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Abstract Social enterprises have gained wide recognition

as a tool for solving social and environmental problems.

They generate new opportunities in the social sphere, while

being active in the commercial field. They are hybrid

organizations that face many challenges when pursuing

frequently conflicting goals. Social enterprises are there-

fore an expression of the possibility of different institu-

tional logics coexisting as part of the same organization.

Social enterprises running a commercial activity and using

business-like practices legitimize the market logic, while

the social goal of their operation is consistent with the logic

of social welfare. Although there an intense discussion

takes place in the literature on institutional logics that may

affect nonprofits’ activity as hybrid organizations, so far

the topic has been empirically verified only to a limited

extent. The aim of this article is to examine the successful

coexistence of the market logic and the social-welfare logic

in NGOs acting as social enterprises. On the basis of a

representative national survey of 3800 NGOs, including

412 carrying out market sales and thereby referred to as

social enterprises, a one-factor analysis of variance was

carried out. The obtained findings of the study indicate that

social enterprises acting as non-governmental organiza-

tions successfully combine the market and the social-wel-

fare logics.

Keywords Institutional logics � Hybridity � Social

enterprises � NGOs

Introduction

Social enterprises have gained wide recognition as a tool

for solving social and environmental problems. They

generate new opportunities in the social sphere, while

being active in the commercial field. They are hybrid

organizations that face many challenges when pursuing

frequently conflicting goals. Social enterprises are per-

ceived as an expression of the possibility of different

institutional logics coexisting within the same organization.

Social enterprises running an effective commercial activity

and using business-like practices legitimize the market

logic, while the social goal of their operation is in accor-

dance with the logic of social welfare. However, with

regard to hybridization, there is a lively debate about ten-

sions within nonprofits between performing business

activity effectively and sustaining the original social mis-

sion.1 Even though a heated discussion is taking place in

the literature about institutional logics that may have an

impact on the operation of nonprofits as hybrid entities, this

area has not been subjected to a detailed empirical scrutiny.

This research gap posed a considerable challenge for the

present author. It is also impossible to ignore the fact that

the literature on the topic concerns primarily NGOs in

Anglo-Saxon as well as highly developed European

countries, as the literature review clearly indicates. No

research in this area has been conducted into the countries

of Central and Eastern Europe.
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Firstly, a question arises about the characteristics of the

functioning of NGOs operating as social enterprises that

significantly distinguish them from those non-governmen-

tal organizations that do not perform any business activity.

Another question is whether non-governmental organiza-

tions operating as social enterprises combine successfully

market activity and social aims. The answer to these

research questions will improve knowledge about the sec-

tor, determine the direction of NGOs’ development and

provide practical implications for their governance and

operations.

The aim of this article, therefore, is to examine the

successful coexistence of the market logic and the social-

welfare logic in NGOs acting as social enterprises. The

article presents two hypotheses. The first one assumes that

there are significant distinctions in the way non-govern-

mental organizations operate as social enterprises in com-

parison with those NGOs that do not perform business

activity, which gives them the characteristics of a hybrid

organization. The second hypothesis concerns the possi-

bility of a successful coexistence of two different institu-

tional logics within social enterprises.

To attain the paper’s goal, on the basis of 3800 NGOs,

including 412 NGOs conducting business activity and 3386

not doing so, an ANOVA analysis was carried out.

With regard to the variables, it should be acknowledged

that all variables are indicated as an expression of the

researched organizations’ self-esteem. In consequence,

asking the leaders of NGOs with a vested interest how the

organizations assess their financial or social achievements

could be biased. Another limitation is the use of Likert-

type scales, which substantially reduces the availability of

information. The present author is aware that the selected

and investigated characteristics of social enterprises’

hybridity, as well as evidence of a successful coexistence

of contradictory institutional logics, do not constitute an

entire spectrum of items.

At the initial stage, some key notions related to the

institutional logics and hybridity of NGOs operating as

social enterprises are explained. Secondly, research

methodology—including data, research methods and a

systematization of variables—is described. Thirdly, the

paper analyzes differences between organizations that

perform and those that do not perform business activity and

points to the characteristics reflecting a successful coexis-

tence of the market and the social-welfare logics. On this

basis, the author draws conclusions and presents sugges-

tions for further research.

