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1 Introduction
The purpose of this paper is to provide an estimate of the size of the Third Sector in
European Union member countries and Norway. The conceptual framework for defining
the Third Sector has been developed by a team of European experts working under the
auspices of the Third Sector Impact Project1, and outlined in Salamon and Sokolowski
(2016)2.
In a nutshell, this conceptual framework defines the Third Sector as set of organizational
and individual activities that meet the following three underlying philosophical notions
frequently evoked in Europe (and very likely beyond it):
i.
Privateness—i.e. forms of individual or collective action that are outside the
sphere and control of government;
ii.
Public purpose—i.e., serving the broader community and not primarily to
generating profit or otherwise creating something of value primarily to the persons
undertaking the activities or those persons’ family members; and
iii.

Free choice—i.e., pursued without compulsion.

More specifically, this conceptualization includes organizations characterized by the five
operational features;

1

a)

It is an organization, that is, institutionalized to some extent, though not
necessarily legally registered or constituted;

b)

It totally or significantly limits through some binding provision distributing
any surplus generated from their activities to its directors, employees,
investors, or others;

c)

It is self-governing, that is, it is institutionally separate from government, is
able to control its own general policies and transactions and has the
capacity to own assets, incur liabilities, or engage in transactions in its own
right;

For more information on this project see http://thirdsectorimpact.eu/
For a more detailed discussion of this conceptual framework and the process of its assembly see
Lester M. Salamon and S. Wojciech Sokolowski, Beyond Nonprofits: Reconceptualizing the Third
Sector, Voluntas (2016) 27:1515–1545.
2

2

d)

It is non-compulsory, that is, involving some meaningful degree of
uncoerced free choice on the part of individuals working for, or
participating in, its activities; and

e)

Private, i.e., not controlled by government.

The set of institutional units that embody all five operational features specified above
constitutes the organizational component of the TSE sector. This includes most nonprofit
institutions (NPIs), as well as certain cooperatives, mutual societies, and social
enterprises.
In addition to organizations, the TSE sector embraces unpaid individual activities for social
or public benefit. The five operational features identifying these activities of the
household sector, drawing on the set of criteria worked out and described in the ILO
Manual on the Measurement of Volunteer Work include:
a)

They produce benefits for others and not just, or chiefly, for the person
performing them. The test here is whether the activity could be replaced
by that of a paid substitute;

b)

They are not incidental to other activities. Rather, they are carried on for a
meaningful period of time, typically defined as an hour in a certain
reference period;

c)

They are unpaid, that is, the person performing them is not entitled to any
compensation in cash or kind;

d)

The activity is not aimed at benefiting members of one’s household or
immediate family; and

e)

The activity is non-compulsory, which means it involves a meaningful
element of individual choice.

This conceptual framework covers all uncompensated efforts outside of organizations of
any kind that benefit general public, performed by individuals 15 years of age or older,
such as helping friends or neighbors, working for the benefit of communities, human
rights, or the environment, except uncompensated internship, apprenticeship, and similar
training activities to obtain occupational skills.
Figure 1 summarizes the scope of organizational and individual activities covered by the
conceptualization of the Third Sector adopted in this report.
3

Figure 1. Conceptual Framework for the TSE Sector

Armed with this conceptualization of the Third Sector we are in a position to estimate its
dimensions and contours. But which dimensions can provide the most relevant
description of this sector? Conventional economic measures, such as the monetary value
of the sector’s contribution to the national economy (the so-called Gross Value Added or
GVA) may not be the best measure because a very substantial part of the third sector’s
contribution to economy and society is provided at below market prices or free of charge
and relies on unpaid volunteer labour. Likewise, the number organizations, commonly
cited in popular accounts, is also misleading due to vast differences in the size of
organizations. A sector with a few very large organizations carries more weight than one
with many very small organizations. What is more, existing listings of organization are
notoriously unreliable because they tend not to be updated and fail to purge defunct
organizations in a regular way.
Previous research (Salamon et. al. 2004) has identified the following four dimensions
describing the Third Sector that allow us to compare it to other segments of national
economies and to its counterparts in different countries:
1) The size of the Third Sector workforce, which provides a better measure of the
level of activity that this sector accounts for than does the economic value of its
output. Because such entities often engage part-time workers as well as full-time
ones, this variable has to be measured in full-time-equivalent terms, i.e. a person
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working half-time for a Third Sector organization would be counted as one-half of
a FTE worker.3
3) The composition of the Third Sector (TS) workforce. Unlike the business or
government sectors, the Third Sector relies extensively on both volunteer and
paid employment. Therefore, it is important to generate information on both
forms of labour, and to be able to differentiate between the two. What is more, it
is important to measure both volunteer work that is channelled through
organizations and that provided directly to other individuals. The substance of TS
activities, which can be most conveniently measured by the shares of the TS
workforce in different activity fields. To facilitate comparison between TS activities
and those of the other sectors, it is important to use classification structures that
have been developed to portray the composition of the other sectors; and
4) The composition of TS revenue, which is represented by revenue streams from
three major sources: government payments (including grants, contracts, and
reimbursements for services rendered to eligible parties); income from market
sales of goods and services and membership benefits to private parties; and
philanthropic donations by private parties. Unfortunately, existing international
statistical systems, such as the System of National Accounts, obscure these
different revenue streams by treating government grants as transfers
indistinguishable from private philanthropy and government contracts and
vouchers as market sales indistinguishable from other market sales.4 Accordingly,
great care must be taken to adjust the data to reflect clearly these three distinct
sources.
Since the conceptual framework adopted in this project identifies different institutional
components of the TS, we also include a fifth dimension:
5) The institutional composition of the TS, including at least four distinguishable
components: NPIs, cooperatives and mutual societies that are not NPIs, social
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Since volunteers and some paid workers work part-time or episodically, we converted all
employment data into full-time equivalent (FTE) workers. This was done by dividing the total
hours of paid or volunteer work in a give reference year by the number of hours considered to
represent “full-time work” which we assume to be on average 1,760 hours. . This number varies
from country to country and it is generally lower in high-income countries of Western Europe
than in medium income countries of Eastern Europe.
4
Salamon, Lester M., S. Wojciech Sokolowski, and Associates. (2004). Global Civil Society:
Dimensions of the Nonprofit Sector, Volume Two. Bloomfield: Kumarian Press.
5

