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Abstract

Co-operatives providing welfare services form a new group of enterprises in
the Nordic countries. These co-operatives may differ from other providers of
welfare services because of the interests of their members and the institutional
structures of co-operatives. The focus in earlier studies of co-operatives has
most often been on one of these aspects. In this paper it is suggested that
new institutional theory may provide a more appropriate foundation for
studies of these aspects of co-operatives. Members may try to change
institutional structures of co-operatives so that they better serve their
interests, but existing institutions al/so provide limitations for the behaviour
of members. Special attention should be given to this two-way relation in
order to determine how co-operatives may differ from other providers of
welfare services. In this paper empirical findings from Swedish co-operative
day care nurseries are presented to illustrate the relationship between
institutions and the roles of members in co-operative enterprises providing
welfare services.

On third sector and power of individual members

The support for the strong welfare state has been relatively
unchallenged in Sweden during the last few decades. However, the
number of private or semi-private providers of welfare services has
slowly increased. The political parties mainly support the current
role of the state as the main provider of welfare services even
though the bourgeois parties in most cases support the increased
number of private enterprises, voluntary organisations, and co-
operatives as complements to public provision of services. The
citizens seem to be more restrictive in their attitudes even though
there are signs of increased interest in some kind of welfare mix.
Especially attitudes towards the third sector have become more
positive among both the political parties and citizens.!

As the third sector is an analytical concept that refers to
particular groups of agents sharing a number of characteristics,
rather than a juridical concept referring to a legally defined group of
organisations and enterprises, it is a matter of definition which
agents are included under this concept. There is not one commonly
accepted definition of the third sector and several other concepts
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with similar or related meaning, like voluntary sector, non-profit
sector, and social economy, have been presented.?2 However, it is
important to note that, despite the lack of commonly accepted
definition, the concept of third sector clearly has positive
connotations in Sweden.

It is not possible to discuss in more detail the characteristics of
the third sector in this paper. The focus here is on one of the most
interesting characteristics of the third sector and, possibly, of the
co-operatives that may partly explain the positive attitudes towards
these groups of agents in provision of welfare services.

It has been assumed that the organisations of the third sector
share characteristics like multiple goal structure, informality of social
relations and flexibility. These kinds of assumptions, however, often
mislead as they simplify too much the reality and idealise the
differences between sectors.? It is more appropriate to emphasise
the importance of the members in the formation of activities since
this does not assume characteristics for the organisations, but
emphasises the rights and responsibilities of individual members as
characteristic of the third sector. To some extent, this point of view
unifies discussion of the third sector and civil society.

On co-operatives and provision of welfare services

Co-operatives form a group of enterprises that are characterised by
their form of ownership - co-operatives are usually owned collectively,
either by consumers or providers of goods and services. Some traditional
examples of these enterprises are retail and farmer co-operatives.
This form of ownership prevents ownership by those not using the
services of the co-operative or working in the co-operative. This
means that members of co-operatives have double roles, either as
consumers and owners or as personnel and owners.5

Members of co-operatives have the possibility to participate in
the governance of their enterprises. All members have one vote in
the decisions of co-operatives and they may become members of
executive boards. Despite these formal rules supporting the active
participation of members, the level of active participation in many
co-operatives has become much reduced. Particularly in many
consumer owned co-operatives, positions of members do not differ
remarkably from those of customers of other enterprises.®

During the last two decades the emergence of small co-operatives
providing commodities not earlier provided by co-operatives has led
to the introduction of the concept of "new co-operatives" in the
Nordic countries. These co-operatives do not formally differ from
"established co-operatives". However, it has been assumed that in
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their new fields of activity, small size and possibly also the more
active roles of members justify consideration as a special group
of enterprises. In the Nordic countries the largest group of new
co-operatives is found in Sweden where, for example there are over
1,000 co-operative day care nurseries and about 100 co-operatives
providing sick- and health-care. Due to the high number of parent
co-operatives involved in day care activities, the majority of
co-operatives providing welfare services are consumer co-operatives
i.e. owned by the users of the services. However, the number of
worker co-operatives, has started to grow during the 1990s. Just
like most groups of new co-operatives, the co-operatives providing
welfare services are still a marginal phenomenon. They are
nonetheless important for some groups of citizens because of the
lack of other providers of these services, or because their form of
ownership better suits some groups of customers and workers.”

