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Abstract The notion of a ‘‘welfare mix’’ has two different points of reference.

One is the variety of institutional arrangements of modern welfare states in, basi-

cally, capitalist democracies. This is primarily connected to a cross-country com-

parative perspective, very much influenced by classic pieces of research on the

varieties of welfare states in general and related typologies (above all Esping-

Andersen, The three worlds of welfare capitalism, 1990; see also Arts and Gelissen

J Eur Soc Policy 12:137–158, 2002; Castles et al., The Oxford handbook of the

welfare state, 2011). We believe to know, for instance, that Scandinavian welfare

states are much more state-centered and, accordingly, third sector organizations

much less important than in, say, conservative or corporatist welfare states such as

Germany or Austria or in liberal welfare states such as the United States (cf.

Salamon and Anheier, Defining the nonprofit sector: a cross-national analysis,

1997). A second point of reference of the ‘‘mix’’ of welfare state arrangements is the

combination of sector-specific institutions in the provision of welfare-related ser-

vices in a given country. It is here where the notion of hybridity is particularly

relevant since it is typically the arrangement of overlapping sectoral segments that

characterize the ‘‘mix’’ in question (cf. Evers Int J Public Adm 28:736–748, 2005

for an overview). Examples are tax exempted foundations in the field of education

or science, private voluntary associations providing public goods such as social

services of various kinds or private goods such as housing provided by public

enterprises or cooperatives.

Résumé La notion de « welfare mix » a deux points de référence différents. L’un

d’eux est la diversité des arrangements institutionnels des États-providence

modernes, dans l’ensemble, les démocraties capitalistes. Ceci est principalement lié
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à une perspective comparative entre les pays, en très grande partie influencée par

des travaux de recherche classiques concernant les différences des États-providence

en général et des typologies (surtout Esping-Andersen, 1990 ; voir également Arts

& Gelissen 2002, Castles 2011). Nous croyons, par exemple, que les États-provi-

dence scandinaves sont beaucoup plus axés sur l’État et, en conséquence, que les

organisations du troisième secteur sont beaucoup moins importantes que, par

exemple, dans les États-providence conservateurs ou corporatistes comme l’Alle-

magne ou l’Autriche ou dans les États-providence libéraux comme les États-Unis

(cf. Salamon et Anheier 1997). Un second point de référence du « mix » des

arrangements de l’État-providence est la combinaison d’institutions sectorielles

pour l’offre de services liés aux aides sociales dans un pays donné. C’est ici que la

notion d’hybridité est particulièrement pertinente puisque c’est généralement l’ar-

rangement du recoupement des segments sectoriels qui caractérise le « mix » en

question (cf. Evers 2005 pour avoir un aperçu). Par exemple, les fondations

exonérées d’impôt dans le domaine de l’éducation ou des sciences, les associations

bénévoles privées offrant des biens publics comme les services sociaux des dif-

férents types de biens privés tels que les logements fournis par les entreprises

publiques ou les coopératives.

Zusammenfassung Die Idee eines ,,Wohlfahrtsmixes‘‘ enthält zwei unterschied-

liche Bezugspunkte. Einer davon sind die vielen institutionellen Regelungen

moderner Wohlfahrtsstaaten in grundsätzlich kapitalistischen Demokratien. Dieser

ist hauptsächlich mit einer länderübergreifenden komparativen Perspektive ver-

knüpft, die sehr von klassischen Forschungsarbeiten zu den verschiedenen Wohl-

fahrtsstaaten im Allgemeinen und damit zusammenhängenden Typologien

beeinflusst wird (vor allem Esping-Andersen 1990; siehe auch Arts & Gelissen

2002, Castles 2011). Wir glauben beispielsweise zu wissen, dass skandinavische

Wohlfahrtsstaaten sehr viel staatszentrierter und Organisationen des Dritten Sektors

in diesen Ländern dementsprechend weitaus weniger bedeutend sind als etwa in

konservativen oder korporatistischen Wohlfahrtsstaaten wie Deutschland oder

Österreich oder in liberalen Wohlfahrtsstaaten wie den USA (vgl. Salamon &

Anheier 1997). Ein zweiter Bezugspunkt des ,,Mixes‘‘ aus Wohlfahrtsstaatsrege-

lungen ist die Kombination von sektorspezifischen Einrichtungen bei der Bereit-

stellung von Wohlfahrtsleistungen in einem Land. Hier ist das Hybriditätskonzept

besonders relevant, da typischerweise das Gefüge sich überschneidender Sektor-

bereiche den betreffenden ,,Mix‘‘ charakterisieren (für einen Überblick vgl. Evers

