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Abstract: The remarkable feature of the nonprofit sector is its astonishing diversity. This 
feature gets short shrift in the traditional market or governmental failure theories of the 
nonprofit sector. Drawing on Niklas Luhmann’s concept of functional differentiation, we 
demonstrate that these theories are implicitly economy- and politics-biased. In seeking to 
overcome these biases, we show that nonprofits and NGOs are better understood as those 
varieties of organizations whose primary focus is on function systems other than the economy 
and politics. We summarize this argument in the concept of organizational multifunctionality 
which turns out to be likewise applicable to the for-profit sector.  
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1. Introduction 
If there is a single characteristic that can be safely assumed to apply to the nonprofit sector, it 
is diversity. Both across and within nations, nonprofit organizations exhibit startling 
heterogeneity and include “religious congregations, universities, hospitals, museums, 
homeless shelters, civil rights groups, labor unions, political parties, and environmental 
organizations, among others. Nonprofits play a variety of social, economic, and political roles 
in the society. They provide services as well as educate, advocate, and engage people in civic 
and social life” (Boris and Steurle 2006, p. 66). The diversity of this sector has been so 
impressive that it led some scholars to question the meaningfulness of the sector as a 
definitional construct suitable for consistent theory building (Ferreira 2014, Simsa 2001). 
O’Neill (2002, p. 8) identifies a stream of nonprofit scholarship, including Hall (1992), 
Hansmann (1980), Karl (1987), and Kramer (2000), that is “question[ing] whether the term 
sector is appropriately applied to the nonprofit world, because of the permeability of its 
borders the diversity of its organizations in size, purpose, and revenue sources”. 
Notwithstanding these legitimate concerns, the interdisciplinary field of the nonprofit sector 
studies has been booming for decades. It is most likely that diversity has been one reason 
behind this boom since it has encouraged lively experimentation with ideas, theories, and 
methods. Yet, the diversity itself has turned out to be an elusive concept. While many 
individual theories of the nonprofit sector provide brilliant insights into specific segments of 
its global landscape, its diversity as such remains puzzling. As a result, “we are still far from a 
‘grand unified theory’ of the nonprofit sector” (O’Neill 2002, p. 52).  
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As a research challenge, the issue of nonprofit diversity has certainly not escaped the attention 
of scholars. It has been suggested that if diversity can be at all explained, then only by the 
theories of the institutional embeddedness of the nonprofit sector (Smith and Grønbjerg 
2006). A landmark contribution in this direction is Anheier and Salamon’s (2006) “social 
origins” theory intended to emphasize “the embeddedness of the nonprofit sector in the 
cultural, religious, political, and economic realities of different countries. It thus views 
decisions about whether to rely on the market, the nonprofit sector, or the state for the 
provision of key services as not simply open to choice by individual consumers in an open 
market… Rather, it views these choices as heavily constrained by prior patterns of historical 
development and by the relative power of various social groupings that have significant stakes 
in the outcomes of these decisions” (ibid, p. 106). The social origins theory is complemented 
by further neoinstitutional and regime perspectives exploring “the ways in which the 
institutional environment shapes the nonprofit sector” (Smith and Grønbjerg 2006, p. 235). 
While contributing much toward explaining nonprofit heterogeneity between different 
institutional regimes, these perspectives tend to downplay heterogeneity within regimes, thus 
inviting charges of imprecision. Furthermore, the geographic variation within the global 
nonprofit sector must be distinguished from causal mechanisms responsible for the 
“reconstitutive downward causation” from the encompassing institutional structure onto the 
level of specific nonprofit organizations (Valentinov 2012). It is however precisely these 
mechanisms that are required for a theoretical explanation of diversity.  
 
The strategy of the present paper is to explain the diversity of the nonprofit sector as an 
immediate consequence of the functional differentiation of society. Functional differentiation 
refers to the distinction of incommensurable function systems, i.e. binary coded 
communicative systems such as economy, law, politics, and science (Beck et al. 2003; Beck 
and Lau 2005; Brier 2007; Laermans 2007; Roth 2015; Roth and Schütz 2015). The concept 
of functional differentiation is not new to the field of the nonprofit studies. For example, it has 
been argued that nonprofit organizations address some of the unfortunate consequences of the 
functional differentiation of society, such as the poor coordination among function systems as 
well as the possibility of specific societal problems being neglected by all the function 
systems (cf. also Ferreira 2014). This idea illustrates why many nonprofit organizations focus 
their activities on societal risks, especially those of social inequality and exclusion, as well as 
on environmental issues. Furthermore, many nonprofit organizations belong to several 
function systems and thus improve the coordination between them (Ferreira 2014). In addition 
to intermediating the relations among the function systems, nonprofit organizations hold the 
potential to counteract the Habermasian (1985) problem of the systemic colonialization of the 
lifeworld. By bringing the heterogeneous texture of functional differentiation to bear on 
nonprofit organizations, these arguments make important headway toward explaining the 
phenomenon of nonprofit diversity (cf. Ferreira 2014).  
 
This paper agrees with the above studies but advances an argument that is more basic and 
probably more radical. The key contention is that the diversity of functional differentiation 
directly translates into the diversity of the nonprofit sector. To see this point, let us recall that 
the very terms “nonprofit organization” and “nongovernmental organization” reflect 
particular ways of observing the organizational variety of the modern society. These ways are 
not neutral or objective. They reflect the standpoints of the observing systems, evidently the 
economic system and the political system. It stands to reason that from the economic system’s 
perspective, organizations associated with other function systems will appear to be “non-
economic”, or “nonprofit”. Similarly, the political system will register organizations 
associated with other function systems as “non-political”, or “non-governmental”. Against the 
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backdrop of the rich diversity of nonprofit activities, the terms “nonprofit” and 
“nongovernmental” indicate the blind spots of observing the corresponding diverse texture of 
functional differentiation. Note that this argument explains not only the variation among 
individual nonprofits but also touches upon the causal mechanisms of their emergence by 
relating these mechanisms to the rise of functional differentiation itself. The paper starts by 
reflecting on the way the nonprofit sector has been conventionally described in terms of the 
semantic categories of the economic and political system. The reflections are then 
reconsidered in the broader context of functional differentiation by advancing the novel 
concept of “multifunctional organization” which will be shown to apply to both the nonprofit 
and for-profit corporate sectors.  