enterprises that are not NPIs or cooperatives, and direct volunteer action outside
organizations.5
In developing the measures of these five dimensions of the TS in the European
Union and Norway, we utilize the following data sources:
1) A comprehensive study of nonprofit institutions in over 40 countries, including 20
European countries, carried out under the auspices of the Johns Hopkins
University Comparative Non-Profit Sector Project (CNP)6;
2) A report on the social economy in the European Union prepared by the
International Centre of Research and Information on the Public, Social and
Cooperative Economy (CIRIEC)7;
3) Nonprofit Institution Satellite Accounts and similar reports issued by the statistical
agencies of Belgium, Czech Republic, Italy, Norway, Poland, Portugal and Sweden;
4) Time Use Surveys and other surveys in several European countries.8
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Volunteer work carried out through organizations is also included, but its full-time equivalent
amount is included in the count of NPI workers.
6
For a description of this project and its methodology see Salamon et al. 2004.
7
José Luis Monzón Campos and Rafael Chaves Ávila, THE SOCIAL ECONOMY IN THE EUROPEAN
UNION, Brussels: European Economic and Social Committee, 2012.
8
Miranda, V. (2011), "Cooking, Caring and Volunteering: Unpaid Work Around the World", OECD
Social, Employment and Migration Working Papers, No. 116, OECD Publishing. doi:
10.1787/5kghrjm8s142-en; Erstellt vom Institut für interdisziplinäre Nonprofit-Forschung an der
Wirtschaftsuniversität Wien (NPO-Institut), Freiwilliges Engagement in Österreich, Wien, 2009,
http://www.bmask.gv.at ; GŁÓWNY URZĄD STATYSTYCZNY, WOLONTARIAT W ORGANIZACJACH I
INNE FORMY PRACY NIEZAROBKOWEJ POZA GOSPODARSTWEM DOMOWYM – 2011
(VOLUNTEERING THROUGH ORGANIZATIONS AND OTHER TYPES OF UNPAID WORK OUTSIDE
OWN HOUSEHOLD – 2011, Warszawa, 2012; Pennerstorfer, A., Schneider, U. & Badelt, C. in:
Simsa, R., Meyer, M. & Badelt, C.: (Hg.): Handbuch der Nonprofit-Organisation. Stuttgart 2013 (5.
überarbeitete Auflage); oje, T. P., Fridberg, T., & Ibsen, B. (2006). Den frivillige sektor i Danmark.
Omfang og betydning Rapport 06:19). København: Socialforskningsinstituttet. Retrieved from:
http://www.sfi.dk/Admin/Public/DWSDownload.aspx?File=%2fFiles%2fFiler%2fSFI%2fPdf%2fRap
porter%2f2006%2f0619_Den_frivillige_sektor.pdf; Kaminski, P. (2005). Table1. The NPS in France,
2002 (version INSEE). Le compte des Institutions Sans But Lucratif (ISBL) en France (Année 2002).
Paris: l'Institut National de la Statistique et des Études Économiques (INSEE); Nagy, R., &
Sebestény, I. (2009). Table A 10 in Methodological Practice and Practical Methodology: Fifteen
Years in Nonprofit Statistics (Hungarian Statistical Review Special Number 12). Budapest:
Hungarian Central Statistical Office. Retrieved from: http://www.ksh.hu/statreview; ISTAT. (2014).
Nonprofit institution profile based on 2011 census results. Rome: Istituto nazionale di statistica.
Retrieved from: http://www.istat.it/en/files/2014/10/Nonprofit-Institution-Profile-based-on2011-Census-results_EN_definitivo.pdf?title=Nonprofit+institutions+profile+-+9+Oct+2014++Full+text.pdf ;
6

It must be noted, however, that the estimates of the size and contours of the European
third sector offered here are necessarily highly preliminary. This is so because the data
available on the key components of this sector remain grossly incomplete and, even
where available, seriously out of date. Although a special Handbook on Nonprofit
Institutions in the System of National Accounts was issued by the United Nations
Statistical Division in 2003, only six EU countries plus Norway have seen fit to implement
this Handbook. Similarly, while the Statistics Department of the International Labour
Organization issued a Manual on the Measurement of Volunteer Work in 2011, only three
countries in Europe have implemented it, leaving us dependent on time-use survey data
that covers only 17 of the 28 EU countries and Norway. The Johns Hopkins Comparative
Nonprofit Sector Project generated solid data on nonprofit institutions in 20 of the 27 EU
countries, but these data were collected mostly in the mid-1990s and have been updated
for only a handful of the countries since then, making it necessary to rely on inevitably
imperfect methods for “aging” the data. No systematic data exist on social enterprises
and the data available on cooperatives makes it difficult to determine what share meet
the in-scope criteria for inclusion in the third sector or what share are actually recorded
as nonprofit institutions.
Fortunately, a revised version of the UN NPI Handbook has been developed and is
available for implementation. This revision adheres closely to the definition of the third
sector offered in this report and therefore offers the hope of generating more reliable
data on the European third sector than is currently available. But it remains to be seen
whether European statistical and policy officials will support implementation of this
important new piece of statistical machinery.
While preliminary, however, the data presented here offer a solid first approximation of
the scale and contours of the European third sector based on the best data available and
estimating techniques available. For a detailed description of these various estimating
procedures used, see Annex 1.
To present these estimates, the balance of this chapter falls into three sections. In the
section that follows, we report our estimates of the aggregate dimensions of the TS in 28
EU countries and Norway. In the second section we examine regional variations in the
scale and composition of the TS to the extent permitted by the data. These latter findings,
in turn, pose the puzzle that the final section of this chapter will seek to unravel

2 The Contours of the Third Sector: The Aggregate View
7

2.1

An enormous economic engine

Perhaps the major aggregate finding that has emerged from the data examined here is
that, contrary to many popular assumptions, the European Third Sector is an enormous
economic force, outdistancing most major industries in the scale of its workforce. Taken
together, as of 2014, the latest data for which data are available, the European third
sector engages an estimated 28.3 million full-time equivalent (FTE) workers (paid and
volunteer) in the 28 EU countries and Norway. The European TS thus accounts for nearly
13 per cent of the European workforce. This is significant because any industry that
accounts for 5 per cent of the employment of a country is considered to be a major
industry. What is more, in the fields in which they operate, the TS units turn out to
account for an even larger employment share.
Put somewhat differently, with over 28 million full-time equivalent workers, the
European third sector is the third largest “employer” in Europe, trailing only trade and
manufacturing, but outdistancing the construction and transportation industries by 2:1,
and the financial services industry by 5:1 (see Figure 2).
Figure 2. Size of the TS workforce vs. employment in major industries, 29 European
countries, 2014
32.0

