutual aid movements, dations, and charities were
considered to be traditional entities of the soa@onomy. The firstdruzstva

[cooperatives] were established in the 1840s, whth First Cooperatives Act being
passed concurrently and coming to force in the §8When production cooperatives
were established in profusion. The first coopegaton the territory of the Czech
Republic was established in 1847 and was calledZ$keé potravni a sfitelni” (The

Prague Food and Saving Society). The cooperativae wistinguished by solidarity
and cooperation in the social and material arehlagy were continuously expanding,
and therefore it was necessary to create a legisldtamework, which was declared
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during the Austro-Hungarian Empire. The system obperatives reached its peak
in then-Czechoslovakia in the interwar period. B33, around 15,000 democratic
economic benefit cooperatives operated in Czecliakia, employing about a quarter
of the population (Dohnalova & &%a, 2011). After World War 11, the production
of many cooperatives slowed; after 1989, their nemmtbecreased rapidly (Héova,
2007).

The entities of the social economy also inclugpalky [societies], which began to
emerge at the time of the national revival. In 188 No. 134/1867 was amended,
which enabled establishment societies. The firsh ssociety wasOul, the workers’
benefit society, which was founded in 1868 by aesentative of mutual aid efforts
of the workers’ movement, Dr. FrantiSek Ladislavlgblorad. The most prosperous
period for societies was the period between theldvevars; around 300 were
established, mostly assembly, workers, sports, tipali and literary societies
(Dohnalovéa & Anderle, 2002). The operation of stegwas terminated in 1951, when
Act No. 68/1951 on voluntary associations and dmde was enacted
in Czechoslovakia. Those entities that did not teate their operations had to change
their form. Until 1989, societies had operated uritle association of political parties
of the National Front led by the Communist PartyCakechoslovakia. The best-known
societies that were re-established after 1989 addoleen in existence at the time of the
national revival include Hlahol and Hasék (Dohnalova & FiSa, 2011).

Mutual aid movements emerged in the mid-19th cgn@iming to support sole traders
and small entrepreneurs. Their solidarity and muichstrengthened the principles of
social policy.Kampeleky [cooperative savings societies] emerged, to lendew first
to their own members in the form of short-term paed credit, and later to others. The
first cooperative savings society was ‘®@ahska zalozna” (The Civic Savings Bank),
founded in 1858 in Vlasim. Later, protection agaimaslverse life situations was
provided by insurance companies, and the Imperetteks Patent issued in 1819
permitted the establishment of private insuranceganies in the Habsburg Monarchy.
Insurance companies were not allowed to becomei@labw institutions until 1821.
The first Czech mutual insurance company was astea in Prague in 1827.
It collected finances from its members and createslrance funds from them,
managing and disposing of them according to prechted rules. During the reign
of Joseph Il, many monasteries were abolished laid ppiroperty was confiscated, to be
received by secular foundations and charities thate established primarily for
humanitarian purposes. The number of charitableaeses, foundations, and civil
associations began to grow most after 1918 (ibid).
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In the Czech Republic the social enterprises hasenbmuch discussed but little
understood (Vacekova et al., 2015). There has ebtbgen legislation that would
define a clear legal framework for the operatiohsaxial enterprises in the Czech legal
context. The number of social enterprises in thecBZRepublic has rapidly increased
in the last decade, as can be confirmed by theviatig analysis of their development
(Vacekova & Murray Svidmova, 2016). The first four social enterprises were
established in 1992.There were no dramatic chaingéneir development before 2007.
In 2007 and 2008, nine social enterprises werdksiti@d, and the number of emerging
social enterprises continuously increasing ungl économic crisis (2008-2009). From
2009 until the first quarter of 2014, it was possito draw grants from the ESF and the
ERDF and, therefore, the number of social entegpriacreased rapidly, with a record
of 45 new social enterprises established in 201i#h ¥e end of the entitlement to the
subsidy, the number of newly established enterpeas also limited, and so only 10
enterprises came into existence in 2014. The totahber of registered social
enterprises as of January 2016 is 211.
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Figure 10 Social enterprises in the Czech Republic classhigtheir legal form

(Source: Vacekova & Murray Svidrova, 2016)

Most social enterprises have the legal form of aro.s[limited liability company].

Toward the end of 2014, 94 of social enterprises tin existence had this legal form;
the second most numerous group were public beceffiorations, 56 of which were
established at that time. However, because thial lBgm has been cancelled, it is
predictable that they will assume a different |efgain. Twenty-three social enterprises
had the legal form of o.s. [civic association], Wére self-employed, and 12 were
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cooperatives. Five social enterprises marked tlbgal form as “other”. Two of these

businesses have the “social cooperative” legal fevhich has not been specified in the
directory yet, or they indicated “other” as theagél form but belong to one of the
specified forms.

The transitional economies of CEE are known toggfiel with incomplete legislation
and the weak enforcement of existing laws (Brhl&o2004). This holds true
especially for nonprofit laws, which do not provideafficient protection against the
misuse of the nonprofit status (Eret al., 1999), and hence attract for-profits-in-
disguise (Weisbrod, 2004).

Table 18 Key events in the field of social entrepreneurshilovakia

YEAR EVENT

2002 The first scientific and research contacitSlavakia — conferences and consultations
with foreign players in the social economy

2002 The center of research and development afdbi@l economy and social
entrepreneurship established at the Faculty of &@tics, Matej Bel University, Banska
Bystrica

2005 Based on the number of publications and reBeattivities to define the conditions of

social economy in transition economies (particylarlSlovakia), social
entrepreneurship at the macro and microlevel wineat

2005 - 2006 | Workplace training (as a social entsepifor people with disabilities, PHARE projec
funded by the EU

2005 - 2008 | The first international project on sbeiconomy and social enterprises in Slovakia
(Slovakia-Flemish project: SE in Central Slovakia)

2008 - 2010 | The second international project “Depalent and support for strong and sustainable
social economy network in Banska Bystrica region”

2008 - 2011 | Thematic Network for the DevelopmenBotial Economy - Operational Programme
Human Resources and Employment, international proje

2008 On the legislative level, social enterprisddfined in the Act on Employment Services,
creating the Register of Social Enterprises

2008 The accredited course “Social Enterprise Marfagas successfully tested; in 2008
there were 36 successful graduates

Source: Vacekova & Murray Svidrova, 2016

These “false” nonprofits may maximize profits thiaey then “distribute in disguised
form (as higher wages and perks), or they may miagimevenues that lead to power
and prestige for their managers. They are luredl timé nonprofit sector by the tax and
subsidy advantages that they gain therefrom” (Ja2@80). Social enterprises have
already been legislatively defined to a certaireekin several V4 countries, Poland
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and Slovakia are examples of good practices inrdtia@sitional economies. Such a
legislative definition has not yet been providedtie® Czech Republic; these states
could serve as inspirations. In Italy, the UK, th8A, Belgium, and Finland there are
also policy initiatives to support this type of mess.

The positive development of social enterprises lov&kia was interrupted by non-
transparent legislation in 2008 and funding thdtttethe preferential treatment of some
social enterprises while others were unable toicoatin their activities. Therefore, the
officially registered social enterprises, as ddfime the Act on Employment Services,
are not viewed very favorably in Slovakia, as can deen in the following text
presenting the number of social enterprises, wiscmuch lower than in the Czech
Republic. The publicly available register of so@aterprises presents a basic overview
of social enterprise characteristics in Slovakian¢ludes characteristics such as legal
forms, economic activities within the social busisieaddresses, etc.

7% 29

mLtd.

® municipality

® natural entity
public benefit organization
civic association

Figure 11 Social enterprises according to their legal form
Source: Vacekova & Murray Svidrova, 2016

The register of social enterprises is maintainedheyCentral Office for Labor, Social
Affairs, and Family; the most recent data are fidarch 2014. At that time, there were
registered 44 active enterprises, 8 suspended peists, and 42 cancelled social
enterprises that carried out social entreprengouinishSlovakia in various legal forms.
Generally, social entrepreneurship is not much gpdead in Slovakia. Taking into
account all the economic subjects and social ensexg social enterprises have only a
minor share of the total number of economic subjé@i01%, Table 19).
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Table 19 Summary of economic entities and social enterphbgdsgal form

SHARE OF
LEGAL FORM
Limited liability company 177,261 23 0.01%
Self-employment 337,182 7 0.00%
Cooperative 1,542 6 0.39%
Subsidized organization 659 4 0.61%
Civic association 39,740 1 0.00%
Public benefit organization 1,630 3 0.18%
TOTAL 558,014 44 0.01%

Source: Vacekova and Murray Svidova, 2016

Within the different legal forms, the number of sbcenterprises represented by
nonprofit organizations is also very low. In thespahere were more public benefit
organizations; in the current register there ane social enterprises with the legal form
of a public benefit organizations. Only three abgl social enterprises are active; two
are recorded in the register as suspended andatuanceled. The register of social
enterprises publishes information about the ecoooattivities of Slovak social
enterprises according to the statistical clasdiica SK NACE (Statistical
Classification of Economic Activities in the Eur@me Community). The economic
activity of social enterprises in Slovakia is relaly widely diversified. The most
prevalent activities are administrative and suppagrvices, manufacturing,
construction, accommodations, food service, humeaitih services, and social work
services.

Social Innovations

Social enterprises are generally regarded as Iseafaocial innovations. Actually, the
concept of social innovation is not new (see Goai1,2). The global crisis has made it
clear that most of the challenges faced today haken on an increasingly social
dimension. At a time when resources are limitedy selutions must be found. The
roles of social enterprises in terms of social iraimns can be observed from certain
domains in which an impact can be expected. Mouleeral. (2005) state three of
them:

— satisfaction of human needs that are not curresatiigfied (content dimension);
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— changes in social relations, especially with regardgovernance, but also
increases in the level of participation (processatision);

— increasing the socio-political capability and asces resources needed to
enhance rights to satisfaction of human needs artctipation (empowerment).

Probably because they are recent and try to coweda range of initiatives, current
conceptions and theories of social enterprise/beai@epreneurship/social innovations
do not form an integrated body, but rather a clusfetheories in which different
schools of thought can be identified (Defourny &sdgns, 2010). Brandsen and Pestoff
(2011) discuss several aspects of social innovatand some alternative definitions.
One definition maintains that social innovations aew ideas and models for products
and services that can both effectively meet sonsechsocial needs and create new
social relationships or promote collaboration betmv@rofessional providers and their
clients (cf. Pestoff, 2012). However, he notes Huwatial innovation is context specific,
and what is new in one context may not always veineanother context (ibid).

Table 20 Schools of thought with their respective linkshe social innovation debate

SCHOOL OF THOUGHT = CHARACTERISTICS

The “Earned Income” - refers to the use of commercial activities by nofipr
School of Thought organizations

— distinction between an earlier “commercial nongrafiproach”
and a broader and more recent “mission-driven legsimapproach’

— focuses on strategies for starting a businessatbalkd earn income
in support of the social mission of a nonprofitamgation and tha
could help diversify its funding base

- no link is explicitly made with social innovationmplicit
dimension of social innovation

The “Social Innovation” — emphasizes social entrepreneurs in a typical Schteripn
School of Thought perspective

— tends to underline blurred frontiers and the eristeof
opportunities for entrepreneurial social innovatthin the
private for-profit sector and the public sphere

— social entrepreneurship is more a question of ongsthan a
guestion of incomes

— satisfaction of human needs is at the core ofdtiimol; the key
actors of innovation are seen in a rather indiviidtia perspective
- the issue of relations between different sodialigs is not part of
the debate

Source: Author, based on Defourny & Nyssens, 2013
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Social innovations are broadly discussed at thermattional level (BEPA, 2010). The
concept of social innovation was developed in tbarge of seeking new ways to
combat the most challenging social problems (Batu& Bezovan, 2015). Following
the work by Young (1983) and Badelt (1997a,b), 8ehumpeterian typology of
innovation was reinterpreted to identify innovatiggnamics in the third sector
(Defourny, 2001). Several theoretical and empirigadrks show that third sector
organizations have often invented new types ofisesvto take up the challenges of
their time (Salamon, 1987; Defourny & Develtere99p Many of these organizations
can thus be said “nowadays as in the past, to lbe dohave been born from an
entrepreneurial dynamic” (Defourny & Nyssens, 20133gal frameworks tend to
shape, at least in part, the objectives and pexctaf social enterprises as bearers of
social innovations. In Europe, the process of tis#itutionalization of social enterprise
has often been closely linked to the evolution wblf policies. If this dynamic can be
seen as a channel for the diffusion of social irmtiow, “the key role of public bodies in
some fields of social enterprises may also redhesntto instruments to achieve
specific goals which are given priority on the poél agenda, with a risk of bridling
the dynamics of social innovation” (ibid). This @lkolds true for (post-) transitional
countries, especially regarding the real-world l&mges nonprofit organizations have
to face.

3.3 The nonprofit response to real-world challenges

Since 2015, European Union governments and scxidieve been desperately
grappling with the dramatic surge in the numberestigees and economic migrants
heading to the EU across the Mediterranean Sedh@nBalkans from Africa and the
Near and Middle East. In 2015, more than 1.25 amllfirst-time asylum-seekers
applied for international protection in the EU memtbstates, with the bulk of
applications submitted for asylum in Germany, Hugg&weden, and Austria. The
2015 data from the Standard Eurobarometer confivat European citizens think of
immigration as the most serious political challengdead of concerns with the
economic situation, unemployment, and terrorism.

Some of the debates that have been sparked by igration crisis are related to the
role of the nonprofit sector. There seems to behalarly consensus as well as political
hopes that the nonprofit sector holds considerpbtential for offering a wide array of
services to immigrants as well as for facilitatthg protection of their rights (Vacekova
& Bolecekova, 2015; cf. Chowdhury, 2015). Yet, in viewtbé recent origin of the

migration crisis, there is a dearth of researchhow nonprofit organizations can
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actually come to terms with this daunting taskiHair study of immigration to Italy
and Spain, Carella et al. (2007) drew attentioth&opositive relationship between the
number of immigrants and the size of the nonps#ttor. In the United States, Mason
and Fiocco (2016) found that nonprofit responsethéomigration challenge are likely
to require specialized investments in organizatioapacity building. A recent research
report produced by the Competence Center for Ndip@yganizations and Social
Entrepreneurship at the Vienna University of Ecoimsmand Business provides
extensive details on how nonprofit organizationwvehassumed the brunt of the
organizational challenges arising from the massiflew of immigrants to Austria in
2015 (Simsa et al., 2016). It seems likely thas¢hstudies will be supplemented by
many more in the near future, especially given M@Os are generally acknowledged
as legitimate actors in the international policggasses (Gordenker & Weiss, 1995).

The rise of migration as a novel topic in the fiefchonprofit studies raises some basic
issues related to the conceptualization of the raditpsector (cf. Valentinov et al.,
2015). What is needed here is a conceptualizahah would both do justice to the
multifaceted nature of the migration challenge arglicate the ability of the nonprofit
sector to deal with it. At the risk of beating aadehorse, it may be worth suggesting
that the traditional theoretical approaches of raadnd governmental failure are not
likely to suffice here, primarily because theirlztyd nature falls considerably short of
the real complexities of the global world. In a dwler sense, the governments are
indeed failing, but it seems more appropriate townect this failure with the
overarching risks and problems of a functionallifedentiated society (Roth, 2015;
Roth & Schiitz, 2015; Valentinov et al., 2016). Bmeerging governance deficits create
a niche for nonprofit organizations whose probleiviag potential often rests on their
“intermediary” location (e.g. Evers & Laville, 2004e.g. between individuals and the
state (Bauer, 1997), between member interests @it pnterests (Mayntz, 1992), and
between different institutional logics (Olk et dl995).