Literature Review

Institutional Logics

A consequence of NGOs’ marketization is the emergence

of hybrid entities which successfully combine two funda-

mentally different types of logic: one related to social

welfare and the other to the market. The concept of insti-

tutional logics was introduced by Alford and Friedland

(1985). These authors pointed to specific contradictions in

the functioning of Western societies and described capi-

talism, political democracy and government bureaucracy as

three subordinated institutional categories which determine

the way in which particular citizens get involved in polit-

ical life. Jackall (1988) defines institutional logics as ‘‘the

complicated, experientially constructed, and thereby con-

tingent set of rules, premiums and sanctions that men and

women in particular contexts create and recreate in such a

way that their behavior and accompanying perspective are

to some extent regularized and predictable.’’

Thornton and Ocasio (2008) define institutional logics

as socially constructed, historical patterns, practice,

assumptions, values, beliefs and principles by means of

which individuals create their material existence, organize

time and space, and give meaning to their social reality.

Thornton (2004) refers logics to the ‘‘axial principles of

organization and action based on cultural discourses and

material practices prevalent in different institutional or

societal sectors.’’ Logic constitutes a basis for the appli-

cation of organizational practices in specific circumstances

and in special moments in history. In his other considera-

tions, the author emphasizes that institutional logics play

an important role in the company’s operation, especially at

the organizational level. This is because they support

decision makers in solving various types of problems

which may be classified according to the dominant logic.

They enable managers to focus on their most urgent tasks.

Thanks to this, management staff can concentrate on issues

that are significant from the viewpoint of institutional

logics (Vickers, et al. 2017).

Jay (2013) demonstrated that the actions and thinking of

those who participate in an organization do not have to be

determined by one dominant logic. Rather, there is an

oscillation between logics, and normally conflicts between

them are hidden, which allows them to coexist. According

to the author, the differences between logics become

apparent only at certain points in the organization’s life—

for example, when the results of its activity are to be

interpreted. For instance, what can be perceived as success

from the perspective of the community’s logic is not nec-

essarily seen in the same way from the perspective of the

market’s or government’s logic (Thornton et al. 2012).
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Similar results were obtained in a study of audit firms

(Lander, et al. 2013). These companies traditionally base

their activity on professional logic, personified by the

firm’s partners. However, growing competition forces these

companies increasingly to take into account the commer-

cial (market) logic. These two, partly irreconcilable, logics

formulate different expectations concerning the company’s

strategy and structure. Research results demonstrate that

participants in the organization borrow practices from both

logics in an eclectic way, depending on the situation they

have to address.

In a similar vein, Hensel (2015) points out that in order

to understand the way in which an organization and its

members operate, one has to analyze the social and insti-

tutional context. Distinguishing between the relations

occurring in an institutional system is of particular

importance because it consists of these logics. Their

coexistence, coevolution and conflict make it possible to

interpret the dynamics of the institutional field and orga-

nizational change. The author also emphasizes that orga-

nizational changes within the organization may result from

a confrontation between two or more logics in one place.

He stresses that ‘‘when a given logic gains recognition in

society, it also leaves its mark on specific organizations

whose actions have until now determined other logics. The

most frequently described cases include studies of market-

logic invasions in areas that have so far been influenced by

professional logic.’’

Other studies demonstrate that when different institu-

tional logics formulate different expectations, a hybrid

organization may be formed (Pache and Santos 2013). In

an inductive comparative case study of four work-inte-

gration social enterprises embedded in competing social-

welfare and commercial logics, the authors explore how

hybrid organizations, which incorporate competing insti-

tutional logics, internally manage the logics that they

embody. They indicate that organizations that entered the

work-integration field with low legitimacy—because of

their embeddedness in the commercial logic—strategically

incorporated elements from the social-welfare logic in an

attempt to gain legitimacy and acceptance among external

cooperating entities without having to engage in costly

negotiations.

An organization combining the requirements of various

logics is particularly often adopted by NGOs, which should

be able to cooperate, on the one hand, with the local

community and, on the other, with public administration

agencies (for instance, to raise funds or to meet reporting

requirements) and with commercial organizations (Batti-

lana and Dorado 2010). The success of such an organiza-

tion depends on whether it can translate social goals into a

language that can be understood by government and busi-

ness agencies. At the same time, it is essential to be able to

meet these agencies’ expectations, while making efforts to

satisfy the organization’s direct clients (Pache and Santos

2013).

It should also be noted that an open conflict between

logics may arise. Such a situation usually occurs when an

area previously dominated by the social logic is subjected

to the market logic (Wry and York 2017). For example,

considering the ability to compete with other organizations,

Galaskiewicz and Barringer (2012) assess whether social

enterprises that combine charity and business logics should

present these in an ambiguous, blended form or as seg-

mented, pure types facing different stakeholders. They

argue that hybrids that are blended are more likely to

outcompete hybrid forms, whose traits evoke contradictory

logics. The authors point out that if hybrids are able to

signal their ‘‘true’’ identities employing various organiza-

tional masques, they will be able to compete as effectively

as organizations which are ‘‘purer.’’ Skelcher and Smith

(2015) point to examples of social enterprises whose

blended model is in some respects a unique mix of three

logics. These hybrid organizations embody the market

logic (a commercial activity based on sales of services), but

also reflect a public mission and the government’s

priorities.