Manufacturing
Trade

30.7
28.3

Third Sector
14.4

Construction

13.1

Transportation

12.5

Accommodation and food
Information and communication

6.6

Finance and insurance

6.1
2.5

Real estate
0

10

20
30
Millions of FTE workers

40

2.1.1 Volunteer engagement
A second striking characteristic of the European third sector is its engagement of
volunteers in addition to paid employees. In fact, of the over 28 million full-time
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equivalent workers in the civil society sector in Europe, 55 per cent are volunteers (Figure
3).
Figure 3. Composition of TS workforce, 29 European countries, 2014
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Paid
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,
45%
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Put somewhat differently, the third sector in Europe mobilizes a volunteer workforce of
over 15.5 million full-time equivalent workers, more FTE workers than are employed in
any major European industry but trade and manufacturing. Of these 15.5 million FTE
volunteer workers, 6.5 million work through nonprofit organizations and the balance,
roughly 9.0 million volunteer workers, volunteer directly to help friends and neighbours.
Clearly, this ability to mobilize a veritable army of volunteers is another potent measure
of the reach and power of the third sector.
2.1.2 What does the European third sector do?
Not only are civil society organizations important in economic terms: they are also
important socially, politically, and culturally. Indeed, third sector actors perform a
multitude of social functions. For one thing, they are service providers, delivering
significant shares of such services as health care, education, environmental protection,
disaster relief, and economic development promotion. Beyond this, however, they
function as policy advocates, as promoters of a sense of community, as guardians of a
crucial value emphasizing the importance of individual initiative for the common good,
and as vehicles for giving expression to a host of interests and values—whether religious,
ethnic, social, cultural, racial, professional, or gender-related (Salamon 2014).
To gain some insight into the activities and functions that the European third sector
performs, we classified the activities of the third sector workforce into three major
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categories: service, expressive and other functions.9 The service function entails activities
in education, social services, health care, and housing and community development.
Direct volunteer action, which by definition involves help to other households, is
considered a service activity in this report. The expressive function comprises activities in
culture and recreation, membership organizations, including labour unions, business and
professional organizations, environmental organizations and religious congregations.
Finally, the other function includes activities of charitable foundations, international
organizations as well as activities not elsewhere classified. Given the limitations of the
existing data, more detailed classification of TS activity by industry is not possible at this
time. As Figure 4 shows, we estimate that the overwhelming majority (75 per cent) of TS
workforce activity is devoted to the service functions of the sector.
Figure 4. European TS workforce activity, by function, 29 countries, 2014
Other, 2%
Expressive,
25%

Service,
73%

N=28.3 million FTE workers

2.1.3 Revenue structure
The revenue structure of the civil society sector differs markedly from what many
observers tend to believe. While charitable giving attracts the most public and media
attention, it turns out to account for a relatively small share of TS revenue. Thus, as
shown in Figure 5, taken all together, charitable contributions—from individuals,
foundations, and corporations—account on average for about 11 per cent of overall TS
revenue in Europe. By contrast, private fee income, which includes private payments for
goods and services, membership dues, and investment income, accounts for a much
larger 57 per cent of income on average. Finally, government support, which includes
grants, contracts, and reimbursements for services rendered to eligible private parties
9

See Annex 1 for the methodology used in this estimation. Given the limitations of the existing
data, more detailed classification of TS activity by industry is not possible at this time.
10

such fields as health care or education, make up the balance of about 34 per cent of TS
revenue.10
Figure 5. European TS revenue structure, 29 countries, 2014
Private
philanthropy,
8%

Government,
34%
Private fees
and sales,
57%

Excluding direct volunteer action

2.1.4 Institutional structure
The final dimension of the European TS that deserves attention is its institutional
structure. This includes two components: first, an organizational component made up of
NPIs, cooperatives and mutual societies, and social enterprises; and second, a direct
action component made up of volunteer activities not mediated by organizations.
Due to data limitations, it is not possible to estimate the size of the social enterprises that
are not NPIs. Based on the available information, however, it is reasonable to assume that
most social enterprises in Europe are either NPIs or cooperatives, so the absence of data
on the non-NPI social enterprise component should not alter our picture very
substantially.
Similar problems relate to the cooperatives that are subject to a full non-distribution of
profit constraint and thus are considered to be NPIs. Based on data available in at least
one European country—France—we estimate that 9 per cent of the total recorded
10

These estimates do not include any payments for direct volunteer action, which if any, we
assume to be insignificant. We furthermore assume that all income of cooperatives and mutual
societies comes from market activities, and thus is considered to be fee income. Unfortunately,
the data do not permit us to estimate the monetary values of these revenue streams at this time.
For more information about this estimation methodology see Annex 1.
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employment in cooperatives and mutuals reported in the one existing estimate of
European cooperative employment is actually working in cooperatives that are also NPIs.
We have therefore added this to our estimate of the in-scope cooperative and mutual
employment outside of NPIs and adjusted the employment in NPIs accordingly. Figure 6
shows the distribution of the TS workforce among these three resulting components:
direct volunteering and the two remaining institutional components, NPIs (excluding
those that are cooperatives), and cooperatives and mutuals (including those that are also
NPIs).
Figure 6. Institutional structure of the European TS, 29 countries, 2014
Coops and
mutuals,
10%

NPIs,*
58%

Direct
action,
32%

*Excluding cooperatives

It is clear that NPIs still engage the majority (58 per cent) of the TS workforce, and about
88 per cent of the organizational component of the TS. Of this NPI workforce, however,
60 per cent is made up of volunteers. By contrast, cooperatives and mutual societies
account for a much smaller 10 per cent of the TS workforce even after including the
cooperatives operating as NPIs.
The final component of the TS sector—direct volunteer action—accounts for a significant
32 per cent of the TS workforce, and if the volunteers operating through nonprofit
organizations were included, the overall volunteer share of total TS full-time equivalent
employment would stand at 55 per cent.
2.1.5 Longitudinal changes
One final notable dimension of TSE activity has been its recent dynamism. Although we
have longitudinal data only on one TSE institutional component, the nonprofit institutions
(NPIs), these limited data shows the TSE sector has recently been in the midst of
significant growth in a number of countries--growing at a rate that exceeds the growth of
12

overall employment in the economy. Thus, paid employment in the NPI sector grew at an
annual average rate of 3.4 per cent in the 12 EU countries on which comparative timeseries data are available (Figure 7). By comparison, as shown in Figure x, total
employment in these 12 countries grew at an annual rate of only 0.6 per cent.
Figure 7. Average annual change in employment in selected countries, NPIs vs. Total
economy
12-ctry average
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Moreover, NPI employment growth outdistanced total employment growth in all but one
country (Denmark). A particularly dramatic difference took place in Spain, where the NPI
employment was growing at the annual rate of 6.6 per cent between 2008 and 2013,
while total employment shrunk by 3.5 per cent per year in the same time period.
2.1.6 A Diverse Sector: Regional Variations
Important though these aggregate features of the TS are, however, they can be
misleading. As one old joke puts it: even a statistician can easily drown in a creek that is
on average 5 inches deep. Behind the averages often lie some significant cross-national
and regional variations. And that is certainly true of the European third sector.
To make sense of these variations, it is useful to examine them at the regional level. For
this purpose, we have divided the EU countries into four regional groupings, which we
term Northern Europe, Southern Europe, Scandinavia, and Central and Eastern Europe.
Table 1 below depicts the breakdown of European countries among these four regional
clusters. To be sure, significant variations exist within these regional groupings, and even