2005). Beispiele sind steuerbefreite Stiftungen im Bildungs- oder Wissenschafts-

bereich, private ehrenamtliche Vereine, die öffentliche Güter, z. B. diverse Sozi-

aldienstleistungen, oder private Güter, z. B. Wohnraum von öffentlichen

Unternehmen oder Genossenschaften, bereitstellen.

Resumen La noción de un ‘‘mix del bienestar’’ tiene dos puntos de referencia

diferentes. Uno es la variedad de acuerdos institucionales de los estados del bien-

estar modernos en, básicamente, las democracias capitalistas. Esto está conectado

fundamentalmente con una perspectiva comparativa transnacional, muy influen-

ciada por las investigaciones clásicas sobre las variedades de los estados del
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bienestar en general y las tipologı́as relacionadas (sobre todo, Esping-Andersen

1990; véase también Arts & Gelissen 2002, Castles 2011). Creemos conocer, por

ejemplo, que los estados del bienestar escandinavos están mucho más centrados en

el estado y, por consiguiente, las organizaciones del sector terciario son mucho

menos importantes que, digamos, en estados del bienestar conservadores o corpo-

rativistas, tales como Alemania o Austria o en estados del bienestar liberales, tales

como los Estados Unidos (véase Salamon & Anheier 1997). Un segundo punto de

referencia del ‘‘mix’’ de acuerdos del estado del bienestar es la combinación de

instituciones especı́ficas del sector en la provisión de servicios relacionados con el

bienestar en un paı́s dado. Es aquı́ donde la noción de hibridez es particularmente

relevante ya que es normalmente el acuerdo de solapar segmentos sectoriales lo que

caracteriza al ‘‘mix’’ en cuestión (véase Evers 2005 para obtener una visión gene-

ral). Son ejemplos las fundaciones exentas de impuestos en el campo de la edu-

cación o de la ciencia, las asociaciones voluntarias privadas que proporcionan

bienes públicos, tales como servicios sociales de diversos tipos o bienes privados,

tales como alojamiento proporcionado por empresas públicas o cooperativas.

Keywords Hybridity � Governance mechanisms � Managerial coping

The notion of a ‘‘welfare mix’’ has two different points of reference. One is the variety of

institutional arrangements of modern welfare states in, basically, capitalist democracies.

This is primarily connected to a cross-country comparative perspective, very much

influenced by classic pieces of research on the varieties of welfare states in general and

related typologies (above all Esping-Andersen 1990; see also Arts and Gelissen 2002;

Castles et al. 2011). We believe to know, for instance, that Scandinavian welfare states

are much more state-centered and, accordingly, third sector organizations much less

important than in, say, conservative or corporatist welfare states such as Germany or

Austria or in liberal welfare states such as the United States (cf. Salamon and Anheier

1997). A second point of reference of the ‘‘mix’’ of welfare state arrangements is the

combination of sector-specific institutions in the provision of welfare-related services in

a given country. It is here where the notion of hybridity is particularly relevant since it is

typically the arrangement of overlapping sectoral segments that characterize the ‘‘mix’’

in question (cf. Evers 2005 for an overview). Examples are tax exempted foundations in

the field of education or science, private voluntary associations providing public goods

such as social services of various kinds or private goods such as housing provided by

public enterprises or cooperatives.

The aforementioned two perspectives necessarily have themselves overlapping

empirical and analytical segments. What, in a cross-country perspective, appears as

a particular national pattern of division of labor between the public, the private, and

the third or nonprofit sector is shaped by path-dependent trajectories of institutional

development that usually is being reflected in a national consensus of what is a

legitimate governmental, private-for-profit, or third sector/nonprofit activity.

