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Abstract This article seeks to analyze the resilience of arts

and cultural nonprofit organizations in France during the

Covid-19 crisis. A broad survey and multiple logistic

regressions highlight the resources availability, the crisis

impact, the NPOs’ needs and the reforms they conducted

during the first French lockdown. This study shows that the

resilience of these NPOs must be differentiated between

activity continuity and organizational persistence. Resi-

lience in culture and the arts is specific, based on reforms,

and requires special support from partners.
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Introduction

‘‘With only a few months of cash on hand, numerous

organizations and individuals in arts and culture have lived

perpetually on the brink of extinction’’ (Betzler et al., 2020,

p. 796). Arts and cultural nonprofit organizations (NPOs)

are therefore experiencing an organizational crisis in

addition to the health, economic and social crisis that

affects all sectors and almost all countries.

A crisis is defined as ‘‘a low-probability, high-impact

event that threatens the viability of the organization and is

characterized by ambiguity of cause, effect, and means of

resolution, as well as by a belief that decisions must be

made swiftly’’ (Pearson & Clair, 1998, p. 3). The

conversion of this global crisis into an organizational crisis

can be explained in particular by the decrease in funding

and partnerships (as explained by Mano, 2010), but also

because the cultural and arts institutions have remained

closed for many months.

NPOs in general have been studied in the context of the

pandemic. Their activity has collapsed (Kim & Mason,

2020), especially in the sports, leisure, arts and cultural

sectors (Plaisance, 2021a). Their governance has some-

times been interrupted despite its crucial role in crises

(McMullin & Raggo, 2020). Three issues in particular

stand out.

First, NPOs have relied on human capital to sustain

themselves during the crisis (Akingbola, 2020), but work-

ing and volunteering conditions have deteriorated. Second,

the economic and financial fragility of the nonprofit sector

has worsened due to the loss of stable resources (Finchum-

Mason et al., 2020; Johnson et al., 2020; Kim & Mason,

2020). Third, NPOs have seen their partnerships and rela-

tionships with their stakeholders erode, while they are

particularly dependent on them (Plaisance, 2021b).

As pointed out by Betzler et al. (2020), arts and cultural

NPOs are on the verge of bankruptcy and collapse.

Strengthening their capabilities to survive is therefore

essential. In the context of a pandemic crisis, the concept of

resilience appears even more crucial (Bhaskara & Fil-

imonau, 2021; Lloyd-Smith, 2020). Studies have already

shown that the resilience of the community around NPOs

allows them to better weather the crisis (Paarlberg et al.,

2020), but they remain anchored in a financial vision

(Chen, 2021; Green et al., 2021; Kober & Thambar, 2021).

NPOs are particularly concerned with the concept of

resilience, perhaps even more so than corporations in that

their activities have immediate social and societal impacts

on communities (Valero et al., 2015). However, research
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has remained discreet on this concept applied in NPOs

(Witmer & Mellinger, 2016).

More globally, the concept is gaining importance in

recent years: its dimensions and definitions are growing

(e.g., Al-Ayed, 2019; Darkow, 2019; Littlewood & Holt,

2018; Sawalha, 2015) and needed reviews (e.g., Hillmann

& Guenther, 2021; Linnenluecke, 2017; Ma et al., 2018)

and reconceptualization (e.g., Chen et al., 2021; Ma et al.,

2018).

The objective of this research is therefore to determine

the support that arts and cultural NPOs need to bounce

back and the concept of resilience is the selected analysis

filter. The study focuses on the French case because NPOs

are still little analyzed even if the effects of the Covid-19

crisis are gradually studied in France. The lockdown

imposed in the country in the spring of 2020 was particu-

larly severe and plunged the arts and culture NPOs into a

very severe crisis. Another lockdown was conducted in the

autumn of 2020 and a third lockdown was decided during

the spring of 2021. As a result, NPOs operated at a slower

pace and the arts and cultural sector was only able to

welcome the public under strict sanitary protocol for two

months. The French arts and cultural sector is one of the

most affected in Europe, due to the restrictions put in place

(curfew, gauges for gatherings, etc.), but is also the most

financially supported (Bourlès & Nicolas, 2021).

After reviewing the definitions and dimensions of the

concept of resilience, its application to NPOs is reminded.

This analytical framework then structures the study of data

from a large survey of French NPOs after the end of the

first lockdown. The results then make it possible to high-

light the willingness of NPOs to bounce back despite the

current context, as well as the needs expressed and the

conducted reforms.