13

within particular countries, but our data do not at this stage permit us to go below the
regional level.
Table 1: Regional grouping of EU countries plus Norway
Northern Europe
Austria
Belgium
France
Germany

Ireland
Luxembourg
Netherlands
United Kingdom
Southern Europe

Cyprus
Greece
Italy

Malta
Portugal
Spain
Scandinavia

Denmark
Finland

Norway
Sweden

Central and Eastern Europe
Bulgaria
Croatia
Czech Republic
Estonia
Hungary
Latvia

2.2

Lithuania
Poland
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia

Regional variations in third sector size

A useful starting point for this discussion of regional variations in the contours of the TS is
with the sector’s basic scale. Countries differ, of course in the size of their population, so
it is natural that larger countries will have larger TS workforces than smaller ones. To
draw valid comparisons, therefore, some way must be found to control for the size of the
country’s populations. We do this by focusing on the share that the TS workforce
represents of the total number of people employed in each region. As Figure 8 shows,
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that share varies from a high of 14.9 per cent in the Scandinavian countries to low of 9.4%
in Central and Eastern Europe.11
Figure 8. European TS workforce as a per cent of total employment, by region, 2014
29 countries

12.9%

Northern Europe

13.8%

Southern Europe

13.2%

Scandinavia

14.9%

Central and Eastern Europe
0%

9.4%
2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14% 16%
TS percent of total employment

2.2.1 Relative scale of different TS components among regions
These overall disparities in the relative size of the third sector among regions are
overshadowed, moreover by the much larger disparities in the composition of the third
sector in the different regions of this continent. What becomes clear is that the third
sector is far from being the same exact phenomenon in the different parts of this
continent, a point that policy-makers and students of the field must acknowledge. Thus,
in Central and Eastern Europe, 70 per cent of third sector employment takes the form of
direct volunteering (Figure 9). By contrast, employment in NPIs—both paid and
volunteer—accounts for a much smaller 23.7 per cent. This contrasts sharply with
Northern Europe, where 73 per cent of the TS employment is in NPIs, much of it in paid
positions, while employment in coops accounts for under 6 per cent and direct
volunteering a relatively small 21.5 per cent. This testifies to the still-embryonic nature of
the more formal third sector institutions in the formerly Soviet-dominated territories and
their much more robust development in the continent’s advanced Northern tier.
Southern Europe is different again, with an exceptionally high 14.5 per cent of TS
employment in cooperatives, a similarly quite high 33 per cent in direct volunteering, and
a correspondingly low 52.5 per cent of employment in NPIs.

11

See Annex 2 for the values for individual countries.
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Figure 9. Institutional composition of EU TS, by region, 2014
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2.2.2 Regional variations in European TS functions and revenue patterns
Other dimensions of the TS—the scope of activity by field and the revenue structure—
also show considerable regional differences. Due to data availability limitations, we can
only examine these variations on a much smaller set of European countries and
institutions—i.e. only for the NPI components of the TS and only for the 20 countries
covered by the Johns Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project. As Figure 10 shows,
the distribution of service and expressive activities of NPIs is very different in the
Scandinavian countries, where 57 per cent of nonprofit FTE employment is devoted to
expressive functions and only 40 per cent to service ones, than it is in Northern and
Southern Europe, where these proportions are reversed, with over 60 per cent of TS
effort devoted to service provision and a much smaller 31 to 35 per cent devoted to
expressive functions. This reflects the much greater reliance on government for service
provision in the Scandinavian lands and the long-standing tradition of nonprofit
involvement in advocacy and sport activities.
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Figure 10. NPI workforce, by function, 20 EU countries
Service
20 countries
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Similar disparities charcterize the revenue structure of NPIs across Europe as shown in
Figure 11. Thus fee income is the dominat revenue source for TS entities in the
Sandinavian countries, accounting for 57 percent of NPI revenue, wheras government is
the dominant source in Northern Europe outside of Scandinavia, with a similar 57 percent
of revenue coming from this alternative source in this region. Lacking both substantial
government and fee income, NPIs in Central and Eastern Europe rely disproportionaly on
philanthropy, which accounts for 19 percent of NPI income, twice the share that it
provides to the much larger NPI sectors in Scandinavia, and Northern Europe.
Figure 11. NPI revenue structure, 20 EU countries
Fees
20 countries
Northern Europe

Government
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As this section has shown, behind the aggregate picture of the European third sector lie
some enormous cross-regional variations. What is more, these variations apply to each of
the dimensions of the TS that we have been able to examine, and often in apparently
confusing ways. What has caused these variations? Is it possible that these variations hold
the key to explaining what it is that determines the size, shape, functions, and financing
of the TS sector across Europe? It is to this intriguing set of questions that we turn in the
next section.
2.3