 

2. The nature of nonprofits: from definitions to theories 

The Luhmannian concept of functional differentiation characterizes not only the social 
structure of the modern society but also the semantic categories utilized in this society’s self-
descriptions. In terms of semantics, each of the function systems, such as the economy, 
politics, law, and religion, is associated with a set of dominant theories, such as those of 
economics, political science, legal studies, and theology (Luhmann 1977; 1990; Luhmann and 
Barrett 2013). Luhmann argued that these theories remain “loyal” to their respective function 
systems and seek to legitimate their continued operations. In a wide array of these theories 
available today, two types of theories have been particularly effective in shaping the field of 
the modern nonprofit studies. These are the theories of economics and political science. Put 
differently, the field of the modern nonprofit studies is dominated by the semantics of the 
economic and political system.  

This fact appears to be ambivalent. On the one hand, this kind of semantics has been 
invaluable for the purposes of defining and mapping the nonprofit sector. As O’Neill (2002, 
p. 3) notes, “in practical terms nonprofits are defined by the U.S. government’s Internal 
Revenue Code (IRC) and accompanying regulations from the IRS, and by the fifty states 
governments in their corporation and tax laws” (cf. also Hansmann 1980). It is clear that these 
definitions are framed by the economic and political semantics. The same is true for the 
widely used “structural-operational definition” elaborated within the Johns Hopkins 
Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project (Anheier and Salamon 2006). O’Neill’s (2002) 
ninefold typology of nonprofit “subsectors”, including religion, education, health care, social 
or human services, grantmaking, arts and culture, advocacy, international assistance, and 
mutual benefit activity, likewise rests on this semantics. This typology follows “the main 
government and private classification systems” while taking account of the economic 
indicators such as the “number and types of organizations; revenue, expenditures, and assets; 
number and characteristics of paid staff and volunteers; number of clients and customers; and 
other such information” (ibid, p. xix). On reflection, any attempt to define or map nonprofits 
must imply their “group[ing] based on their objectives, structure, and behavior” (ibid, p. 8) 
each of which can be conveniently expressed by the semantics of the economic and political 
systems. 

The crucial role of this semantics in the definitions and mappings of the nonprofit sector 
seems to have naturally translated into the dominance of the economic and political science 
approaches within the scholarly field of the nonprofit sector studies. It is at this point that the 
diversity of the nonprofit sector became a stumbling block. Being loyal to the function 
systems of the economy and politics, these approaches could not do full justice to the 
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engagement of nonprofits in other function systems. Instead, they emphasized the role of 
nonprofits in addressing breakdowns in the economic and political systems, i.e., market and 
government failures. Market failures that came to be believed to be addressed by nonprofits 
include the paradigmatic cases of information asymmetries and public goods (Badelt 2007; 
Salom 2001; Steinberg 2006; Hansmann 1987). The relevant types of governmental failure 
include the so-called majoritarian and categorical constraints aggravated by the problems of 
bureaucratization and the lack of experimentation and flexibility (Douglas 2001; Young 
2001b; Salamon and Toepler 2015). Nonprofits emerged to be remedies for the inability of 
the economic and political systems to process the full spectrum of societal needs in view of 
the respective systemic breakdowns.  

The central problem of the market and government failure approaches is the implicit 
exaggeration of the importance to the nonprofit sector of the codes, programs, and logics of 
economic and political function systems relative to the importance of other function systems. 
Thus it is small wonder that the dominant economic approaches regard nonprofits as merely 
third-best solutions in a world with high transaction costs and information asymmetries, with 
the first-best world being that of pervasive efficient markets and the second-best that of 
markets with minor market failures corrected by for-profit firms (Coase 1937). It is this 
systemic failure bias that lies at the heart of multifarious criticisms that have been leveled 
against the failure approaches, which, as Lohmann (1992) noted, tell about what the nonprofit 
sector is not rather than about what it is. These criticisms however must be kept conceptually 
distinct from the role of the economic and political semantics in documenting the sector’s 
diversity. This semantics appears to be much more helpful in defining and mapping the 
nonprofit than in theorizing about it. The latter task calls for a full-fledged account of 
functional differentiation that is not limited to the semantics of the function systems of the 
economy and politics.  

 

3. Modernity and organizations 
 
The concepts of functional differentiation and formal organization are considered to be 
constitutive of modern societies. Interestingly, theories of functional differentiation and 
formal organization are often observed to be mutually supportive and interdependent (Ahrne 
et al. 2016; Bergthaller and Schinko 2011; Leydesdorff 2002; Luhmann 1977; Luhmann 
1990; Luhmann 1997; Roth 2015; Roth and Schütz 2015; Schoeneborn 2011; Seidl 2005; 
Vanderstraeten 2005; Wetzel and Van Gorp 2014). Yet, paradoxically, there has been little 
intersection between the streams of research on functional differentiation and formal 
organization (Roth and Kaivo-oja 2015; Wetzel and Van Gorp 2014). In fact, a large part of 
research in organization studies is flirting with categories associated with the earlier forms of 
differentiation such as gender, age, race, nationality, culture, class, or hierarchy, remaining 
unimpressed by the notions of functional differentiation and function systems. Drawing on 
Niklas Luhmann’s systems-theoretical insights, the following subsections elucidate the 
meanings of functional differentiation and formal organization in order to prepare the ground 
for their theoretical integration in the concept of organizational multifunctionality.  
 
3.1. The concept of functional differentiation 
 
In his article Differentiation of Society, Luhmann (1977) crossed two foundational distinctions 
of sociology, dis-/similar and un-/equal,a in order to develop a framework for what would 
later become his differentiation theory (Luhmann and Barrett 2013). Much like in the case of 
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a scenario analysis, the crossing of these distinctions creates four alternative worlds of social 
differentiation, with only three of them having been systematically explored so far (see Table 
1):  
 

 Equal 
+ − 

Similar 
+ Segmentation  

(Families, tribes, nations, etc.) 
Centralization 
(Civilizations, empires, etc.) 

− Functional Differentiation 
(Economy, Science, Art, etc.) 

Stratification 
(Castes, estates, classes, etc.) 