Organizational Resilience: Definition
and Application in NPOs

Resilience is a concept that originally emerged from the

material sciences and has gradually spread to the sciences

in general. In Latin, resilience means to rebound (Sabatino,

2016). The notion of equilibrium is therefore central:

resilience is the capacity to return to the original equilib-

rium after having suffered a disturbance (Bhamra et al.,

2011). In this equilibrium are also the ‘‘structure, identity

and functions’’ of the disturbed system, which must be

maintained despite the perturbation (Sabatino, 2016).

Resilience is often equated with an organization’s ability

to survive a crisis (Darkow, 2019; Kimberlin et al., 2011;

Orth & Schuldis, 2021). Another vision has also developed

in the literature: it makes resilience a complete process and

not only an output or outcome. For example, Burnard and

Bhamra (2011) identify resilience as a three-stage process,

beginning with the ability to respond to an issue, contin-

uing with the abilities to adapt and adjust and ending with

organizational learning (also highlighted by Moran, 2016;

Valero et al., 2015; Witmer & Mellinger, 2016).

Resilience is notably challenged by systemic events,

such as crises, external shocks or the intensity of compe-

tition, but also by less global events such as scandals or

management errors (Fyffe, 2014; Vogus & Sutcliffe, 2007).

In short, it is a matter of responding and adapting to the

contingencies and requirements imposed by the environ-

ment (Fyffe, 2014; Witmer & Mellinger, 2016). Resilience

can thus be defined as ‘‘the ability to recover from set-

backs, adapt well to change, and keep going in the face of

adversity’’ (Ovans, 2015).

The literature has sought to understand the determinants

of resilience in order to improve it (Duchek, 2020).

Lengnick-Hall, Beck and Lengnick-Hall (2011) noted that

organizational resilience relies in particular on three types

of capabilities: cognitive, behavioral and contextual.

Beyond material or managerial factors, the subjectivity and

vision of leaders play a major role in building resilience

(Visser, 2020). For instance, Horne and Orr (1997) listed

behaviors that support organizational resilience: commu-

nity, competence, commitment, communication, coordi-

nation and consideration. As Duchek (2014, 2020) points

out, the literature is divided into three fields: resilience as a

rebound (‘‘coping’’), as reforms conducted during and after

the rebound (‘‘adaptation’’) and as a preparation (‘‘antici-

pation’’). This study is more in line with the second

perspective.

The literature has little studied resilience in NPOs and in

the arts and culture sector. In particular, Pratt (2015)

looked at cultural organizations and found that the holistic

view of resilience is the one that should be favored by this

sector. This systemic view, as opposed to the atomistic one,

leads the author to see resilience as flexibility and open-

ness: ‘‘resilient here is not about growth and survival at any

cost, but changing the nature of the objective and working

with resource’’ (Pratt, 2015, p. 62). Pratt therefore opposes

prosperity, to be favored, to growth: for him, the resilience

of cultural organizations relies on their ability to evolve

and adapt, especially with the available resources. Their

resilience is also an issue of local community, which

retains the legacy of activities, and is therefore based on a

triptych vision: economic, social and cultural resilience.

NPOs in general were also studied. Fyffe (2014) reports

the following typology. The ‘‘low-level resilience’’ is based

on organizational flexibility and adaptability. This dimen-

sion of resilience focuses on the ability to maintain and

adapt the NPO’s activity (and in particular its identity)

(also indicated by Valero et al., 2015) as well as its links

with the environment, in particular with key stakeholders
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(Liu & Yin, 2020). The ‘‘modest / mid-level resilience’’

relies on recovery and restoration. In short, NPOs need to

analyze their resources to understand the extent to which

they can recover. Finally, the ‘‘high-level resilience’’ is

associated with thriving and transformation. To do this,

NPOs have identified the needs to revive themselves and

then ensure their prosperity but also carry out the necessary

reforms.

However, this theoretical framework seems difficult to

apply to the Covid-19 case. On the one hand, Fyffe’s view

incorporates all time horizons, whereas the short-term

reaction of NPOs is examined here. On the other hand, this

conception deals with risks that are less global and less

impactful than a global health shock. Fyffe’s typology

gives content to the concept of resilience to be studied but

needs to be completed.

Kimberlin et al. (2011) have constructed another theo-

retical framework for NPOs in which internal factors (such

as evaluation and infrastructure), leadership (related to the

team, governance or more global) and external factors (the

community, political actors or financial actors) improve

both the resilience and growth of NPOs. In short, NPOs

‘‘improve their resilience in response to a disaster by

interacting with core organizations and accessing their

resources’’ (Kim et al., 2020, p. 1320).

A few studies address the concept of resilience in Covid-

19 times in NPOs. Searing et al., (2021, p. 3) define it as

‘‘the ability to withstand adverse conditions while still

delivering services’’. The authors thus insist on the balance

to be found between decisions in favor of ‘‘organizational

persistence’’ and in favor of activity continuity. In other

words, studying the resilience of NPOs during the Covid-

19 crisis requires, as a first step, understanding the deci-

sions made by the organizations.