Explaining Cross-National Variations in TS Dimensions

Cross-national dimensions in different manifestations of TS activities have not, of course,
totally escaped public scrutiny. Public officials, journalists, foundation officers, civil
society activists and volunteers have long had hunches about different levels and
manifestations of third sector activities among countries and regions, even though they
have lacked solid empirical verification. Yet, the popular explanations of these differences
are at best unconvincing and often misleading.
Perhaps the most popular explanation links these cross-country differences in the
manifestations of TS activities to different cultural values and sentiments. The key
element of this line of argument is that social institutions such as civil society
organizations result from the development of certain values, attitudes, and norms of
behaviour, many of which are supposedly rooted in religious convictions and teachings.
Societies that espouse norms and values favourable for charity, self-governance, or
altruism will have stronger nonprofit and philanthropic sectors than societies in which
such impulses are weaker.
Variants of this argument can be found in the academic literature as well. For example
Banfield attributed the backwardness of southern Italy to a prevalent, but dysfunctional,
moral code that he termed “amoral familism” that impeded cooperation among families
or clans and thus the growth of associational ties. Fukuyama proposed a similar cultural
explanation of the sources of civil society, emphasizing the cultural value of “trust.”
Societies exhibiting high levels of trust create self-governing associations in both business
and social life, whereas low-trusting societies rely on familial ties while the management
of public affairs is carried out by a centralized authority (the state). “A thriving civil
society,” Fukuyama therefore explains, “depends on a people’s habits, customs, and
ethics—attributes that can be shaped only indirectly through conscious political action
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and must otherwise be nourished through an increased awareness and respect for
culture.12
Another line of argument, developed by American economists and popularized by the
spread of the neoliberal ideology during the past thirty years, attributes these differences
to the degree of heterogeneity of demand for public goods. According to this theory, the
inability of the market to supply the level of collective goods that citizens demand
necessitates that such goods are paid by public funding rather than through ordinary
market transactions. However, when the demand for public goods is diversified due to
different preferences of different socio-demographic groups, it is difficult to obtain the
level of political consensus needed to secure sufficient public funding for such goods. This
set of circumstances leads to the growth of the nonprofit sector to supply the collective
goods that neither the market nor the state can provide. According to this theory, the
lower the level of heterogeneity in a population, the higher the level of government
provision of public welfare services, and therefore the lower the level of TS development
needed to provide the “collective goods” that citizens demand. In other words, the third
sector should be less prominent where government spending is lowest, and vice versa.13
Neither of these theories is very consistent with the findings reported here, however. So
far as the cultural theories, Europe, and especially the European Union countries, show a
remarkable degree of cultural similarity by global standards. All these countries share
virtually identical cultural and religious roots – the Greco-Roman civilization and
Christianity. Virtually every European country’s culture emphasizes the importance of
social solidarity, altruism, helping others, civic virtues, and engagement in public affairs.
Clearly, a factor that is so ubiquitous can hardly be counted on to explain the enormous
variations that exist in the manifestations of the TS in Europe. Indeed, countries with very
similar religious traditions, such as Italy, Ireland and Poland, all predominantly Catholic
nations, have very different levels of TS activities, especially their organizational
component. Portugal and Spain share not only the same religion but also the same
cultural tradition, yet differ markedly in their TS manifestations.
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Burton Weisbrod. (1977). The Voluntary Independent Sector. Lexington: Lexington Books; Henry
Hansmann. (1987). “Economic Theories of Nonprofit Organizations.” In Walter W. Powell (ed.),
The Nonprofit Sector: A Research Handbook, pp. 27-42. New Haven: Yale University Press.
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This, of course does not mean that cultural norms, values and ideologies do not play any
role in the TSE sector development, but that the relationship between the ideological
influences and TSE is far more complex than the cultural sentiments theories claim. On
the one hand, the norms and values can constrain even powerful social interests. At the
same time, whether particular values or norms gain support or legitimacy can be
influenced by their consistency with group interests. Max Weber recognized this latter
point in his concept of “elective affinity,” the tendency of social actors to lean toward
cultural norms and values that align with their predispositions and group interests ([190405] 1958, see also Howe, 1978). Thus, according to Weber, Protestant religious doctrines
emerging in 15th and 16th century Europe gained ground in important part because they
were more aligned with the economic interests of wealthy merchants than the traditional
Catholic teaching renouncing worldly possessions.
This suggests that rather than being treated as general influences without observable
causal links to particular social groupings or specific institutional outcomes, the cultural
and ideological influences must be linked to power and actions of specific social actors.
For example, the long-standing Catholic doctrine of subsidiarity, holding that social issues
ought to be addressed by the social unit closest to the family, including, of course, the
parish, provided a convenient template for conservative elements to use in resisting
worker pressures for expanded state-provided social welfare protections in 19th century
Germany by channelling such protections through politically “safe”, religiously affiliated,
nonprofit organizations. Hence as it will be explained in more detail later in this chapter,
this created a pattern of TSE development that we term “welfare partnership.”
With regard to the economic theories linking the rise of the third sector to a combination
of market failure and government failure that constrains government social welfare
spending, the evidence presented here roundly refutes them. Indeed, far from being
more limited, the European third sector is much larger and more robust in precisely those
regions—Northern Europe and Scandinavia—where government social welfare spending
is higher. This refutes both these market failure/government failure theories and the
common perception that Western European countries have built “welfare states.” In fact,
what they have built are “welfare partnerships” in which governments have turned
massively to nonprofit organizations to delivery state-funded social welfare services. This
has been possible because, unlike the US, European countries have developed what
Lijphart terms “consensus democracy,” which differs from the winner-take-all image
embodied in the government-failure theory by making provision for proportional
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representation of minority interests.14 This makes it possible to build consensuses among
various interest groups and thereby generate support for a much broader array of public
goods than the hypothesized “median voter” might want and eliminates the binary
“either-or” choice between government or third sector provision by designing
cooperative arrangements that engage both. This may explain why the inverse relation
between government social welfare spending and the size of the civil society sector
predicted by the economic theories theory turns out to be so powerfully refuted by the
available cross-national data.
How then are we to account for the significant differences in TS size and contours among
the different European regions? One clue to the answer to this question can be found in
Robert Putnam’s influential study of the significant variations in the effectiveness of
regional governments in North and South of Italy. Although Putnam notes the differences
in cultural sentiments between North and South as a crucial factor, he ultimately tracks
these differences to different historical development experiences shaped by different
political power relations in these different regions.15 Although Putnam does not develop
this argument further, his analysis supports a more general explanation of the developing
patterns of TS development that the two authors of this chapter have termed the “social
origins” theory of third sector development.16
This theory links the development of the third sector to different configurations of power
relations among key social actors, such as socio-economic classes and their organizations,
as well key social institutions, such as government, political parties, and organized
religion, in countries during the period of industrialization and modernization. Thus, for
example, in countries where industrial and commercial middle class elements were able