Austria and Slovakia were confronted with the imraigpn challenge to markedly

different degrees, with Slovakia having been cagrsibdly less burdened than Austria.
Yet, in both countries, the nonprofit responseshis challenge reveal two common
patterns. First, in line with the findings of Cdaeét al. (2007), nonprofit organizations
and NGOs use the migration challenge to scale dpraprove their resource base, in
ways that conjure an image of social systems coaliy seeking ways to secure and
expand their own autopoietic self-reproduction .(ekprreira, 2014). Second, these
processes provide a boost to the autonomy of tmproét sector from its societal

environment. The subsequent sections of this chatdress the specific nature of
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these patterns in Austria and Slovakia and disthesambivalent impacts of these
tendencies on the ability of the nonprofit sectoalleviate the migration crisis.

The recent experiences of the Austrian nonprofitasethat are of relevance for the
present paper are documented in the report prefgaretie Competence Center for
Nonprofit Organizations and Social Entrepreneursaipthe Vienna University of
Economics and Business (Simsa et al., 2016). Dawim surveys, problem-centered
interviews, and participatory observations, theoremlescribes the response of the
nonprofit sector to the migration crisis in Aug@§tl5. The central finding is that the
role of the sector has indeed been crucial. Theamsitconvincingly show that, in the
absence of a civil society engagement in the redoperiod, Austria would have
suffered a humanitarian disaster (ibid, p. 1). Nofiporganizations have been offering
food, medical aid, living space, legal advice, slation work, administrative support,
and a broad array of other services that have leegemely valuable not only to
immigrants themselves but also to Austrian pubtierecies and citizens in general
(ibid).

Three specific findings of the report stand outpasticularly illuminating. One is
related to the role of turbulence, information die§i, institutional fluidities, and legal
uncertainties, as well as instances of violatiohtaws and regulations (ibid). These
phenomena underscore the considerable complexityeofask environment, and more
generally of the societal environment in which tmencerned nonprofit organizations
were embedded. Another finding is the substaniigdilfility and fluidity of nonprofit
organizational structures. These features fa@litahe self-organization initiatives and
enabled high responsiveness to rapidly changingittons. Third, there is evidence of
inefficiency and waste of resources, such as tpplgwf unnecessary food and clothes.
Some of these problems were evidently unavoidabie t planning difficulties,
occasionally unclear organizational structures,ctflations of volunteer supply,
difficulties of volunteer administration, occasibmaismatches between tasks and
competences, and occasional problems of commumicatid coordination (cf. Xu et
al., 2016).

These findings suggest a modern revision of Wolfig@aibel’'s (1992, 1996) influential
theory of nonprofit organizations as “successfigkels”. Central to his argument were
the problems of inefficiency, waste, and irratiolyathat were tolerated and even
desired in nonprofit organizations conceived ofeaslaves in which the validity of
goal- and norm-rationalities could be suspended\(efentinov et al., 2015). Seibel,
however, did not believe that the nonprofit sectmuld solve problems effectively and
successfully. It seems true that the Austrian naiffporganizations dealing with
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immigrants were burdened by the problems mentidne&eibel. Contrary to Seibel,
however, this fact by no means prevented the ndibprganizations from making real
and crucial contributions to alleviating the migwat crisis. Moreover, it seems
plausible that the very tolerability of these pehbk within the nonprofit sector made
real problem-solving possible in the first placeil®l may have been right in the sense
that inefficiency, waste, and irrationality wouldrdly be acceptable in the public and
private for-profit sector to the same extent. Abtent, uncertain, and highly complex
environment evidently makes these problems ineldtabhe ability of the nonprofit
sector to live with such challenges turns out toitbeunique strength and advantage
over other societal sectors. This seems to be hdsmbeen happening in Austria.

In the European comparison, Slovakia stands ouh@scountry that has been least
affected by the migration crisis. Out of 1,255,6@6t-time asylum seekers who applied
for international protection in the EU member state2015, only 330 chose Slovakia
as a destination. The reasons for the country’s dttractiveness to immigrants are
probably related to its geographical location asdsocio-economic conditions. Unlike
Hungary, Slovakia is not situated along a frequaidration route. Unlike Austria,
Slovakia has not yet established an image of a-deleloped European state, despite
the passage of more than 25 years since the cell@psommunism. Furthermore, for
nearly half a century, Slovakia has been isolatedhfinternational migration flows,
and presently features one of the lowest immignataies within the EU. Under these
circumstances, it is unsurprising that Slovakia tiesimage of a country which does
not welcome immigrants.

Of particular relevance to the present researcthaesfact that in 2015, the Slovak
government authorized assistance to NGOs dealily thie refugee and migration
crisis. In cooperation with the Slovak Investmend arrade Development Agency
(SARIO), the Ministry of Economy offered businesairting to both immigrants and
Slovak citizens exploring business development dppdies. One project currently
pursued by this Ministry is the introduction ofdstup visas” that could be granted to
people who have the skills to establish new inngeatprojects (start-ups).
Furthermore, the national lottery company (“TIPO®&3gs allotted 500,000 Euro to
support NGOs providing emergency humanitarian aid kegal advice for refugees
(e.g., People in Need, the Human Rights League nislagChildren in Need, the Order
of Malta, the Evangelical Church of the Augsburgféssion, Caritas Slovakia, and St.
Elizabeth College of Health Care and Social Woik)e Ministry of Education also
recently announced plans to open a fund that wenfible Syrian students to study at
Slovak universities.
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Within this project, my colleagues and | have cartdd interviews with the relevant
Slovak NGOs in order to collect more details on hbey deal with immigrants. In the
first round, we approached all the NGOs broughetiogr under the Platform of Non-
governmental Development Organizations and thedptatof Volunteer Centres and
Organisations in Slovakia. We asked them whethey thad any migration-related
activities linked to the current crisis or that Hagken in place before the crisis. In the
second round, we sent an e-mail or called the eores had activities related to the
crisis. In addition, we monitored the media to céetgthe information extracted from
interviews, and we analyzed the websites of NGQ@kmrblic institutions. In the first
round, 49 organizations were contacted, of whicly®é satisfactory responses. Seven
organizations were interviewed in the second round.

In Slovakia and abroad, the activities of the exadiNGOs included the collection of
donations (primarily clothing and sanitary and eyt items), volunteer labor (e.g., in
cooking), and medical humanitarian assistance. WitBlovakia, the NGOs were
additionally engaged in advocacy activities, sushirereasing public awareness and
organizing discussions and public happenings. Meeadl finding is that the examined
NGOs perceived their own activities to be quiteeetive. Most of these NGOs
expressed satisfaction with the effectiveness @i ttooperation with the public sector,
with their coordination, communication, organizatd flexibility, and response speed,
and with the intrinsic motivation of staff and voteers. To be sure, in comparative
terms, the positive self-assessment of NGOs in &ki@evmust be seen as occurring
against the backdrop of considerably lower turbckeand a lower complexity of task
environment than was the case in Austria.

Another interesting finding is that only some oktNGOs currently dealing with
immigrants had been engaged in migration-relatéigitees before the outbreak of the
crisis. Most of these activities were concernedwiicreasing the public awareness of
migration issues. At the same time, not all of M&Os who had been previously
involved in such activities got engaged in the entrcrisis. For some of them,
migration is not a key area of interest; others md have a sufficiently pronounced
humanitarian orientation. For those NGOs that lmmdised on providing humanitarian
aid before the present crisis, active engagemetit thie incoming immigrants was
natural. Added to these NGOs, of course, are oftratshad not had experience with
migration-related work and humanitarian aid beftire crisis. Relevant examples of
such organizations include the civic associatioomé&fgency Medical and Rescue
Assistance Slovakia” that was created by sevesaluers commuting daily to Hungary
as volunteers. (TASR, 22.12.2015) Another examplé¢he NGO “EDUMA” which
pursues the “creation, development, verificatiod anplementation of Online Living
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Library as an innovative tool of inclusive educatiato the practice”. This NGO seeks
to eliminate negative attitudes towards immigrathtst were created among Slovak
youth after the refugee issue was misused in electampaigns, and to thereby
improve the climate in society.

While the experiences of Austrian and Slovak nofiprorganizations differ
substantially, they do nevertheless permit thetifleation of several common patterns.
The first of these patterns is inspired by Seib€1'896) pessimistic theory. Despite
unavoidable irrationalities, inefficiencies, andowmtination problems, the problem-
solving by the nonprofit sector, both in AustriadaBlovakia, is real and seems to be
taken seriously by all the concerned stakeholdBesbe sure, the fact of the good
overall performance of the nonprofit sector is manpressive in the Austrian case than
in the Slovak one, as the Austrian nonprofit orgations had to deal with an enormous
inflow of immigrants in an environment that waseoftturbulent and uncertain. Yet, it
is clear that Slovak nonprofit organizations likegvexhibited expertise which seems to
have been acknowledged by the public authoritieé sought cooperation with the
nonprofit sector.

The second pattern involves the massive resourflews to specific nonprofit
organizations as a response to the migration cridie sharp rise in the amount of
public funding and donations from private and coap® donors as well as the
availability of new volunteers clearly improved thesource base of the concerned
organizations. This fact can be thought of in temighe expansion of their self-
reproduction. If securing and expanding this seffroduction constitutes the primary
concern of social systems, then it becomes cleay whconsiderable number of
nonprofit organizations, both in Austria and Slaggakave been quite willing in overall
terms to get engaged in helping immigrants. A viergortant caveat here is that the
imputation of the self-reproduction interest to @pe nonprofit organizations by no
means disparages the noble and altruistic motivesthe numerous involved
individuals, such as nonprofit staff members anldinteers. At the core of this thinking
is the distinction between the societal and indimidlevels of reality. Taking this
distinction seriously means discerning the societaperatives behind individual
motives and intentions, however strong and sintesee motives and intentions may
be.

The third pattern is that in both Austria and Skoaathe nonprofit sector’s problem-
solving activities related to the migration cris@sn hardly be characterized as radical.
Valentinov et al. (2013) propose viewing the sexvilelivery activities of the nonprofit
sector as a kind of palliative alleviation of humsuffering caused by dysfunctional
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institutions, while nonprofit advocacy concerns ausing the ideas on how the
dysfunctional institutions themselves can be refnmAdvocacy in this sense presents
an attempt at radical problem-solving. Forced ntigrais obviously caused by
dysfunctional institutions which require radicaloplem-solving aimed at removing
their underlying causes. Yet, in both Austria athav8kia, this does not seem to have
been a serious concern of the nonprofit sectote&als nonprofit organizations excelled
at the “palliative” service delivery to immigrantSome advocacy activities were
undertaken as well, but directed at improving thmerational conditions of the
nonprofit sector and the public attitude to immigea The institutional and structural
conditions that caused the forced migration in fimst place thus remained
unaddressed. At the same time, the lack of attentm these conditions seems
consistent with the interest of nonprofit organias in their own self-reproduction,
which could be curtailed if the migration crisis negadically resolved. The problem
solving by these nonprofit organizations has beah but more palliative than radical.

One of the traditional ways of understanding th@pmofit sector involves drawing
a distinction between its demand-side and supjplg-gieterminants (Young, 2013;
Jegers, 2011; Steinberg, 2006). Whereas the desidaddeterminants refer to the
societal needs requiring nonprofit action, the $yysple determinants specify the
managerial preferences and capacities on the dasisich nonprofit organizations act.
The present subchapter has shown that this distimdioes not translate well into the
context of the migration crisis. It is difficult tspeak meaningfully of well-articulated
societal needs in societies that are polarizedesmth predominantly skeptical toward
immigrants. Managerial preferences and capacitieewise are shaped not by
individual idiosyncrasies, whether opportunisticideological (cf. Young, 2013), but
rather follow the resource flows triggered to tlemprofit sector by the current socio-
political situation in Europe (cf. Kazakov & Kuriz16).

3.4 Outlook on trends and imperatives

The global crises that have struck Europe in regeats have prompted “outstanding
discussions on the search for new paths, creatawg approaches and concepts of
social and economic policies” (Crouch, 2011). ThstZentury civil society faces the
challenges of achieving social cohesion in a spamearked by deep transformations
and the emergence of new social risks (Baturinae&dyan, 2015). The new social
risks have emerged as a result of economic andlsobanges associated with the
transition to a post-industrial society (Andersdnak, 2002; Taylor-Gooby, 2004).

Changing trends, including demographic changes)gdmsin family structures, climate
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change, changes in the labor market, rising inéguarowing differences between
cities, and now in Europe the migration issue, detrsocial innovations. The literature
on new social risks (Taylor-Gooby, 2004; Bonoli 20id, 2007) suggests that social
needs are now more pressing. The global crisisnhade it clear that most of the
challenges faced today have taken on an incregsswgtial dimension (Baturina &
Bezovan, 2015).

Perspectives on the future of nonprofit organizetiare “dependent on the observers’
worldviews and their interpretation of past andspré dynamics” (Casey, 2016). Peter
Drucker (1994) predicted that “voluntary organiaa and nonprofit organizations
would increasingly drive the knowledge economy” &3 2016) and the 21st century
would be the “Nonprofit Century” (ibid; Eberly, 280 Smith, 2010). Recently,
nonprofit scholars took note of a possible paradsift in the field of nonprofit sector
studies prompted by debates on its definitions danemic theory (Van Til, 2008;
Kramer, 2000; Wagner, 2012; Evers, 2013). Most aedeers distinguished “an
America-led, non-distribution, constraint-basedipast non-profit ‘sector’ paradigm
from a ‘new’ paradigm, emphasizing the blurry semtdoundary, voluntariness, and
normative values” (Knutsen, 2016).

“From a modern philosophical view” (Knutsen, 201@pod science needs both
metaphysical theorizing and empirical testing; actf they are inseparable (ibid;
Plotkin, 1994; Alexander, 1982). Alexander (198@ygests viewing empiricism and
metaphysical theorization as extremes on an epwtgical continuum, and accepts
that both are important. Plotkin (1994) concludbat:t “Science ... proceeds by
guessing at the nature of the world (theorizing) #ren disciplining and revising those
guesses by testing how they fit with the experidnegorld (observation and

experimentation); in a sense, science combinesn@ist and empiricist philosophies
into an inseparable world” (ibid, p. 19). From tpisrspective, the nonprofit paradigm
largely takes on an empiricist orientation (AlexandL982). The new paradigm should
take on an orientation towards metaphysical thaton (Knutsen, 2016).

There are several key related issues that go betyendcope of this habilitation thesis
and could further develop this theorization. Chganlo single researcher or even team
of scholars can master the field or its complegitisee also Grgnbjerg, 2016). As
discussed by Defourny and Nyssens (2016), first famemost, it would be quite
relevant to revisit the “rationale of the third set through which Gui (1991) theorizes
the third sector as pulling together all privatgaorizations whose beneficiary category
(i.e. to which the net surplus is allocated) is posed of stakeholders other than
investors. The third sector then gathers “mutuatlelfie organizations” (in which the
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stakeholder-dominant category that has the ultinpi®er is also the beneficiary
category), and “public benefit organizations” (irhish the beneficiary category is
different from the dominant category). “Such theation might offer strong grounds to
assemble broad sets of organizations that arelylddferent but nevertheless share
enough common features to form the third sectomotlern economies” (Defourny
& Nyssens, 2016, p. 1551). This calls for furthesgarch efforts in order to better
understand the great diversity within the third tsecand in the fast-developing
landscape of (post-) transitional economies.

Further research could be based on the assumbi#briite ongoing transformation of
the horizontal cross-sectoral linkages in the rendeof public services is a topic for

discussion not only in the Anglo-Saxon environmeétgbridization is a phenomenon

that is highly topical and hitherto insufficientixplored in the (post-) transitional

economies. The existence of a mix of utility prarsl (e.g. in the areas of education,
health, water and energy management, and transgpudt)yarious hybrid models (e.g.
for example purchaser-provider models, contracting outsourcing / commissioning,

corporatization, and public-private partnershipsindg new problematic issues that
require systematic solutions at the theoretical@agtical levels.

These problematic issues should be further exanimeelsearch that is expected to be
of benefit in particular in finding the share oftnyg organizations in selected sectors of
utilities and in comprehensively evaluating therent state of hybridization under the
conditions of (post-) transitive economies. By messy the impact of hybridity on
utility providers, focusing on a particular dimemsiof this impact, for example the
availability, expense-to-revenue ratio, impact loa tabor market, or responsiveness to
the needs of target groups, it would be possibleuantitatively and qualitatively
assess the attributes of the “mixed enterprisefalwaration, taking into account the
legal, economic, and institutional environment, aedentually forecast potential
changes for the hybridity phenomenon in (posty)dit#onal economies.