The co-operatives may differ from other enterprises in at least in
two ways. Firstly, the form of ownership may affect the goals of
these enterprises so that they are more oriented toward the varying
interests of their members instead of maximising an economic
surplus. These goals are naturally not mutually exclusive or independent
from each other. Secondly, the members of the co-operatives may
have better possibilities to influence the activities and commaodities
of the co-operatives than do the customers or personnel of other
enterprises. However, both of these differences depend to a large
extent on the activity of the members. If members do not participate
in decision making, the differences between the co-operatives and
other enterprises may decrease significantly.

The behaviour of members, like their participation in the
governance of co-operatives, has most often been explained by
looking at the benefits and costs of activities.® In contrast, attempts
to clarify how the institutional structure of co-operatives affects the
behaviour of members and how the interests of the members and
structure of the co-operatives are related have been rare. For these
reasons, the aim of the paper is to investigate how the behaviour of
members, for example participation in decision making, is affected
by formal and informal rules that enforce constraints on behaviour
within co-operative enterprises and how the interests of members
and rules of co-operatives are related.

The empirical part of the paper consists of some description of
the day care nurseries owned by parents. This group of co-operatives
is chosen due the high number of these enterprises. The roles and
power of parents owning their day care nurseries are also affected
by the roles of staff personnel (who are usually not members of the
co-operative) and by the role of the public sector in funding and
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controlling service production. In this paper the roles of personnel
are also discussed, while the role of the public sector is discussed
elsewhere.?

Earlier theoretical studies of behaviour of members

There have been several attempts to devise typologies of the
behaviour of members of co-operative enterprises. Some of these
typologies are influenced by a typology of Albert O Hirschman.
Hirschman's typology does not primarily address co-operatives and
its suitability as such for co-operative studies is therefore
questionable. For this reason the purpose of the following
description of the typology is not to summarise the main ideas of
Hirschman's study. Rather, Hirschman's key concepts, relevant to
the study of co-operatives, are presented. The focus is on actors'
behaviour within enterprises owned by their members.

Hirschman'' assumed that customers of enterprises are not
limited to the "exit" possibility when dissatisfied with the
commodities provided. Rather, customers may act in markets in the
same way as they act in politics. In both of these arenas citizens
may choose either the "exit" alternative which means that they leave
the enterprise/political party or they stop using its services/stop
voting for it. However, they may also express "protest” (voice) which
means that they may try through active participation to change the
things they are dissatisfied with.

In enterprises owned only by members, members may choose
either to exit or to protest when dissatisfied with their enterprise.
Dissatisfied members may therefore either stop using commodities/
resign, or they may try to influence the activities of their enterprises
to make them better serve their interests. The choice between exit
and protest may be based on the characteristics of the members.
According to Hirschman, on the one hand the "loyalty" of members
increases the probability of protest and decreases the probability of
exit. On the other hand, members' calculations of the costs and
benefits of their protests and their prospects of changing the things
that have caused dissatisfaction affect the decision between these
two options. Earlier experiences among members are decisive of
whether protest is seen as an effective way to bring about change.
For these reasons it is possible to conclude that Hirschman's model
is based on a) the behaviour of individuals that may be based on
loyalty ie on bounded rationality or irrationality, or on calculations of costs
and benefits ie economic rationality, but also on b) characteristics of
organisations that either support protest or exit habits.'?

One of the problems of Hirschman's typology when applied to
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co-operative studies is that active participation of members is
discussed only in the case of dissatisfaction. Members of co-operative
enterprises may also be involved in activities without feeling
dissatisfied ie they may participate in the activities of their
enterprises for a variety of reasons. Furthermore, the possibility that
members might remain passive in the case of dissatisfaction is not
properly discussed.'® Finally, the possibility that members could
change the rules of behaviour is not analysed. This last option is
important because members may not only try to affect the goals and
outputs of their organisations, but also of the way different actors,
like members, may behave and affect these outputs. In some sense
Hirschman takes characteristics of organisations as given even
though they can be challenged.