In order to study the resilience of NPOs, this study is

based on the last four references cited. First, even if Fyffe’s

vision of resilience is not directly applicable to the Covid-

19 crisis, the themes of its typology are included. Second,

Kim et al. (2020) emphasize that access to resources and

relationships are key determinants of NPOs’ situations.

Kimberlin et al. (2011) join Searing et al. (2021) in linking

the external issues with internal evaluation (especially of

needs) and the decisions to be made. Searing et al. (2021)

indeed insist on the potential needed reforms to both con-

tinue to operate and to persist after the crisis.

Figure 1 illustrates the analytical framework chosen in

seeking to examine the antecedents of decisions made to

protect NPO resilience (following Rodrı́guez-Sánchez

et al., 2021). Based on the crisis impact on the activity and

on the relations with the stakeholders as well as on the

resources available to the NPOs, the study analyzes the

organizations’ needs. The reforms carried out are then

studied.

Organizational resilience is therefore present at every

stage of the proposed framework. The research questions

arising from this vision are therefore:

RQ1: How resilient have French arts and cultural

NPOs been in the face of the Covid-19 crisis?

RQ2: What is the type of support needed by NPOs ?

The research questions emerge from the convergence of

the literature reviewed and the initial objective of this

article. RQ1 is based on the theoretical frameworks pre-

viously discussed, and RQ2 is more about understanding

the support needed by the arts and cultural sector. In other

words, it is to determine how stakeholders can help NPOs

to accomplish their reforms and meet their needs. The

determinants of the needs expressed by NPOs and of the

reforms are therefore particularly studied and will be linked

to NPOs’ stakeholders.

Data and Methods

The sanitary measures put in place in France during the

first wave of the Covid-19 epidemic were particularly

strict. A two-month lockdown was decided, leading to the

closure of all public places, a generalization of teleworking

and a control by attestation of honor of the exits. Most

NPOs were forced to partially or totally suspend their

activities. When the lockdown ended (decided on May 11,

2020), organizations were able to restart, even if incom-

pletely. In order to understand the issues affecting French

NPOs, several networks and federations joined forces to

conduct a vast survey of NPOs leaders: the Mouvement

associatif, as the main NPOs federation, the Réseau

National des Maisons d’Associations, and Recherches &

Solidarités, which brings together experts and academics.

They were supported in particular by the Department of

Youth, Popular Education and Associative Life of the

Ministry of National Education and Youth.

Thanks to the support of these networks and the public

authorities, the survey collected 12,248 responses and in

particular 1,896 responses from arts and cultural NPOs

leaders between May 18 and June 15, 2020. The organi-

zations targeted by this survey are only arts and cultural

‘‘associations’’, as French grassroots volunteer organiza-

tions (GVOs). There are 344,300 arts and cultural GVOs in

France that represent 23% of French NPOs (Tchernonog &

Prouteau, 2019). This article does not neglect the impor-

tance in France of public cultural and arts organizations or

social enterprises in this sector. However, the survey was

initiated by federations and public authorities only inter-

ested in private NPOs under the law of 1901 defining

‘‘associations’’, in particular because they are the most
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numerous. Henceforth, the use of the term ‘‘NPO’’ refers to

these organizations only.

The questions, response methods and dissemination

were carried out by all the partners. Thus, our work is a

database analysis. Table 1 presents the characteristics of

the sample and underlines that these NPOs have few

employees, as GVOs. They rely mostly on their volunteers

to function (Tchernonog & Prouteau, 2019). The sample

gives more weight to employing NPOs because they are

more integrated into federations networks and thus were

more easily reached by the survey. The same is true for

NPOs with larger budgets: in reality, cultural and arts

NPOs in France have modest budgets. However, these

slight imbalances compared to the population will help

avoid problems with statistical analysis. Finally, the ben-

eficiary public of the NPOs in the sample is generally

undifferentiated. Age or vulnerability criteria are some-

times added while some NPOs intervene with other orga-

nizations. Thus, the NPOs in the sample are not clubs but

open to all.

The obtained data can be grouped into several categories

(Table 2). First, based on the three issues outlined in

introduction, the NPOs analyzed their strengths and diffi-

culties with regard to human resources (variables 1 to 6), in

terms of financial resources (variables 7 to 14) and finally

about the relational and partnership resources (variables 15

to 18). Once this observation was made, the NPOs assessed

the crisis impact on their viability (variables 19 to 23,

concerning activity, cash flow and governance). Finally,

the NPOs expressed their needs (variables 24 to 27), as

well as the reforms undertaken during the lockdown

(variables 28 to 34).