Education, theaters, hospitals, and orchestras are governmental or municipal

institutions in most of the European countries, while they are mostly private

nonprofit institutions in the United States.
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However, what we observe at the macro level, focusing on entire countries and

their respective ‘‘welfare mix’’ in terms of institutional arrangements and division of

labor between the private, the public, and the third sector, necessarily impacts on the

actual relationship of those institutional components at the local level. The taken-

for-grantedness of a once established division of labor between the state and the

nonprofit sector, for instance, implies an asymmetric distribution of capabilities and

strategic options when it comes to cooperation or competition in the strategic action

fields (cf. Fligstein and McAdam 2011) in which gradual or accelerated

retrenchment between the public, the private, and the third sector takes place (cf.

[[paper ‘‘When doing good becomes an ‘affaire d’état’]] in the present issue).

Getting a larger share of welfare provision may be relatively difficult for private

voluntary organizations in Nordic countries, while it is likely to be easier in

countries with a corporatist tradition like Austria or Germany. The reason is that

‘institutional entrepreneurs’ seeking advantage for their respective institutional

segment have to pay tribute to the overall acceptance of a particular kind of division

of labor between the sectors (cf. [[paper ‘‘Dangerous, Endearing or Domesticated:

How Nordic people think …’’]] in the present issue).

Institutional change and sector-specific retrenchment does take place though and

the growing importance of third sector and civil society organizations in recent

decades is itself a striking example. The notion of a ‘‘third’’ sector emerged since

the early 1970s (cf. Etzioni 1973; Levitt 1973) precisely because the binary

distinction between the private for-profit and the public sector did obviously not

cover a wide range of existing and flourishing institutions that belonged to neither of

those two main sectors. Tax exempted private foundations, quasi-public welfare

associations, nonprofit cooperatives or small-scale voluntary associations active in

day-care, preschool education, or environment protection initiatives are standard

examples. Implicitly though, the notion of a ‘‘third’’ sector still carried the legacy of

the binary definition of institutions being either public or private for-profit in nature.

The ‘‘third’’ sector was interpreted as a response to market failure or government

failure or both (Anheier and Seibel 1990; Hansmann 1980; James 1989; Rose-

Ackerman 1986; Weisbrod 1988). It was through the emerging notion of ‘‘civil

society’’ (cf. Edwards 2004; Ehrenberg 1999) and the growing political importance

of non-governmental organizations (NGOs) that a positive definition of the ‘‘third

sector’’ gained momentum since the early 1990s.

‘‘Hybridity’’, by contrast, did not emerge, as an analytical concept, from the

discourse on sectors and related institutional segments but from institutional

economics and the debate on various types of corporate governance. Williamson

(1996) in a seminal book on ‘‘The Mechanisms of Governance’’ classified as

‘‘hybrids’’ a combination of governance mechanisms such as contractual arrange-

ments combined with hierarchical authority. The innovative aspect of Williamson’s

contribution was that he linked analytically institutional structures to what makes

institutions ultimately work—the governance of human agency. Franchising, for

example, is a combination of competition-based autonomy and hierarchy, the

former the characteristic of a free market, the latter the core-ingredient of formal

organizations just like public bureaucracies.
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So Williamson’s crucial idea was that it is not ‘‘sectors’’ but particular

mechanisms of governance that ultimately shape what humans do in a certain

institutional setting. Still, however, this was based on the assumption of stable and

predictable links between institutional forms such as private enterprises or public

bureaucracies and typical or dominant mechanisms of governance such as

competition and profitability in a market environment or hierarchy and written

rules in the realm of public administration. In this school of thought, those links are

connected to the notion of institutional choice in the sense of comparative

advantages of certain mechanisms under certain circumstances, e.g., hierarchy

involving less transaction costs than markets under the requirement of rapid

adaptation (Ménard 2004; Williamson 1996).