to diffuse the influence of conservative landed elites and consolidate their own political
and economic power during the period of industrialization, they were able to impose
national policies favourable to their economic interests in limited government
involvement in economic and social affairs, and reliance on markets and private initiative
in addressing the social problems resulting from industrialization. The consequence was
the emergence of a “Liberal pattern” of civil society development, characterized by a
14
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fairly substantial TS institutions, but, mostly dependent on private charity for their
support. In Europe, this pattern is most visible in the United Kingdom and Switzerland.
In countries where industrialization and the partial liberalization of social relations led to
the substantial growth of a working class and of organizations representing its interests,
but not to the point of displacing the dominant position of landed and/or industrial or
commercial elites, a decidedly different pattern emerged characterized by greater statesponsored social welfare protections—but channelled through politically “safe,”
religiously affiliated, private voluntary organizations. Such solution was favoured by the
Catholic Church, which developed the doctrine of subsidiarity, holding that social issues
ought to be addressed by the social unit closest to the family, including, the parish and
Church-affiliated social welfare associations. This produced a “Welfare Partnership
Pattern” of civil society sector development, mostly focused on service activities instead
of protest and advocacy, heavily subsidized by the state, but safely held in check by
conservative religious or other institutions. This pattern was most pronounced in the
North-Western Europe countries, especially in Germany, Ireland and the Netherlands,
where the Catholic Church was relatively powerful, but subsequently adopted by other
countries now making up the EU.
Yet another pattern emerged where the power of both urban and rural elites had been
weakened, and where working class elements combined with urban professionals were
able to exert substantial influence on emerging social welfare provision. The upshot here
was a social-democratic pattern where social welfare services are treated as a “right” of
all citizens—not a gift bestowed by charitable institutions—and are delivered directly by
governmental institutions subject to popular control by citizens. In Europe, this pattern
emerged in the Scandinavian countries and Austria.
Another constellation of social class and social actor power arises where pre-modern
landed elements retain power into the modern era and prolong economic stagnation that
threatens the country’s sovereignty. To counteract this threat, military leaders, senior
civil servants, urban professionals, or modernizing elites stage a revolutionary takeover of
state institutions in order to push through programs of rapid industrialization and
modernization. To keep popular forces at bay and make it possible to channel whatever
surplus is produced into modernization rather than consumption, such modernizing elites
often find it necessary to limit personal freedoms and particularly restrict the growth of
civil society organizations that could challenge governmental dominance and disrupt the
rapid modernization agenda through demands for greater political voice and better living
standards. This results in a “Statist Pattern” of third sector development characterized by
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a fairly small scale of civic institutions operating in a narrow range of fields deemed
critical for national development. One consequence of this constraint on the TS
organizational development is a shifting of the voluntary self-help activities from the
organizational to the informal social sphere. In Europe, this pattern first emerged in
Russia, Turkey, Spain and Portugal, but after the World War II was forcibly exported to
Central and Eastern Europe countries on the bayonets of the Red Army.
This social origins theory thus does a better job of explaining the regional variations in the
TS dimensions in Europe than do the alternative theories. First it explains why the size of
the organizational component of the TS in Eastern European countries is markedly
smaller than that elsewhere in Europe, while the size of direct voluntary action is
markedly larger (Fig. 7). Until the 1990s, the Central and Eastern European countries
remained tied to the statist pattern under which the organizational component of the TS
remained firmly in strict state control. As the legitimacy of the political regime waned, so
did the legitimacy of these state controlled civic organizations. As a consequence,
virtually all spontaneous civic activities were conducted in the informal sphere of
neighbourly self-help activities and unorganized social movements. Although the
economic and political reforms of the 1990s and the subsequent EU accession
dramatically changed the environment in which civic organizations operate, the norms of
social behaviour that favour direct volunteer action over participation in organized civic
action still linger.
A similar process took place in the Mediterranean countries, many of which fell under the
statist regime during modernization. However, unlike in Central and Eastern Europe, the
statist regimes in the Mediterranean countries were democratized much earlier, in 1945
in Italy and in the early 1970s in Spain and Portugal. Also these countries joined the EU
much earlier than their Eastern European counterparts. Consequently, they enjoyed the
benefits of a supportive environment for civic organizational development for a
considerably longer period than the CEE countries.
The social origins theory also helps us understand the otherwise puzzling dominance of
expressive over service activities in the third sector of the Scandinavian countries (Fig. 8).
Since these countries share many similarities with other European countries, this
difference cannot be easily explained by the supposed peculiarities of the Scandinavian
culture or Scandinavian consumer preferences. The social origins theory accounts for this
difference by postulating two different patterns of civil society development in these
parts of Europe. The North-Western parts of Europe developed the welfare partnership
pattern in which private, often religiously affiliated organizations, are junior partners of
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governments in delivering public welfare services, but the strong position of the working
class and rural elements in the Scandinavian countries led to a social democratic regime
in which public welfare services were delivered predominantly by the state. Relieved of
this service burden, TS organizations could focus their efforts on expressive activities,
such as sports, culture, or civic activism.
The social origins theory also explains why the government share of nonprofit revenue is
considerably higher in Northern Europe than elsewhere in Europe (Fig. 9). North-Western
Europe, especially Germany and the Netherlands, pioneered the policies of harnessing
civic organizations into the provision of publicly funded services. Although the original
impulses behind these policies were to counteract the radicalization of the working class,
they proved to be a very effective mechanism of public service delivery that combines the
security of public funding with the responsiveness of relatively small and nonbureaucratic civic organizations. As a result, the welfare partnership pattern continued to
develop even after the original motivation behind it lost its relevance.
To summarize, the social origins theory of third sector development thus carries us
considerably far down the road toward explaining the diverse size, shape, functions, and
support structure of the TS in Europe, and does so considerably better than the
alternative explanations that have been deployed up to now. What the analysis here
shows is that while the TS may be a conduit for altruistic sentiments and personal
preferences, the size of the sector and the shape that it takes depend heavily on the
broader structures of power relationships in society. Restoring considerations of power to
the centre of analysis of the third sector thus emerges as a central imperative if we are to
understand the path that civil society development takes.
This analysis also suggests a significant connection between the growth of the TS and the
strength of labour movements and their political extensions. This connection is often
missed in public perception, as “civil society” and “organized labour” are often seen as
two separate social institutions pursuing wholly disparate, if not mutually antagonistic,
goals. But the contribution of the labour movement to the development of the civil
society sector is significant and takes two different forms. In the first place, organized
labour has created a wide array of self-help groups and clubs serving the needs of the
working class. And second, organized labour’s demands have often leveraged
government policies that create favourable conditions for general civil society sector
growth.
The social origins theory cannot only explain existing developments, but also help
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forecast the future. This can offer valuable insights into possible outcomes in rapidly
changing parts of the world. And it can offer useful insights for the design of public
policies facilitative of robust third sector development. But for these topics, it is necessary
to turn to subsequent portions of this report.