McMullin and Skelcher (2018) have examined ten

hybrid French and English nonprofits. They argue that, in

France, hybrids are ‘‘blended,’’ integrating the state’s and

the community’s institutional logics. In turn, ‘‘assimilated’’

hybrids combining state, community and market logics are

found in the English cases. French hybrid organizations

aim to benefit society. They are democratically governed,

giving priority to people over capital in the distribution of

income. They function under a democratic model and have

three axes: a plan, a territory and democratic functioning.

However, the authors did not find democratic decision-

making in English blended organizations, although the

legal governance structure of English entities is compara-

ble to that of French organizations.

Exploring social enterprises regarding the concept of

institutional logics, it should be pointed out that no

research has been conducted in this area with regard to the

countries of Central and Eastern Europe (CEE). There is

also a shortage of significant data in this respect.

The institutional specificity of CEE is largely histori-

cally conditioned (Vacekova et al. 2017; Bakoš et al. 2015;

Pospı́šil et al. 2014). While the Central and Eastern Euro-

pean nonprofit sector had to struggle with a difficult pro-

cess of transition from a centrally governed to a democratic

system, the nonprofit sector in the Anglo-Saxon world and

in highly developed European countries operated effec-

tively in the well-developed structures of the market

economy (Frič 2004). In the Western world, the phe-

nomenon of shifting nonprofits’ community-oriented focus
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toward a business model is considered an integral part of

neoliberal governance and is usually associated with criti-

cism of neoliberalism in the Anglo-Saxon world (Evans

et al. 2005). In post-communist countries, the business-like

orientation is embedded as a process of achieving auton-

omy from the state, which used to be paternalistic in the

past (Vacekova et al. 2017).

Hybridity of Social Enterprises

The aforementioned possibility of different institutional

logics coexisting within the same organization finds its

expression in the functioning of social enterprises. These

are hybrid entities that can combine different logics. When

analyzing the hybridity of social enterprises in the context

of institutional logics, first of all attention should be given

to the categories distinguishing the three sectors identified

within the structure of democratic countries’ economies,

namely the public (state) sector, the for-profit sector and

the nonprofit sector (Weisbord 1975). For-profit sector

entities, which are driven by market forces, work to max-

imize their profits. They are owned by shareholders, who

expect the organization’s performance to be reflected in

profits. On the other hand, public-sector entities operate in

accordance with the public-benefit principles. They are

owned by citizens and the state, and their activities are

funded with taxes. Nonprofit organizations, in turn, work

toward social and environmental goals. Owned by their

members, they employ a team of employees, engage vol-

unteers and generate revenues primarily from membership

fees, donations, collections and public funds. Generally,

nonprofit organizations are legally prohibited from dis-

tributing any residual earnings to their management;

additionally, the managers are not allowed to pursue their

own interests (Doherty et al. 2014). However, legal

frameworks may vary significantly between countries. The

basic categories distinguishing the aforementioned sectors

are the general structural features indicated above. At the

same time, they are recognizable features of the sectors

described, distinguishing their identity and pointing to

differences between them.2 Organizational forms that do

not conform to the categories described are hybrid forma-

tions which are social enterprises.

In the nonprofit sector, the hybrid fraction usually refers

to complex organizational forms that arise as voluntary,

charitable and social units. The inherent feature of these

entities is running a business that consists in the commer-

cial sale of products and services (Maier et al. 2016). In this

context, the emergence of hybrid forms of social

organizations also represents nonprofits seeking new

sources of income in order to finance their activities as well

as a basic social mission (Mikołajczak 2018). They fill gaps

in the area of providing broadly understood social and

environmental needs, using a diverse spectrum of resources

and trying to preserve the originally accepted directions of

the social mission (Binder 2007).

To solve social problems, hybrid organizations imple-

ment various types of strategy (Alter 2008). Some of them

focus on providing socially excluded people with jobs,

thereby offering them not only remuneration for work, but

also an opportunity to develop the skills and competences

needed in the labor market. There are also hybrid organi-

zations that try to improve certain social groups’ standard

of living by selling their products below market prices or

giving them completely free of charge (Karnani et al.

2010). Those that operate as micro-loan organizations

provide finance for unemployed people who seeking to

improve their social position through self-employment

(Battilana and Dorado 2010).