As suggested by nonprofit scholars gathered foMblentas Symposium at the ISTR
Conference 2016: “The key challenge ... continueseidwow to build these empirical
efforts into (national) systems of accounts aneotbutine data collection efforts. This
is a technical, a political and a conceptual cimgiée It is technical in the sense that
much data is of questionable quality, designedafdministrative purposes only and
stored in formats that are not easily linked toeottiata. It is political in the sense that
the producers and owners of the data are not easityinced that refinements or
additions are needed or cost-effective. It is aceptual challenge because it requires
careful efforts to define the unit of analysis—widuals, groups/collectivities,
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organizations (not always easily distinguished frgnoups) and networks” (Grgnbjerg,
2016).

Against this background, Salamon and Sokolowski§®) suggest that such data can,
for example:

— boost the credibility of the third sector by demtoaisng its considerable scale
and activity;

— expand the political clout of third sector instituts by equipping them to
represent themselves more effectively in policyades;

— validate the work of third sector institutions avalunteers, thereby attracting
more qualified and committed personnel, voluntegnsl, contributors;

— enhance the legitimacy of the third sector in tyeseof key stakeholders;
— deepen sector consciousness and cooperation;

— facilitate the sector's ability to forge partneghiin support of its central
missions.

The picture that emerges is of a TSE sector wockfaf approximately 28.3 million
workers, including the full-time equivalent work @blunteers as well as the paid
workers of the in-scope associations, foundationspperatives, and mutual
associations. This means that the TSE sector wakfes the third largest of all
industries in Europe, behind manufacturing andeyamlthough well ahead of such
industries as transportation and finance and ima@dibid). Data concerning the size
and the scope of the third sector is a huge topinterest. Many activities at national,
European, and even global levels concern themselithghis aspect of visibility. The
adoption of the project’'s TSE sector definitiontire new UN Statistical Handbook
(2003) opens the door to the possibility that sdetta will now be produced on
a regular basis throughout Europe, which will hddpost third sector visibility
significantly (for more details see also TSI projeespecially in the (post-) transitional
context. This could support empirical research thiere-conceptualization of the third
sector.

There is a major practical issue that remains apeéhe Czech Republic, Slovakia, and
other post-Communist economies — nonprofit goverearimproving governance
would mean reducing opportunistic behavior in aabr@ange of forms. Following
Hansmann (1980, 1987), we define a nonprofit ozgiun as one that is precluded, by
external regulation or by its own governance stmgtfrom distributing its financial
surplus to those who control the use of organinali@ssets. “Nonprofit boards have
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some ownership rights, such as the right to ditleetuse of resources, but not others,
such as the rights to profit from that use of reses and to sell these rights to others
for a profit” (Ben-Ner & Jones, 1995). Non-distritmn has the additional virtue of
defining things in terms of what they are ratheanttwhat they are not (Lohmann,
1989), even if the label “nonprofit” does not immegdly bring the non-distribution
definition to mind. Hansmann’s definition has therter virtue of defining an
organizational type by the structure of its contrigihts rather than by a possibly
inaccurate self-statement of purpose (Steinbergw®ef, 2006).

Hansmann’s conceptualization supposes that thedisbrbution constraint functions
as a tool against opportunism. However, problemsppbrtunistic behavior may occur
even when nonprofits are defined in terms of tha-distribution constraint (see
Bilodeau & Steinberg, 2006). Opportunism can havanynfaces. To Hansmann,
opportunism means managers cheating consumers;etamples include the abuse of
donations, inflated salaries, and deceitful infatiora to stakeholders. The non-
distribution constraint does not solve all of thge®blems. More comprehensive
governance codes are needed. One of the currenst fof opportunism in the Czech
Republic and even more broadly in Slovakia is thdely-discussed problem of the
abuse of power in nursing homes (e.g. the scanslatages of Hronovce in 2009;
Bratislava in 2013; Zemianske Podhradie in 2013jnLin 2015) in the form of staff
neglecting their duties to vulnerable clients. Avhend Ben-Ner (2003) have focused
on cases in which for-profits misbehave. Howeves, tlae cases of opportunistic
behavior in nursing homes and other opportunistengles show, it is necessary to
focus on the misbehavior of nonprofits as well. ISopportunism demonstrates that
Hansmann was only partially right: the affectedamigations have nonprofit status, but
their non-distribution constraint does not prevaoportunism.

The cases of opportunism in nonprofit organizatidesionstrate that it is time to think
more broadly of Hansmann’s institutional economi¢atentinov and Chatalova (2014;
2016a; 2016b) did so in their thesis of the weakgnof incentives in nonprofit
organizations. However, it is necessary to go beybeir conceptualization in order to
develop governance codes that would specify andyapp idea of the weakening of
incentives to the broad range of relevant behayviwith the intended effect that the
cases of nursing home misuse and similar casesdwmubddressed. It is obvious that
these problems of opportunism have not been preslebly the non-distribution
constraint of the concerned nonprofits; hence teake&ning of incentives must be more
comprehensive and apply to the whole range of prohtic staff behaviors. Better
regulation, better self-regulation, and better goaace are all needed to ensure that
these behaviors are weakened or dampened aloigeébesuggested by Hansmann and
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by Valentinov and Chatalova. This could be the diom in which the re-
conceptualization in (post-) transitional countraesd further research into this issue
may move.
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Conclusions

“The nonprofit sector is dead. Long live the norfirsector!”
(Knutsen, 2016)

The academic field of nonprofit sector studies I@sn firmly gaining ground in recent
decades. Nonprofit organizations are widely ackedgéd to “play a variety of social,
economic, and political roles in society. They pdevservices as well as educate,
advocate, and engage people in civic and social l{Boris & Steuerle, 2006;
Kuhimann, 2010). They also act as initiators ofowetion in public services delivery.
To Salamon et al. (2013, p. 1), the rising promageof non-profit organizations
constitutes a global “associational revolutiong.,i.“a major upsurge of organized,
private, voluntary and non-profit activity [thath$ been under way around the world
for the past thirty years or more” (ibid). Undeesle circumstances, it is only natural
that social scientists have started a creativechdar theories and models that would
explain the evolution and societal functions of thenprofit sector and help to
productively harness its policy potential.

The aim of this habilitation thesis was to critlgateflect on the current scientific

discourse in economic studies focused on reseactunprofit organizations, and then,
on the basis of the ascertained situation, to mestprofit theories in the (post-)

transitional context and develop a re-conceptudinaof the third sector as a new
paradigm for researching nonprofit organizationdarmew conditions. With respect to
this scientific aim, a comprehensive set of redeagoestions was defined (see
Introduction). In order to address these reseamsbstipns and hence to fulfil the
objectives, this habilitation thesis reviewed th&ernational definitional and theoretical
approaches to the nonprofit sector originatinghia Anglo-Saxon environment with

a view to assessing their applicability in the ¢posansitional context and identifying

the elements of their integrative conceptual c8ased on the results of an empirical
inquiry regarding nonprofit theories, nonprofit cmercialization, and nonprofit

sustainability, the thesis draws attention to thgaing conceptual, organizational, and
political redefinition of the Czech and Slovak nooffi sectors with possible

implications for other (post-) transitive countrieBhus, it can be stated that the
scientific aims of this habilitation thesis arelyubchieved: the thesis provides clear
answers to the research questions and widely bomd&s to nonprofit theory and

practice in the (post-) transitional context and ather contexts, suggests policy
implications for nonprofit organizations resultifgpm real-world challenges, and
opens space for further research on the topic.
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In addressing RQL1, this habilitation thesis addght definitional clarification of the
conceptual foundations of the nonprofit sector. Thstorical background of the
development and understanding of civil societyhe Czech Republic and Slovakia
were considered in order to explain the criticadl @stinct aspects of the Czech and
Slovak experience in comparison to the historiedtggns and developments in Anglo-
Saxon countries. The emphasis of the civil socidiycourse on dissidence in
transitional countries provided a basis for inging the generally positive,
normative, and heuristic analysis associated vatlilémocratizing role. The fault lines
and definitional problems concerning nonprofit theted to a logical questioning of
whether it can even be legitimately claimed thathsa thing as an identifiable
nonprofit sector exists. Is there actually a séctBerhaps a pure epistemological
answer must be that there is not (see also Ca®dga a sector should, after all, be
defined by its boundaries, and the nonprofit segarticularly when examined from an
international and global perspective, has ambigw permeable margins that are
almost impossible to discern. Moreover, the nonpsector of every country is the
result of its particular social, economic, and pcdil history (Casey, 2016b). The
origin, function, and mode of operation of the nafih sector in each country reflect
the unique circumstances of that country (DiMag&idnheier, 1990; James, 1989;
Kramer, 1981; McCarthy et al., 1992; Pryor, 2012agon & Anheier, 1997; Salamon
& Sokolowski, 2010; Skocpol, 2011). This habilitati thesis helps to clarify this
taxonomic debate and provides some new definititmst consider the (post-)
transitional context of CEE.

In addressing RQ2, this habilitation thesis re-sssg mainstream economic theories in
light of the changing positions and functioningtbé nonprofit sector and nonprofit
organizations. Recently, nonprofit scholars tooteraf a possible paradigm shift in the
field of nonprofit sector studies prompted by debabn its definitions in economic
theory (Van Til, 2000; Kramer, 2000; Wagner, 201Ryers, 2013). Nonprofit
organizations are chiefly explained by neoclassecanomists in terms of their ability
to address market failure (Jegers, 2008; Steinb20@6). The limitations of this
explanation are, however, widely recognized (semnBérg, 2006). Specifically, the
market failure explanation does little to include tmotivational phenomena, such as
ideological commitment, altruism, social valuesd amission-drivenness, that are
critical for the effective operation of the nonpto$ector (Rose-Ackerman, 1996).
Furthermore, the demand-oriented assumption thaesmperfect sense in the context
of the Western world is less applicable to the di@onal context of the Central and
Eastern European countries, the institutional srecof which is still in the process of
emerging and forming. In the (post-) transitionahiext, it seems more plausible to
hypothesize that the societal determinants of trgrofit sector, at least in the short to
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medium term, will be mainly related to supply-sidgher than demand-side factors,
with the supply-side factors including public fungj public regulation, and the legal
environment of the nonprofit sector. Valentinov pagposed numerous approaches for
identifying an integrated vision; this habilitatitimesis further develops the dichotomy-
informed approach to the integrative understandiriye nonprofit sector.

In addressing RQ3 and RQ4, this habilitation thesistributes to scientific theory and
practice by conducting an empirical inquiry intoedhies, commercialization
phenomenon, and sustainability issues in the (ptsiasitional context. It contributes
to the revision of the mainstream economic theafdhe nonprofit sector by reflecting
empirical evidence and socio-economic reality. Thebilitation thesis advances
a novel research program that seeks to revisitrte of conventional economic
approaches in explaining the existence of the radimector in modern society. One
remarkable finding is that the supply-side thecedtapproach to explaining nonprofit
organizations has been most relevant in the Sloeakext. This finding suggests that
people use the nonprofit sector as means of faljilithose values that cannot be
attained through the dominant for-profit and puhilistitutions. Furthermore, the
confirmed real-world importance of the interdepaermetheory calls attention to the
complementary nature of the existing institutionkick accordingly work best in
concert rather than in mutual isolation. The ol#dinesults are contingent on regional
contexts that differ in terms of their historicaldacultural heritage. Finally, the legal
environment in Slovakia has provably left a marktbe motives for the founding of
nonprofit organizations. All the revealed patternghe shortcomings of dominant
institutions, the importance of societal valuestitntional complementarities, regional
variations, and legal peculiarities — are givetielinttention in the mainstream market
failure theories of the nonprofit sector. By emphiag these patterns, it is possible to
deepen the understanding of the nonprofit secta r@al-world institution rather than
as a device for correcting market failure. This enstanding is imperative for making
the fullest use of the nonprofit sector’'s capatdysolve societal problems (see also
Murray Svidraiova, Vacekova & Valentinov, 2016).

Regarding the commercialization issue, if there digcrepancies between social
structure and semantics, then such discrepanaeeprabably well exemplified by the
precarious fitting of the Anglo-Saxon semanticsnohprofit organizations becoming
business-like into the institutional context of @@eech Republic. While there are few
reasons to doubt that commercial pressures maydhgdetentially erode the mission
orientation of certain nonprofit organizations imetAnglo-Saxon world and in the
Western hemisphere more generally, the Czech nénhpeator still faces the challenge
of developing its own independent and distinctiingbnal identity, an integral part of
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which is financial independence from the states ttue that in Anglo-Saxon semantics,
the attempts of Czech nonprofit organizations tocuse their financial independence
qualify as commercialization. In the Czech contdrdwever, this commercialization
seems to be an integral step in the difficult amgthy evolution of a nonprofit sector
that would be worthy of the name. The Czech contekies Weisbrod’s (1998) vision
of commercialization as a moral dilemma of indiatunonprofit decision makers.
Instead of being a moral dilemma arising from thestiity of the economic
environment, commercialization or self-financingtive Czech context is a strategy of
complying with the requirements of the institutibeavironment which is favorable
rather than hostile. More than that, it is a chawodek civil enthusiasm with economic
viability in such a way as to revitalize and cafioyward the rich historical traditions of
the Czech civil society (see also Vacekova, Vatewi& Nemec, 2016).

The conceptual innovation of the issue of nonprsdistainability is in reconstructing
the distinction between the demand-side and sugigly-explanations of the nonprofit
sector. This reconstruction contributes to nonprsfistainability literature in three
respects that are especially relevant to Europesal development. First, the well-
documented and puzzling implementation problemsthef LEADER partnerships
present a logical consequence of the divergenceeleet the demand-side and supply-
side determinants of nonprofit sustainability. Setothis divergence informs the
scholarly inquiries into the rurality-specific egphations of rural nonprofit
organizations. lliopoulos and Valentinov (2009) nmy right in pointing out that the
socio-economic attributes of rural communities fi@ice the demand-side sustainability
of rural nonprofit organizations, but the divergeraetween demand-side and supply-
side sustainability proves that rural nonprofitanizations are highly susceptible to the
unfavorable institutional environment that is ofteharacteristic of rural areas (see
Hagedorn, 2014). Third, in contrast to the literatendorsing a clean distinction
between the demand-side and supply-side sustaigabgterminants, the reported
evidence from the Czech Republic documents the oty of these determinants’
intertwining and entanglement (see also ValentiRo¥acekova, 2015).

In addressing RQ5, this habilitation thesis contiéls to the scientific discussion of the
new real-world challenges the (post-) transitiomahprofit sector has to face. It also
suggests trends and imperatives that should bectefl in policies for nonprofit

organizations. Perspectives on the future of nditppoganizations are “dependent on
the observers’ worldviews and their interpretatioh past and present dynamics”
(Casey, 2016a). Drucker (1994) predicted that “mtdry organizations and non-profits
would increasingly drive the knowledge economy”$€a 2016b) and the 21st century
would be the “Nonprofit Century” (ibid; Eberly, 280D.H. Smith, 2010). The rise of
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migration as a novel topic in the field of nonptadtudies raises some basic issues
related to the conceptualization of the nonpraditter (cf. Valentinov et al., 2015).
What is needed here is a conceptualization thatldvduoth do justice to the
multifaceted nature of the migration challenge arglicate the ability of the nonprofit
sector to deal with it. This habilitation thesioyides the nonprofit response to these
novel real-world challenges. It also identifies ajon practical issue that remains open
in the Czech Republic, Slovakia, and other post-@amist economies: nonprofit
governance. Improving governance would mean reduojpportunistic behavior in
a broad range of forms. This could be the direcinowhich the re-conceptualization in
(post-) transitional countries and further reseamti this issue may move.

