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5. Reflection on the future of the study of philanthropy in Europe – by Theo Schuyt 

 
1. The daily joys of an academic conference – @Renebekkers 

This past July we convened in the beautiful city of Riga for the sixth ERNOP 
conference. For me it was a real joy to see so many researchers gathering 
together, talking about research on philanthropy from so many different 
disciplines and such different countries. The conference was quite close to 
the dreams I had when the European Research Network on Philanthropy 
was established. In those dreams, academics from a variety of disciplines, 
working in relative isolation within their own home institutions, would 
come together to exchange their most recent research, to contribute to 
each other’s work, and to discuss ideas for future research, reaching across 
disciplinary boundaries. In the best possible case there would even be an exchange with ‘practioners’ 
from civil society and nonprofit organizations. The conference was all of that. I haven’t yet counted 
the number of scientific disciplines and the number of countries represented at the conference, but 
both numbers are undoubtedly higher than at previous ERNOP conferences. In my view that is 
progress for a field of research that is inherently multidisciplinary and multinational.  

A very good illustration of the progress we are making in the growing academic field of philanthropic 
studies was presented at the conference in the form of the Generous People, Generous Nations 
project by Pamala Wiepking. The project she is leading with Femida Handy aims to understand why 
people in some countries give more frequently and more generously to philanthropic organizations 
than people in other countries. Researchers from 27 countries around the world and from different 
disciplines are contributing ideas and data about philanthropy. The project grew out of ERNOP and 
moved ahead to a global scale. I am curious to see the results of the project being presented at a 
future conference.  

Having returned to my office in Amsterdam, the Riga conference continues to inspire my daily work. I 
heard great papers that deserve to get published, and I am happy to work with Peter Halfpenny, 
editing a special issue of Voluntary Sector Review with a selection of papers presented at the 
conference. Also it was good to welcome several attendees from countries outside Europe, such as 
Australia and the US. 

When a friend who is not working in academia recently asked me how I use Twitter, I realized that 
for me it is almost like attending an academic conference every day. I can pick the most interesting 
sessions to attend and I hear people talking about the most exciting new research in their discipline. 
In a way, the academic conference is continued online, but without actually meeting face-to-face. So 
if you’re not already using it, I invite you to join the Twitter community and experience the daily joys 
of an academic conference… 

ERNOP 
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2. Report from the ERNOP Conference 2013  
 

On Thursday July 11 and Friday July 12, the 6th ERNOP Conference took place in Riga, Latvia. On a 
beautiful location in Riga, the Latvian University hosted the two day conference that was open to 
both European and non European researchers. The conference attracted around 60 participants 
and was divided into different parallel sessions providing a very nice variety of subjects to the 
attendees.  

 
The overarching theme ‘Challenges for Research on Philanthropy: New 
and and Transnational perspective’ proved very suitable for the 
conference.  In nearly each session it became clear that new and exciting 
research is being done right now, but it was also apparent that most 
research in the philanthropic field is only carried out within the national 
context. The sessions therefore showed both the diversity in current 
research and the unity in the need for better comparative data. To make 
better observations and statements about comparative research on 
philanthropy we need better data, as it was strikingly put by Prof.dr. 
Bekkers in one of the very first sessions.  

 
 
On the first day three parallel sessions were scheduled with a closing plenary session. This plenary 
session functioned as the ‘opening’ of the conference. Prof. Dr. Theo Schuyt, President of ERNOP, 
welcomed the participants and talked about the relationship between the study of philanthropy and 
the philanthropic sector. Then he introduced Philippe Galiay from the European Commission. Mr. 
Galiay’s presence at the ERNOP conference can be considered a landmark, being the first time that a 
Brussels policy officer attended an ERNOP conference. The subject of his speech was ‘Putting 
philanthropy higher on the EU agenda’. He presented a view on the philanthropic sector as an 
important stakeholder in the EU’s shared responsibilities program. Furthermore, Mr. Galiay spoke 
about the Commission’s Horizon 2020 program. Whether this program will benefit philanthropy 
research as well, remains a question to be answered in the future as Mr. Galiay showed that the 
struggle between philanthropy research for policy making and policy making for conducting 
philanthropy research is still going on. 
 
On Friday morning the sessions started early again. Two 
sessions were interrupted by the founding general 
assembly of ERNOP. In this meeting it was proposed and 
decided to make ERNOP a formal association as of 2014. 
The ERNOP general assembly agreed to elect the 
following board members for the coming four years: 
Theo Schuyt as Chair; Pamala Wiepking as secretary; 
Georg von Schnurbein as treasurer; René Bekkers as 
Research chair; Martha Rey Garcia as Communications Chair; Anne-Claire Pache as Advocacy chair. 
John Mohan will strengthen the board capacity as new board member.  ERNOPs aim will remain to 
advance, coordinate and promote excellence in philanthropic research in Europe. As a formal 
association ERNOP will commit to continue the efforts to drive and progress philanthropy research in 
Europe.  
 