Table 1: Social Differentiation (Roth 2015; Roth and Schütz 2015) 
 
Luhmann (1977) referred to these alternative worlds to tell a short but persuasive history of 
society. Earliest societies were made up of similar and equal segments (top left quadrant). 
Segmentation hence was the key principle used both to distinguish social systems and to 
group smaller systems into larger systems, such as clans consisting of several families or 
nations made up of several tribes. Segmentation may also be used to zoom in on specific 
segments, such as women and men who formed respective segments of a tribe. Segmentation 
hence implies the observation of both similarities and equality; clans, for instance, are 
segments of similar tribes, with one tribe being always equal to another tribe until further, 
non-segmental forms of differentiation begin to apply. Segmentation is a very basic form of 
social differentiation still existing today, e.g. in the observations of nation states or practices 
of market segmentation. Later on, the Neolithic revolution witnessed the rise of another form 
of social differentiation which emerged when the processes of centralization allowed for the 
unequal distributions of resources, attention, or influence between analytically similar systems 
(top right quadrant). Similar segments were now distinguished into centers and peripheries. 
Thus, settlements turned into cities or villages, and tribes into civilizations or barbarisms. In 
the next step, the center-periphery distinction must ultimately have led to the realization that 
unequal systems may also be essentially dissimilar. This logical connection is at the heart of 
stratification, i.e., the distinction of dissimilar and unequal subsystems such as castes, estates, 
or classes (bottom right quadrant). The series of political and industrial revolutions brought 
the growing consensus that it is functional differentiation rather than stratification that is the 
dominant form of social differentiation today. Technically speaking, functional differentiation 
refers to the distinction of both dissimilar and equal function systems (bottom left quadrant), 
namely the political system, economy, science, art, religion, legal system, sport, health, 
education, and mass media system (Roth and Schütz 2015). Functional differentiation 
however does not prevent contemporary societies from disrespecting the intersystemic 
boundaries (#corruption) or tolerating intersystemic “power” imbalances (#capitalism); yet, it 
remains true that observations of deviations from functional differentiation are possible and 
may be criticized only against the background of functional differentiation.  
 
Crucially, functional differentiation is not about a division of work or society, but rather about 
a multiplication of horizons of meaning and communication. In fact, functional differentiation 
involves the observation of symbolically generalized communication media such as money, 
power, truth, or belief, b with the corresponding codes (non-/payment, opposition/government, 
un-/true, immanent/transcendent, etc.) working as duplication rules. The same phenomenon 
may be thus present different events at the same time: a painting may be considered as an 
artwork as much as an investment, a form of opposition, or an act of blasphemy. In earlier 
societies, elements of constitutive subsystems were confined to these subsystems (a nobleman 
could not simultaneously be a commoner), while relations between different functions, if 
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existent, were organized hierarchically. In contrast, in the age of functional differentiation, 
“society remains the same but appears as different depending upon the functional subsystem 
(politics, economy, science, mass media, education, religion, art, and so on) that describes it” 
(Luhmann 1995, p. 48). One social event can now be politicized, aestheticized, or mediatized; 
hence, functional differentiation does not divide or decompose societies. Rather, it turns 
stratified universes into functional multiverses of different and incommensurable 
perspectives.  
 
 
3.2. Organizations in the functionally differentiated society 
 
Luhmann took organizations to consist of decisions which, in his view, present a specific 
form of communication. The paradox involved herein is that the communication of decisions 
necessarily implies the communication of alternatives. Yet, more decisions entail more 
alternatives, and the more alternatives there are, the less justified any decision must be. This is 
why decision communication unavoidably creates the need for further decision 
communication. It is this eigenlogic of decision communication that, according to Luhmann 
(2003; 2005), eventually triggers the emergence of organizations as operationally closed 
systems of decisions. Once made, decisions can only be replaced by other decisions, while 
past decisions may also serve as premises for future decisions. This partly absorbs the 
insecurity which is inherent to any decision making process. Luhmann (2003; 2005) identified 
four types of such decision premises: personnel, channels, programs, and organizational 
culture. Personnel premises refer to membership decisions pertaining to recruitment or career 
progression. Communication channels are premises related to organizational information 
flows. As decision premises, programs decide whether decisions are made properly. Finally, 
culture indicates the nexus of undecidable decision premises such as organizational routines 
or foundational decisions.  
 
Conceptualizing organizations as operationally closed entities has far-reaching implications 
for organization theory. Building on this conceptualization, Thyssen (2009) suggests an 
interesting theoretical connection between organizations and the regime of functional 
differentiation. “An organization is in no direct contact with the environment… It is guided 
by information obtained on the very few wavelengths where the organization is sensitive… 
[Function] systems constitute such sensitive areas” (ibid, p. 47). Assuming that enormous 
knowledge about social issues is stored and processed on the level of the function systems 
which Luhmann showed to be mutually incommensurable and incapable of concerted action, 
then the special role of organizations may consist in overcoming this incommensurability. 
This, of course, is possible solely within local problem-solving contexts specified by the 
organizational goals and its means. Organizations mobilize, bundle, and act upon the 
civilizational knowledge codified within the incommensurable function systems. This 
argument is particularly germane to the Veblenian and Deweyian conception of human 
activity as the intelligent problem-solving drawing on the community stock of knowledge 
(Valentinov 2013).  
 
At the same time, similar to other types of social systems in Luhmann’s theory, organizations 
fulfill the function of complexity reduction. As Thyssen (ibid) and Thompson and Valentinov 
(2017) explain, this function is necessary but ambivalent: organizations “can be conveniently 
conceptualized as social systems, whose complexity-reducing function leads them to 
disregard their critical environmental dependencies and thus undermine their own 
sustainability” (Thompson and Valentinov 2017, p. 18). Or, in the words of Loasby (1999, p. 
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66), “the opportunity cost of capabilities in one kind of activity is incapabilities in many other 
kinds”. As a consequence, organizations cannot be assumed to be sufficiently sensitive to all 
those function systems on which they critically depend, even though organizational success 
and sustainability in the regime of functional differentiation hinge on precisely this 
sensitivity.  
 
 
4. Toward a theory of multifunctional organization 
 
Some of the recent developments in organization theory come quite close to appreciating the 
significance of functional differentiation. Lieckweg and Wehrsig (2001), Simsa (2001), and 
Wehrsig and Tacke (1992) drew attention to the organizational capability to source decision 
criteria from more than one function system while still relying on one dominant function 
system in cases of contradictions or decision pressure. Later on, Andersen (2003) challenged 
the assumption that one function system must be identified as dominant. He urged for 
thinking of organizations as “connected to several function systems without a predefined” 
dominant systemic codification (ibid, 167). The decision premises of such organizations, i.e., 
organizational personnel, communication channels, decision-making programs, and 
organizational culture, are thus assumed to be open to several different function systems at the 
same time. Andersen (ibid) takes this openness to be a major trend of the twenty first century. 
While organizations in the last century have been (self-) confined to only one (main) function, 
the twenty first century is marked by the organizational reorientation to ever more function 
systems, up to the treatment of all function systems as equally important (Andersen 2000; 
Andersen 2003a; Andersen and Born 2007).  
 