Woodside (2018) is studying hybrid organizations in the

form of work-integration social enterprises (WISEs). The

author has found that these entities embody both the social-

mission and the market logics, which potentially contradict

one another. Additionally, Garrow and Hasenfeld (2012)

have examined the management of various institutional

logics in a WISE. They have pointed out that such entities

need to accept two different institutional identities: social

service and market service. The former, which is basic,

refers to activities conducted for the benefit of society by

employing people who belong to groups at risk of social

exclusion and by providing social- and professional-inte-

gration support. According to the logic of social service,

people and entities cooperating with WISEs carry out a

social mission. In turn, a market identity is expressed in a

WISE’s activity as an enterprise that creates jobs and

generates revenues from the sale of goods or services.

When referring to the hybridity of social enterprises,

Billiterri (2007) explores the structures of these organiza-

tions. He states that, as a ‘‘fourth sector’’ (in addition to

private, public and nonprofit enterprises), social enterprises

combine a charity mission, corporate methods and various

socio-environmental philosophies that go beyond tradi-

tional business models and philanthropy. Regardless of the

complexity of their final structure, social enterprises are

increasingly turning traditional nonprofit organizations and

corporate philanthropy into new hybrid organizations. The

author emphasizes that social enterprises are a new gen-

eration of hybrid organizations that is taking root in the

space between the corporate world (which is limited by the

obligation to generate profits for shareholders) and non-

profit organizations (which often lack the market efficiency

typical of commercial enterprises). Social enterprises’

2 The characteristics presented here refer to somewhat oversimplified

model types of entity representing a given sector and describing the

ideal features of nonprofit and for-profit organizations (Girdon 2016).
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hybrid structure makes it easier for them to manage dif-

ferent logics, which they can combine into a unique, mixed

model (Hahn et al. 2015; Smith and Lewis 2011).

As underlined by Mikołajczak (2017b), although com-

mercial activity is of secondary importance to social pri-

orities, its success is also determined by effects that can be

measured by means of specific qualitative and quantitative

indicators. By accomplishing financial and social objec-

tives, social enterprises are therefore a classic example of

hybrid organizations. The differences between both prior-

ities are reflected, for instance, in the organizations’ man-

agement style (Apostu 2013; Clark 1991), cooperation with

other market participants (Ullah et al. 2006) and formu-

lated plans or strategies (Carroll and Stater 2009; Raisiene

and Urmanaviciene 2017).

The complexity of social enterprises as hybrid forms of

social organizations expressing different identities and

goals, as well as a different logic and practice of action,

creates particular difficulties for the leaders of these orga-

nizations. Smith and Lewis (2011) argue that these diffi-

culties arise from tensions that are created when

organizations are pursuing different, or even contradictory,

goals or are attempting to meet numerous stakeholders’

inconsistent requirements. The goals associated with a

social mission focus on the differences between the effects

of the mission being targeted at a wide range of stake-

holders, including employees, communities, families or

business partners (Haigh and Hoffman 2012; Jäger and

Schröer 2014). On the other hand, social enterprises, in

addition to the goals associated with the social mission,

need to take care of the objectives related to commercial

activities.

According to Sanders (2015) and Ebrahim et al. (2014),

the commercial aspect of hybrid organizations being a

consequence of social organizations’ marketization may be

the cause of distortions in the fulfillment of social goals. In

the researchers’ view, these goals refer, for example, to an

instrumental manner in which they implement a social

mission (change), to the weakening of private donors’

charitable activity, or to commercial income crowding out

public and voluntary resources.

Raisiene and Urmanaviciene (2017) point out that, in

order to obtain the necessary resources, hybrid organiza-

tions may respond to institutional demands stemming from

the market logic, while failing to attend to those associated

with the social-welfare logic. Smith et al. (2013) found that

one challenge for hybrid organizations is to sustain com-

mitments to both the social-welfare and the commercial

logics amidst institutional pressure to prioritize the latter.

Foster and Bradach (2005) argue that commercial priorities

can distract nonprofits’ managers from their key social

missions, sometimes even subverting those missions.

D’Espallier et al. (2017), who used a worldwide sample of

1151 MFIs, found that interest rates increase with aid

volatility, while the average loan size (ALS) is inversely

related to aid volatility. The authors suggest that MFIs

consider the ALS to be a device signaling commitment to

their social mission, but use interest rates as an adjustment

variable to cope with uncertainty.

Chambers (2014) observes that resource providers (e.g.,

venture capital firms) and market conditions (e.g.,

increasing competition) often turn social enterprises toward

rapid growth through organizational growth strategies,

which may distract them from their social goals.