One more parallel session was on the program before the conference officially came to a close with 
the concluding lunch. This conference showed that a European philanthropy research network does 
exist and has the feel of a family. Thanks to all the participants for making the 6th ERNOP conference 
a great success and thanks to the excellent organization at the Latvian University Foundation.  



3 
 

3. John Mohan joins ERNOP board  

The board of the European Research Network On Philanthropy is happy to announce Professor 
John Mohan joined the Board of ERNOP at the general assembly in Riga. His research interests are 
in historical and contemporary aspects of voluntary organisations, charitable giving and 
volunteering. He has recently moved from the University of Southampton to Birmingham 
University, where he is Professor of Social Policy. 

John has been Deputy Director of the Third Sector 
Research Centre since 2008. This joint initiative 
between the universities of Birmingham and 
Southampton has received a short-term extension of 
its funding until March 2014. This will allow 
continuation of its principal existing work 
programmes, including its quantitative work on third 
sector organisations (which is being extended to 
include many non-charitable nonprofit organisations), 
and on the third sector workforce and volunteers. Research on the involvement of third sector 
organisations in public service delivery, on social enterprise, and on processes of change in 
organisations using longitudinal qualitative methods, will also continue.  

Separately, John's work as part of the Centre for Charitable Giving and Philanthropy is also being 
written up with forthcoming papers on the distribution of neighbourhood-level charitable 
organisations, a discussion of the idea of a " charity desert", a comparison of the characteristics of 
England and Wales with those of Scotland, and a paper on the use of geographical information in 
estimating levels of charitable activity in communities.  

4. Member news 
 
Your news item in the next ERNOP Newsletter? Please send your text (in English) to 
projectmanager@ernop.eu! Contributions from affiliated members are welcome also! 
 
EUFORI Study Workshop 
 
On September 19th,  VU University Amsterdam hosted a workshop on the European Foundations 
for Research and Innovation Study.  Initiated by the European 
Commission (within FP7), the study aspires to quantify and assess 
foundations’ financial support and policies for research and 
innovation in the EU, make a comparative analysis between EU 
Member States, and identify trends and the potential for future 
developments in this sector.  Being half-way the study, the workshop provided a good opportunity 
to reflect on the data collection, to discuss the first preliminary results from the data and to discuss 
future challenges in the research project.  

Representatives from the European Commission (DG Research and Innovation) emphasized 
introductory speech the importance of the EUFORI Study for the Research and Innovation agenda.   
There is a need of policy makers in Europe to better understand and empirically demonstrate the 
contribution that foundations make to the R&I field and to better comprehend the role they play in 
the current economic and social context.  

mailto:projectmanager@ernop.eu
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The first results of the data collection were presented by the VU coordinating team, followed by two 
parallel sessions. These workshops were meant to discuss the practical and methodological 
challenges the researchers encountered in the study so far and how we are able to complement the 
quantitative results with qualitative data.  

The presentations during the sessions showed the differences between the foundation sectors and 
also gave insight in the challenges that lie ahead. The main conclusion was that the national 
researchers will make a final effort to complement the data by approaching some important missing 
foundations in their countries and by reviewing annual accounts.  

At the end of the day Professor René Bekkers from VU University made some closing remarks and 
talked about the lessons learnt. Professor Bekkers emphasized once again the importance of the role 
that foundations can play in Europe. With his speech Bekkers clearly summarized the most important 
challenges and solutions, and most importantly, a collective plan for conducting the next steps in the 
research.  After the closing plenary session, drinks and dinner were the final points on the schedule, 
giving the researchers the chance to discuss some final matters and to evaluate the day. Please visit 
www.euforistudy.eu to remain up-to-date on the project.  