The concept of multifunctional organization advocated here rests on a weaker assumption 
(Roth 2014). Multifunctional organizations may feature biases to one or several function 
systems, but these biases are seen as changeable (Roth and Kaivo-oja 2015; Roth and Schütz 
2015; Roth et al. 2017). Multifunctional organizations are thus assumed to be able to use the 
code of one or more function systems in order to bring their decision programs in congruence 
with the organizations’ mission, function, and culture. For example, a bank may use the 
economic code, payment/non-payment, to decide whether or not to engage in charity, arts 
patronage, or sports sponsoring, which are commonly considered as a good decision if they 
bring a positive return on investment. The same bank, however, could be imagined as 
governed by (micro-) politics or canon law, in which cases the above decisions would follow 
the logic of function systems other than the economy.  
 
In short, the concept of organizational multifunctionality calls into question the prevailing 
practice of defining organizations according to the codes and programs of the economic and 
political systems only. The conceptual thrust of multifunctionality is in eliminating any a 
priori bias in favor of any specific function system. By helping to appreciate the full spectrum 
of functional differentiation, the concept of multifunctionality brings us closer to a positive 
understanding of nonprofits and NGOs. It is no accident that this understanding rests on the 
systems-theoretical definition of organizations as communicative systems (Luhmann 2003; 
Nassehi 2005; Schoeneborn 2011; Seidl and Becker 2006), even though the functional 
differentiation approach is entirely consistent with alternative definitions of organizations, 
e.g. as institutions or fields. The essential implication is that the concept of multifunctionality 
subsumes the traditional distinction between nonprofit and for-profit organizations. The 
following subsections show the concept of multifunctionality to cut across the nonprofit 
sector and for-profit corporate contexts.  
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4.1 Reconceptualizing the nonprofit sector 
 
Whereas both functional differentiation and organization present two key concepts of 
modernity (Bergthaller and Schinko 2011; Leydesdorff 2002; Luhmann 1977; Luhmann 
1990; Luhmann 1997; Roth and Schütz 2015; Schoeneborn 2011; Seidl 2005; Vanderstraeten 
2005; Wetzel and Van Gorp 2014), the field of nonprofit studies appears to emphasize the 
latter concept considerably more than the former. A possible reason for this state of affairs is 
the intuitive, but unwarranted, association of this concept with possible excesses of 
organizational departmentalization (Durant 1998; Leiter 2008; Moon 2013; Raju et al. 2011; 
Springer 1977; Young et al. 1981; Roth, Sales, and Kaivo-oja 2017). It is true that the 
definitions of specific organizations as “nonprofit” or “nongovernmental” do imply functional 
differentiation by referring to profit and government as the respective categories of the 
economic and political systems. In that sense, the distinction of the corresponding function 
systems is constitutive of the very object of the field of nonprofit studies. Still, the terms 
“nonprofit” or “nongovernmental” are negative and thus fail to do full justice to the richness 
of functional differentiation.  
 
If nonprofits organizations are reconceptualized as multifunctional ones, they must be 
acknowledged to be freely able to adjust their organizational programs in response to their 
shifting dependencies on specific function systems. Crucially, this adjustment will not mean 
compromising the nonprofit or non-governmental identity, for the very notion of nonprofit 
identity is rooted in the lack of appreciation of functional differentiation. A case in point is a 
recent study of Maier et al. (2016) who have identified almost 600 publications dealing with 
the economic rationalization of nonprofits. Cooperatives (Roth 2014), institutions of higher 
education (Alvesson and Spicer 2016; Jemielniak and Greenwood 2015), or charities, 
religious institutions, health service organizations, and government agencies (Bromely and 
Meyer 2014; Knudsen 2012) seem to exhibit a similar trend for some time. All these cases 
boil down to an observation of organizational code shifts (Andersen 2003; Crozier 2010; 
2012), mainly toward the economic system. Some of these shifts are supposed to present an 
undesirable “economization” or “commercialization” of allegedly non-economic spheres of 
social life.    
 
It stands to reason that the diagnosis of “economization” hinges on certain assumptions about 
the “natural” or “original” identity of specific nonprofits. These assumptions must have 
evolved in the course of the ongoing attempts to define and map the nonprofit sector by taking 
recourse to the semantics of the economic and political system. It does not seem far-fetched to 
suppose that these assumptions have become entrenched in cultural beliefs that suffuse and 
undergird what O’Neill (2002) called the nonprofit subsectors, such as religion, education, 
health care, and arts and culture. While these cultural beliefs are real, the concept of 
organizational multifunctionality suggests all nonprofit identities, to the extent there is such a 
thing, are contingent. Nonprofits are engaged in the open-ended process of navigating 
alternate systemic codes with a view to adjusting their organizational programs to whatever 
function system turns out to be most relevant for the purposes of mission delivery and 
organizational survival. It is arguably for this reason that Maier et al. (2016, p. 79) call on the 
field of nonprofit studies to “widen the horizon of analysis to include effects according to 
multiple dimensions (e.g., organizational performance, fulfillment of societal functions, 
power/knowledge/subjectivities, and legitimacy)”. Along similar lines, Bromely and Meyer 
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(2014) make the case for the increased sensitivity to cultural and social factors involved in the 
evolution of the self-understandings of nonprofit and nongovernmental organizations.  
 
The implication for nonprofit managers is the need for potential openness toward all the 
available function systems. Moreover, managers must be prepared to translate the concerns of 
their organizations into these systems’ logics and semantics which may well be mutually 
incommensurable. For example, in order to offer an effective medical treatment to their 
patients, hospitals cannot remain confined to the health care system alone. In order to operate 
sustainably, hospitals need an appropriate legal framework provided by the legal system, they 
must mobilize financial resources circulating within the economic system, and they may need 
political support forthcoming from the political system. In short, hospitals need a sort of inter-
functional versatility which thus turns out to be a core management competence. Many other 
nonprofits find themselves in similar situations.  
 
There is a considerable risk that the economy and governmental bias, which is implied in the 
negative definition of organizations as “nonprofit” or “nongovernmental”, is inadvertently 
reinforced by well-intentioned scholars and practitioners who keep using these terms or even 
carry out “classification struggles” (Barman 2013). Yet, if nonprofits and NGOs are thought 
of as multifunctional organizations, they must be assumed to have independent (multi-) 
functional profiles that cannot be fully registered in terms of the semantics of market and 
governmental failure. The nonprofit scholarly community must be urged to challenge the 
hidden and untested assumption that the political system and the economy are essentially 
more important for the nonprofit sector than, for example, art, education, or religion. If it is 
accepted that the economy and the politics present two out of ten principally 
incommensurable function systems, then references to “nonprofit” and “nongovernmental” 
organizations will appear to be no more legitimate than references to “nondenominational” or 
“nonartistic” organizations (Roth and Kaivo-oja 2016). Accordingly, in Figure 1 shown 
below, the left-hand profile is neither less legitimate than the right-hand profile nor can be 
helpfully characterized using the nonprofit or nongovernment lens. 
 