Yohanan Stryjan™ is one of the researchers that has developed
Hirschman's typology for studying co-operatives. As part of this
development, Stryjan has introduced the concept of involvement
and has modified Hirschman's concept of loyalty in a way that
includes both active (creative) and passive (non-creative) forms of
behaviour. In addition, positive and negative forms of behaviour
have been separated in the typology.

In Stryjan's typology members who are dissatisfied with their
enterprises may choose to either exit or protest. Both alternatives
may lead to changes within enterprises, but, from the point of view
of these members, not necessarily in the wished for direction. Exit of
dissatisfied members does not leave space for participation in
favour of changes and protest may lead to sanctions that worsen
the situation of the protesting members. Positive members, in turn,
may either be loyal or involved. Loyal members are passive which
means that they follow rules and do not try to influence the activities
of their enterprises. Involved members, in contrast, are willing to
invest their resources in the activities of the co-operatives so that
their interests are better served or because they regard participation
as such as something valuable. In reality members may move
between these forms of behaviour. For example, occasionally loyal
members may become involved, or involved members may start to
protest. The difference between getting involved and protesting is
not based only on the behaviour of members and their attitudes
towards co-operatives. Instead, it is possible to define the line
between them so that the activity that is accepted in an enterprise is
something positive (involvement) and the activity that is not
accepted is something negative (voice/protest). This means that the
same kind of behaviour may be classified differently in different
enterprises.'®

61



Figure 1: Stryjan's Model of Alternative Forms of Behaviour'®
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In Finland limonen, Laakkonen, Laurinkari and Suonoja have
developed typologies of members and their behaviour. In these
typologies both economic and social/political motives of members
are included. The main idea of the different typologies is that the
behaviour may be based on either economic-pragmatic calculation
of benefits and costs of activities or on ideal-political orientation of
members. The importance of ideal-political motives has drastically
decreased in most of the established co-operatives during the last
decades, but it is not clear what importance other non-economic
motives play in smaller co-operatives.'”

Furthermore, several ideal types of members have been
presented. In the early co-operative studies "homo cooperativus”
was an ideal type of member whose basic characteristic was
solidarity. It was assumed that behaviour could be explained by the
common interests of members. The ideal type has not been used in
more recent analyses. Instead, "homo economicus" has become the
most important ideal type, borrowed from economics. Homo
economicus is an ideal type characterised by selfish and
economically rational individuals. There have also been attempts to
combine these two models and to include either social or political
ambitions among the goals of homo economicus.'®

The earlier typologies and ideal types are often based on
assumptions about different characteristics of members. It has been
assumed that differences in behaviour could be explained by
differences in motivation. In Stryjan's model, however, constraints on
behaviour based on rules of enterprises are also taken into account.
It is necessary, however, to combine these two aspects in order to
determine what is typical behaviour for members of the co-operatives
and, based on the behaviour of members, how the co-operatives
may differ from other enterprises and organisations. In addition, the
rules of the co-operatives may also change due to the behaviour of
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members. For these reasons it is also necessary to discuss the
reciprocal relationship between the interests of the members and
the institutional structures of the co-operatives. In the following
section theories of new institutionalists are used to develop a
preliminary model of the relationship between the behaviour of
members and the rules of behaviour within co-operatives.

Institutions and behaviour

The following ideas about the relation between institutions and the
behaviour of members within these institutions are borrowed from a
group of researchers known as new institutionalists. These
researchers, however, differ remarkably from each other. This is
primarily due to the relative novelty of this school and its inter-
disciplinary nature. The researchers have at times been divided into
economic, sociological, and historical schools.' In this paper some
of the differences between these groups are discussed, but the
basic ideas of the group as a whole are the focus of the
presentation. This leads naturally to some oversimplifications that
do not do justice to all of the nuances within the school.