131






References

[1]

[2]

[3]

[4]

[5]

[6]

[7]

[8]

[9]

[10]

[11]

[12]

Adaman, F., & Madra, Y. M. (2002). Theorizing thhird sphere™: a critique of
the persistence of the" Economistic fallacydurnal of Economic Issug36(4),
1045-1078.

Aiken, M., (2010). Social enterprises: Challengesmf the field. Hybrid
organizations and the third sector. Challenges paactice, theory and policy
(pp- 153-175). London: Palgrave Macmillan.

Alexander, J. C. (1982T.heoretical Logic in Sociology.ondon: Routhlege and
Kegan Paul.

Aligica, P. D. (2014). Addressing Limits to Mairsam Economic Analysis of
Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizations The “Austriaflternative. Nonprofit
and Voluntary Sector Quartetlg4(5), 1026-1040.

Andersen, G. E., Gallie, D., Hemerijck, A., & Mylek (2002) Why we need a
new welfare stateNew York: Oxford University.

Anheier, H. K. & Ben-Ner, A. (2003)The study of nonprofit enterprise:
Theories and approacheSpringer Science & Business Media.

Anheier, H. K. (1995). Theories of the nonprofittee: three issuedNonprofit
and Voluntary Sector Quarterlp4(1), 15-23.

Anheier, H. K. (2005)A Dictionary of Civil Society, Philanthropy and the
Third Sector London: Routledge.

Anheier, H. K. (2013). Civil Society and Non-Profiirganizations: What are
the Issues? In Spalkova, D. (EdiZth International Conference Current Trends
in Public Sector ResearcBrno: Masaryk University.

Anheier, H. K. (2014)Nonprofit organizations: Theory, management, policy
London: Routledge.

Anheier, H. K., & Ben-Ner, A. (1997). Economic thes of non-profit
organisations: a Voluntas SymposiuMOLUNTAS: International Journal of
Voluntary and Nonprofit Organization8(2), 93-96.

Anheier, H. K., & Salamon, L. M. (2006). The nonfirgector in comparative
perspective. In Powell, W. W., & Steinberg, R. (Bd&he nonprofit sector: A
research handboolpp. 89-114). New Haven, CY, USA: Yale Univerdigess.

133



[13] Anheier, H. K., Carlson, L., & Kendall, J. (200Ihird sector policy at the
crossroads: Continuity and change in the world ohprofit organizationgpp.
1-16). London: Routledge.

[14] Ankarloo, D., & Palermo, G. (2004). Anti-WilliamspoA Marxian critique of
new institutional economic€ambridge Journal of Economic28(3), 413-429.

[15] Austen-Smith, D. & Jenkins, S. (1985). A multiperionodel of nonprofit
enterprisesScottish Journal of Political Econom§2(2), 119-134.

[16] Badelt, C. (1990). Institutional choice and the prarit sector. In Anheier, H.
K., & Seibel, W. (Eds.)The third sector, comparative studies of non-profit
organizationgpp. 53-63)Berlin, New-York: De Gruyter.

[17] Badelt, C. (1997a). Sozialmanagement: ein hontsager Konzept zur
Integration wirtschaftlichen und sozialen Denhe3wziale Arbejt10(11), 326-
337.

[18] Badelt, C. (1997b). Soziale Dienstleistungen und dmbau des Sozialstaats.
In Hauser (Ed.Reform des Sozialstaats I, Arbeitsmarkt, soziatbesung und
sozialeDienstleistungeripp. 181-220). Berlin: Duncker & Humblot.

[19] Badelt, C., & Weiss, P. (1990). Non-profit, for-ftoand government
organisations in social service provision: Compmari®f behavioural patterns
for Austria. VOLUNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit
Organizations1(1), 77-96.

[20] Balgah, R. A., Valentinov, V., & Buchenrieder, @0(0). Non-profit extension
in rural Cameroon: a study of demand and supplgrdenhants.International
Journal of Social Economic87(5), 391-399.

[21] Baturina, D., & BeZovan, G. (2015). Social Innogatimpact - review No. 9.
Seventh Framework Programme (grant agreement 6)3&sdopean Union.
Brussels: Third Sector Impact.

[22] Bauer R (1997). Zivilgesellschaftliche Gestaltung der Bundesrepublik.
Maoglichkeiten oder Grenzen? Skeptische Anmerkungars Sicht der
Nonprofit-Forschung. In Schmabhls K., & Heinelt HEdG.) Zivile Gesellschaft
(pp. 133-153). Opladen.

[23] Baum, J. A., & Oliver, C. (1991). Institutional kages and organizational
mortality. Administrative Science Quarterl$6(2), 187-218.

[24] Becker, G. S., & Murphy, K. (1992). The Division ba&bor, Coordination
Costs, and KnowledgQuarterly Journal of Economi¢c407(4), 1137-1160.

134



[25]

[26]

[27]

[28]

[29]

[30]

[31]

[32]

[33]

[34]

[35]

[36]

[37]

Beckmann, M., Hielscher, S., & Pies, I. (2014). @otment Strategies for
Sustainability: How Business Firms Can Transforrade~Offs Into Win—Win
OutcomesBusiness Strategy and the Environm@3{(1), 18-37.

Bell, J., Masaoka, J., & Zimmerman, S. (2018)onprofit sustainability:
Making strategic decisions for financial viabilitppan Francisco, USA: John
Wiley & Sons.

Beng-Huat, C. (2003). Non-transformative politicazil society in Singapore.
In Schak, D. C., & Hudson, W. (EdsQivil Society in Asia(pp. 20-32).
Aldershot, England: Ashgate.

Ben-Ner, A. (1986). Nonprofit organizations: Why tleey exist in market
economies. In Rose-Ackerman, S. (Ethe economics of nonprofit institutions:
Studies in structure and poli€pp. 94-113). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Ben-Ner, A. (1994). Who benefits from the nonpraféctor? Reforming law
and public policy towards nonprofit organizationshe Yale Law Journal
104(3), 731-762.

Ben-Ner, A., & Jones, D. C. (1995). Employee pgtton, ownership, and
productivity: A theoretical frameworkindustrial Relations: A Journal of
Economy and Societ84(4), 532-554.

Ben-Ner, A., & Van Hoomissen, T. (1991). Nonproditganizations in the
mixed economyAnnals of Public and Cooperative Economig2(4), 519-550.

Ben-Ner, A., & Van Hoomissen, T. (1993hdependent organizations in the
mixed economy: A demand and supply analysis. Tdepbndent Sector in the
Mixed EconomyAnn Arbor: The University of Michigan Press.

Benz, A. (2009).Politik in MehrebenensystemeWiesbaden: VS Verlag fir
Sozialwissenschatften.

BEPA. (2010). Annual activity report. [online]. Alable at: http://ec.europa.
eu/atwork/synthesis/aar/doc/bepa_aar.pdf

Berger, P. L., & Neuhaus, R. J. (19960 empower people: From state to civil
society New York: Amrerical Enterprise Institute.

Besel, K., Williams, C. L., & Klak, J. (2011). Norggit sustainability during
times of uncertaintyNonprofit Management and Leadersh2(1), 53-65.

Bielefeld, W., & Murdoch, J. C. (2004). The locats of nonprofit
organizations and their for-profit counterparts: Aaxploratory analysis.
Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterl$3(2), 221-246.

135



[38]

[39]

[40]

[41]

[42]

[43]

[44]

[45]

[46]

[47]

[48]
[49]

[50]

[51]

Billis, D. (1993). Organising public and voluntary agenciet.ondon:
Routledge.

Billis, D. (1993). What can nonprofits and busiressgearn from each other. In
Nonprofit organizations in a market econo(py. 319-341).

Billis, D. (Ed.) (2010).Hybrid organizations and the third sector: Challesg
for practice, theory and policy.ondon: Palgrave Macmillan.

Billis, D., & Glennerster, H. (1998). Human senscand the voluntary sector:
towards a theory of comparative advantaggmurnal of Social policy27(01),
79-98.

Bilodeau, M., & Slivinski, A. (1995a). Rational morofit entrepreneurship,
Working paper, Ontario: University of Western Ordar

Bilodeau, M., & Slivinski, A. D. (1995b)Rival nonprofit firms Indiana
University Center on Philanthropy.

Bilodeau, M., & Slivinski, A. D. (1995c). Profitadlnonprofit frims. Paper
presented at ARNOVA annual conference, Clevelamda.

Bilodeau, M., & Steinberg, R. (2006). Donative nwoffi organizations.
Handbook of the Economics of Giving, Altruism arediprocity, 2, 1271-1333.

Bilstan, P. (1999). Matematicka Statistika v geol&gidta Montan. Slovage,
115-123.

Bloom, G., Standing, H., & Lloyd, R. (2008). Marketnformation asymmetry
and health care: towards new social contraStxial Science and Medicine
66(10), 2076-2087.

Bob, C. (2011). Civil and uncivil society. SSRN Wwimg paper. 209-219.

Bode, I, & Brandsen, T. (2014). State-third segbartnerships: a short
overview of key issues in the debda®iblic Management Review6(8), 1055-
1066.

Boehnke, K., Rippl, S., & Fuss, D. (2015). Susthlaea Civil-Society
Engagement: Potentials of a Transnational Civili&gcin French-German,
Polish-German, and Czech-German Border RegiBustainability 7(4), 4078-
4099.

Bonoli, G. (2005). The politics of the new sociallipies: providing coverage
against new social risks in mature welfare std®edicy & Politics, 33(3), 431-
449.

136



[52]

[53]

[54]

[55]

[56]

[57]

[58]

[59]

[60]

[61]

[62]

[63]

[64]

Bonoli, G. (2007). Time matters postindustrialinati new social risks, and
welfare state adaptation in advanced industrial abeacies. Comparative
Political Studies40(5), 495-520.

Boris, E. T., & Steuerle, C. E. (2006). Scope amdemsions of the nonprofit
sector. In Powell, W. W., & Steinberg, R. (Ed¥he nonprofit sector. A
research handboofpp. 66-88), New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Boris, E., & Mosher-Williams, R. (1998). Nonprofitdvocacy organizations:
Assessing the definitions, classifications, andadiionprofit and Voluntary
Sector Quarterly27(4), 488-506.

Bowman, W. (2011). Financial capacity and sustalitgbof ordinary
nonprofits.Nonprofit Management and Leadershj2(1), 37-51.

Brandsen, T., & Karré, P. M. (2011). Hybrid orgaians: No cause for
concerninternational Journal of Public Administratio®4(13), 827-836.

Brandsen, T., & Pestoff, V. A. (2006). Co-produntidhe third sector and the
delivery of public services: An introductioRublic Management Review8(4),
493-501.

Brandsen, T., Van de Donk, W., & Putters, K. (20a5)iffins or chameleons?
Hybridity as a permanent and inevitable charadier the third sectorintl
Journal of Public Administratigr28(9-10), 749-765.

Brhlikova, P. (2004). The nonprofit sector in theeCh RepublicCERGE-EI
Discussion Paper Serig$28.

Brhlikova, P., & Ortmann, A. (2006). The impact tife non-distribution
constraint and its enforcement on entrepreneutaice, price. and quality,
Working Paper 229Charles University, Prague.

Brody, E. (1996). Agents without principals: Theeaemic convergence of the
nonprofit and for-profit organizational form®New York Law School Law
Review 40(3), 547-536.

Bruce, I., & Chew, C. (2011). Debate: The markeima of the voluntary
sector.Public Money and Manageme(3), 55-157.

Calabrese, T. D. (2011). The accumulation of noffprrofits: A dynamic
analysisNonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarteriy1(2), 300-324.

Carella M., Gurrieri A. R., & Lorizio M. (2007). Enrole of non-profit
organisations in migration policies: Spain andyitebmpared.The Journal of
Socio-Economi¢s36: 914-931.

137



[65]

[66]

[67]

[68]

[69]

[70]

[71]

[72]

[73]

[74]

[75]
[76]
[77]

[78]

[79]

Casey, J. (2015)The Nonprofit World. Civil Society and the Rise toé
Nonprofit SectorLynne Rienner Publishers.

Casey, J. (2016). Comparing Nonprofit Sectors Adotimee World: What Do
We Know and How Do We Know ItPhe Journal of Nonprofit Education and
Leadership6(3). 187-223.

Chambers, S., & Kymlicka, W. (200lternative Conceptions of Civil Society
Princeton, USA: Princeton University Press.

Chaves, R., & Monzon, J. L. (2012). Beyond theisrithe social economy,
prop of a new model of sustainable economic deveéy. Service Business
6(1), 5-26.

Cheema, G. S. (2010). Civil Society and DemocraBovernance: An
Introduction. In Cheema, G. S., & Popovski, V. (BdEngaging civil society:
Emerging trends in democratic governan@gp. 1-20). New York: United
Nations University.

Chiang, R., & Venkatesh, P. C. (1988). Insider mgd and perceptions of
information asymmetry: A notd@he Journal of Financet3(4), 1041-1048.

Chillemi, O., & Gui, B. (1991). Uninformed custorserand nonprofit
organization: Modelling ‘contract failure’theorfgconomics Letters35(1), 5-8.

Chowdhury, R. (2015). Using interactive planningcteate a child protection
framework in an NGO settingystemic Practice and Action Resear2B(6),
547-574.

CIVICUS. (2013). The CIVICUS 2013 Enabling Enviroemt Index.
Johannesburg, South Africa. http://civicus.org/ie&ivicus_EEI%20REPOR
T%202013_WEB_FINAL.pdf

Civil Code of the Czech Republic. (2014). http:#abskyzakonik.justice.cz/
images/pdf/Civil-Code.pdf

Coase, R. H. (1937). The nature of the fifasonomica4(16), 386-405.
Cohen, J. L., & Arato, A. (1994Civil society and political theoryMit Press.

Colas, A. (2002). The class politics of globalisatiHistorical Materialism and
Globalisation 191-210.

Colas, A. (2013).International civil society: Social movements in rido
politics. San Francisco, USA: John Wiley & Sons.

Connell, R. (2009)Southern theory: The global dynamics of knowledge i
social scienceCambridge, UK: Polity Press.

138



[80]

[81]

[82]
[83]

[84]

[85]

[86]

[87]

[88]

[89]

[90]

[91]

[92]

Corbin, J. J. (1999). A study of factors influergithe growth of nonprofits in
social servicedNonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarter8(3), 296-314.

Corry, O. (2010). Defining and theorizing the thisdctor. InThird sector
research(pp. 11-20). New York: Springer New York.

Crouch, C. (2011)The strange non-death of neo-liberalidholity.

Cullis, J. G., & Jones, P. R. (1992 ublic Choice and Public Finance:
Analytical Perspective©xford: Oxford OUP.

Curtiss, J., & Skarabelova, S. (2015). Rural nofipayganizations and their
functions in communities and local governance: 8ymesults from Vyséina

and South Moravia. In Spalkové, D., & Mava, L. (Eds.)19th International

Conference Current Trends in Public Sector Resedph 368-377). Brno:
Masaryk University.

Curtiss, J., Skarabelova, S., Navratil, J., & Vaoek G. (2014). Size, Structure
and Integration of Rural Non-profit OrganizationsLiocal Governance: Survey
Results from the Czech Republic.Rnoceedings of the 11th International ISTR
Conference: “Civil Society and the CitizenMuenster, Germany, 22-25 July
2014.

Da Cruz, N. F., & Marques, R. C. (2012). Deliverifgral infrastructure
through PPPs: Evidence from the school seciournal of Construction
Engineering and Managemeni38(12), 1433-1443.

Da, C., Ferreira, N., & Marques, R. C. (2012). Mixeompanies and local
governance: no man can serve two mastublic Administration 90(3), 737-
758.

Dart, R. (2004). The legitimacy of social enterpridonprofit Management and
Leadership14(4), 411-424.

De Vries, M. (2013). The challenge of good goveosarThe Innovation
Journal 18(1), 1-9.

Dees, J. G. (1998). Enterprising nonproftiarvard Business Review6, 54-
69.

Dees, J. G., & Anderson, B. B. (2003). Sector-begdBlurring lines between
nonprofit and for-profitSociety 40(4), 16-27.