3 Conclusion
The following five conclusions thus emerge from this initial overview of the size and
contours of the Third Sector in EU member countries:
1. In the first place, it is possible to formulate a coherent, systematic, and operational
cross-national definition of this sector that can be utilized to assemble empirical
description of this sector.
2. Despite limitations in the available data systems, it is possible to compile a crossnationally comparable quantitative data on the basic dimensions of the Third Sector.
3. An initial effort to generate such data reveals a Third sector that is far more widely
dispersed and far larger than commonly recognized, ranking as one of the largest
employers and contributors to economic life of all major industries, and providing as well
vehicles for the expression of a host of values and interests that add enormously to the
quality of national life.
4. Although this sector is quite widespread and extensive in the aggregate, it also exhibits
enormous variations from country to country. These variations go well beyond the simple
dimensions of size and economic impact and encompass functions these institutions
perform, and how they support themselves.
5. These cross-national variations in the contours of the Third Sector can be explained by
different patterns of historical development in Europe; three such patterns are especially
visible; the welfare partnership pattern prevailing in Western Europe, in which Third
Sector institutions served as instruments of delivering public welfare services, the social
democratic pattern prevailing in the Scandinavian countries, in which the state assumed
the delivery of most public welfare services while Third Sector performed mainly
expressive functions, and the statist pattern prevailing in Eastern European countries,
where the Third Sector faced institutional obstacles to development under the Soviet
system.
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Appendix 1: Methodology for estimating the size of the
TS in Europe
Following the conceptual framework developed by the TSI project, the third sector
consists of the following institutional components: nonprofit institutions, cooperatives,
social enterprises, and individual human activities outside organizations. According to this
conceptual framework, all nonprofit institutions are in the third sector scope, however
only some cooperatives and social enterprises the third sector's definitional features. This
framework also defines the individual activities in scope as those that provide unpaid
work performed for public benefit rather than that of the volunteers’ households or
families. The methodology used in this project to estimate the size of the third sector's
estimates each of these components separately and then adds those estimates together
to arrive at the estimate of the full time equivalent employment in the entire third sector
size.
1. Nonprofit Institutions (NPIs)
The existing data sources on the employment in NPIs include the Johns Hopkins
Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project (Lester M. Salamon, S. Wojciech Sokolowski and
Megan Haddock, Social Origins of Civil Society: A Comparative Historical Approach,
Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, forthcoming) and NPI Satellite Accounts
compiled by national statistical agencies. These two data sources cover 18 EU countries
(Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Hungary, Ireland,
Italy, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Spain, Sweden, and the United
Kingdom) and Norway. The data reported in these sources were “updated” to 2014 by
calculating the ratios of NPI employment to total employment for the year for which the
data have been originally reported, and then applying these ratios to the 2014
employment in respective countries (as reported by the Eurostat). This methodology
assumes that the NPI share of the total employment remains more of less constant over
time. Inasmuch as this share grows over time, this methodology slightly underestimates
the actual size of NPI employment.
For the remaining 10 EU countries on which no NPI data are available, a regression based
estimation methodology was used. This methodology uses the multivariate linear
regression model to estimate the NPI share of total employment in 18 countries on which
the NPI data are already available, and then applying the regression equation to countries
on which no NPI data exist. Several predictor variables were tested, and the following
were selected based on the amount of explained variance: per Capita GDP in USD,
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services share of GVA, and NPISH share of GDP. This model explains 71.5% of variance
(66% adjusted). For countries on which NPISH data were not available, the missing data
were replaced averages for Eastern and Western Europe accordingly.
The regression equation was used to predict NPI share of total employment in 10
countries where the NPI data are not available. The following adjustments to the
predicted NPI share values in those 10 countries were made to restrict its variability to
the actually observed range:
For countries where the predicted value of the NPI share is lower than the lowest
observed value in the 18 country data set, the lowest observed value (for Romania) was
used;
For countries where the predicted value was higher than the highest observed value in
the 18 country data set, the highest observed value (for the were used for upper and
lower boundaries.
Since this estimation methodology results in a reasonably accurate prediction of NPI
employment in the 10 countries as a group, but predictions for individual countries may
be less accurate and should be viewed with caution. These 10 countries as a group
account for only about 5 per cent of NPI workforce (paid and volunteers) covered by this
study.17
2. Cooperatives and mutual societies
The data on cooperatives and mutual come from José Luis Monzón Campos and Rafael
Chaves Ávila, The Social Economy in the European Union, Report drawn up for the
European Economic and Social Committee by the International Centre of Research and
Information on the Public, Social and Cooperative Economy (CIRIEC), 2011, except for
Poland where more accurate estimates were provided by the local partner. The report
provides employment data in all EU member countries the following separately identified
types of organizations: cooperatives, mutual, and associations. Since Norway is not an EU
member country, the data for this country are not included in this publication. However,
the TSI project research team has determined that all cooperatives and mutuals that are
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Data for predictor variables come from the national accounts aggregates available at the UNSD
website http://data.un.org/Explorer.aspx?d=SNAAMA
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in TSI scope are already included in the NPI Satellite Account released by Statistics
Norway, and those not covered by the NPISA are likely to be out of scope.
The TSI research team has also determined that most mutual societies are also out the TS
scope. As a consequence, employment in this type of institutions has not been included
in the estimates of the sized of the TS, except in France where a small number of such
societies were included. It was furthermore assumed that associations are likely to be
NPIs and thus already covered in the estimates of NPI employment. Consequently, the
figures reported for these institutions by Monzón and Chaves were not included to avoid
double counting.
Finally, the TSI conceptual framework stipulates than not all cooperatives meet the TS
defining criteria, and some of them are out of scope. At this time, the TSI research team
has no way of determining what share of employment in cooperatives is in the TS scope.
It was therefore assumed that on average, 50 per cent of that employment is in scope.
This assumption will be revised as more information becomes available.
In sum, the tentative estimation of the FTE employment in this component of the TSI is
half of the employment in cooperatives, as reported by Monzón and Chaves.
3. Social enterprises
No data on social enterprises are available at this time. However, the TSI project review
suggests that most of these institutional units are already included in the NPI or the
cooperative component, so the remaining social enterprises that are in the TS scope
would likely add very little to the total.
4. Direct volunteering
The data on direct volunteering come from estimates based on national time use surveys
and reported by OECD.18 TUS assigns time respondents spend on various activities during
the 24-hour period and extrapolates those values to the entire population. This allows
estimation of the total time spend on these activities by the entire adult population of a
country during the period of one year, and converting that time to FTE employment,
assuming 1,760 hours per a FT job. That number may actually vary from country to
18
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country. Time spent care for non-household members reported in TUS tabulations was
used as a proxy for direct volunteering. This probably underestimates direct volunteering
that does not involve helping other households, such as unorganized community work or
protest actions.
Eighteen European countries are covered by the TUS data in the OECD report. The
countries are: Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany,
Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden,
and United Kingdom. However, for Poland an alternative data source (GUS, Volunteering
Through Organizations And Other Types Of Unpaid Work Outside Own Household – 2011,
Warsaw, 2012) was used that offers a more accurate estimate based on the ILO
methodology outlined in the Manual on the Measurement of Volunteer Work. The value
reported in the latter source is about 5 per cent lower than that estimated from the TUS
data for that country. For the remaining 11 countries covered by this report, the
averages calculated separately for Western and Eastern Europe were used.
The estimation methodology used the average number of minutes per adult spend on
caring for non-household members and volunteering reported in TUS and multiplied that
number by 365 days and by the size of adult population (15-65 years of age) in a
respective country to estimate the total number of hours spend on these activities during
one year. That number was then converted to FTE by dividing it by 1,760 hours.
5. Estimation of the TS size
Employment in each of the institutional component described above (1 through 4) was
summed for each of the 28 countries covered by this report to arrive at the total size of
workforce (paid and volunteers) in the TS. The values presented here are conservative
estimates of that size due to limited ability to estimate social enterprises and the accurate
value of employment in cooperatives.
6. Estimation of service and expressive shares of the workforce.
The core data for this estimation were collected the Johns Hopkins Comparative
Nonprofit Sector Project for 20 European countries. Unweighted country averages of
these shares were calculated to estimate the respective shares of the NPI component in
the EU as a whole. This estimate was used as the basis for the figures for the entire Third
Sector by factoring in the workforce of the cooperatives and direct volunteering, which
was treated as performing mainly service function. Although it is possible that some
direct volunteering was also performing the expressive function, this kind of direct
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volunteering was not captured by the TUS data that asked only for helping other
households, which is service by definition. This method probably underestimates the
expressive share of the TS workforce.
7. Estimation of TS revenue shares.
The core data for this estimation, representing percentage shares of government
payments (grants contracts and reimbursements), fees (market sales, membership dues,
and investments), and private philanthropy in NPI revenues were collected the Johns
Hopkins Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project for 20 European countries. Unweighted
country averages of these shares were calculated to estimate the respective shares of the
NPI component in the EU as a whole. In the European context, government
reimbursements for individual services account for most of government support to NPIs,
therefore the share of government support reported here is significantly larger than that
reported in conventional economic statistics that treat such reimbursements as market
sales indistinguishable from types of market sales.
This estimate was used as the basis for the figures for the entire Third Sector by factoring
in the estimated share of cooperative revenue, which is assumed to come mainly from
fee income (market sales and investment). The cooperative share of fee revenue was
included in proportion to cooperative share of TS employment on the underlying
assumption that employee compensation is funded by government payments, fees and
philanthropy in the same proportion as the shares of these three revenue streams. The
value of direct volunteering, estimated at the replacement cost, was counted as private
philanthropy and factored in proportionally to the direct volunteering share of the TS
workforce.
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Appendix 2 Table. Estimates of TS FTE workforce in EU and Norway, 2014