New institutionalists have studied the behaviour and the activities
of both groups of individuals and of organisations. It has often been
assumed that behaviour and the activities are influenced by
institutions. Despite agreement on this, these researchers have
defined institutions in a variety of ways which has led to remarkable
differences, both in their theoretical constructions and in their
empirical use of theory. For example, informal rules that structure
actors' conduct and formal organisations have sometimes been
included in the definition of institutions.?® Nevertheless, it is
necessary to separate these concepts from each other. First of all,
the rules of behaviour and organisations must be separated. This is
obvious when the new institutional theory is used in empirical
studies. Social policy provides an excellent example to show why
both rules of behaviour and organisations should not be defined as
institutions. For example, rules that define the rights of individuals to
receive social services may be held constant even though the
organisational structure of agencies connected to the provision of
services change. Therefore, the concept of institutions should refer
to rules that enforce constraints on the interaction between different
agents as individuals, organisations, and the state.?"

It is not always clear whether only formal or both formal and
informal systems of rules should be understood as institutions. The
first approach has the advantage that the definition does not
become too wide. However, in some areas of study incorrect and
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misleading conclusions- about reality may be arrived at if
concentrating only on formal institutions. 22

Even though institutions within organisations constrain
individuals' choices, institutions do not necessarily change the basic
motives of individuals.?® Following the argumentation of the
economic approach that has been popular in both co-operative and
institutional studies, it is reasonable to assume that institutions
restrict the choice-sets of members who adapt their behaviour in
order to maximise their own benefits. Institutions and possibly
sanctions and rewards connected to them may change the
consequences of the different alternative forms of behaviour. In this
approach individuals' self-interest is the motive for any behaviour
and modifications in behaviour are seen as responses to the
changes in incentives.?*

There are also new institutionalists who assume that institutions
affect the motives (interests) of actors, and not just their strategies
to reach particular goals.?®> Most often it' is claimed that the actors
make judgements concerning correct and acceptable behaviour
which are not necessarily based on calculations of consequences.
They may instead be based on the "experiences of others in
comparable situations and by reference to standards of
obligation".26

Between formal and informal institutions
Interests of members affect institutions within co-operatives

At the beginning of the paper, it was suggested that co-operatives
providing welfare services may differ from other enterprises due to
their form of ownership. The ownership by the consumers of
services or personnel means, in principle, that members may have
better possibilities to influence services they receive from their
enterprises or that personnel may influence their working
environment.?” Regardless of form of ownership, both formal and
informal rules of co-operatives may constitute constraints on
behaviour of members due to common or conflicting interests of
members. These constraints are formed in negotiation processes
that take place in all organisations throughout their existence.?®

In the following table four ideal types of situations within co-operatives
are presented; different alternatives may exist side by side. The
table consists of two dimensions, namely, interests of members and
form of rules. Three aspects of each alternative are presented: 1)
channel of participation of members, 2) character of interests, and
3) central characteristics of alternatives. The model is based on the
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assumption of rational (calculative) behaviour of members and an
alternative point of view on the rules is presented subsequently.

Table 1: Model of interests of members and rules of co-operatives

Interests
Common Conflicting

Democratic Democratic
management, interests management, interests

Formal |of members as agroup,  of different groups of
active participation of members, struggles
members is possible. over outputs and formal

rules.
Rules

Informal contacts, Informal contacts,
interests of members as  interests of different
a group, active groups of members,
participation or informal  informal selection

Informal | co-operation processes to executive
supported, informal boards, informal
rewards rewards connected to
connected to participation if it
participation if it increases own group's
increases profitability. benefits.

Formal rules of co-operatives emphasise the importance of

democratic management. All members have basically the same
possibilities to affect daily activities and thus to form co-operatives.
The options presented by Stryjan?® may be available to all
members, but even in the case of common interests of members,
possibilities for certain forms of behaviour may be limited.

Starting with restrictions that affect all enterprises, a lack of
alternatives prevents exit, and larger organisations have restricted
opportunity for the involvement of members. Formal rules of co-operatives
may also restrict the participation of members in other ways. When
the profitability, flexibility or rational decision making of a co-operative
worsens due to the active participation of its members, formal rules
may be reformed so that rationalisation of decision making within
the co-operative is supported instead of the active participation of
the members.30 In small co-operatives this may mean, for example,
increased power for personnel, executive boards or other important
groups. Furthermore, as stated earlier, the members may move
between alternatives presented by Stryjan. For example, if the
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involvement of members (all members) is not supported or
accepted, members may move either to loyalty, protest, or exit.3!