Defourny, J. & Nyssens, M. (2016). How to Bring tGentres of Gravity of the
Non-profit Sector and the Social Economy CloseEach Other® OLUNTAS:

139



[93]

[94]

[95]

[96]

[97]

[98]

[99]

[100]

[101]

[102]

[103]

[104]

International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit @anizations,27(4), 1547-
1552.

Defourny, J. (2001). From Third Sector to Sociakeprise. In Borzaga, C. & J.
Defourny, (Eds.).The Emergence of Social Enterpri§gp. 1-18). London:
Routledge.

Defourny, J., & Develtere, P. (Eds). (199%he social economy: the worldwide
making of a third sector. Social Economy North a8duth De Boeck,
Bruxelles.

Defourny, J., Grgnbjerg, K., Meijs, L., Nyssens,, . Yamauchi, N. (2016).
Voluntas symposium: Comments on Salamon and Solsbitsv re-
conceptualization of the third secto/OLUNTAS: International Journal of
Voluntary and Nonprofit Organization27(4), 1546-1561.

Defourny, J., & Nyssens, M. (2016). Fundamentals &m International
Typology of Social Enterprise ModelsCSEM Working Papers No. 33he
International Comparative Social Enterprise ModEISEM) Project, Liege.

Demsetz, H. (1969). Information and efficiency: #neo viewpoint.The Journal
of Law and Economi¢42(1), 1-22.

Demsetz, H. (1997). The firm in economic theoryguet revolution.The
American economic revieWB7(2), 426-429.

Denis, J. L., Ferlie, E., & Van Gestel, N. (201B6nderstanding hybridity in
public organizationd?ublic Administration93(2), 273-289.

Dewey, J. (1938)The theory of inquiryNew York: Holt, Rinehart & Wiston.

DiMaggio, P. (1987). Nonprofit organizations in fm@duction and distribution
of culture. In James, E. (EdShe nonprofit sector: A research handbdpk.
195-220). Yale University Press.

DiMaggio, P. J., & Anheier, H. K. (1990). The sdogy of nonprofit
organizations and secto®snnual review of sociology37-159.

DiMaggio, P. J., & Anheier, H. K. (2001) The socgy of nonprofit
organizations and sectors. In Ott, J. S. (Ed¢ Nature of the Nonprofit Sector
(pp. 274-287). Boulder: Westview Press.

DiMaggio, P., & Powell, W. W. (1983). The iron cagevisited: Collective
rationality and institutional isomorphism in orgaaional fields. American
Sociological Reviey48(2), 147-160.

140



[105]

[106]

[107]

[108]

[109]
[110]

[111]

[112]

[113]

[114]

[115]
[116]

[117]

[118]

Dohnalova, M. (2006)Socialni ekonomika v evropském konteBtuno: Nadace
Universitas.

Dohnalova, M., & Anderle, P. (2002Dbc¢ansky sektor: Uvahy a souvislosti
Moravsky Beroun: Moravska expedice.

Dohnalova, M., & PiSa, L. (2011).Socialni ekonomikaPraha: Wolters
Kluwer.

Donnelly-Cox, G. (2015). 1 Civil society governande Laville, J. L., Young,

D. R., & Eynaud, P. (Eds.Civil Society, the Third Sector and Social
Enterprise: Governance and Democradfwol. 200) (pp. 30-44). London:
Routlege.

Drucker, P. F. (1994fost-capitalist society.ondon: Routledge.

Easley, D., & O’Hara, M. (1986). Optimal nonprdfitms. The Economics of
Nonprofit Institutions 85-93.

Easley, D., & O'Hara, M. (1983). The economic roleéhe nonprofit firm.The
Bell Journal of Economi¢d4(2), 531-538.

Eberly, D. (2008). The rise of global civil societg Building communities and
nations from bottom uNew York/London.

Ebrahim, A., Battilana, J., & Mair, J. (2014). Thyovernance of social
enterprises: Mission drift and accountability ceaties in hybrid organizations.
Research in Organizational Behavi@4, 81-100.

Eckel, C. C., & Steinberg, R. (1993). Competititérerformance, and Public
Policy Towards Nonprofits. In Hammack, D. C., & Yay D. R. (Eds.)
Nonprofit Organizations in a Market Econonfgp. 57-81). San Francisco:
Jossey Bass.

Edwards, M. (2009)Civil society 2nd ed. Cambridge, UK: Polity.

Edwards, M. (2011)Introduction: Civil society and the geometry of faum
relations The Oxford Handbook of Civil Society

Eikenberry, A. M., & Kluver, J. D. (2004). The matkation of the nonprofit
sector: civil society at riskPublic administration revien64(2), 132-140.

Ekiert, G., & Kubik, J. (1997). Collective protest post-communist Poland,
1989-1993: A research repo@ommunist and Post-Communist Studi2),
91-117.

141



[119]

[120]

[121]

[122]

[123]
[124]

[125]

[126]

[127]

[128]

[129]

[130]

[131]

Emerson, J., & Twersky, F. (1996)\ew social entrepreneurs: The success,
challenge and lessons of non-profit enterprise tioma San Francisco: The
Roberts Foundation.

Enjolras, B. (2002). The Commercialization of Vdlany Sport Organizations
in Norway.Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterig1(3), 352-376.

Etzioni, A. (1973). The third sector and domesticissions. Public
Administration Revien33(4), 314-323.

European Commission. (2014). A map of social enigep and their eco-
systems in Europe. Country Report: Czech Repupticline]. Available at:
http://ec.europa.eu/social/lkeyDocuments.jsp?ade8&ay=socentcntryrepts&
mode=advancedSubmit&langld=ené&policyArea=&type=0&otry=8&year=0

Eurostat. 2015. [online]. Available at: ec.europ#eearostat.

Evans, B., Richmond, T., & Shields, J. (2005). &turing neoliberal
governance: The nonprofit sector, emerging new moafecontrol and the
marketisation of service deliveriyolicy and Society24(1), 73-97.

Evers, A. (2005). Mixed welfare systems and hyleriganizations: Changes in
the governance and provision of social servit@grnational Journal of Public
Administration 28(9-10), 737-748.

Evers, A. (2013). The concept of'civil society: fdrent understandings and
their implications for third sector policie¥oluntary Sector Review(2), 149-
164.

Evers, A., & Laville, J. L. (2004). The Third Sectm Europe. Cheltenham:
Edward Elgar.

Farouk, A. F. A. (2011). The limits of civil sety in democratising the state:
The Malaysian cas&ajian Malaysia: Journal of Malaysian Studje®9, 91—
109.

Farouk, A. F. A, & Fazwan, A. (2011). The limit§ civil society in
democratizing the state: The Malaysian casajian Malaysia: Journal of
Malaysian Studies29(1), 91-109.

Farrington, J., & Bebbington, A. (199Reluctant partners? Non-governmental
organizations, the state and sustainable agricatutevelopmentPsychology
Press.

Fay, B. (2002)Current Philosophy of Social Sciences. Multicultukpproach
Prague: Sociologické nakladatelstvi.

142



[132]

[133]

[134]

[135]

[136]

[137]

[138]

[139]

[140]

[141]

[142]

[143]

[144]

Ferreira, S. (2014). Sociological Observations I Third Sector Through
Systems Theory: An Analytical ProposdlOLUNTAS: International Journal of
Voluntary and Nonprofit Organization25(6), 1671-1693.

Ferris, J. M., & Graddy, E. (1991). Production sp$tansaction costs, and local
government contractor choidéconomic Inquiry29(3), 541-554.

Fiala, Z., (2014). Sociélni podnikani dostane zakamline]. Available at:
http://www.parlamentnilisty.cz/arena/nazory-a-petibynek-Fiala-Socialni-
podnikani-dostane-zakon-320926.

Fleishman, J. (1999). Public trust in not-for-prajrganizations and the need
for regulatory reform. In Clotfelter, Ch. T., & Biwh, T. (Eds.)Philanthropy
and the nonprofit sector in a changing Ameriggp. 172-197). USA: Indiana
University Press.

Florini, A. M. (2000). Third Force, The; The Rise of Transnational Civil
Society Washington, DC: Carnegie Endowment for Intermdti®eace.

Folland, S. (1990). Nonprofit entry: a theory amdeampirical test for the case
of hospitals. Working paper, School of Business Adstration, Oakland,
Minnesota: Oakland University.

Fowler, A. (2012). Measuring civil society: perspees on Afro-centrism.
VOLUNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary and mpoofit Organizations
23(1), 5-25.

Fowler, F. J. (1995)Improving survey questions: Design and evaluation
SAGE Publications.

Frank, P. M. (2013). Entrepreneurship in a Multctee World. In Young, D. R.
(Ed). If not for profit, for whatApp. 29-30). Lexington Books.

Fri¢, P. (2000)Neziskové organizace a oviovani veéejné politiky. (Rozhovory
o neziskovém sektoru IBraha: Agnes.

Fric, P. (2004).Political development after 1989 and their impact the
nonprofit sectorPrague: Charles University.

Fri¢, P., & Goulli, R. (2001).Neziskovy sektor ¥eské republice Prague:
Eurolex Bohemia.

Fri¢, P., Goulli, R., Toepler, S., & Salamon, L. M. §89. The Czech Republic.
In Salamon et al. (EdsGlobal Civil Society: Dimensions of the Nonprofit
Sector(pp. 285-303). Baltimore, Maryland: John Hopkinswuémnsity.

143



[145] Froelich, K. A. (1999). Diversification of revenséategies: Evolving resource
dependence in nonprofit organizationslonprofit and Voluntary Sector
Quarterly, 28(3), 246-268.

[146] Furmankiewicz, M., Thompson, N., & Ziékka, M. (2010). Area-based
partnerships in rural Poland: The post-accessiqgemance.Journal of Rural
Studies26(1), 52-62.

[147] Gidron, B., & Hasenfeld, Y. (2012)Social enterprises: An organizational
perspectiveLondon: Palgrave Macmillan.

[148] Godin, B. (2012). “Innovation Studies”: The Invemtiof a SpecialtyMinerva,
50(4), 397-421.

[149] Gordenker, L., & Weiss, T. G. (1995). NGO parti¢ipa in the international
policy processThird World Quarterly 16(3), 543-555.

[150] Gotz, N. (2010). Civil Society and NGO: Far from fwablematic Concepts. In
Taylor, R. (Ed.)The Ashgate Research Companion to Non-State Afpprs
185-196). New York: Springer.

[151] Le Grand, J. (1991). The theory of government failuBritish journal of
political science, 21(04), 423-442.

[152] Green, A. T. (1999). Nonprofits and democratic d@wment: Lessons from the
Czech RepublicvOLUNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary andiyoofit
Organizations 10(3), 217-235.

[153] Grgnbjerg, K. (2016). Commentary on ,Beyond NonjsoRe-conceptualizing
the Third Sector‘. VOLUNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary and
Nonprofit Organizatios, 27(4), 1552-1555.

[154] Grgnbjerg, K. A. (1993)Understanding nonprofit funding: Managing revenues
in social services and community development omgditins Jossey-Bass Inc
Pub.

[155] Grenbjerg, K. A. (1994). Using NTEE to classify nprofit organisations: an
assessment of human service and regional apphsatiyOLUNTAS:
International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit @anizations 5(3), 301-328.

[156] Grgnbjerg, K. A., & Paarlberg, L. (2001). Communusriations in the size and
scope of the nonprofit sector: Theory and prelimyniandings. Nonprofit and
Voluntary Sector Quarter)y\80(4), 684-706.

144



[157] Grossi, G., Johanson, J. E., Reichard Ch., & Vakkur(2015). Performance
measurement of hybrid organizatioRsiblic Money & Managemen85(5), call
for papers.

[158] Grossi, G. (2007). Governance of Public-PrivatepBaations in Provision of
Local Italian Utilities.International Public Management RevieB¢1), 132-153.

[159] Grossi, G., & Thomasson, A. (2015). Bridging theamtability gap in hybrid
organizations: the case of Copenhagen Malmo Paternational Review of
Administrative Science81(3), 604-620.

[160] Gruchy, A. G. (1987)The Reconstruction of Economics: an analysis of the
fundamentals of Institutional economi€saha: Praeger Pub Text.

[161] Gui, B. (1990). Nonprofit organizations and prodgaoglity under asymmetric
information. Dept. of Economics and Statistics WiogkPaper, Trieste, Italy:
Trieste University.

[162] Gui, B. (1991). The Economic Rationale for the ‘fthiSector”. Annals of
public and cooperative economi&2(4), 551-572.

[163] Guo, B. (2006). Charity for profit? Exploring factoassociated with the
commercialization of human service nonprofii®nprofit and Voluntary Sector
Quarterly, 35(1), 123-138.

[164] Habermas, J. (1985Jhe theory of communicative action. Volume 2: Lafidelv
and system: a critique of functionalist reas@8eacon Press, Boston.

[165] Habermas, J. (1992Faktizitat und Geltung. Beitrage zur Diskurstheodes
Rechts und des demokratischen Rechtsst8atykamp, Frankfurt am Main.

[166] Habib, A., & Taylor, R. (1999). South Africa: armdpartheid NGOs in
transition. VOLUNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary and ryoofit
Organizatiors, 10(1), 73-82.

[167] Hagedorn, K. (2014). Post-socialist farmers’ coapees in Central and
Eastern EuropéAnnals of Public and Cooperative Economi&5S(4), 555-577.

[168] Handy, E (1995). Reputations as collateral: An ecoic analysis of the role of
trustees of nonprofitsNonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterl@24(4), 293-
305.

[169] Hannan, M. T., & Freeman, J. (1977). The populadoology of organizations.
American journal of sociologyg2, 929-964.

145



[170]

[171]

[172]

[173]

[174]

[175]

[176]

[177]

[178]

[179]

[180]

[181]

[182]

[183]

[184]

Hansmann, H. (1990). When does worker ownershikw&SOPs, law firms,
codetermination, and economic democrddye Yale Law Journab9(8), 1749-
1816.

Hansmann, H. (1981a). Nonprofit enterprise in pleeforming artsThe Bell
Journal of Economigsl2(2), 341-361

Hansmann, H. (1981b). The rationale for exemptingpnofit organizations
from corporate income taxatiohhe Yale Law JournaB1(1), 54-100.

Hansmann, H. (1987) Economic theories of nonpafianization. In Powell,
W. (Ed.)The Nonprofit Sector: A Research Handb@o. 27-42). New Haven,
CT, USA: Yale University Press.

Hansmann, H. (1994Drganization of production in the human servicéale:
Yale University.

Hansmann, H. B. (1980). The role of nonprofit epitisie. The Yale law journal
89(5), 835-901.

Harding, R. (2004). Social enterprise: the new eaun engine?Business
Strategy Reviewd5(4), 39-43.

Hartigan, P. (2006). Delivering on the promise otial entrepreneurship:
Challenges faced in launching a global social ehpmnarket. Social

Entrepreneurship, New Models of Sustainable SoCiahnge(pp. 329-355).
New York: Palgrave MacMillan.

Haugh, H. (2006). Social enterprise: Beyond ecosamicomes and individual
returns. In Mair, J., Robinson, J., & Hockerts, KEds.) Social
entrepreneurship-boofpp. 180-205). Basingstoke: Palgrave.

Havel, V. (1999)Co je ol¥anska spolénost Speech in Minneapolis, USA.

Hayes, T. (1996). Management, control and accountability in
nonprofit/voluntary organizationgAldershot: Avebury.

Herzlinger, R. (1996). Can trust in government anwhprofits be restored.
Harvard Business Review4(2), 97-107.

Hirth, R. A. (1995). Consumer information and couitpn between nonprofit
and for-profit nursing homesdournal o] Health Economi¢4.8,219-240.

Hochel, D. (1996). Public Policy in Slovakia: Thel& and Status of the NGO
Sector. [online]. Available at: http://www.newscheolu/centers/ecep/dino.htm.

Hockerts, K. (2006). Entrepreneurial opportunity sacial purpose business
venturesSocial entrepreneurshjd, 142-154.