In a similar vein, advanced third sector theory focuses on what Billis (2010,

pp. 52–58) calls ‘‘principles’’ as characteristics of the private, the public, and the third

sector, referring to the nature of ownership, the mode of governance, operational

priorities, etc. The idea is that each sector is characterized by specific principles in

support of specific mechanisms of governance. Managers in for-profit firms are

expected to be committed to the principle of efficiency as a consequence of inter-firm

competition just as appointed officials in public administration are expected to be

committed to parliamentary legislation that is implemented through the mechanism of

hierarchy or nonprofit managers to comply with the principle of volunteerism as a

consequence of membership-based participation. This obviously reflects not only the

combination of a structure-related and an agency-related perspective. It implicitly

allows for the assumption that the linkage between the structure (or ‘‘sector’’) and the

related principle of ‘‘agency’’ (or governance mechanism) is not static but potentially

dynamic in the sense that dominant mechanisms of governance may be joined or

superposed by further governance mechanisms of uncertain compatibility.

The question of compatibility brings us to a core-aspect of the hybridity

phenomenon. When we accept the idea once promoted by Friedland and Alford

(1991) that the core institutions of modern society such as the capitalist market, the

bureaucratic state, democracy, family, etc., shape individual preferences in

accordance with a specific logic—such as accumulation of capital and commod-

ification of human activity as the central logic of capitalism, rationalization and

regulation of human activity by legal and bureaucratic hierarchies as the logic of the

state, or participation and popular control as the logic of democracy—then one may

also assume that, in a certain organizational setting, these logics may overlap and

contradict each other (Friedland and Alford 1991, pp. 256–259). If we just replace,

in terms of terminology, ‘‘logic’’ by ‘‘mechanism’’ one may expand Friedland’s and

Alford’s concept to a variety of more or less compatible governance mechanisms to

shape the reality of human agency in no matter what kind of institutional

environment (cf. Leca and Naccache 2006; Thornton et al. 2012).

At the same time, however, this implies that the structure-oriented perspective

remains important because it is the sectors from which the institutional logics

originate in the first place and it is sector-specific institutions that form the structural

framework of each mechanism’s relative legitimacy. Governance mechanisms, in

other words, do not occur at random. Instead, they emanate from sector-specific

logics.
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Those logics, however, may compete with each other and competition may cause

frictions and conflict. How to deal with them is as much an analytical challenge as it

is a managerial one. For instance, there may be competition among hierarchically

organized bureaucracies just as there may be informal hierarchy in the participatory

environment of a civil society organization. In reality, however, those conflicting

mechanisms enjoy various degrees of justification and legitimacy just in accordance

with the relative dominance of a core-mechanism in a given institutional entity.

Hierarchy in a civil society organization, e.g., a private voluntary organization, is

harder to sell than participation. Conversely, participation is not easy to justify in an

institutional setting where otherwise hierarchical fiat is dominant, e.g., in the

military or a medical emergency room.

Manifest and Latent Hybridity

This implies a more differentiated notion of hybridity. Not only is there good sense

in acknowledging hybridity being both a sector-specific and a mechanism-specific

phenomenon but that it may also occur in a manifest and a latent version. Latent

hybridity, however, is not only more difficult to detect than manifest hybridity but,

accordingly, also more difficult to control. Which sheds light on related analytical

and managerial challenges.

Abstract and theory-driven as it may sound, latent hybridity has been

prominently analyzed in organization sociology and administrative science although

not explicitly addressed as such. It is common knowledge that formal organizational

features and the reality of organizational behavior may substantially differ.

Organizations do have their manifest and latent functions (Merton 1968 [1957])

and they are, consequently, subject to unintended or counterintuitive effects of

managerial activities or organizational designs unrelated to their manifest attributes.

For instance, Philip Selznick in his seminal study ‘‘TVA [Tennessee Valley

Authority] and the Grass Roots’’ (1949) analyzed how a public agency, behind the

smokescreen of reformist ideology, became captured by private interests due to the

ostensibly democratic mechanism of cooptation that in reality undermined the

official goals of the organization. An even more famous contribution to the

sociology of organizations with direct reference to what today is called ‘civil society

organizations’ is Michels’ (1911) study on the pre-World War I Social Democratic

Party (SPD) in Germany. Michels described what he termed ‘‘the iron law of

oligarchy ‘‘referring to the informal and counterintuitive hierarchy in a party

committed to the ideal of an egalitarian society and unfettered political

participation.