Lewis’s (2005) findings suggest that the tension between

being business-like and fulfilling a social mission exists as

an ontological feature of nonprofit organizational life. In

this context, Mikołajczak (2019) states that revenue on

commercial activity (sale of products and services) does

not play any vital role in the case of a change in NGOs’

mission. Sanders and McClellan (2014) indicate that

communication is a means by which the relationship and

compatibility between being business-like and fulfilling the

social mission are negotiated. The question arises, there-

fore, whether organizations combining the commercial

logic and social welfare are characterized by mission

volatility.

In other publications, the authors express concern that

social prerequisites may be the cause of a social enter-

prise’s dysfunctional financial efficiency (see more in:

Tracey 2012; Smith et al. 2013) because, in view of the

effects achieved by these entities, the commercial and

social goals can be mutually exclusive. In addition, eco-

nomic efficiency expressed in revenues, costs and profits is

easy to identify, even in the short term. At the same time,

effects in the area of social-mission execution are usually

long term and often very difficult to measure (Smith et al.

2013).

Materials and Methods

Data for analysis were obtained from the Klon/Jawor

Association, which commissioned the Millward Brown

company to conduct a survey on a representative sample of

3800 Polish foundations and associations in the third and

the fourth quarters of 2015. The research was carried out on

a random group of associations and foundations drawn

from the REGON GUS register (Main Statistical Office)

(using December 2014 data), verified on the basis of

information obtained from KRS (National Court Register)

and data collected by the bazy.ngo.pl network. As part of

the stratification procedure, the 1) legal form (association

or foundation), 2) size of the town and 3) province in which

the organization is registered were separated. Additionally,

within the sample, two segments were distinguished: sports
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organizations and the largest, deliberately selected orga-

nizations. The analyses were performed using analytical

weights correcting the share in the sample of entities from a

particular layer and the sample segment.

The data concerning associations and foundations were

collected by means of the interview method, which used

two research techniques: (1) 2975 interviews were carried

out employing the CAPI technique (direct interviews sup-

ported by a computer and conducted by interviewers in an

area) and (2) 825 interviews were done applying the CAWI

technique (an online survey). In both cases, the respondents

were people performing key functions in their organiza-

tions. Therefore, the questionnaire was to be completed by

the leader of the organization, a member of the senior

management or a member of the trustee board or man-

agement committee.

The data were collected in compliance with the secrecy

principle. As part of the report, 24 individual in-depth

interviews with NGO employees and leaders were con-

ducted. From among the subjects surveyed, the present

author selected 412 organizations which perform a business

activity consisting of selling products and services (social

enterprises), and 3386 NGOs which do not conduct such an

activity. Performing business activity and the possibility of

obtaining revenue from the sales of products/services is the

basic criterion for qualifying NGOs to the category of

hybrid organizations—social enterprises. Hence, these two

categories of NGOs were marked as dichotomic variables.

At the same time, to verify the first hypothesis—the exis-

tence of significant differences in the way NGOs per-

forming business activity operate in comparison with social

organizations not performing such an activity—the

dependent variables were marked from V1 to V7, namely

having development plans and strategies (V1); detailed

revenue and expenditure planning (V2); business cooper-

ation (V3); stability of financial-support sources (V4);

regularity of activity (V5); mission variability (V6); and

adjusting policy directions to donors’ changing interests

(V7). The variables were classified according to selected

features characterizing the functioning of NGOs on a five-

degree scale (Chan and Walmsley 1997). In order to avoid

biased answers, the respondents were informed that there

were no ‘‘worse’’ or ‘‘better’’ answers. For each pair of

answers, they were asked to indicate which of the state-

ments better describes the organization. The respondent

could choose only one point on the scale. Only extreme

responses 1 and 5 were described. Table 1 shows the

composition of each variable’s scale.

To verify the second hypothesis concerning the features

of a successful coexistence of two different institutional

logics among social enterprises—the market logic (M) and

the social-welfare logic (S)—dependent variables were

included: Influence of the organization on solving

important social problems (S1); quality of provided social

services (S2); cooperation with other similar social orga-

nizations (S3); and cooperation with local and government

units (S4) are part of the social-welfare logic, while level of

financial situation (M1); quality of financial management

(M2); level of asset equipment (M3); and ability to com-

pete with other entities (M4) characterize the market logic.