Members and employees of the day care nursery co-operatives
are two groups of agents that in several ways form the roles of each
other. There are examples of where parent members are involved in
most issues concerning both the daily activities and general
planning of the co-operatives. However, there are also co-operatives
where the power has in practice been moved to employees. One of
the explanations is that the staff in many cases have better
opportunities to affect decision-making due to their knowledge and
full-time employment. This kind of development has in many cases
been supported by parents who have limited resources to
participate in the activities of their co-operatives. However, the roles
of these two groups are not always clearly defined. For example,
parents in some cases seem to think that they know what is best for
their children even though they do not necessarily have the capacity
to plan activities so that they would best serve the needs of larger
groups of children. This kind of situation can easily lead to conflicts
which in turn affect the roles of parents in the long run, either by
increasing or decreasing their power. Besides the conflict
perspective it is necessary to add that in many cases the parents
become involved when needed even though the staff are the most
involved group of agents. This is the solution that seems to work in
several cases.

If members have common interests and if profitability of activities
depends on the involvement of members, there is a possibility for
the development of informal rules supporting involvement. The
probability of developing informal rules among members is
connected to the size of co-operatives as possibilities for interaction
between members vary considerably. The more contact members
have and the better they know each other, the easier it is to
establish informal rules of behaviour. The best possibilities to introduce
new rules are, quite naturally, in relatively small co-operatives. The
development of informal rules is also connected to the duration of
membership and the possibilities to follow up and control the
behaviour of other members. Interest in investing resources in the
development of new rules of behaviour may be limited if people do
not stay members long enough to compensate for the possible
costs of developing, establishing and maintaining new rules.®? In
summary, when the success of co-operatives however they are
defined, depends on the activity of members, those members may
have the motivation to participate in activities of their enterprises
and even to establish informal rules supporting involvement of other
members. Naturally, the problem of 'free riding' may exist in this kind
of situation.33
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Within the day care nurseries, the development of informal rules
affecting the activities may occur easily due to the small size of these
co-operatives. This is not however, entirely positive for the enterprise
since easily changing practices can lead to problems of free-riding
and lack of continuity. For example, in some co-operatives the
reluctance of some families to participate in compulsory tasks (eg
cleaning, working etc) has led to friction between members. This is
against the formal rules and has led to dissatisfaction amongst the
membership and decreased motivation to take care of one's own
responsibilities. In this situation, both formal and informal institutions
are re-formed in negotiations and, as a consequence, the possibility
of new roles for members emerges. It is also necessary to note that
despite the equal rights and responsibilities of the members, it is
usual for members to receive varying levels of benefit by
compensating them economically.

Within democratic management there is room for conflicting
interests, which may lead to constraints on the behaviour of
members. As in the case of common interests, formal rules may
change so that they prevent and/or support the active participation of
certain groups of members. There are examples of this kind of
conflict in established co-operatives. Even change in the form of
ownership is possible due to conflicting interests. The balance of
power between different groups and different bargaining positions
may explain which rules may be challenged and which groups will
have the possibility for this kind of activity.

In the case of conflicting interests, informal rules of behaviour may
support and prevent participation. Leaders of co-operatives, staff or
otherwise active groups of members may establish informal forms of
co-operation that will increase their power. For example, selection
into leading positions within co-operatives may to some extent be
based on negotiations outside of the formal decision-making process.
Powerful groups may also restrict involvement of other groups of
members through the use of informal rewards and sanctions. Even
though acceptance of or adherence to these kinds of rules could
constrain behaviour, learning these rules may be important for
members for several reasons. To follow rules may be rational
because of the rewards and the sanctions connected to them.
Acceptance of other members, possibilities for beneficial co-operation
and positive responses® may to a large extent be based on relations
in which informal rules play the most significant role.

The co-operative environment has great potential for conflict. In
co-operative day care nurseries different backgrounds, resources
and goals of parents are some of the most important sources of
disagreement. There are several examples of co-operatives where
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practical issues have led to conflicts; the problem of free-riders and
different possibilities to participate in activities of the co-operatives
have already been identified. The problems are not, however,
always practical. Power as such, has also caused problems. For
example, in one of the co-operatives in the Goethenburg region
some of the academic members are accustomed to holding the
power. In reality other members have no prospect of being elected
to executive boards etc. In practice informal contacts with the
powerful members are the best means by which to affect decision-
making in this situation. It is also worth noting that co-operatives
change over time. For example, during the first years members
have in many cases, similar background and common goals. During
the subsequent years most members leave, to be replaced by new
members. In many cases, this leads to new negotiations of the
goals and practices of the co-operatives.