 
Figure 1: Not less an organization: contrasting a religion-oriented organization (left) with a for-profit 
organization (own Figure). 
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Profiles such as those in Figure 1 reflect the frequencies with which the organizational 
decisions refer to each one of the ten function systems (Roth 2014; Roth, Sales, and Kaivo-oja 
2017; Roth et al. in press). Far from being relevant to the nonprofit sector only, such profiles 
potentially cut across a broad spectrum of management challenges in any type of 
organization. In the present context, Figure 1 is supposed to suggest the presumptuousness of 
qualifying the left-hand organization by its failure to look or decide like the right-hand one. 
Organizations that are used to be known as nonprofit or nongovernmental are simply 
featuring various, but by no means deviant, constellations of preferences for specific function 
systems. If the prevailing economic or political bias can be overcome, then nonprofits and 
NGOs can indeed be characterized in terms of what they do rather than what they do not do. 
The hope is soon to see scholarly studies that contrast economy-driven organizations with 
those devoted to art, religion, or science. It may, however, be safely conjectured that the 
higher-resolution empirical research will show that most, if not all, organizations refer to 
more than one function system, and that the number of organizations that are mainly driven 
by profit or power will not be large enough to justify the use of labels such as “nonprofit” or 
“nongovernmental”.  
 
 
4.2 The corporate context: stakeholders and corporate social responsibility 
 
The relevance of organizational multifunctionality is by no means limited to the nonprofit 
context which makes multifunctionality appear as nonprofit diversity. Freeman’s ground-
breaking contributions to the literatures on strategic management and business ethics revolve 
around the fundamental “idea that a business has stakeholders – that is, there are groups and 
individuals who have a stake in the success or failure of a business” (Freeman et al. 2010, p. 
xv). Freeman (1984, p. 27; cf. Freeman et al. 2010, p. 3) has justified the stakeholder 
approach by the turbulence and complexity of business environment. It is indeed quite 
sensible that “as long as the environment is stable, few strategic surprises occur” (Freeman et 
al. 2010, p. 35). With stability gone, business survival and success become dependent on the 
correct identification of and dealing with stakeholders situated in the business environment. 
 
It does not seem far-fetched to see the rise of the stakeholder approach as a manifestation of 
the growing importance of organizational multifunctionality (Roth 2017; Ward 2017). In 
advancing the approach, Freeman sought to take distance from “the mainstream view of 
shareholder capitalism” (Freeman et al. 2010, p. xv), i.e., to point out the critical importance 
of actors other than shareholders, without laying down exact and general rules for their 
identification. The concept of multifunctionality concurs with the stakeholder approach in 
acknowledging the growing importance of stakeholders and suggests that many of them 
embody the connections of the corporation to the function systems on which the corporation 
critically depends. These connections enable the corporation to draw on the knowledge 
resources that are stored, codified, and processed by these function systems. Access to these 
resources is a valuable asset that advances corporate goals. Thus it becomes clear why the 
stakeholder approach is philosophically rooted in the win-win paradigm which implies 
“creating as much value as possible for stakeholders, without resorting to trade-offs” 
(Freeman et al. 2010, p. 28). 
 
The concept of corporate social responsibility is amenable to a similar interpretation. For 
decades, business scholars were aware that “businessmen cannot make decisions that are 
solely economic decisions, because they are interrelated with the whole social system. This 
situation requires that businessmen’s thinking be broadened beyond the company gate to the 
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whole social system. Systems thinking is required” (Davis 1975, p. 20). The ongoing 
challenge is related to specifying the exact nature of systems thinking that is helpful for 
detecting and appreciating the non-economic consequences of economic decisions. The 
concept of organizational multifunctionality is a promising candidate for such a specification. 
Interestingly, Carroll’s (1991) influential classification of corporate social responsibility 
distinguishes between its economic, legal, ethical, and philanthropic varieties, the first two of 
which correspond to the function systems of the economy and law. Again, it does not seem 
far-fetched to suppose that the ethical and philanthropic varieties of corporate social 
responsibility envision the interaction of the corporations with the other function systems 
whose identities remain contingent. If the concept of organizational multifunctionality 
overcomes the excessive focus on the economic and political systems in the nonprofit context, 
it strikes a chord with Carroll’s (ibid) attempt to overcome a similar focus on the economic 
and legal systems through a conceptualization of the corporate social responsibility.  
 
 
5. Conclusions 

 
The key argument of this paper is that the overwhelming organizational diversity of the global 
nonprofit sector can be given a theoretical explanation in terms of the Luhmannian concept of 
functional differentiation. Building on this concept, the proposed systems-theoretical 
framework lays bare the bias of the present theoretical understanding of the nonprofit sector 
in favor of the economic and political systems. The multifunctional approach to organization 
does away with this bias and interprets nonprofits and NGOs as those varieties of 
organizations whose primary focus is on the function systems other than the economy and 
politics. This conclusion remains consistent with the observation that some nonprofits 
facilitate the operations of the economic system and some nongovernmental organizations do 
the same with the political system or even try to translate between the respective two worlds. 
Furthermore, the applicability of the multifunctional approach is by no means limited to the 
nonprofit sector. Transposed onto the for-profit corporate context, this approach sheds light 
on the salient phenomena of corporate social responsibility and the stakeholder approach to 
strategic management.  
 
If O’Neill (2002, p. 52) is right that the emergence of a “grand unified theory” of the 
nonprofit sector is hindered, among other things, by the sector’s remarkable diversity, then the 
multifunctional approach to organization could be a first step toward that goal.  
By raising awareness of the contingence of the semantic categories employed in the sector’s 
descriptions, this approach is well-positioned to avoid a potentially reductionist 
straightjacketing of complex social phenomena into stylized models of market or 
governmental failure. If the concept of failure is at all relevant to this approach, it pertains 
only to the failure to appreciate those social factors that do not translate well into money or 
power, i.e. into the codes of the economy or the political system. 
 