The respondents were asked to rate issues which deal with

the current situation of the organization and to what extent

the description featuring in every question matches this

situation. In consequence, all variables reflect the respon-

dents’ subjective perception. A five-degree scale was

applied, where ‘‘1’’ means ‘‘very negatively,’’ ‘‘2’’ ‘‘neg-

atively,’’ ‘‘3’’ ‘‘neither positively nor negatively,’’ ‘‘4’’

‘‘positively,’’ and ‘‘5’’ ‘‘very positively.’’ The respondent

could also choose answer 7, which meant ‘‘It’s hard to say’’

or ‘‘8’’—‘‘not applicable.’’ However, organizations that

chose one of these answers were excluded from the anal-

ysis (see Table 2).

To verify both hypotheses, a one-factor analysis of

variance (ANOVA) was carried out. ANOVA is a statis-

tical method used to study observations that depend on one

or more simultaneously operating factors. The method

indicates which factors may be responsible for differences

between the group means observed.

As part of the one-factor variance analysis, distribution-

normality research was conducted by means of a Kol-

mogorov–Smirnov test. For those variables which did not

meet the distribution-normality criteria in the analysis, a

nonparametric Kruskal–Wallis test was carried out. To

check the assumption of variance homogeneity, a Brown–

Forsythe (B–F) test was performed due to unequal group

sizes. In cases where the variance-homogeneity criterion

was met, an F-test was conducted to assess the differences.

In other cases, a Welch test was employed to evaluate the

averages.

Results

Hypothesis 1

Within the first stage, distribution-normality research was

conducted for all dependent variables, with a level of

P\ 0.01 reached in a Kolmogorov–Smirnov test, which

gave grounds for rejecting the hypothesis about the distri-

bution normality of the variables tested. As the condition of

distribution normality for dependent variables was not met,

a nonparametric Kruskal–Wallis test was employed to

compare average survey values. For the Kruskal–Wallis

test, the level of variables’ significance from V1 to V7,

except for V3 and V6, was smaller than P = 0.05, so

grounds were given for rejecting the assumption of the lack
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of significant differences among average results between

NGOs that perform and those that do not perform business

activity. For the Kruskal–Wallis test, the level of variables’

significance V3 and V6 was higher than P = 0.05, so no

grounds were given for rejecting the assumption of the lack

of significant differences among average results between

NGOs that conduct and those that do not conduct business

activity.

To check the assumption of variance homogeneity, a

Brown–Forsyth test was used because of unequal group

sizes (412 NGOs conducting business activity and 3386 not

doing so; data shortages were tackled by not including in

the analysis the NGOs concerned). The assumption of

variance homogeneity was met for variables V3, V4, V6

and V7. The test result indicated variance homogeneity of

variables in both NGO groups—those that perform and

those that do not perform business activity (P[ 0.05).

Therefore, to evaluate averages, an F-test was used. Since,

in the case of variables V1, V2 and V5, the test result

showed lack of variance homogeneity in both groups

(P\ 0.05), a Welch test was employed to evaluate aver-

ages. The variance analysis showed statistically significant

differences in the way NGOs performing or not performing

business activity act for variables V1, V2, V4, V5 and V7.

For variables V3 and V6, there are no significant differ-

ences between the NGO groups (see Table 3).

Hypothesis 2

To identify differences in the functioning of social enter-

prises or NGOs not performing a business activity, a one-

factor analysis of variance (ANOVA) was carried out.

Within the first stage, distribution-normality research was

conducted for all dependent variables, with a level of

P\ 0.01 reached in a Kolmogorov–Smirnov test, which

gave grounds for rejecting the hypothesis about the distri-

bution normality of the variables tested. As the condition of

distribution normality for dependent variables was not met,

a nonparametric Kruskal–Wallis test was employed to

compare average survey values. For the Kruskal–Wallis

test, the level of variables’ significance from M1 to M8,

except for M2, was smaller than P = 0.05, so grounds were

given for rejecting the assumption of the lack of significant

differences among average results between NGOs that

perform and those that do not perform business activity.

For the Kruskal–Wallis test, the level of variables’ signif-

icance M2 was higher than P = 0.05, so no grounds were

given for rejecting the assumption of the lack of significant

Table 1 Hypothesis 1—

variables examined
V1 Having development plans and strategies

(1—yes, for a few years ahead, 5—definitely not)

V2 Detailed revenue and expenditure planning

(1—definitely yes, 5—definitely not)

V3 Business cooperation

(1—lack of contact, 5—frequent and regular contact)

V4 Stability of financial-support sources

(1—very stable, 5—not stable at all)

V5 Regularity of activity

(1—every day on week days within working hours, 5—a few times a year or less frequently)

V6 Management style

(1—autocratic, 5—democratic)

V7 Adjusting policy directions to donors’ changing interests

(1—very frequent changes in policy directions, 5—lack of changes in policy directions)

Table 2 Hypothesis 2—

variables examined
Social well-being logic

S1 Influence of the organization on solving important social problems

S2 Quality of provided social services

S3 Cooperation with other organizations

S4 Cooperation with public and local government units

Market logic

M5 Financial situation

M6 Quality of financial management

M7 Level of assets equipment

M8 Ability to compete with other entities
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differences among average results between NGOs that

conduct (social enterprises) and those that do not conduct

business activity.