Institutions within co-operatives affect interests of members

Even though members may be involved in establishing rules of
behaviour, it must be remembered that the relation between
members and institutions is reciprocal. Both formal and informal
rules are closely related to the interests of members, but it is
possible that within organisations there are many relatively
independent institutions. It is possible that rules are a product of
long processes that do not necessarily produce "rational" systems
that are best suited to the interests of any group of actors. This is
why the history of organisations must also be taken into account if
one is interested in the way institutions constrain behaviour. Once
established, rules do not normally disappear rapidly even though
they may change over time.

Even though the rules of behaviour may be challenged, it is also
possible, as some of the new institutionalists suggest, that some
forms of behaviour are accepted by actors without a calculation of
their consequences. This means that existing ideals of behaviour
may be followed to some extent even though following the rules
would not be the most beneficial alternative for members. This
opens up for the possibility that, in some co-operatives, certain
kinds of behaviour of members are encouraged, for example active
participation or passive roles, in ways that create differences
between co-operatives. In addition to expectations directed towards
whole groups of members, there may be expectations that treat
individuals differently. Occupation, age, and gender are some
examples of important factors that are often connected to different
expectations.
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The co-operative day care nurseries in Sweden do not form a
homogenous group of enterprises. Some of the co-operatives are in
fact grounded because of pedagogical/ideological/religious reasons
which directly affect the goals and practices of the co-operatives.
This kind of common background of parent members and staff lead,
basically, to goals of co-operatives that are not as easily changed
as the goals of other co-operatives. This does not rule out the
possibility of a struggle for power and different views regarding roles
of members and staff. However, most of the day care nurseries do
not have a specific orientation and most of the parents joining the
co-operative have chosen this form of day care for practical
reasons - lack of other alternatives, proximity to home etc. For this
reason and because of the relative short history of co-operative day
care nurseries most of parents have only limited knowledge of their
own role within this form of day care organisation. As a
consequence, roles of parents and their preferences are formed in
many cases after joining. Several studies have shown parents in
most cases find the co-operative form as something positive and
that parents after some time start to appreciate the potential benefit
from participation in decision-making. In other words, parents are
socialised into the co-operative institutions relatively rapidly and
despite their increased responsibilities, would seldom prefer to
change to municipal day care.

Conclusion

Differences between co-operatives and other providers of welfare
services, as well as differences between co-operatives and other
organisations in general, are to a large extent due to the roles of
members. Members in co-operative enterprises are both owners
and consumers of services or owners and employees. Furthermore,
the formal rules of co-operatives provide a possibility for members
to participate in decision making which may lead to an orientation
towards the interests of members instead of the interests of external
investors. Naturally, these are not necessarily contradictory. In
practice, however, in the case of co-operatives providing welfare
services, an important issue is who leads the activities of the
co-operatives and which goals are prioritised.

Formal rules of co-operatives emphasise the centrality of
members and provide them with a possibility to influence activities
and the development of their co-operatives. When success of
co-operatives depends on active participation of members and
when members have common interests, there is a possibility that
both formal and informal rules of co-operatives support involvement
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of members. However, the conflicting interests of groups of
members and possibly between members and managers, may lead
to the establishment of rules of behaviour that restrict the active
participation of members or some groups of members. This kind of
development changes situations within co-operatives so that the
goals of enterprises depart from the interests of members or some
groups of members.

The co-operative form as such does make a difference, but due to
the changing nature of institutions, the special nature of co-operatives
providing welfare services cannot be taken for granted. Knowledge
of the goals of members, the power of different groups within the
co-operatives and the actual development of institutions is needed
before conclusions about differences between co-operatives and
other providers of welfare services can be drawn.