Germany 

Ekkehard Thuemler from institutional ERNOP member the Centre for Social Investment (Heidelberg 
University) publishes book “Citizens vs. Markets: How Civil Society is Rethinking the Economy in a 
Time of Crises”. Together with co-editor Lorenzo Fioramonti 
(University of Pretoria) it is a first attempt to unpack the 
transformative role of civil society in a sector in which it has 
traditionally been less proactive, in order to reflect on possible forms 
of social transformation that are not merely remedial but also 
constructive in nature. This book was earlier published as a special 
issue of the Journal of Civil Society 

After an apparent temporary relief, the authors note that the financial 
crisis came back full steam. The ‘double dip’ turned into a full-blown 
meltdown of financial markets, public budgets and, by and large, 
democratic accountability. This global crisis is a fundamental wake-up call: a signal that our 
conventional political economy and, perhaps, the very foundations of our societies need a serious 
rethink. Currently, the spotlight is on the role of political elites and economic agents (especially the 
investors included in the vague notion of ‘markets’) and their strategies to stabilize or destabilize 
countries, from North America to the Eurozone. Regrettably, the actual and potential role of civil 
society is hardly mentioned in public debate. Yet, it is exactly within civil society that important 
responses to the crisis may emerge. It is within civil society that an alternative paradigm and a 
fundamental rethinking of conventional wisdom may be fostered. Citizens vs. Markets is the first 
book to unpack the transformative role of civil society in a sector in which it has traditionally been 
less proactive, in order to reflect on possible forms of social transformation that are not merely 
remedial but also constructive in nature. This is the most important struggle of our times. 
 
United Kingdom 

In 2010, Beth Breeze from Kent University published an occasional paper entitled “How Donors 
Choose Charities” Findings of a study of donor perceptions of the nature and distribution of 
charitable benefit. Last July, the paper was published as article in Voluntary Sector Review. Also, 

http://www.euforistudy.eu/
mailto:ekkehard.thuemler@csi-heidelberg.de
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the past summer was used to write up a year of in-depth study of UK HNWI philanthropists. The 
book, “Richer Lives: Why Rich People Give, was published on September 30th.    

The question of how donors decide which charities to support, as opposed 
to questions about whether to give and how much to give, has been under-
researched. The article “How Donors Choose Charities” presents findings 
from a qualitative study of 60 committed donors in the United Kingdom 
and concludes that charitable decision making is primarily driven by donors' 
tastes and personal background, and that inertia and path dependency also 
account for many of their current donation decisions. Despite subscribing 
to popular beliefs that charitable giving should be directed primarily to the 
needy, donors often support organisations that promote their own 
preferences, that help people with whom they feel some affinity and that 
support causes that relate to their own life experiences.  

In Richer Lives: Why Rich People Give, Beth Breeze presents the findings of an in-depth study of why 
and how the richer members of our society engage with philanthropy in this of the 21st century. 

It includes chapters on the factors that are most likely to produce a positive response to requests for 
support, reflections on asking for money for favoured causes and insights into the growing 
philanthropy advice industry. It also contains a chapter on why some rich people give little or 
nothing, and a series of practical recommendations. More information on the book can be found 
here.  

Norway 

From institutional member Centre for Research on Civil Society and Voluntary Sector, Norway, Dag 
Wollebaek reports a comparison of international surveys on the relation between religion and 
social capital.  

In American Grace (2010), Putnam and Campbell assert that religiously active Americans are more 
trusting and more engaged citizens than the non-religious. The main mechanism is participation in 

religiously based social networks, which are more «morally freighted» than 
other types of social networks. The report examines whether these arguments 
are valid outside the US using survey data. 

In Europe, strongly religious societies are characterized by lower trust. This 
contradicts the notion that widespread religiosity is conducive to trusting 
societies. With a few exceptions, religion is weakly correlated with both trust 
and volunteering, both in Norway and Europe. Religious activity and religiously 
based social networks increase the likelihood of participation inother types of 
organizational activity. However, this effect was not stronger than the similar 
spill-over effects of other organizational affiliations. 

The report also reanalyses some of Putnam and Campbells findings from the US. These analyses 
indicate that religious networks are conducive to trust in fellow believers but negatively correlated 
with generalized trust. Religiously based social networks increased the likelihood of volunteering 
forsecular organizations, but lesser so than generic social networks. 

 

http://www.richerlives.org/
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Austria 

Managerialism, i.e., "business-like" organizational structure, is rapidly gaining importance in 
nonprofit organizations (NPOs). However, even though management literature claims that 
managerialism improves the functioning of NPOs, little empirically grounded knowledge is 
available on the effects of managerialism in NPOs. 