The management implications of the approach are no less far-reaching. Nonprofit managers 
need to attend to the specific functional identities of their organizations in order to secure the 
realization of nonprofit missions. They need special competencies for steering the 
multifunctional organizations and especially for communicating with stakeholders associated 
with the different function systems (Roth 2017; Ward 2017); the rise of the nonprofit 
accountability agenda (Will and Pies 2016) is indicative of the need for such reassessment. 
Eventually, research in the multifunctional organization(s) of functionally differentiated 



 12 

societies (Roth, Sales, and Kaivo-oja 2017) seems to delineate a largely uncharted territory 
cutting across the entire gamut of management disciplines and forms of organizations.  
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Notes 
a Luhmann strictly distinguishes between sameness and comparability, and stresses the 
increasing importance of the latter concept in the course of social evolution (see Luhmann and 
Barrett 2012, p. 356). For a more detailed account of the importance of this distinction to 
social theory in general and social systems theory in particular see Roth (2015, p. 113). 
Equality is binary coded and is accordingly non-comparative. On the contrary, similarity 
implies scalability which facilitates comparison. Equality and similarity therefore are 
dissimilar concepts that are nonetheless equally important for theories of social 
differentiation. 
b See Roth and Schütz (2015, p. 24) for an account of codes, media, and programs of all 
function systems.  
c Common wisdom has it that the economy and the political system are most important today 
(#capitalism). Yet, the question remains whether this truth is a mere truism which is hardly 
testable (Roth 2015). We may indeed wonder what makes us so sure that the economy is more 
important than the mass media system in the information society, especially in view of the 
recent big data analyses suggesting that the economy has been of only mediocre importance 
throughout the last centuries (Roth et al. 2017). 
 
 
References 
 
Adaman F, & Madra, YM (2002) Theorizing the ‘Third Sphere’: A critique of the persistence 

of the economistic fallacy, Journal of Economic Issues, Vol. 36, pp. 1045–1078. 
Ahrne G, Brunsson N, Seidl D (2016) Resurrecting organization by going beyond 

organizations, European Management Journal Vol. 34, pp. 93-101 
Alvesson M, Spicer A (2016) (Un) Conditional surrender? Why do professionals willingly 

comply with managerialism, Journal of Organizational Change Management Vol. 29, 
pp. 29-45. 

Andersen NÅ (2000) Public Markets - Political Firms, Acta Sociologica, Vol. 43, pp. 43-61 
Andersen NÅ (2003a) Polyphonic Organizations. In: Hernes T, Bakken T (eds) Autopoietic 

Organization Theory. CBS, Copenhagen, pp 151-182 
Andersen NÅ (2003b) The undecidability of decision. In: Hernes T, Bakken T (eds) 

Autopoietic organization theory. CBS, Copenhagen, pp 235-258 
Andersen NÅ, Born AW (2007) Heterophony and the Postponed Organization Organizing 

autopoietic systems, Tamara: Journal of Critical Postmodern Organization Science, 
Vol. 6, pp. 176-187 

Anheier HK, Salamon LM (2006) The nonprofit sector in comparative perspective. In W.W. 
Powell & R. Steinberg (Eds.), The nonprofit sector: A research handbook. New 
Haven: Yale University Press, pp. 89–114. 

Badelt C (2007) Zwischen Marktversagen und Staatsversagen? Nonprofit Organisationen aus 
sozioökonomischer Sicht, in: Handbuch der Nonprofit Organisation – Strukturen und 



 13 

Management, fourth edition, edited by Christoph Badelt, Miachel Meyer and Ruth 
Simas, Schäffer-Poeschel, Stuttgart, pp. 98-119. 

Barman E (2013) Classificatory Struggles in the Nonprofit Sector, Social Science History, 
Vol. 37, pp. 103-141. 

Bauer T (2014) Responsible Lobbying: A multidimensional model, Journal of Corporate 
Citizenship, Vol. 2014, pp. 61-76. 

Beck U, Bonss W, Lau C (2003) The Theory of Reflexive Modernization Theory, Culture & 
Society, Vol. 20, pp. 1-33 doi:10.1177/0263276403020002001 

Beck U, Lau C (2005) Second modernity as a research agenda: theoretical and empirical 
explorations in the ‘meta-change’ of modern society, The British Journal of 
Sociology Vol. 56, pp. 525-557 doi:10.1111/j.1468-4446.2005.00082.x 

Bergthaller H, Schinko C (2011) Introduction: From National Cultures to the Semantics of 
Modern Society. In: Bergthaller H, Schinko C (eds) Addressing Modernity. Social 
Systems Theory and U.S. Cultures. Edition Rodopi, Amsterdam and New York, pp 
5-34 

Bloodgood EA (2011). The Interest Group Analogy: International Non-Governmental 
Advocacy Organization in International Politics, Review of International Studies, 
Vol. 37, pp. 93-120.  

Brier S (2007) Applying Luhmann's system theory as part of a transdisciplinary frame for 
communication science, Cybernetics & Human Knowing, Vol. 14, pp. 29-65 

Bromley P, Meyer JW (2014) “They Are All Organizations”: The Cultural Roots of Blurring 
Between the Nonprofit, Business, and Government Sectors, Administration & 
Society, online first doi:10.1177/0095399714548268 

Brown E, and A Slivinski (2006): Nonprofit Organizations and the Market, in: The Nonprofit 
Sector – A Research Handbook, second edition, edited by Walter W. Powell and 
Richard Steinberg, Yale University Press, New Haven, pp. 117-139. 

Carroll AB (1991) The pyramid of corporate social responsibility: Toward the moral 
management of organizational stakeholders. Business Horizons, Vol. 34, pp. 39-48.  

Choudry A, and E Shragge (2011). Discipling Dissent: NGOs and Community Organizations, 
Globalizations, Vol. 8., pp. 503-517. 

Clemens ES (2006): The Constitution of Citizens: Political Theories of Nonprofit 
Organizations, in: The Nonprofit Sector – A Research Handbook, second edition, 
edited by Walter W. Powell and Richard Steinberg, Yale University Press, New 
Haven, pp. 207-220. 

Coase Ronald H. (1937): The Nature of the Firm, Economica, Vol. 4, pp. 386-405. 
Coleman J S (1986): Social Theory, Social Research, and a Theory of Action, in: The 

American Journal of Sociology, Vol. 91, No. 6, pp. 1309-1335. 
Cooley A, and J Ron (2002). The NGO Scramble – Organizational Insecurity and the Political 

Economy of Transnational Action, International Security, Vol. 27, pp. 5-39. 
Crozier MP (2010) Rethinking Systems: Configurations of Politics and Policy in 

Contemporary Governance, Administration & Society, Vol. 42, pp. 504-525 
doi:10.1177/0095399710377443 

Crozier MP (2012) Governing Codes: Information Dynamics and Contemporary Coordination 
Challenges, Administration & Society, Vol. 47, pp. 151-170 
doi:10.1177/0095399712461913 

Davis K (1975) Five propositions for social responsibility. Business Horizons, Vol. 18, pp. 
19-24. 