To check the assumption of variance homogeneity, a

Brown–Forsyth test was used because of unequal group

sizes (412 NGOs conducting business activity (social

enterprises) and 3386 not doing so; data shortages were

tackled by not including in the analysis the NGOs con-

cerned) (see Table 4).

The assumption of variance homogeneity was met for

variables M1, M3 and M6. The test result indicated vari-

ance homogeneity of variables in both NGO groups—those

that perform and those that do not perform business activity

(P[ 0.05). Therefore, to evaluate averages, an F-test was

used. Since, in the case of variables M2, M4, M5, M7 and

M8, the test result showed lack of variance homogeneity in

both groups (P\ 0.05), a Welch test was employed to

evaluate averages. The variance analysis showed statisti-

cally significant differences in the way NGOs performing

or not performing business activity act for variables M1,

M2, M3, M5, M6, M8, M9 and M10. For variable M4,

there are no significant differences between the NGO

groups (see Table 4).

Conclusions and Further Research Directions

The research results obtained clearly demonstrate that

NGOs conducting business activity rate their social activity

higher. Having analyzed the surveyed NGOs’ responses

concerning the assessment of their organization, it should

be concluded that the social enterprises under analysis have

better structured areas of operation and a clear vision of

activity in comparison with NGOs that do not conduct

business activity.

First of all, social enterprises declare possessing more

precise development strategies and a more detailed plan-

ning of their revenues and expenses than do NGOs which

do not conduct business activity. At the same time, neither

meticulous plans nor precise development strategies are an

inherent feature of social enterprises only; they should

characterize every organization, whether or not it conducts

commercial sales (e.g., Blackmon 2008; Siciliano 1996).

Some researchers point out that strategic planning deter-

mines NGOs’ performance (Bryson 2018; Allison and

Kaye 2011). Others even argue that organizations relying

primarily on commercial revenues are more efficient in

managing their overheads and administrative expenses than

are the nonprofits which rely mainly on donations (Ecer

et al. 2017).

The research results prove that conducting business

activity can be a factor that encourages NGOs to adopt a

different approach and a more structured way of operating.

These observations also concern the stability and regu-

larity of the surveyed organizations’ ongoing activities.

Even though, as suggested by the research results, NGOs

conducting and those not conducting economic activity

declare that they can, to a greater or lesser extent, count on

money from the same sources, social enterprises’ view is

that their activity is more regular and stable. This means

that they do not operate on a short-term basis to perform

specific tasks, on condition that they receive public subsi-

dies to implement their projects. The issue of NGOs’

stable operation relying on public support is also raised by

other researchers, particularly those from developing

countries (e.g., Milelu 2018; Wachira 2016). The identified

Table 3 ANOVA analysis—NGOs’ hybridity characteristics

Variable NGOs conducting a business activity

(social enterprises)

NGOs not conducting a

business activity

Test

K–

S

K–

W

B–F W

Average value/N P p (F)

V1: Having development plans and

strategies

2.81(412) 2.42(3385) 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00(28,85)

V2: Detailed revenue and expenditure

planning

2.91(407) 2.68(3260) 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00(9,49)

V3: Business cooperation 2.48(412) 2.42(3386) 0.01 0.32 0.58 0.31(1,02)

V4: Stability of financial-support

sources

2.47(406) 2.90(3240) 0.01 0.00 0.22 0.00(27,81)

V5: Regularity of activity 2.45(401) 1.57(3301) 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00(221,25)

V6: Management style 3.16(408) 3.09(3382) 0.01 0.46 0.92 0.44(0,60)

V7: Adjusting policy directions to

donors’ changing interests

3.90(412) 3.70(3386) 0.01 0.00 0.51 0.00(7,94)
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feature that differentiates both groups may be crucial for

this discussion, because such an approach creates a basis

for the effects of the organizations’ mission being sus-

tainable (Carmin 2010; Mikołajczak 2017a). A more

detailed explanation of the reasons for social enterprises’

motivation may also inspire further research on these

enterprises’ hybridity.

The research findings also suggest that those of the

social enterprises surveyed which tend to be more com-

petitive than NGOs not conducting business activity rate

their ability to cooperate with public entities more highly.