Country

NPIs
Paid (FTE)

Northern Europe
Austria
Belgium
France
Germany
Ireland
Luxembourg
Netherlands
United Kingdom
Southern Europe
Cyprus
Greece
Italy
Malta
Portugal
Spain
Scandinavia
Denmark
Finland
Norway
Sweden
Central and Eastern Europe
Bulgaria
Croatia
Czech Republic
Estonia
Hungary
Latvia
Lithuania
Poland
Romania
Slovakia
Slovenia
Total EU+Norway

of which coops Volunteers (FTE) of which coops

Total (FTE)

Coops &
mutuals*

Direct
volunteers

Total TS

(FTE)

(FTE)

(FTE)

Total 2014
employment

NPIs as %of total employment
Paid

Volunteers

Other as % of total employment

Total

Coops*

Direct vol

TS

160.545
451.951
1.535.368
2.397.618
181.885
22.657
858.045
1.671.866

5.580
1.219
38.632
74.723
3.900
174
16.565
21.240

233.961
129.639
680.000
1.307.580
48.794
18.070
488.632
1.422.360

8.132
350
17.110
40.752
1.046
139
9.433
18.070

394.506
581.590
2.215.368
3.705.199
230.679
40.727
1.346.677
3.094.226

31.000
6.774
214.622
415.129
21.664
967
92.027
118.000

200.141
185.867
139.572
1.479.321
76.636
9.664
281.756
1.062.630

625.646
774.230
2.569.562
5.599.649
328.979
51.357
1.720.459
4.274.856

4.112.700
4.543.500
25.802.200
39.871.300
1.913.900
245.600
8.236.100
30.641.800

3,9%
9,9%
6,0%
6,0%
9,5%
9,2%
10,4%
5,5%

5,7%
2,9%
2,6%
3,3%
2,5%
7,4%
5,9%
4,6%

9,6%
12,8%
8,6%
9,3%
12,1%
16,6%
16,4%
10,1%

0,8%
0,1%
0,8%
1,0%
1,1%
0,4%
1,1%
0,4%

4,9%
4,1%
0,5%
3,7%
4,0%
3,9%
3,4%
3,5%

15,2%
17,0%
10,0%
14,0%
17,2%
20,9%
20,9%
14,0%

23.341
244.370
938.135
10.527
175.092
722.223

456
1.348
101.554
23
4.625
58.176

18.615
194.891
597.390
8.396
55.680
348.830

364
1.075
64.668
18
1.471
28.099

41.956
439.261
1.535.525
18.923
230.772
1.071.053

2.534
7.492
564.191
125
25.696
323.199

15.238
180.156
812.383
7.327
166.405
914.613

59.727
626.909
2.912.099
26.375
422.873
2.308.864

362.700
3.536.200
22.278.900
181.400
4.499.500
17.344.200

6,4%
6,9%
4,2%
5,8%
3,9%
4,2%

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

11,6%
12,4%
6,9%
10,4%
5,1%
6,2%

0,7%
0,2%
2,5%
0,1%
0,6%
1,9%

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

16,5%
17,7%
13,1%
14,5%
9,4%
13,3%

137.358
73.018
84.054
194.128

6.368
8.469

114.187
85.165
143.637
355.741

5.294
9.878
29.162

251.545
158.182
227.691
549.869

35.379
47.050
88.408

123.637
145.159
85.647
155.830

410.560
350.391
313.339
794.107

2.714.100
2.447.200
2.626.600
4.772.100

5,1%
3,0%
3,2%
4,1%

4,2%
3,5%
5,5%
7,5%

9,3%
6,5%
8,7%
11,5%

1,3%
1,9%
0,0%
1,9%

4,6%
5,9%
3,3%
3,3%

15,1%
14,3%
11,9%
16,6%

7.909
29.412
26.413
8.614
16.992
14.253
3.093
172.700
36.576
7.637
17.924
6.593.090

1.550
1.357
370
1.462
17
337
18.529
4.026
899
129
263.734

26.869
99.924
128.314
29.266
106.612
48.422
10.508
385.600
64.683
27.580
60.896
17.122.423

20.650
29.089
4.925
42.841
220
4.486
126.900
17.187
13.045
1.714
2.255.308

183.595
107.770
269.964
38.931
255.532
50.334
74.919
1.243.900
515.288
146.491
33.813
8.962.520

231.114
207.694
427.367
73.122
404.985
98.977
89.913
1.756.400
597.157
187.116
96.424
28.340.251

2.981.400
1.565.700
4.974.300
624.800
4.100.800
884.600
1.319.000
16.033.200
8.613.700
2.363.100
916.800
220.507.400

0,6%
4,5%
2,0%
3,3%
2,2%
3,9%
0,6%
1,3%
0,3%
0,8%
4,7%
4,8%

0,3%
1,9%
0,5%
1,4%
0,4%
1,6%
0,2%
1,1%
0,4%
0,3%
2,0%
3,0%

0,9%
6,4%
2,6%
4,7%
2,6%
5,5%
0,8%
2,4%
0,8%
1,2%
6,6%
7,8%

0,7%
0,0%
0,6%
0,8%
1,0%
0,0%
0,3%
0,8%
0,2%
0,6%
0,2%
1,0%

6,2%
6,9%
5,4%
6,2%
6,2%
5,7%
5,7%
7,8%
6,0%
6,2%
3,7%
4,1%

7,8%
13,3%
8,6%
11,7%
9,9%
11,2%
6,8%
11,0%
6,9%
7,9%
10,5%
12,9%

18.960
70.512
101.901
20.652
89.620
34.170
7.415
212.900
28.107
19.943
42.972
10.529.332

* Excluding coops and mutuals that are NPIs

15.913
3.717
5.236
887
7.711
40
807
22.842
3.094
2.348
309
405.955