146



[185]

[186]

[187]

[188]

[189]

[190]

[191]

[192]

[193]
[194]

[195]

[196]

[197]

Hodge, G., & Greve, C. (2010). Public-Private Penships: Governance
Scheme or Language Gaméistralian Journal of Public Administration
69(sl), S8-S22.

Hodgson, G. M. (1998). The approach of institutioeeonomics.Journal of
economic literature36(1), 166-192.

Homann, K. (2002)Vorteile und Anreize: zur Grundlegung einer Ethird
Zukunft Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck.

Horak, P., Hordkova, M., & Sirovatka, T. (2013).deet Trends and Changes in
Czech Social Services in the European Context:Ghee of Childcare and
Elderly Caré. Special English Issue 20153-19.

Huncova, M. (2007).Socialni ekonomika a sociélni podnilisti nad Labem:
UJEP

Hung, C. K. R., & Ong, P. (2012). Sustainability Adian-American nonprofit
organizations in US metropolitan areaddonprofit and Voluntary Sector
Quatrterly, 41(6), 1136-1152.

Hwang, H., & Powell, W. W. (2009). The rationalimet of charity: The
influences of professionalism in the nonprofit secAdministrative Science
Quarterly, 54(2), 268-298.

Hyanek, V. (2011)Neziskové organizace: teorie a myBrno: Masarykova
univerzita.

Hyanek, V. (2102) Neexistujici sektdBeientia et Societad, 4-22.

lliopoulos, C., & Valentinov, V. (2009). Toward aeonomics of the rural third
sector.International journal of agricultural resources, gernance and ecology
8(5-6), 439-456.

James, E. (2000). Commercialism among nonprofitge@ives, opportunities,
and constraints. In Weisbrod (Edd profit or not to profit. The commercial
transformation of the nonprofit sectofpp. 271-286). Cambridge University
Press.

James, E. (1983). How nonprofits grow: A modiurnal of Policy Analysis
and Managemen®(3), 350-365.

James, E. (1986). The private nonprofit provisidneducation: a theoretical
model and application to Japalournal of Comparative EconomjcB0(3), 255-
276.

147



[198]

[199]

[200]

[201]

[202]

[203]

[204]

[205]

[206]

[207]

[208]

[209]

James, E. (1987). The nonprofit sector in compaggberspectiveln Powell,
W. W., & Steinberg, R. (EdsJhe nonprofit sector: A research handbdpb.
398-399). Yale, USA: Yale University Press.

James, E. (1997). Whither the third sector? Yeatertbday and tomorrow.
VOLUNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary and rywofit Organizations
8(1), 1-10.

James, E. (1998). Commercialism among nonprofitge@ives, opportunities,
and constraints. In Weisbrod, B. A. (Edp profit or not to profit: The
commercial transformation of the nonprofit sec{pp. 271-286). Cambridge,
NY: Cambridge University Press.

James, E. (Ed.). (1989 he nonprofit sector in international perspective:
studies in comparative culture and poli€xford University Press.

James, E., & Birdsall, N. (1992). Public Versusvite Provision of Social
Services: Is There an Efficiency-Equity Tradeoffd. McCarthy, K. D.,
Hodgkinson, V. A., & Sumariwalla, R. D. (EdShe Nonprofit Sector in the
Global Community: Voices from Many Natiofigp. 51-69). San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.

Jaskyte, K. (2004). Transformational leadershiganizational culture, and
innovativeness in nonprofit organization®Nonprofit Management and
Leadership 15(2), 153-168.

Jegers, M. (2008 Managerial economics of non-profit organizatioh®ndon:
Routledge.

Jegers, M. (2011). Financing constraints in nonprafrganisations: A
‘Tirolean’approachJournal of Corporate Financel7(3), 640-648.

Jones, M. B. (2007). The multiple sources of missaift. Nonprofit and
Voluntary Sector Quartery36(2), 299-307.

Kaldor, M. (2000). Civilising'globalisation? The jpincations of the Battle in
seattle'Millennium-Journal Of International Studie29(1), 105-114.

Kazakov, R., & Kunc, M. (2016). Foreseeing the dyits of strategy: an
anticipatory systems perspecti@ystemic Practice and Action Resear2é(1),
1-25.

Kerlin, J. A., & Pollak, T. H. (2011). Nonprofit @umercial Revenue: A
Replacement for Declining Government Grants andai ContributionsThe
American Review of Public Administratictil(6), 686-704.

148



[210]

[211]

[212]

[213]

[214]

[215]

[216]

[217]

[218]

[219]

[220]

[221]

[222]

Knutsen, W. (2016). The Non-profit Sector is Delong Live the Non-profit
Sector! VOLUNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary and miyboofit
Organizationsonline first, 1-23.

Kolibova, H., Vaclavikova, J., & Bélova, R. (201®ocialni podnikani a
zanestnavani osob znevyhoglych na trhu prace. [online]. Available at:
http://socpo.vsp.cz/vzdelavaci-moduly/socialni-piééni-a-zamestnani-osob-
znevyhodnenyc/

Korimova, G., & Vacekova, G. (2011). Social econcsniand social
enterpreneurship in the context of transition ecoies and SlovakiaRSPM
conferenceDublin, Ireland.

Korosec, R. L., & Berman, E. M. (2006). Municipalipport for social
entrepreneurshig?ublic administration revienw66(3), 448-462.

Kramer, R. M. (1993)Privatization in four European countries: compaxati
studies in government-third sector relationshilge Sharpe.

Kramer, R. M. (1981).Voluntary agencies in the Welfare Staténiv of
California Press.

Kramer, R. M. (2000). A third sector in the thirdllennium? VOLUNTAS:
International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit @anizations 11(1), 1-23.

Krashinsky, M. (1986). Why Educational Vouchers Mag Bad Economics.
Teachers College Recqré8(2), 139-51.

Krashinsky, M. (1990). Management implications @vgrnment funding of
nonprofit organizations: views from the United $stind Canaddonprofit
Management and Leadership(1), 39-53.

Krashinsky, M. (1997). Stakeholder theories of hbe-profit sector: One cut at
the economic literature/OLUNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary and
Nonprofit Organizations8(2), 149-161.

Kuhlmann, S. (2010). Between the state and the ettaAssessing impacts of
local government reforms in Western Eurolpex localis-Journal of Local Self-
Government8(1), 1-21.

Kuvikov4, H. (2004)Neziskové organizacie v Europskej uBianska Bystrica:
Univerzita Mateja Bela.

Kuvikova, H., & Svidraova, M. (2010). Kvantitativny rast a akceptacia
sukromnych neziskovych organizacii v Slovenskejubdige. In Bild mista

149



[223]

[224]

[225]

[226]

[227]

[228]

[229]

[230]

[231]

[232]

[233]

[234]

[235]

teorie a cerné diry reforem ve wejném sektoru Il Brno: Masarykova
univerzita.

Lange, A., Siebert, R., & Barkmann, T. (2015). Sustbility in land
management: An analysis of stakeholder perceptiongral northern Germany.
Sustainability 7(1), 683-704.

Langton, S. (1987). Envoi: Developing nonprofit adhe Nonprofit and
Voluntary Sector Quarter)y16(1-2), 134-148.

Lasek, J. (1998). Structural aspects of czech engricansformationPoliticka
ekonomie46(1), 29-42.

Laville, J. L., Young, D. R., & Eynaud, P. (Ed42015).Civil Society, the Third
Sector and Social Enterprise: Governance and DeamgfVol. 200). Routledge.

Laville, J. L., & Nyssens, M. (2001). The sociahterprise: Towards a
theoretical socio-economic approach. In. Borzaga&®efourny, J. (Eds.JThe
emergence of social enterprigep. 312-332). London: Routlege.

Lenette, C., & Ingamells, A. (2015). Mind the Gaphe growing chasm
between funding-driven agencies, and social andnoamity knowledge and
practice.Community Development Journ&ab(1), 88-103.

Lewis, D. (1998). Nongovernmental organizations,sibess, and the
management of ambiguityNonprofit Management and Leadershfif2), 135-
152.

Li, S., & Ma, Y. (2014). Urbanization, economic @pment and
environmental chang&ustainability 6(8), 5143-5161.

Light, P. C. (1998)Sustaining innovation: Creating nonprofit and gavwaent
organizations that innovate naturallyossey-Bass.

Linz, J. J. & Stepan, A. (1996Problems of democratic transition and
consolidation: Southern Europe, South America, podt-communist Europe
JHU Press.

Linz, J. J., & Stepan, A. (1996Problems of democratic transition and
consolidation: Southern Europe, South America, podt-communist Europe
JHU Press.

Lipsky, M., & Smith, S. R. (1989). When social pleins are treated as
emergencieslhe Social Service Revigd+25.

Lohmann, R. A. (1989). And lettuce is nonanimalwaeod a positive economics
of voluntary actionNonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterl¥8(4), 367-383.

150



[236] Lohmann, R. A. (1992). The commons: A multidiseiply approach to
nonprofit organization, voluntary action, and philaopy. Nonprofit and
Voluntary Sector Quarter)\21(3), 309-324.

[237] Lyons, M. (1993). The history of non-profit orgaati®ns in Australia as a test
of some recent non-profit theorf? OLUNTAS: International Journal of
Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizationd(3), 301-325.

[238] Macmillan, R., & Buckingham, H. (2013). A Stratediead for the Third
Sector? Some May Lead but Not All Will Ever Followhird Sector Futures
Dialogues: Big Picture Paper .5 Third Sector Research Centre.
http://www.birmingham.
ac.uk/generic/tsrc/documents/tsrc/news/a-stratiegid-for-the-third-sector.pdf

[239] Maier, F., Meyer, M., & Steinbereithner, M. (2014onprofit Organizations
Becoming Business-Like: A Systematic RevielWonprofit and Voluntary
Sector Quarterly45(1), 64-86.

[240] Malani, A., & Posner, E. A. (2007). The case for-foofit charities.Virginia
Law Review2017-2067.

[241] Marquardt, D., Mdllers, J., & Buchenrieder, G. (2D1Social networks and
rural development: LEADER in Romani@ociologia Ruralis52(4), 398-431.

[242] Marques, R. C., & Berg, S. (2010). Revisiting thersgths and limitations of
regulatory contracts in infrastructure industriekurnal of Infrastructure
Systemsl6(4), 334-342.

[243] Mason, D. P., & Fiocco, E. (2016). Crisis on therd&o: Specialized Capacity
Building in Nonprofit Immigration Organization¥OLUNTAS: International
Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizatigndoi:10.1007/s11266-016-
9754-8, first online.

[244] Massetti, B. L. (2008). The social entrepreneurshairix as a “tipping point”
for economic chang&mergence: Complexity and Organizatid9(3), 1-8.

[245] Matejova, L., Pl&ek, M., Ochrana, F., ®ek, M. J., & Kéapek, M. (2015).
Political Business Cycle in Local Government. CaSeudy of Czech
Municipalities In Spalkova, D., & Majova, L. (Eds.)19th International
Conference Current Trends in Public Sector Resedph 142-148). Brno:
Masaryk University.

[246] Mayntz. R. (ed) (1992).Verbande zwischen Mitgliederinteressen und
GemeinwohlGutersloh.

151



[247]

[248]

[249]

[250]

[251]

[252]

[253]

[254]

[255]

[256]

[257]

[258]

McCambridge, R. (2005). Is accountability the sameegulation? Not exactly.
The Nonprofit Quarterly12(4), 6-9.

McCarthy, K. D., Hodgkinson, V. A., & Sumariwall&®. D. (1992). The
nonprofit sector in the global community: Voice®rfr many nations (No.
658.74 MAC. CIMMYT.).

McDonald, R. E. (2007). An investigation of innaeat in nonprofit
organizations: The role of organizational missidtonprofit and voluntary
sector quarterly36(2), 256-281.

McKay, S., Moro, D., Teasdale, S., & Clifford, 2015). The marketisation of
charities in England and Wales/OLUNTAS: International Journal of
Voluntary and Nonprofit Organization26(1), 336-354.

McKnight, J. (1995).The careless society: Community and its countaerfeit
Basic Books.

McQuaid, R. W. & Scherrer, W. (2010). Changing aeasfor public—private
partnerships (PPPHublic Money & ManagemenB0(1), 27-34.

Means, R., Morbey, H., & Smith, R. (200Brom community care to market
care? The development of welfare services for giéeple Bristol: The Policy
Press.

Michalski, G., & Mercik, A. (2011). Liquid assetsrategies in Silesian non-
profit organizations. InFinancial Management of Firms and Financial
Institutions (pp. 258-270). Ostrava: VSB.

MikuSova Mertkova, B., Nemec, J., & Soukopova, J. (2014). ThenBmics
of Waste Management: Evidence from the Czech Répabld Slovakialex
localis - Journal of Local Self-Governmet(3), 431-449.

MikuSova Mertkova, B., Nemec, J., & Svidiiova, M. (2015). Co-creation in
Local Public Services Delivery Innovation: SlovakpErience.Lex Localis -
Journal of Local Self-Governmenit3(3), 521-535.

MikuSova Mertkova, B., Nemec, J., & Svidiiova, M. (2015). Co-creation in
local public services delivery innovation: Slovakperience.Lex Localis 3,
521-535.

Moeller, L., & Valentinov, V. (2012). The commerkization of the nonprofit
sector: A general systems theory perspectystemic Practice and Action
Research25(4), 365-370.

152



[259]

[260]

[261]

[262]

[263]

[264]

[265]

[266]

[267]

[268]

[269]

[270]

Munoz, S. A., Steiner, A., & Farmer, J. (2014). ¢&sses of community-led
social enterprise development: learning from thealricontext. Community
Development Journab0(3), 478-493.

Murray Svidraiova, M., Vacekova, G., & Valentinov, V. (2016). Thieeories
of Non-profits: A Reality Check from Slovakihex localis-Journal of Local
Self-Governmentl4(3), 399-418.

Muukkonen, M. (2009). Framing the field civil sogieand related concepts.
Nonprofit andVoluntary Sector Quarter)y38(4), 684-700.

Najam, A. (1996). Understanding the third sectoeviRiting the prince, the
merchant, and the citizeMNonprofit management and leadershif(2), 203-
219.

Nakcz, S., L&, E., & Pieliaski, B. (2015). Poland: A New Model of
Government—Nonprofit Relations for the East®LUNTAS: International
Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit OrganizatiQr6(6), 2351-2378.

Navrétil, J., & Pospisil, M. (2014breams of Civil Society Two Decades Later:
Civic Advocacy in the Czech RepubBeno: Masarykova univerzita.

Nemec, J., Sgek, D., Suwaj, P., & Modrzejewski, (2014). A. Publi
Management as a University Discipline in New EuspdJnion Member
StatesPublic Management Review4(8), 1087-1108.

Neumayr, M., Schneider, U., Meyer, M., Pospisil,, Mkarabelova, S., &
Travnickova, D. (2007). Nonprofits' functions in old andw democracies:an
integrative framework and empirical evidence forskia and the Czech
Republic. Working Paper des Instituts fur Sozialpolitdo. 02/2007 [online].
Available at: www.wu.ac.at.

Ni¢, M., & Sturm, C. (2016). “Solidarity with refugeds not exclusively
reserved for the West.” In Social Europe. Intern@ccessed 27.9.2016):
https://www.socialeurope.eu/2016/05/solidarity-gefas-not-exclusively-
reserved-west/

Nicholls, A., & Cho, A. H. (2006). Social entrepeeniship: The structuration of
a field. Social entrepreneurship: New models of sustainadeial change
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Ochrana, F. (2015Methodology of social sciencBrague: Charles University
in Prague, Karolinum Press.

OECD (2006).The New Rural Paradigm: Policies and Governanbaris:
OECD Publications.

153



[271]

[272]

[273]

[274]

[275]

[276]

[277]

[278]

[279]

[280]

[281]

[282]
[283]

Offe, C. (2000). Civil society and social order:ngcating and combining
market, state and communiguropean Journal of Sociolog#1(01), 71-94.