This may empirically confirm some of the theoretical

findings by researchers studying the hybridity of nonprofit

organizations (Skelcher and Smith 2015; Katre and Sali-

pante 2012; Galaskiewicz and Barringer 2012).

Although the NGOs combining the market logic with

the social-welfare logic assess their cooperation with

business positively—which is confirmed by other studies

(e.g., Sakarya et al. 2012; Selsky and Parker 2005; Austin

2000)—the present study proves that cooperation with

business is not a feature distinguishing social enterprises

from organizations that do not conduct business activity.

Additionally, contrary to findings by other authors who

emphasize the commercialization effect crowding out

public support (Guo 2006), the research results suggest that

social enterprises rate their relations with various partners

at the local and central level (public and local government

units) more highly than do NGOs not conducting business

activity. Although this unresolved problem is still being

hotly debated, the research results may confirm findings by

researchers who point to public authorities’ supportive

attitude to NGOs’ commercialization. An analysis of the

research results to date seems to suggest that such is the

specificity of Central and Eastern European as well as

developing countries (Vaceková et al. 2017; Moskvina

2013; Svidronova and Vaceková 2012; Toepler and Sala-

mon 2003).

The results of empirical analysis also demonstrate that

NGOs operating as social enterprises declare a democratic

management model that strongly legitimizes the social

logic. Furthermore, the research also proves that, in social

enterprises’ view, they less often adapt the direction of

their social mission to donors’ interests than do their

counterparts which do not conduct business activity. The

research results support some researchers’ findings that

combining social and commercial goals does not lead to

mission drift in a nonprofit organization’s strategy (Barr

et al. 2005; Enjolras 2002; Froelich 1999). At the same

time, the research does not confirm the nature of resource

providers’ support stimulating this drift (Fernando and

Garrido 2017; Cornforth 2014).

Polish NGOs operating as social enterprises rate their

impact on solving important social problems more highly

than do the other NGOs surveyed, and assess their financial

situation more positively. This is also true of social

enterprises’ perception of the higher quality of social ser-

vices on the one hand and financial management on the

other.

To recapitulate, based on the case of Polish NGOs, the

results of the analysis empirically confirm that the imple-

mented social mission is rated more highly among social

enterprises, which effectively combine the market logic

with the social-welfare logic, than among NGOs which are

not profit-oriented.

In the discussion on NGOs’ hybridization in the context

of institutional logics, further research efforts are needed.

They would allow for a more comprehensive evaluation of

the efficiency of social enterprises’ combining social and

Table 4 ANOVA analysis—market and social well-being characteristics

Variable NGOs conducting a business

activity (social enterprises)

NGOs not conducting a

business activity

Test

K–

S

K–

W

B–F p (W)

Average value/(N) P p (F)

S1: The influence of the organization on

solving important social problems

3.57(98) 3.28(183) 0.01 0.03 0.18 0.00(32,16)

S2: Quality of provided social services 3,77(106) 3,19(182) 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.01(6,82)

S3: Cooperation with other similar social

organizations

3,80(103) 3,60(193) 0.01 0.09 0.00 0.06(3,85)

S4: Cooperation with local government units 3,57(100) 3,28(201) 0.01 0.01 0.05 0.01(7,16)

M1: Financial situation 3.21(107) 2.52(170) 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01(8,93)

M2: Quality of financial management 4,10(107) 3,75(150) 0.01 0.01 0.06 0.01(8,93)

M3: Level of asset equipment 3,58(106) 3,97(182) 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.00(25,20)

M4: Ability to compete with other entities 3,88(98) 3,38(183) 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00(16,65)
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financial outcomes. Although financial-performance indi-

cators are well described in the literature, studies identi-

fying the indicators of social effects of an organization’s

activities may be of particular value for further research. It

should be additionally emphasized that the guidelines

presented in this paper are the result of the surveyed enti-

ties’ self-assessment, rather than an assessment of their

actual performance.

The results obtained can also constitute a crucial point

of departure for further research to analyze the institutional

characteristics of Central and Eastern Europe; they also

have an impact on the nature and manifestations of non-

profits’ hybridity.

With regard to the variables, it should be acknowledged

that asking NGOs’ leaders with a vested interest how the

organization assesses its financial or social performance

could be biased. This could happen due to several psy-

chological effects, such as the ‘‘positive illusion,’’ which

can be described as an overly optimistic viewing of oneself

and of one’s own role in influencing those things which

appear to be positive (Rong and Wilkinson 2011). There-

fore, the surveyed NGOs’ successful combination of

institutional logics is also an expression of a subjective

perception of particular aspects characterizing their activ-

ities in the area of these logics.
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