Both of these influential books were studies in hybridity avant la lettre—of latent

hybridity, to be precise. Selznick described the unintended consequences of the

insertion of civil society elements into the realm of public bureaucracy. Michels

analyzed the emergence of informal hierarchy and bureaucratization in what was

supposed to be a participatory civil society organization. Which implies that actual

hybridity may originate from informal rather than formal arrangements and that

there is good sense in acknowledging the existence of latent hybridities that does not
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appear on the radar screen when just looking for manifest, formal, and official

combinations of private, public, or civil society-based institutional forms.

Thinking in terms of institutional logics and mechanisms thus makes us more

sensitive for actual hybridity beyond the visible overlap of formal cross-sectoral

arrangements. However, overemphasizing informal hybridity and counterintuitive

cross-sectoral overlap of governance mechanisms would serve no reasonable

purpose either. Rather, it would leave us with an underspecified concept. After all,

just in accordance with Merton’s fundamental definition, latent functions and

mechanisms are the ubiquitous ingredient of any type of social structure so that

defining hybridity based on latency alone would necessarily make it a quasi-

ubiquitous and, consequently, unidentifiable phenomenon.

Therefore, I have been advocating a ‘‘middle ground approach’’ to the analysis of

hybridity (Seibel 2015). On the one hand, the study of hybrids should not be

restricted to formal cross-sectoral arrangements since that would neglect the role of

informal institutional effects and latent combinations of sector-specific governance

mechanisms. On the other hand , the ‘‘sectors’’ have to be taken seriously since they

represent legally binding institutional arrangements and, accordingly, acknowl-

edged patterns of legitimate sense making. Even when challenged or undermined by

competing logics and mechanisms, these patterns remain valid as the bottom line of

legitimacy and taken-for-grantedness of what is right and wrong in a given

institutional environment. The rule of law and formal hierarchy remain the bottom

line of what public sector officials can rely on when challenged by inter-agency

rivalry or participatory ambitions of their respective societal environment.

Profitability and survival of the firm are the bottom line for owners and managers

of businesses in the private sector, however, inclined to acknowledge requirements

of corporate social responsibility and requirements of political acceptance.

Membership participation and grass root initiative remain the bottom line of

legitimacy and institutional spirit of civil society organizations even when

requirements of public accountability or managerial efficiency are equally

undeniable.

Thinking in terms of manifest and latent hybridity is thus implicitly based on

mutually compatible and analytically complementary structure-agency concepts. It

comes close to Mario Bunge’s statement that, in a given social system, certain social

mechanisms have priority over others (Bunge 1997, 2000) just as, according to

Merton (1968 [1957]), manifest functions have priority over latent functions.

Consequently, what remains important is focusing on the sector-specificity of

dominant or manifest governance mechanisms and their overlap or combination as

the most promising approach to the study of hybrids.

Analytical and Managerial Implications

The obvious analytical advantage of combining manifest and latent hybridity in one

and the same research concept is that it widens the scope of potentially influential

governance mechanisms in a given institutional setting while at the same time

limiting the range of hypothetically relevant mechanisms.
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In terms of structural analysis, one may, accordingly, set a sharper focus on the

convergence of sector-based governance mechanisms and the frictions and potential

pathologies that may result from their interaction. This may lead to research

questions such as: Under what circumstances do participatory elements in the realm

of public sector service provision turn into clientelism and/or agency capture? How

productive or counterproductive is latent hierarchy in organizations and commu-

nities committed to equal rights and equal access to resources? When and how does

inter-agency competition within the supposedly seamless hierarchy of accountabil-

ity of the public sector turn into organized irresponsibility? When and how does

inter-agency competition in the nonprofit sector stimulate non-governmental

organizations to reduce their efforts to solve problems on whose persistence

depends their own funding through state agencies or intergovernmental organiza-

tions? These questions combine empirical realism in reference to the co-existence of

manifest and latent governance mechanisms with normative reasoning referring to

the sector-specific prioritization of certain mechanisms over others and related

degrees of strong or weak legitimacy.