 Douglas J (2001): Political Theories of Nonprofit Organizations, in: The Nature of the 
Nonprofit Sector, edited by J. Steven Ott, Westview Press, Boulder, pp. 205-216. 



 14 

Durant RF (1998) Agenda Setting, the “Third Wave,” and the Administrative State, 
Administration & Society, Vol. 30, pp. 211-247 doi:10.1177/0095399798303001 

Ferreira S (2014): Sociological Observations of the Third Sector Through Systems Theory: 
An Analytical Proposal, Voluntas, Vol. 25, pp. 1671-1693. 

Freeman RE (1984) Strategic Management: A Stakeholder Approach, Pitman, Boston et al.  
Freeman RE, Harrison JS, Wicks AC, Parmar B, de Colle S (2010) Stakeholder Theory: The 

State of the Art, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge et al. 
Gugerty MK (2008): The effectiveness of NGO self-regulation: theory and evidence from 

Africa, Public Administration and Development, Vol. 28, pp. 105-118. 
Gugerty MK (2010): The Emergence of Nonprofit Self-Regulation in Africa, Nonprofit and 

Voluntary Sector Quarterly, Vol. 39, pp. 1087-1112. 
Jemielniak D, Greenwood DJ (2015) Wake Up or Perish: Neo-Liberalism, the Social 

Sciences, and Salvaging the Public University Cultural Studies, Critical 
Methodologies, Vol. 15, pp. 72-82 doi:10.1177/1532708613516430 

Johnson, E, and A Prakash (2007): NGO research program: a collective action perspective, 
Policy Sciences, Vol. 40, pp. 221-240. 

Kilalo, C, and D Johnson (1999): Mission Impossible? Creating Partnerships among NGOs, 
Governments, and Donors, Development in Practice, Vol. 9, pp. 456-461. 

Knutsen WL (2012) Adapted Institutional Logics of Contemporary Nonprofit Organizations, 
Administration & Society, Vol. 44, pp. 985-1013 doi:10.1177/0095399712438371 

Kramer RM (1990) Change and continuity in British voluntary organisations, 1976 to 1988, 
Voluntas, Vol. 1, pp. 33-60 doi:10.1007/bf01397437 

Laermans R (2007) Theorizing culture, or reading Luhmann against Luhmann, Cybernetics & 
Human Knowing, Vol. 14, pp. 67-83 

Leydesdorff L (2002) The communication turn in the theory of social systems, Systems 
Research and Behavioral Science, Vol. 19, pp. 129-136 doi:10.1002/sres.453 

Lieckweg T, Wehrsig C (2001) Ausdifferenzierung von Organisationen und 
Funktionssystemen. In: Tacke V (ed) Organisation und gesellschaftliche 
Differenzierung. Westdeutscher Verlag, Wiesbaden, pp 39-60 

Loasby BJ (1999) Knowledge, Institutions and Evolution in Economics, Routledge, London et al. 
Lohmann RA (2001): And Lettuce is Nonanimal: Toward a Positive Economics of Voluntary 

Action, in: The Nature of the Nonprofit Sector, edited by J. Steven Ott, Westview 
Press, Boulder, pp. 197-204. 

Luhmann N (1977) Differentiation of Society, The Canadian Journal of Sociology / Cahiers 
canadiens de sociologie, Vol. 2, pp. 29-53 doi:10.2307/3340510 

Luhmann N (1990) The paradox of system differentiation and the evolution of society. In: 
Alexander JC, Colomy PB (eds) Differentiation Theory and Social Change: 
Comparative and Historical Perspectives. Columbia University Press, New York, pp 
409-440 

Luhmann N (1995) The Paradoxy of Observing Systems, Cultural Critique, Vol. 31, pp. 37-55 
doi:10.2307/1354444 

Luhmann N (1997) Globalization or World society: How to conceive of modern society?, 
International Review of Sociology, Vol. 7, pp. 67-79 
doi:10.1080/03906701.1997.9971223 

Luhmann N (2003) Organization. In: Bakken T, Hernes T (eds) Autopoietic organization 
theory: Drawing on Niklas Luhmann’s social systems perspective. Copenhagen 
Business School Press, Oslo, pp 31-52 

Luhmann N (2005) The paradox of decision making. In: Seidl D, Becker KH (eds) Niklas 
Luhmann and Organization Studies. Liber and Copenhagen Business School Press, 
Copenhagen, pp 85-106 



 15 

Luhmann N, Barrett R (2012) Theory of Society, Volume 1. Stanford University Press, Palo 
Alto 

Luhmann N, Barrett R (2013) Theory of Society, Volume 2. Stanford University Press, Palo 
Alto 

Maier F, Meyer M, Steinbereithner M (2016) Nonprofit Organizations Becoming Business-
Like A Systematic Review, Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, Vol. 45, pp. 
64-86 

Moon BJ (2013) Antecedents and outcomes of strategic thinking, Journal of Business 
Research, Vol. 66, pp. 1698-1708 

Nassehi A (2005) Organizations as decision machines: Niklas Luhmann's theory of organized 
social systems, The Sociological Review, Vol. 53, pp. 178-191 

Nelson P (2010): Heroism and ambiguity: Ngo advocacy in international policy, in: 
Development in Practice, Vol. 10, No. 3-4, pp. 478-490. 

Ott JS (2001): Economic and Political Theories of the Nonprofit Sector, in: The Nature of the 
Nonprofit Sector, edited by J. Steven Ott, Westview Press, Boulder, pp. 179-189.  

Pies, I, S Hielscher, and M Beckmann (2009): Moral Commitments and the Societal Role of 
Business: An Ordonomic Approach to Corporate Citizenship, in: Business Ethics 
Quarterly, Vol. 19, pp. 375-401.  

Raju PS, SC Lonial, MD Crum (2011) Market orientation in the context of SMEs: A 
conceptual framework Journal of Business Research, Vol. 64, pp. 1320-1326 
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2010.12.002 

Roth S (2014) The Multifunctional Organization: Two cases for a critical update for research 
programs in management and organization Tamara Journal for Critical Organization 
Inquiry, Vol. 12, pp. 37-54 

Roth S (2015) Free economy! On 3628800 alternatives of and to capitalism Journal of 
Interdisciplinary Economics, Vol. 27, pp. 107-128 

Roth S (2017) From added values to augmented realities. Introducing the special issue of 
management and functional differentiation, Systems Research and Behavioral 
Science, Vol 34. 

Roth S, A Sales, and J Kaivo-oja (2017) Multiplying the division of labour: functional 
differentiation of the next key variables in management research, Systems Research 
and Behavioral Science, Vol 34. 