Antti Miettinen is PhD student at the Department of Social
Sciences at the University of Kuopio in Finland and is currently
writing his doctoral thesis on co-operatives as providers of
welfare services in the Nordic countries. The focus of his study
is on the organisational aspects of co-operatives, the relation
between co-operatives and the public sector, and motives of
members. He would like to thank the Academy of Finland and
the Foundation for Municipal Development (Finland) for
financing and UIlf Drugge, Susanna Hansson, Mikael Hjerm,
Juhani Laurinkari, Jerker Nilsson and Charlott Nyman for their
valuable comments.

Notes

1 Miettinen, A and Nordlud, A 2000: Institutional Limitations for Providing
Co-operative Welfare in Sweden and Finland. Journal of Co-operative
Studies, 33: 39-52. Svallfors, S 1989: Vem alskar vélfardsstaten?
Attityder och organiserade intressen och svensk vélfardspolitik. Lund:
Arkiv. Svallfors S 1996: Vélfdrdsstatens moraliska ekonomi:
vélférdsopinionen i 90-talets Sverige. Umea: Boréa.

2 Amna, E 1995: Ideell verksamhet. Forutséttningar, organisering och
betydelse. Civildepartementet: Stockholm.

3 Helander, V 1998: Ko/mas sektori. Gaudeamus: Saarijarvi.

4 Cf Pohjola, A 1999: Kansalaisten toiminta-areenat. In Haastava kolmas
sektori. Pohdintoja tutkimuksen ja toiminnan moninaisuudesta, eds
Hokkanen, L, Kinnunen, P and Siisidginen, M Jyvaskyla: Sosiaali-ja
terveysturvan keskusliitto. Olsson, J 1994: Den sociala ekonomin.
Stockholm: Carlsson.

5 Minkner, H-H 1994. Organizational Structure of Co-operative Studies.
In International Handbook of Cooperative Organisations, ed Dylfer, E
Gottingen: Vanenhoeck & Reprecht.

70



6 CfBrazda, J and Schediwy, R (eds) 1989. Consumer Co-operatives in a
Changing World. Geneva: ICA.

7 Pestoff, V A 1998. Beyond the Market and State. Social Enterprises and
Civil Democracy in a Welfare Society. Aldershot, Brookfield USA,
Singapore, Sydney: Ashgate, 171-227. Winden, S 1998. Kooperativ
hélso- och sjukvard. En rapport om svenska och internationella modeller
och goda exempel for 6kat konsumentinflytande i varden. Stockholm:
Kooperativa institutet, 38.

8 Cf Eschenburg, R 1994. Theory of Co-operative Cooperation. In
International Handbook of Cooperative Organisations, ed Oylfer, E
Gottingen: Vanenhoeck & Reprecht.

9 Miettinen, A and Nordlud, A 2000

10 Hirschman, A O 1970. Exit, Voice, and Loyalty. Cambridge: Harvard
University Press.

11 Hirschman, A O 1970.

12 Hirschman, A O 1970. Hirschman, A O 1982. Shifting Involvements.
Oxford: Basil Blackwell.

13 Stryjan, Y 1987. Impossible Organisations. On Self-management and
Organizational Reproduction. Uppsala: Uppsala University, 67-97. Cf
Olson, M 1965. The Logic of Collective Action. Public Goods and the
Theory of Groups. Cambridge: Harvard University Press. Ringle, G
1994. Incentives for Co-operatives. In International Handbook of
Cooperative Organisations, ed Dylfer, E Goéttingen: Vanenhoeck &
Reprecht.

14 Stryjan, Y 1987.

15 Stryjan, Y 1987, 67-97.

16 Stryjan, Y 1987, 74.

17 Laurinkari, J 1994. Motivation for Cooperation. In International
Handbook of Cooperative Organisations, ed Dylfer, E Goéttingen:
Vanenhoeck & Reprecht.

18 Nilsson, J 1986. Trends in Co-operative Theory. In Co-operatives
to-day, eds Treacy, M and Varadi, L Geneva: ICA. Nilsson, J 1991.
Kooperativ utveckling. Lund: Studentlittaratur. Weuster, A 1986. Homo
Economicus and Homo Co-operativus in Co-operative Research. In
Co-operatives to-day, eds Treacy, M and Varadi, L Geneva: ICA.