Agency-related analyses, by contrast, may focus on the actual coping strategies in

use when the convergence and interaction of various governance mechanisms come

to bear in the form of managerial dilemmas. Justifying competitiveness in the

participatory environment of civil society organizations or advocating client-

participation and reciprocity in the hierarchical environment of a public agency

requires tactical and communication skills that may decisively contribute to the

actual viability of hybrid organizational forms.

For instance, just in accordance with research on intra-organizational diversity

and related fault line management (Lau and Murnighan 1998; Hambrick et al. 2001;

Thatcher et al. 2003), one may hypothesize that a combination of communication in

the form of framing and reframing organizational issues (Jason 2011; Stanovich and

West 1998; Vliegenthart and van Zoonen 2011) and coalition building based on

specific incentive structures (Mintzberg 1983; Quinn and Voyer 1998) play an

important role in managing hybrids. Board members of nonprofit organizations may

perceive the introduction of market-style managerial components either as a

prerequisite of organizational survival or as a threat to their own influence and

power since managerialism necessarily strengthens the position of NPO-managers.

Each of those perceptions implies a specific coalition-building strategy. Perceiving

market-style managerial components as a prerequisite of organizational survival

makes entrepreneurial NPO-managers the natural allies of board members.

Perceiving market-style managerial efforts as a threat to the board’s power basis,

by contrast, will motivate board members to seek alliances with paid staff and

volunteers. Moreover, while an alliance of board members and NPO-managers will

probably use communication strategies that frame the introduction of market-style

managerial components as an indispensable contribution to strengthen the ultimate

purpose and ideological goals of the respective nonprofit organization, an alliance of

board members with paid staff and volunteers will probably use a framing pattern

that denounces managerial reforms as an expression of quasi-capitalist ideology and

thus inappropriate in a nonprofit environment.
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In sum, the integral perspective on both manifest and latent hybridity implies

greater awareness of the limits of conscious strategy building in a hybrid

organizational environment in general. Managing hybrids clearly requires an

appropriate understanding of the particular challenges connected to the special

position at the interface of various sectors and related governance mechanisms. That

understanding, just like any other understanding of managerial dilemmas, is not

easy to develop, but in the case of manifest hybridity in the form of public

enterprises, nonprofit organizations, or for-profit firms engaged in education under

state regulation, it does not require a particular sensitivity for the hidden

characteristics of diverging structural logics or governance mechanisms.

The nature of latent hybridity, by contrast, is its persistence behind a veil of

ignorance. Accordingly, the frictions and faultlines of latent hybridity are much

more difficult to detect and much more difficult to manage. Latent hybridity

represents the very ‘zone of uncertainty’ that, according to Michel Crozier’s classic

study on latent power structures in formal bureaucracies (Crozier 1963), is the target

area of ambitious power brokers. Awareness of latent hybridity, however, difficult

to achieve, is therefore a requirement of any successful managerial strategy, change

management in particular.
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d’organisation modernes et sur leurs relations en France avec le système social et culturel. Paris: Le

Seuil.

Edwards, M. (2004). Civil society. Cambridge: Polity Press.

Ehrenberg, J. R. (1999). Civil society: The critical history of an idea. London/New York: New York

University Press.

Esping-Andersen, G. (1990). The three worlds of welfare capitalism. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University

Press.

Etzioni, A. (1973). The third sector and domestic missions. Public Administration Review, 33, 314–323.

Evers, A. (2005). Mixed welfare systems and hybrid organizations: Changes in the governance and

provision of social services. International Journal of Public Administration, 28(9 & 10), 736–748.

Fligstein, N., & McAdam, D. (2011). Toward a general theory of strategic action fields. Sociological

Theory, 29(1), 1–26.