A research project carried out by institutional ERNOP member WU Vienna University of Economics 
and Business aims to shed light on this issue by examining how managerialism influences NPOs’ 
fulfilment of their societal functions: service provision, advocacy and community-building. With this 
background, Michael Meyer, Renate Buber and Anahid Aghamanoukjan published  an article in 
Voluntas “In Search of Legitimacy: Managerialism and Legitimation in Civil Society Organizations”   

In the article the authors investigate changes in the legitimating accounts used by Civil Society 
Organizations (CSOs), in the context of spreading managerialism - one of the most powerful 
institutional practices of our time - in the Third Sector. They first introduce the concepts of legitimacy 
and legitimating account, before showing how managerialism manifests itself in CSOs and presenting 
three managerialist accounts used to legitimate such organizations: efficiency and effectiveness 
(E&E), stakeholder needs and innovation. They then examine empirically how the use of these 
accounts changed between 1995 and 2008. To do so they analyzed quantitatively the contents of a 
sample of annual reports produced by Austrian CSOs over the stated period, and applied discourse 
analysis to a smaller group of reports in order to reveal more fine-grained developments. Their 
results show significant changes; of the chosen accounts, the one most tightly linked with 
managerialism, E&E, had come to be taken for granted by 2008, whereas the more generic and 
subtle concepts of stakeholder needs and innovation featured more strongly than in 1995. 

5. Reflection on the future of the study of philanthropy in Europe – by Theo Schuyt 
 

Part of the following text has been handed out at the ERNOP conference in RIGA 
this year. My message is still valuable for the whole ERNOP community at large. 
This is why, particularly for the ERNOP members who didn’t attend , I would like 
to share this text with you.  Society’s appreciation of, and interest in, 
philanthropy is growing strongly in Europe. However, the organization of the 
sector, the substructure – in short the European philanthropy sector – is still too 
underdeveloped as regards its profile and professionalism to justify a science of 
philanthropy. In individual countries, such as the UK, the Netherlands and 
France, academic centres have been established, as a result of national profiling. 
ERNOP aims to create an European profile of philanthropy research. 

How does a new science, like the study of philanthropy, come into being? This is not an easy 
question to answer. What is clear, though, is that at a particular time a social phenomenon needs to 
emerge, which arouses interest and which is widely experienced by people – an issue about which 
there is great uncertainty, which appears to require specific expertise, and for which people put 
themselves forward as ‘experts’ and lay exclusive claim to this expertise. If they want to develop and 
improve, these experts require research and training. The social practice, the substructure, demands 
a ‘scientific superstructure’. What is the current state of modern philanthropy, the societal 
substructure?      

There is a worldwide revival of – and renewed interest in – the phenomenon of philanthropy. ‘Giving’ 
and ‘charity’ have existed at all times and in all societies. A modern version, ‘modern philanthropy’, is 
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on the rise in industrialized countries. Giving is no longer reserved exclusively for the categories of 
‘the sick, the poor, widows and orphans’. Modern philanthropy supports a wide range of goals for 
the common good. Causes such as education, health, culture, international aid, nature conservation, 
heritage, scientific research, sport and recreation now also attract philanthropic contributions. In this 
sense, philanthropy represents a source of income for many non-profit institutions.  

The possibility of a scientific discipline of philanthropy emerging cannot be seen in isolation from the 
development of philanthropic professions and from the philanthropy sector itself. What is more, it 
would form part of a further profiling and professionalization of philanthropy. The development of a 
sector and that of a science go hand in hand.  

How does a sector come into being? What is needed to develop a sector? New sectors take 
over a particular niche in the market, where they must prove themselves and justify 
themselves to their environment: this is the question of legitimacy. In this respect it is 
essential for a sector to deliver the level of expertise and the results that it promises to 
customers, citizens, commissioning bodies, authorities and other interested parties. This is 
the question of effectiveness.   
 
‘Establishing’ a science also has a lot in common with a takeover, in this case taking control of a 
corner of the science market. In order to analyse the conditions of both – sector/professions and 
science – we shall look to theories of professionalization and occupational sociology.    

How do professions develop? They can be the product of 1. functional uncertainty and 2. the division 
of labour. Functional uncertainty occurs if a specific action requires expertise that is not available. In 
order to function, society requires that this action be carried out. Enterprising people come forward 
and learn by doing, thus acquiring specific qualifications. Some examples would be the job of 
network manager or system manager, and the occupation of rope-maker in the past.   

The division of labour is the result of a particular social development, used by Durkheim to analyse 
the transition from an agrarian to an industrialized society. Farming communities made their own 
clothes and baked bread themselves. The division of labour in society then created jobs such as 
tailor/dressmaker and baker. The division of labour has an element of people ‘acting as agents’, as 
when a relatively simple task such as slaughtering animals for meat is 
outsourced to a butcher.      

How do professional occupations develop? The PhD thesis of organizational 
sociologist Van de Krogt Professionalization and collective action (1981) and 
the article by Lulofs entitled “Professions and the market for credence goods” 
(1983)  were written quite some time ago but the authors’ analyses are in no 
way dated. 