Roth S, and A Schütz (2015) Ten Systems: Toward a Canon of Function Systems Cybernetics 
and Human Knowing, Vol. 22, pp. 11-31 

Roth S, and J Kaivo-oja  (2016) Is the future a political economy? Functional analysis of three 
leading foresight and futures studies journals Futures, Vol. 81, pp. 15-26 
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.futures.2015.10.002 

Roth S, C Clark, and J Berkel  (2017) The Fashionable Functions Reloaded. An Updated 
Google Ngram View of Trends in Functional Differentiation (1800-2000) In: 
Mesquita, A. (ed.) Research Paradigms and Contemporary Perspectives on Human-
Technology Interaction, Hershey: IGI-Global, pp. 236-265 

Roth, S., Melkonyan, A., Kaivo-oja, J., Manke, B. and Dana, L.-P. (in press), Interfunctional 
business models. Map to an uncharted quadrant of the blue ocean, International 
Journal of Entrepreneurial Venturing. 

Salamon LM (1987): Of Market Failure, Voluntary Failure, and Third-Party Government: 
Toward a Theory of Government-Nonprofit Relations in the Modern Welfare State, 
in: Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, Vol. 16, pp. 29-49. 

Salamon LM (2001): What is the Nonprofit Sector and Why Do We Have it?, in: The Nature 
of the Nonprofit Sector, edited by J. Steven Ott, Westview Press, Boulder, pp. 162-
166. 



 16 

Schoeneborn D (2011) Organization as Communication: A Luhmannian Perspective 
Management Communication Quarterly, Vol. 25, pp. 663-689 
doi:10.1177/0893318911405622 

Seidl D (2005) Glossary to Niklas Luhmann’s terminology. In: Seidl D (ed) Niklas Luhamnn 
and Organization Studies. Copenhagen: Liber & Copenhagen Business School. 
Copenhagen Business School Press, Copenhagen,  

Seidl D, Becker KH (2006) Organizations as Distinction Generating and Processing Systems: 
Niklas Luhmann's Contribution to Organization Studies Organization, Vol. 13, pp. 9-
35 doi:10.1177/1350508406059635 

Simsa R (2001) Gesellschaftliche Funktionen und Einflussformen von Nonprofit-
Organisationen. Peter Lang, Bern 

Smith SR, and AK Grønbjerg (2006): Scope and Theory of Government-Nonprofit Relations, 
in: The Nonprofit Sector – A Research Handbook, second edition, edited by Walter 
W. Powell and Richard Steinberg, Yale University Press, New Haven, pp. 221-242. 

Springer JF (1977) Observation and Theory in Development Administration. Administration 
& Society, Vol. 9, pp. 13-44 doi:10.1177/009539977700900102 

Steinberg R (2006): Economic Theories of Nonprofit Organizations, in: The Nonprofit Sector 
– A Research Handbook, second edition, edited by Walter W. Powell and Richard 
Steinberg, Yale University Press, New Haven, pp. 117-139. 

Thompson and Valentinov (2017) The neglect of society in the theory of the firm: a systems 
theory perspective. Cambridge Journal of Economics, online first, doi: 
https://doi.org/10.1093/cje/bew072 

Thyssen O (2009) Business Ethics and Organizational Values: A Systems-Theoretical 
Analysis, Palgrave, Basingstoke. 

Vacekova G, V Valentinov, L Nemec (2016) Rethinking nonprofit commercialization: the 
case of the Czech Republic. Voluntas, online first doi:10.1007/s11266-016-9772-6.  

Valentinov V (2008) The Economics of Nonprofit Organization: In Search of an Integrative 
Theory, in: Journal of Economic Issues, Vol. 42, pp. 745-761. 

Valentinov V (2012) Toward a holistic nonprofit economics: insights from institutionalism 
and systems theory. Journal of Bioeconomics, Vol. 14, pp. 77-89.  

Valentinov V (2013) Veblen and instrumental value: a systems theory perspective. Journal of 
Economic Issues, Vol. 47, pp. 673-688. 

Valentinov V (2015) Value Devolution in Social Enterprises: Institutional Economics and 
Systems Theory Perspectives. Administration & Society, Vol. 47, pp. 1126-1133 
doi:10.1177/0095399715593316. 

Valentinov V, S Hielscher, and I Pies (2013) The Meaning of Nonprofit Advocacy: An 
Ordonomic Perspective, in: The Social Science Journal, Vol. 50, pp. 367-373. 

Valentinov V, S Hielscher, and I Pies (2015): Nonprofit organizations, institutional 
economics, and systems thinking. Economic Systems, Vol. 39, pp. 491-501. 

Vanderstraeten R (2005) System and environment: notes on the autopoiesis of modern society 
Systems Research and Behavioral Science, Vol. 22, pp. 471-481 
doi:10.1002/sres.662 

Ward S (2017) From Fontainebleau to Facebook: the early modern discourse of personal 
sincerity and its echoes in the contemporary discourse of organizational transparency 
Systems Research and Behavioral Science, Vol 34. 

Wehrsig C, Tacke V (1992) Funktionen und Folgen informatisierter Organisationen. In: 
Malsch T, Mill U (eds) ArBYTE. Modernisierung der Industriesoziologie? Edition 
Sigma, Berlin, pp 219-239 



 17 

Wetzel R, Van Gorp L (2014) Eighteen shades of grey?: An explorative literature review into 
the theoretical flavours of organizational change research Journal of Organizational 
Change Management, Vol. 27, pp. 115-146 

Will MG, and I Pies (2016): Discourse Failures and the NGO Sector: How Campaigning Can 
Undermine Advocacy, Voluntas, forthcoming doi:10.1007/s11266-016-9770-8 

Young DR (2001a) Contract Failure Theory, in: The Nature of the Nonprofit Sector, edited by 
J. Steven Ott, Westview Press, Boulder, pp. 193-196. 

Young DR (2001b) Government Failure Theory, in: The Nature of the Nonprofit Sector, 
edited by J. Steven Ott, Westview Press, Boulder, pp. 190-191. 

Young RL, Hougland JG, Shepard JM (1981) Innovation in Open Systems: A Comparative 
Study in Banks Sociology and Social Research, Vol. 65, pp. 177-193 

Zauner A (2007) Über Solidarität zu Wissen. Ein systemtheoretischer Zugang zu Nonprofit 
Organisationen, , in: Handbuch der Nonprofit Organisation – Strukturen und 
Management, fourth edition, edited by Christoph Badelt, Miachel Meyer and Ruth 
Simas, Schäffer-Poeschel, Stuttgart,  pp. 141-164. 

 

 