Olk, T., Rauschenbach, T., & Sachsse, C. (1995n ®¥er Wertgemeinschaft
zum Dienstleistungsunternehmen. Oder: Uber die fcigkeit, Solidaritat zu

organisieren. In Rauschenbach, T., Sachsse, C.,Ik& D (Eds.) Von der

Wertgemeinschatft zum Dienstleistungsunternehmen. gendid und

Wohlfahrtsverbande im Umbrucpg. 11-34). Frankfurt: Suhrkamp.

Ortmann, A. (1996). Modem economic theory and thedys of nonprofit
organizations: why the twain shall medionprofit and Voluntary Sector
Quarterly, 25(4), 470-484.

Ortmann, A., & Schlesinger, M. (1997). Trust, repand the role of non-profit
enterprise. VOLUNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary and rioofit
Organizations 8(2), 97-119.

Osborne, S. P. (1998). Organizational structureiandvation in UK voluntary
social welfare organizations: Applying the Aston asares.VOLUNTAS:
International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit @anizations9(4), 345-362.

Osborne, S. P. (Ed.). (2008T.he third sector in Europe: Prospects and
challengesLondon: Routledge.

Oster, S. M. (1992). Nonprofit organizations astase operationdNonprofit
Management and Leadershi®(3), 223-238.

Oster, S. M. (1995)Strategic management for nonprofit organizationsedry
and casedOxford: Oxford University Press.

Ostrander, S. A. (1989). Private social servicéstacles to the welfare state?
Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterl¥3(1), 25-45.

Pajas, P., & Vilain, M. (2004). Finance of nonptafrganizations. In Zimmer,
A. & Priller, E. (Eds.)Future of Civil Society: Making Central European
Nonprofit Organizations Worfpp. 341-366). Wiesbaden: VS Verlag.

Palenik, V., Radvansky, M., & Slobodnikova, S. @0IMidterm Forecast of
Slovak Economy for the Period 2010-2013 with OwWlém 2015.Ekonomicky
casopis (06), 614-634.

Parlamentni listy, 2014. [online]. Available at: wyparlamentnilisty.cz

Peredo, A. M., & Chrisman, J. J. (2006). Towardtheoty of community-based
enterpriseAcademy of Management Revj84(2), 309-328.

154



[284]

[285]

[286]

[287]

[288]

[289]

[290]

[291]

[292]

[293]

[294]

[295]

[296]

Pestoff, V. (1998)Beyond the market and state: social enterprises il
democracy in a welfare societ4ldershot: Ashgate.

Pestoff, V. A. (1992). Third sector and co-operatpervices — An alternative to
privatization.Journal of Consumer Poli¢gyl5(1), 21-45.

Pestoff, V. (2005)Democratizing the welfare State: revisiting thedhsector
and state in democratic and welfare thedwid-Sweden University.

Pestoff, V. (2012). Co-production and third sectocial services in Europe:
Some concepts and evidens®luntas: International Journal of Voluntary and
Nonprofit Organizations23(4), 1102-1118.

Peters, G. (2000). Globalization, institutions, gogernance. In Peters, B. G. &
Savoie, D. J. (Eds(overnance in the Twenty-First Century: Revitalizthe
Public Service(pp. 29-57). Montreal & Kingston et al.: McGill Whersity
Press.

Pies, I. (2012)Regelkonsens statt Wertekonsens: OrdonomischeftSohzum
politischen LiberalismusBerlin: Wissenschatftlicher Verlag Berlin.

Pies, I., Hielscher, S., & Beckmann, M. (2009). Mlocommitments and the
societal role of business: An ordonomic approachcagoorate citizenship.
Business Ethics Quarterl¢9(03), 375-401.

Plotkin, P. T. (1994). Migratory and reproductivehhvior of the olive ridley turtle,
Lepidochelys olivacea (Eschscholtz, 1829), in thstern Pacific Ocean. Texas A
& M University.

Pollitt, C., & Bouckaert, G. (2000). Public managesrreform: A comparative
perspective. InNotes form supporting the international conferenoa
modernization and state reforiRio de Janeiro (Vol. 13).

Poon, D. (2011)The emergence and development of social enterpestrs.
University of Pennsylvania: Scholarly Commons.

Pospisil, M. (2006). Mapping the Czech Nonprofittde Civil Review 3(3-4),
233-244.

Pospisil, M., & Hyanek, V. (2009). Country-specifituation of the nonprofit
sector in the Czech Republi/orking Papers.2Brno: CVNS.

Pospisil, M., Navratil, J., & Pejcal, J. (2014).eCh Republic. In Maecenata
Institute (Ed.)Civil Society in the ‘Visegrad Four’: Data and erature in the
Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland and Slovdkia. 48-93). Berlin: Maecenata
Institut.

155



[297] Pospisil, M., Prouzova, Z., Skarabelova, S., & Alin&amova, K. (2012).
Czech nonprofit sector twenty years after: curtivelopments and challenges.
Civil Szemle3, 5-22.

[298] Poteete, A. R., & Ostrom, E. (2008). Fifteen yeafsempirical research on
collective action in natural resource managementiggling to build large-N
databases based on qualitative resedidrld DevelopmenB6(1), 176-195.

[299] Preston, A. E. (1992). Entrepreneurial self-setecinto the nonprofit sector:
effects on motivations and efficiency. W. Averellatdman School for
Management and Policy Working Paper, SUNY at StBrook, Stony Brook,
NY.

[300] Pryor, F. L. (2012). Determinants of the size oé& thonprofit sectorThe
European Journal of Comparative Economi@g3), 337-348.

[301] Putnam, R. D. (1993). The prosperous communitye American Prospect
4(13), 35-42.

[302] Putnam, R. D., Leonardi, R., & Nanetti, R. Y. (199Making democracy work:
Civic traditions in modern ItalyPrinceton university press.

[303] Radvansky, M., Palenik, V., & Slobodnikova, S. @0Midterm Forecast of
Slovak Economy for the Period 2010-2013 with Outléo 2015.Ekonomicky
casopis 58(6), 614-634.

[304] Rangan, V. K. (2004). Lofty missions, down-to-egpthns.Harvard Business
Review 82(3), 112-9.

[305] Rawls, J. R., Ullrich, R. A., & Nelson, O. T. (1973 comparison of managers
entering or reentering the profit and nonprofittsess Academy of Management
Journal 18(3), 616-623.

[306] ReZuchova, M. (2010)Fenomén Public Private Partnerships a poskytovani
veejnych sluzebBrno: Masarykova univerzita.

[307] Robertson, D.B.c (Ed.) (1966Yoluntary Associations: A Study of Groups in
Free Societies; Essays in Honor of James Luthem#daouisville, KY: John
Knox.

[308] Rose-Ackerman, S. (1996). Altruism, nonprofits, @wdnomic theoryJournal
of Economic Literature34(2), 701-728.

[309] Roth, S. (2015). Free economy! On 3628800 altereatof and to capitalism.
Journal of Interdisciplinary Economic27(2), 107-128.

156



[310]

[311]

[312]

[313]

[314]

[315]

[316]

[317]

[318]

[319]

[320]

[321]

Roth, S., & Schutz, A. (2015). Ten systems: Towaratanon of function
systemsCybernetics & Human Knowin@2(4), 11-31.

Rutherford, M. (1995). The old and the new insiitaalism: can bridges be built?.
Journal of Economic issug29(2), 443-451.

Rymsza, A. (2013). Zagubiona z&amd@c¢? Analiza porownawcza sektora
pozaradowego w Polsce i w Stanach Zjednoczonych. WarszBasterstwo
Pracy i Polityki  Spotecznej, http://www.pozytek.gpvdownload/
files/Biblioteka/Zagubiona_tozsamosc_ost.pdf

Rymsza, A. (2016). Main challenges and opportuniteced by the nonprofit
sector in current Polandociety. Integration. Education. Proceedings of the
International Scientific Conferencé, 434-447.

Salamon, L. M. (1987a). Of market failure, volugtdailure, and third-party
government: Toward a theory of government-nonprefiations in the modern
welfare stateNonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterl¥/6(1-2), 29-49.

Salamon, L. M. (1987b) Partners in public servitbe scope and theory of
government-nonprofit relations. In Powell, W. Wd(EThe Nonprofit Sector: A

Research Handbookpp. 99-117). New Haven, CT, USA: Yale University
Press.

Salamon, L. M. (1993). The marketization of welfa@hanging nonprofit and
for-profit roles in the American welfare staféghe Social Service Revigéi7(1),
16-39.

Salamon, L. M. (1994). The rise of the nonprofittee. Foreign Affairs 109-
122.

Salamon, L. M. (2010). Putting the civil societe®e on the economic map of
the world.Annals of Public and Cooperative Economi8$(2), 167-210.

Salamon, L. M., & Anheier, H. K. (1992a). In seanfithe non-profit sector. I:
The question of definitionsVOLUNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary
and Nonprofit Organizations3(2), 125-151.

Salamon, L. M., & Anheier, H. K. (1992b). In seaafthe non-profit sector. I:
The question of definitionsVOLUNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary
and Nonprofit Organizations3(2), 125-151.

Salamon, L. M., & Anheier, H. K. (1997pefining the nonprofit sector: A
cross-national analysisManchester University Press.

157



[322]

[323]

[324]

[325]

[326]

[327]

[328]

[329]

[330]

[331]

[332]

[333]

Salamon, L. M., & Anheier, H. K. (1998Nonprofit Institutions and the 1993
System of National Accountdohns Hopkins University Institute for Policy
Studies.

Salamon, L. M., & O’Sullivan, R. (2004)Stressed but coping: Nonprofit
organizations and the current fiscal crisiBaltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins
Institute for Policy, Studies.

Salamon, L. M., & Sokolowski, S. W. (201@lobal Civil Society: Dimensions
of the Nonprofit SectoB* ed. Bloomfield, VT: Kumarian.

Salamon, L. M. & Sokolowski, W. (2016a). The SizedaScope of the
European Third SectokVorking Paper No. 13/2016.[online]. Available at:
http://thirdsectorimpact

Salamon, L. M., & Sokolowski, S. W. (2016b). Beyombnprofits: Re-
conceptualizing the Third SectoMOLUNTAS: International Journal of
Voluntary and Nonprofit Organization27(4), 1515-1545.

Salamon, L. M., Anheier, H. K., List, R., Toepl&,, & Sokolowski, S. W.
(1999).Global civil societyDimensions of the Nonprofit sect@altimore: The
Johns Hopkins Center for Civil Society Studies.

Salamon, L. M., Sokolowski, S. W., & Anheier, H. £000).Social origins of
civil society: An overviewBaltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins Center for Civil
Society Studies.

Salamon, L. M., Sokolowski, S. W., Haddock, M. &.Tice, H. S. (2013). The

state of global civil society and volunteering: ésit findings from the

implementation of the UN nonprofit handbodkenter for Civil Society Studies
Working Paper49.

Schiff, J., & Weisbrod, B. (1991). Competition betm for-profit and nonprofit
organizations in commercial marketénnals of Public and Cooperative
Economics62(4), 619-640.

Schlesinger, M. (1985)Economic models of nonprofit organizations: a
reappraisal of the property rights approachohn F. Kennedy School, Harvard
University.

Schumpeter, J. A. (1934)he theory of economic development: An inquiry into
profits, capital, credit, interest, and the busises/cle (Vol. 55)Transaction
publishers.

Scott, R. W. (2003)Organizations: Rational, Natural, and Open Systems
Upper Saddle River, NJ, USA: Prentice-Hall.

158



[334]

[335]

[336]

[337]

[338]

[339]

[340]

[341]

[342]

[343]

[344]

[345]

[346]

Seibel, W. (1992). Funktionaler Dilettantismus: erfolgreich scheitemnd
Organisationen im" Dritten Sektor" zwischen MarkiduStaat Nomos-Verl.
Ges, Baden-Baden.

Seibel, W. (1996). Successful failure an alterrativew on organizational
coping.American Behavioral Scientjs29(8), 1011-1024.

Selznick, P. (1996). Institutionalism" old" and"wie Administrative science
quarterly, 270-277.

Sharir, M., & Lerner, M. (2006). Gauging the suscead social ventures
initiated by individual social entrepreneudsurnal of Wworld Businesg1(1),
6-20.

Shleifer, A., & Treisman, D. (2014). Normal cous#ii the east 25 years after
communismForeign Affairs 93(6), 92-103.

Shucksmith, M. (2000). Endogenous development,atampital and social
inclusion: Perspectives from LEADER in the UBociologia Ruralis 40(2),
208-218.

Simsa, R. (2000). Der Dritte Sektor als Losung ishend
beschaftigungspolitischer Problemlagen®sterreichische  Zeitschif  fiir
Soziologie 25(2), 24-42.

Simsa, R. (2001).Gesellschaftliche Funktionen und EinfluRformen von
Nonprofit-Organisationen. Eine systemtheoretischealyse Frankfurt/Main,
Berlin, Bern, Brissel, New York, Wien: Peter Lang.

Simsa, R., Auf, M., Bratke, S. M., Hazzi, O., HdardM., Hoff, M., Kieninger,
J., Meyer, M., Mourad, M., Pervan Al-Sogauer, Ignieder, P., Rothbauer, J.
(2016). Beitrage der Zivilgesellschaft zur Bewaltigung ddiichtlingskrise —
Leistungen und Lernchancéwien: NPO & SE Kompetenzzentrum der WU.

Skocpol, T. (2011). Civil society in the United s In Edwards, M. (EdThe
Oxford Handbook of Civil Societ®xford: Oxford University Press.

Smith, C. E., & Freedman, A. E. (1972joluntary associations; perspectives
on the literature Harvard, USA: Harvard University Press.

Smith, D. H. (1973). Dimensions and Categories ofoluvtary
Organizations/Ngo'$\onprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarteri®(2), 116-120.

Smith, D. H. (2010).Religious giving: For love of GodUSA: Indiana
University Press.

159



[347] Smith, D. H. (2012). The Impact of the Voluntaryc®e on Societyln Ott, S.,
& Dicke, L. A. (Eds.)The Nature of the Nonprofit Sect@ ed. (pp. 71-87).
Philadelphia: Westview.

[348] Smith, S. R., & Grgnbjerg, K. A. (2006). Scope d@hdory of government-
nonprofit relations. In Powell, W., & Steinberg, &ds.)The Nonprofit sector:
A research handboofpp. 221-242). New Haven: Yale University Press.

[349] Snow, C. P. (2012)he two culturesCambridge University Press.

[350] Soukopova, J., & Struk, M. (2011). Methodology tbe efficiency evaluation
of the municipal environmental protection expendituln International
Symposium on Environmental Software Sysig@ps327-340). Springer Berlin
Heidelberg.

[351] Soukopova, J., Maly, I., tebicek, J., & Struk, M. (2013). Decision Support of
Waste Management Expenditures Efficiency Assessmbmtinternational
Symposium on Environmental Software Systems (pfp-6&®0). Springer Berlin
Heidelberg.

[352] Staatz, J. M. (1987). The structural charactedgstit farmer cooperatives and
their behavioral consequenc&noperative theory: New approachds, 33-60.

[353] Stecker, M. J. (2014). Revolutionizing the nongradector through social
entrepreneurshiglournal of Economic Issugé48(2), 349-358.

[354] Stecker, M. J. (2014). Revolutionizing the nongrafector through social
entrepreneurshiglournal of Economic Issugé48(2), 349-358.

[355] Steinberg, R. (1997). Overall evaluation of ecoroitiieories.VOLUNTAS:
International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit @anizations 8(2), 179-204.

[356] Steinberg, R. (2004)The economics of nonprofit enterprisésdward Elgar
Publishing.

[357] Steinberg, R. (2006). Economic theories of nonprofganization. In Powell,
W., & Steinberg, R. (Eds:)he Nonprofit Sector: A Research Handhodkd
ed. (pp. 117-139). New Haven, CT, USA: Yale UniitgrBress.

[358] Steinberg, R., & Gray, B. H. (1993). The Role of ndoofit Enterprise:
Hansmann RevisitedNonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterl22(4), 297-
316.

[359] Steinberg, R., & Powell, W. W. (Eds.). (2008he nonprofit sector: A research
handbook USA: Yale University Press.