Friedland, R., & Alford, R. (1991). Bringing society back in: Symbols, practices, and institutional

contradictions. In W. W. Powell & P. J. DiMaggio (Eds.), The new institutionalism in organizational

analysis (pp. 256–259). Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Hambrick, D., Li, J. T., Xin, K., & Tsui, A. S. (2001). Compositional gaps and down-ward spirals in

international joint venture management groups. Strategic Management Journal, 22(11), 1033–1053.

Voluntas (2015) 26:1759–1768 1767

123



Hansmann, H. (1980). The role of nonprofit enterprise. Yale Law Journal, 89(5), 835–901.

James, E. (1989). The nonprofit sector in international perspective. Studies in comparative culture and

policy. Oxford/New York: Oxford University Press.

Jason, H. (2011). Consent and the problem of framing effects. Ethical Theory and Moral Practice, 14(5),

517–531.

Lau, D., & Murnighan, J. K. (1998). Demographic diversity and faultlines: The com-positional dynamics

of organizational groups. Academy of Management Review, 23, 325–340.

Leca, B., & Naccache, P. (2006). A critical realist approach to institutional entrepreneurship.

Organization, 13(5), 627–651.

Levitt, T. (1973). The third sector. New tactics for a responsive society. New York: Amacom.

Ménard, C. (2004). The economics of hybrid organizations. Journal of Institutional and Theoretical

Economics, 160(3), 345–376.

Merton, R. K. (1968) [1957]. Manifest and latent functions. In R. K. Merton (Eds.), Social theory and

social structure (pp. 73–138), 3rd, English ed. New York: The Free Press.

Michels, R. (1911). Zur Soziologie des Parteiwesens in der modernen Demokratie. Untersuchungen über

die oligarchischen Tendenzen des Gruppenlebens. Leipzig: Werner Klinkhardt.

Mintzberg, H. (1983). The power game and the players. In J. S. Ott, J. M. Shafritz, & Y. Jang (Eds.),

Classic readings in organization theory (8th ed., pp. 284–291). Boston: Cengage Learning.

Quinn, J. B., & Voyer, J. (1998). Logical incrementalism: Managing strategy formation. In H. Mintzberg,

J. B. Quin, & S. Goshal (Eds.), The strategy process. Revised European Edition (pp. 103–110).

London: Prentice Hall.

Rose-Ackerman, S. (Ed.). (1986). The economics of nonprofit institutions: Studies and structure and

policy. Oxford/New York: Oxford University Press.

Salamon, L. M., & Anheier, H. K. (1997). Defining the nonprofit sector: A cross-national analysis.

Manchester: Manchester University Press.

Seibel, W. (2015). Studying hybrids: Sectors and mechanisms. Organization Studies, 35(9), 697–712.

Selznick, P. (1949). TVA and the grass roots. A study in the sociology of formal organization. Berkeley/

Los Angeles: University of California Press.

Stanovich, K. E., & West, R. F. (1998). individual differences in framing and conjunction effects.

Thinking & Reasoning, 4(4), 289–317.

Thatcher, S. M. B., Jehn, K. A., & Zanutto, E. (2003). Cracks in diversity research: The effects of

faultlines on conflict and performance. Group Decision and Negotiation, 12, 217–241.

Thornton, P. H., Ocasio, W., & Lounsbury, M. (2012). The institutional logics perspective. A new

approach to culture, structure and process. Oxford/New York: Oxford University Press.

Vliegenthart, R., & van Zoonen, L. (2011). Power to the frame. Bringing sociology back to frame

analysis. European Journal of Communication, 26(2), 101–115.

Weisbrod, B. (1988). The nonprofit economy. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Williamson, O. E. (1996). The mechanisms of governance. Oxford/New York: Oxford University Press.

1768 Voluntas (2015) 26:1759–1768

123


	Welfare Mixes and Hybridity: Analytical and Managerial Implications
	‘Welfare Mix’ and Hybridity: Divergent but Compatible Concepts
	Abstract
	Résumé
	Zusammenfassung
	Resumen
	Manifest and Latent Hybridity
	Analytical and Managerial Implications
	References