19 Hall, PA and Taylor, R C R 1994. Political Science and the Four New
Institutionalism. Paper prepared for presentation to the Annual Meeting
of the American Political Science Association.

20 Hall, P A and Taylor, R C R 1994. Thelen, K and Steinmo, S 1992.
Historical Institutionalism in Comparative Perspective. In Structuring
Politics. Historical Institutionalism in Comparative Analyses, eds
Steinmo, S, Thelen, K and Longstreth, F Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press. March, J G and Olsen, J P. 1984. The New
Institutionalism: Organizational Factors in Political Life. American
Political Science Review 78: 734-49.

21 North, D G 1990. Institutions, Institutional Change and Economic
Performance. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

22 Rothstein, B 1996. An overview. In A New Handbook of Political
Science, eds Goodin. E G and Klingemann, H-O Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

71



23 Cf Thelen, K and Steinmo, S 1992, 13.

24 Hall, PA and Taylor, R CR 1994.

25 Dowding, Kand King, D 1995. Introduction. In Preferences, Institutions
and Rational Choice, eds Dowding, K and King, D Oxford: Clarendon
Press. Thelen, Kand Steinmo, S 1992.

26 DiMaggio, P J and Powell, W W 1991. Introduction. In The New
Institutionalism in Organizational Analysis, eds Powell, W W and
DiMaggio, J P Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 10. Cf
Jepperson, R L 1991. Institutions, Institutional Effects, and
Institutionalism. In The New Institutionalism in Organizational Analysis,
eds Powell, WW and DiMaggio, J P Chicago: The University of Chicago
Press, 145. March, JG and Olsen, J P 1984.

27 Possibilities for influence are, according to several studies, one of the
most important incentives for membership in co-operative enterprises
providing welfare services (et Pestoff, V A 1998).

28 Cf Hettlage, R 1994. Co-operative Relationship Patterns:
Microsociological Aspects of Co-operatives. In International Handbook
of Cooperative Organisations, ed Dylfer, E Gottingen: Vanenhoeck &
Reprecht, 772.

29 Stryjan, Y 1987.

30 Munkner, H-H 1994, 658.

31 Even though co-operatives are basically open to all individuals, all
enterprises have their optimal size. This is especially clear in co-operatives
that cannot serve a large number of members. In a similar way there is
an optimal level of participation of groups of members. After a certain
point, participation of members or some groups of members may
worsen the results of co-operative enterprises (cf Grosskopf, W 1986.
Concentration in the Co-operative System - the Abolition of Co-operative
Principles? In Co-operatives to-day, eds Treacy, M and Varadi, L
Geneva: ICA, 90).

32 Cf Ostrom, E 1990. Governing the Commons. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

33 Cf Olson, M 1965.

34 Cf Ringle, G 1994.

35 Cf Wildavsky, A 1994. Why Self-Interest Means Less Outside of a
Social Context. Cultural Contributions to a Theory of Rational choices.
Journal of Theoretical Politics 6(2):131-159.

Illustrations are based on the following sources:

Interview and written report of Susanna Hansson 2001.

Bartley, K & Hansson, S (1994) Barnomsorg i tiden. Monograph from the
Department of Sociology No 53. University of Goteborg: Goteborg.

Pestoff, VA (1998) Beyond the Market and State. Social Enterprises and
Civil Democracy in a Welfare Society. Ashgate: Aldershot, Brookfield
USA, Singapore, Sydney.

Sundell, K, Lundstrém, E, Lundstrém, U, Linderoth, E & Stahle, Y (1991)
Del varas for féréldrarkooperativen. En studie av Stockholms
férédldrarkooperativa daghem. FoU-rapport 1991:4. Stockholms
Socialtjansts Forsknings- och Utvecklingsbyra.

72



Sundell, K & Stahle, Y (1996) Pa vinst och férlust? Hur fungerar vinstdrivna
férskolor? FoU-rapport 1996:5 Stockholms Socialtjansts Forsknings-
och Utvecklingsbyra.

Unenge, G (1994) Pappor i férdldrakooperativ daghem. En deskriptiv
studie av pappors medverkan. University of Goteborg: Géteborg.

73