160



[360] Steinberg, R., & Weisbrod, B. A. (1996). To give tor sell? That is the
question. Or... price discrimination by nonprofit anjgations with
distributional objectives.Working paper Indiana University Center on
Philanthropy.

[361] Strachwitz, R. (2014). Social Life and Politics\ieluntary Organizations: An
Historical Perspective. IModernizing Democracypp. 19-30). New York,
USA: Springer New York.

[362] Strachwitz, R. (2015). Introduction. In Ch. Schre{&ds.) 25 Years After:
Mapping civil Society in the Visegrad Countrie€dtuttgart: Lucius et Lucius
Verlegsgesellschaf-t.

[363] Streeck, W., & Schmitter, P.C. (1985) Community, rké&d, State-and
Associations? The Prospective Contribution of rege Governance to Social
Order.,European Socilogical Review(2), 119-138.

[364] Suchanek, A. (2007Pkonomische EthikTuibingen: Mohr Siebeck.

[365] Svidraiova, M. (2013). Sustainability strategy of non-gowveent organisations
in Slovakia.E+M Ekonomie a Managemerit6(3): 3-30.

[366] Svidranova, M., & Vacekova, G. (2012). Current state off-Beancing of
private non-profit organizations in the condition§ the Slovak Republic.
Technological and Economic Development of Econobdy3), 438-451.

[367] Swarts, D., & Warner, M. E. (2014). Hybrid firmsdatransit delivery: The case
of Berlin. Annals of Public and Cooperative Economi85(1), 127-146.

[368] Taylor, M. (2002). Government, the third sector d&he contract culture: The
UK experience so far. In Ascoli, U., & Ranzi, Cd&E)Dilemmas of the welfare
mix: The new structures of welfare in an era ok atisation(pp. 77-108). New
York: Kluwer.

[369] Taylor-Gooby, P. (2004)New risks, new welfare: the transformation of the
European welfare stat®xford: Oxford University Press.

[370] Terluin, I. (2001)Rural Regions in the EU: Exploring Differences icoBomic
DevelopmentUtrecht: Koninklijk Nederlands Aardrijkskundig @@otschap.

[371] Thomasson, A. (2009). Exploring the ambiguity ofbhg organisations: A
stakeholder approachkinancial Accountability & Managemer25(3), 353-366.

[372] Thompson, J., & Doherty, B. (2006). The diverseldiaf social enterprise: A
collection of social enterprise storiesnternational Journal of Social
Economics33(5/6), 361-375.

161



[373]

[374]

[375]

[376]

[377]

[378]

[379]

[380]

[381]

[382]

[383]

[384]

Toepler, S. (2004). Conceptualizing nonprofit conuradism: A case study.
Public Administration and Management: an Interaetdournaj 9(4), 1-19.

Toepler, S., & Salamon, L. M. (2003). NGO developme Central and
Eastern Europe: An empirical overvielast European Quarter)y37(3), 365-
378.

Tranfield, D. R., Denyer, D., & Smart, P. (2003pwards a methodology for
developing evidence-informed management knowlegged&ans of systematic
review.British Journal of Management4(3), 207-222.

Trukhachev, A. (2015). Methodology for evaluatihg tural tourism potentials:
A tool to ensure sustainable development of ruedllesnents.Sustainability
7(3), 3052-3070.

TSI project. (2016). Third sector impact. [onlin&jailable at: http://thirdsector
impact.eu/

Tuckman, H. P., & Chang, C. F. (1992). Nonprofitigg A behavioral model
and its policy implicationsJournal of Policy Analysis and Managemeht (1),
76-87.

Tuckmann, H. P. (2000). Competition, commercidiorg and the evolution of
nonprofit organizational stuctures. In Weisbrod,AB.(Ed.) To profit or not to

profit: The commercial transformation of the nonfirgector Cambridge, NY:

Cambridge University Press.

United Nations. Statistical Division. (2003)Handbook on Non-profit
institutions in the system of National Accounts |.(\@l). United Nations
Publications.

Uphoff, N. (1993). Grassroots organizations and NG®rural development:
Opportunities  with diminishing states and expandimgarkets. World
Development21(4), 607-622.

USAID. (2015). The 2014 CSO Sustainability Index €@entral and Eastern
Europe and Eurasia. https://www.usaid.gov/sitestdéfiles/documents/
1863/CSOSI-Report-FINAL-7-2-15.pdf

Usten-Smith, D., & Jenkins, S. (1985). A multiperianodel of nonprofit
enterprisesScottish Journal of Political Econom§2(2), 119-134.

Vacekova, G. (2014). Effects of the non-distriboti@onstraint on the
entrepreneurial motivation of non-profit organipas. In Spalkova, D. &
Matgjova, L. (Eds.)Proceedings of the 18th International Conferencetrént
Trends in Public Sector Resear@@p. 362-370). Brno: Masaryk University.

162



[385] Vacekova, G., & Murray Svidimva, M. (2016).Nonprofit organizations in
selected CEE countries: A journey to sustainabiiRgdom: Spatium.

[386] Vacekova, G., & Boleekova, M. (2015). Social Entrepreneurship in theddz
Republic in the Light of European Migrant Crisisttera Scripta 8(2), 136-
149.

[387] Vacekova, G., & Svidmova, M. (2014). Benefits and risks of self-finarngiof
NGOS-empirical evidence from the Czech Republioy&kia and AustriaE+
M Ekonomie a Managemer014(2), 120-130.

[388] Vacekova, G., Soukopova, J., &dhkova, T. (2015). Social Enterpreneurship
in the Czech Republic. Current Trends in ResearthHgbridity. Scientific
Papers of the University of Pardubice, Serie2P(35), 161-172.

[389] Vacekova, G., Valentinov, V., & Nemec, J. (2016)etinking Nonprofit
Commercialization: The Case of the Czech RepubMOLUNTAS:
International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit @anizations 1-21, online
first.

[390] Valentinov, V. (2006). Toward an economic interptein of the
nondistribution constraintinternational Journal of Not-for-Profit Law9(1),
60-71.

[391] Valentinov, V. (2007). Why are cooperatives impottan agriculture? An
organizational economics perspectivéournal of Institutional Economigs
3(01), 55-69.

[392] Valentinov, V. (2008a) The economics of the nonthstion constraint: a
critical reappraisalAnnals of Public and Cooperative Economi£g(1), 35-52.

[393] Valentinov, V. (2008b). The economics of nonprafigganization: In search of
an integrative theorylournal of Economic Issug42(3), 745-761.

[394] Valentinov, V. (2008c). Third sector organizatioms rural development: a
transaction cost perspectivagricultural and Food Scien¢cd8(1), 3-15.

[395] Valentinov, V. (2009). Managerial nonpecuniary prefices in the market
failure theories of nonprofit organisatiomnternational Journal of Social
Economics36(1/2), 81-92.

[396] Valentinov, V. (2011). The meaning of nonprofit angzation: insights from
classical institutionalismlournal of Economic Issug45(4), 901-916.

163



[397]

[398]

[399]

[400]

[401]

[402]

[403]

[404]

[405]

[406]

[407]

[408]

[409]

Valentinov, V. (2012a). The economics of the nofiprgector: Insights from
the institutionalism of John R. Commonkhe Social Science Journad9(4),
545-553.

Valentinov, V. (2012b). Toward a critical systemergpective on the nonprofit
sector.Systemic Practice and Action Resea2b(4), 355-364.

Valentinov, V. (2012c). Toward a holistic nonproéitonomics: insights from
institutionalism and systems theodpurnal of bioeconomi¢d.4(1), 77-89.

Valentinov, V. (2012d). Understanding the ruralrdhsector: insights from
Veblen and BogdanoKybernetes41(1/2), 177-188.

Valentinov, V. (2015). Value devolution in sociahterprises institutional
economics and systems theory perspectideninistration & Society47(9),
1126-1133.

Valentinov, V., & Chatalova, L. (2014). Transactioosts, social costs and open
systems: some common threa@ystems Research and Behavioral Science
31(2), 316-326.

Valentinov, V., & Chatalova, L. (2016a). Instituti@ Economics, Social
Dilemmas, and the Complexi§ustainability Tradeff (A response to
Hielscher and Piespystems Research and Behavioral ScieB@€3), 488-491.

Valentinov, V., Chatalova, L. (2016b). Institutidnaconomics and social
dilemmas: a systems theory perspecti®gstems Research and Behavioral
Science33(1), 138-149.

Valentinov, V., Hielscher, S., & Pies, I. (2013)hel meaning of nonprofit
advocacy: An ordonomic perspectiviehe Social Science Journd0(3), 367-
373.

Valentinov, V., Hielscher, S., & Pies, I. (2015).omprofit organizations,
institutional economics, and systems thinkiggonomic System89(3), 491-
501.

Valentinov, V., Hielscher, S., & Pies, I. (2016)nErgence: a systems theory’s
challenge to ethicSystemic Practice and Action Reseailiahpress.

Valentinov, V., & lliopoulos, C. (2013). Economibetories of nonprofits and
agricultural cooperatives compared new perspectfeesnonprofit scholars.
Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterg2(1), 109-126.

Valentinov, V., & Vacekova, G. (2015). Sustaindiliof rural nonprofit
organizations: Czech Republic and beydddistainability 7(8), 9890-9906.

164



[410] Van Til, J. (1988)Mapping the third sector: Voluntarism in a changisggial
economyNew York, NY: Foundation Center.

[411] Van Til, J. (2000)Growing civil society: From nonprofit sector to thispace
Indiana University Press.

[412] Van Til, J. (2008). A paradigm shift in third secttheory and practice:
Refreshing the wellsprings of democratic capaciymerican Behavioral
Scientist52(7), 1069-1081.

[413] Volunteurope. (2014). Rural Isolation of Citizens Europe; Policy Brief
December 2014. Available online: http://www.volamntepe.eu/wp-
content/uploads/2014/12/Briefing-Rural-Isolatiom&liLayout.pdf  (accessed
on 11 March 2015).

[414] Vyskeil, M. (2014).Socialni podnikani - Déf studie ke Koncepci 2020

[415] Wagner, A. (2000). Reframing “social origins” thgorThe structural
transformation of the public spheigonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly
29(4), 541-553.

[416] Wagner, A. (2012). What management professionaisiearn from Immanuel
Kant about critical thinking, purposiveness, andsigie. In Performance-
management in nonprofit-organisationgop. 238-248). Bern, Stuttgart, Wien:
Haupt Verlag.

[417] Walker, J. W. S. G., & Thompson, A. S. (Eds.). @0Critical mass: The
emergence of global civil SocieWyilfrid Laurier Univ. Press.

[418] Wallis, S. E., & Valentinov, V. (2016). A Limit t®ur Thinking and Some
Unanticipated Moral Consequences: A Science of €ptual Systems
Perspective with Some Potential Solutior®y/stemic Practice and Action
Researchin press, online first.

[419] Walsh, K. (1995).Public services and market mechanisms: Competition,
contracting and the New Public Manageméwew York: St. Martin’s Press.

[420] Walzer, M. (Ed.). (1998)Toward a global civil societyBerghahn Books.

[421] Wang, G., Wang, M., Wang, J., & Yang, C. (2015).at8ptemporal
characteristics of rural economic development inst&@ Coastal China.
Sustainability 7(2), 1542-1557.

[422] Ware, A. (1989).Between profit and state: Intermediate organizatian
Britain and the United StateBrinceton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

165



[423]

[424]

[425]

[426]

[427]

[428]

[429]

[430]

[431]

[432]

[433]

[434]

[435]

[436]

[437]

Weerawardena, J., & Mort, G. S. (2006). Investigatocial entrepreneurship:
A multidimensional modelournal of world busines€1(1), 21-35.

Weerawardena, J., McDonald, R. E., & Mort, G. 1. Sustainability of
nonprofit organizations: An empirical investigatidournal of World Business
45(4), 346-356.

Weerawardena, J., & Sullivan Mort, G. (2006). Irtigeting social
entrepreneurship: A multidimensional mod#&urnal of world businesgi1(1),
21-35.

Wei, F., & Kong, Y. (2014). Government governaniegal environment and
sustainable economic developmedustainability 6(4), 2248-2263.

Weigle, M. A., & Bultterfield, J. (1992). Civil s@ty in reforming communist
regimes: The logic of emergenégomparative Politics25(1), 1-23.

Weisbrod, B. A. (1975). Toward a theory of the vaary non-profit sector in a
three-sector economy. Instutute for research orppvDisucisson Papers. (pp.
132-172)

Weisbrod, B. A. (1977)The Voluntary Nonprofit Sectotexington, MA, USA:
Lexington Books.

Weisbrod, B. A. (1988)The Nonprofit EconomyCambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press.

Weisbrod, B. A. (1989). Rewarding Performance Tihadtlard to Measure: The
Private Nonprofit Secto6cience244(4904), 541-546.

Weisbrod, B. A. (1991). The health care quadrilemnaa essay on
technological change, insurance, quality of cangl, @ost containmenfournal
of Economic Literaturg29(2), 523-552.

Weisbrod, B. A. (2000).To profit or not to profit. The commercial
transformation of the nonprofit sectd@ambridge University Press.

Weisbrod, B. A. (2004). The pitfalls of profit§tanford Social Innovation
Review 2(3), 40-47.

Williamson, O. E. (1975)Markets and hierarchie:Analysis and Antitrust
Implications. New York: Free Press.

Williamson, O. E. (2012). Transaction cost econ@nihat are the questions.
Draft, April.

Wolch, J. R. (1990)The shadow state: Government and voluntary sector i
transition Foundation Center.

166



[438]

[439]

[440]

[441]

[442]

[443]

[444]

[445]

[446]

[447]

[448]

[449]

Wronka, M. (2013). Analyzing the Success of Sodtaterprises: Critical
Success Factors Perspectigetive Citizenship by Knowledge Management &
Innovation: Proceedings of the Management, Knowdedind Learning
International Conference 201Bp. 593-605). ToKnowPress.

Wuthnow, R. (1991). The voluntary sector: legacytlud past, hope for the
future? Between states and markets: The voluntary sectocomparative
perspective3-29.

Xu, J., Dai, J., Rao, R., Xie, H., & Lu, Y. (201@&ritical Systems Thinking on
the Inefficiency in Post-Earthquake Relief: A Praetin Longmen Shan Fault
Area.Systemic Practice and Action Researz®(5), 425-448.

Yamauchi, N. (2016). Commentary on Re-conceptuadizihe Third Sector
from Japanese Viewpoint¥ OLUNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary
and Nonprofit Organization®7(4), 1552-1555.

Young, D. R. (1980).Entrepreneurship and the behavior of nonprofit
organizations: Elements of a theonypstitution for Social and Policy Studies,
Yale University.

Young, D. R. (1981). Entrepreneurship and the belavof nonprofit
organizations: elements of a theory. In M. Whitel)(Blonprofits Firms in a
Three-Sector EconomWashington DC: Urban Institute.

Young, D. R. (1983)If Not for Profit, for What? A Behavioral Theory tife
Nonprofit Sector Based on Entrepreneurstipxington, MA, USA: D.C. Heath
and Company.

Young, D. R. (1986)What business can learn from nonprofit4éandel Center
for Nonprofit Organizations, Case Western Resemiéisity.

Young, D. R. (1996)Games universities play: An analysis of the insthal
contexts of centers for nonprofit studyandel Center for Nonprofit
Organizations, Case Western Reserve University.

Young, D. R. (2013)lf not for profit, for what?1983 Print Edition) Lexington
Books.

Young, D. R., & Salamon, L. M. (2002). Commerciatibn, social ventures,
and for-profit competition. In Salamon, L. M. (Edlhe State of Nonprofit
America(pp. 423-446). Washington, DC: Brookings InstiatiPress.

Young, D. R., & Steinberg, R. (19998 conomics for nonprofit managenfsew
York: Foundation Center.

167



[450] Zimmer, A. E., & Priller, E. (Eds.). (2013Juture of civil society: Making
central European nonprofit organizations woM/iesbaden: Springer Verlag
fur Sozial-wissenschaften.

168