Van de Krogt distinguishes three theories for describing, analysing and 
explaining the degree of professionalism of a particular job. The first theory 
comes from Greenwood and is called the ‘trait-approach’: the more 
professional characteristics a job has, the more it can be deemed to be a 
profession. What are these characteristics? Van de Krogt lists a number of 
them, following the example of Greenwood:  

- a professional group; 
- a professional code; 
- a mission; 
- expertise through training within the occupation, based on scientific research;      
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- disciplinary rules specific to the occupation; 
- regulated entry to the market (regulation of supply); 
- self-regulation sanctioned by the government. 

 
The second theory is the ‘functionalist approach’: the more a job concerns itself with central values 
in society (property: office of notary, the judiciary; health: medical occupations), the likelier it is to 
become a profession and enjoy great prestige.  

The third theory is that of the ‘power approach’, taken from Johnson’s book, Professions and Power: 
the degree to which a job succeeds in claiming its own domain, guarding its boundaries and 
regulating entry, determines how professional that job is. 

By combining the above theories, we can formulate a number of criteria for determining how far the 
sector has developed and the chances of creating a science of philanthropy: 

1. the formation of professional groups and branches; 
2. the development of a mission, a vision, theories, codes, complaints and other procedures, 

and disciplinary rules; 
3. setting up certified, standardized training; 
4. obtaining academic support (academic research and education); 
5. obtaining public support;  
6. legitimization afterwards by the state.  

 
What is the current state of affairs of the philanthropy 
sector in Europe?  

1. Professional groups and Branch. There is no umbrella organization for the sector in Europe. 
European endowed foundations have an umbrella organization, the European Foundation 
Centre (EFC) in Brussels, which does not include all foundations. A number of the larger 
foundations have joined together in the Network of European Foundations (NEF), which is 
also in Brussels. A number of large fundraising foundations have a European umbrella 
organization for each branch – the European Heart Network, for example.       

2. Vision/mission: in part because the philanthropy sector lacks an umbrella organization, there 
is no shared, unequivocal mission statement or vision.  

3. Training: some countries have training courses for fundraisers, which are certified by the 
European Fundraising Association (EFA). There is no standardized training literature.   

4. Academic support. Europe still only has a few institutions where philanthropy is a specific 
academic subject: Amsterdam, Bologna, Heidelberg, Rotterdam, Kent, Southampton and 
Paris. ERNOP gives a voice to individual philanthropy researchers scattered throughout 
European research institutions.  

5. Public support: public appreciation of philanthropy is growing within Europe. Governments 
and the European Commission are also increasingly interested.  

6. Legitimization afterwards by the state. In the UK, the ‘Compact’ was agreed between the 
government and the philanthropy sector in 1998. This comprises a gentlemen’s agreement 
whereby each party promises to keep the other informed and – where necessary – to give it 
support. In the Netherlands, a ‘Covenant’, which resembles the UK agreement, was realized 
in 2011. 
 

Where does the development of a science of philanthropy fit into this picture? A first condition is in 
any case the existence of a specific social phenomenon, a social problem that can be recognized and 
defined. Secondly, the phenomenon must be considered socially significant. Thirdly, there must be a 
need for special expertise in order to understand, explain and manage the phenomenon. A particular 
field of study can thus emerge and, in some cases, this field can develop into a separate scientific 
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discipline or a sub discipline of an existing scientific field. Whether or not this happens depends, 
among other things, on the urgency of society’s need for the field in question. But it also depends on 
the presence and commitment of scientific entrepreneurs who provide the necessary form and 
content for the development of the new field.    

Once these first steps have been taken, there is a second stage, which addresses how the 
phenomenon can be delimited, how the domain can be defined and how a specific scientific frame of 
reference and a theoretical framework can be developed. These aspects form the basis for drawing 
up systems, hypotheses and guidelines for further scientific research.    

The path leads from field of study and domain study to scientific discipline or sub discipline. The 
difference between a domain study and a sub discipline is in the level of abstraction and the 
intention. A domain study is usually multidisciplinary and aims to improve the domain in question. A 
sub discipline is an independent reflection on the domain, which aims to further scientific 
understanding. They cannot of course be considered in isolation; it is more a case of a continuum 
with one pole being ‘improving practice’ and the other ‘increasing scientific understanding’. Before 
setting out on the path from domain study to science, there must be clarity as to the domain, 
definitions and concepts, at the very least. As ERNOP, this is our mission.     

 

 
   
 
 
Theo Schuyt, ERNOP Chair  
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