Only the variables related to the crisis impact are ordi-

nal, the others are binary. In order to study the resilience of

NPOs, the statistical studies conducted are univariate

(Table 2) and multivariate (Tables 4, 5 and 6). Following

Mosley et al. (2012), logistic regressions are proposed in

accordance with the objectives of this research, i.e.,

establishing the determinants of the needs expressed as

well as the reforms carried out during the lockdown. Two

control variables were added: annual budget as well as

number of employees. These two variables indicate

stable human and financial resources before the crisis

occurred. By contrast, variables 1 to 18 deal with the access

to resources and the capacity of NPOs to mobilize them.

The wording of the questions indicates the effect of the

pandemic on such access, but, in accordance with the

objectives of this article, the statistical link between the

crisis impact and available resources is not tested. Figure 1

shows the tests conducted with the white arrows but also

this untested effect with the black arrows.

The correlation matrix (Table 4) shows no statistical

problems. The statistical tests conducted for the logistic

regressions (Tables 5 and 6) confirm their relevance, as do

Human 
resources c

Relationships 
resources a, b, c

Financial 
resources c

Crisis impact
a, d

Organizational 
needs a, b

Reforms within 
NPOs a, b, d

Fig. 1 Resilience framework

studied in the present article.

Lecture: This framework is

based on the researches

proposed by (a): Fyffe (2014);

b Kim et al. (2020); c Kimberlin

et al. (2011) and d Searing et al.

(2021). The white arrows

indicate links that have been

statistically tested by

regressions, while the black

arrows indicate that the impact

of the crisis is also noticeable in

the resources available (in

particular in the wording of the

questions), although no

statistical tests have been

carried out
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the R2s which vary between 0.15 and 0.51. The indepen-

dent variables in Tables 5 and 6 are slightly different since

the correlation matrix allowed for a fine selection of

variables.

Results

Descriptive Statistics

Voluntary human resources have been particularly affected

by the crisis and especially by the lockdown. One out of

two NPOs saw their partners close down while these

partners allowed them to have access to beneficiaries. 31%

of NPOs lost contact with their volunteers and 24% had to

change their missions. Volunteers were too at risk to

remain involved in 20% of organizations while long-dis-

tance relationships were complex for 19%.

The main financial problems were related to member-

ship fees: 29% of NPOs members stopped paying. 16% of

NPOs have lost a part of their income and 15% are con-

cerned about loss of public orders or corporate funding. 8%

of NPOs lost all their income during the crisis, which is the

strongest impact. Other decreases in (public or private)

funding and increased costs due to the crisis affected 5 to

10% of NPOs.

Table 1 Presentation of the sample

N % of the sample % in arts and cultural NPOs % in all French NPOs

Number of employees

0 928 48.9 87 88

1 or 2 445 23.5 \ 5: 12 \ 5: 7.8

3 to 5 262 13.8

6 to 9 114 6.0 5 to 9: 1 5 to 9: 2.1

10 to 19 122 6.4 \ 1 1.7

20 to 49 22 1.2

More than 50 3 0.2 \ 1 0.4

Budget

\ 10 k€ 527 27.8 77.4 74.6

10 k€–50 k€ 611 32.2 16.5 18.9

50 k€– 100 k€ 294 15.5 4.4 3.9

100 k€–200 k€ 226 11.9

200 k€–500 k€ 145 7.6 1 1.3

500 k€–1,000 k€ 48 2.5 0.6 1.3

More than 1,000 k€ 22 1.2

Public (Several choices were possible)

All 1,477 77.9

Families 264 13.9

Children (\ 11) 561 29.6

Adolescents (11–17) 348 18.4

Young adults (18–30) 167 8.8

Adults 497 26.2

Seniors 203 10.7

People with disabilities 165 8.7

People in great difficulty 101 5.3

Ill people 36 1.9

Other organizations 182 9.6

Source of data in the fourth and fifth columns: Insee, ‘‘enquête Situation des associations en 2018’’, https://www.insee.fr/fr/metadonnees/source/

operation/s1494/presentation, accessed on September 7, 2021, and Tchernonog and Prouteau (2019)
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Table 2 Presentation of the study questions and variables

Questions (in italics) and proposed answers # Modalities name N Mean Median SD

Human resources in times of crisis

What challenges have most strongly impacted volunteering in your NPO during the lockdown? (1: yes, 0: no)

A context that has led to changes in volunteer missions 1 HR_VM 1,896 0.24 0 0.43

Loss of contact with some volunteers 2 HR_LC 1,896 0.31 0 0.46

The difficulties encountered to respect the safety rules (lack of

masks, gloves, hydroalcoholic gel…)

3 HR_SR 1,896 0.19 0 0.39

Technical difficulties and hesitations related to long-distance

relationships

4 HR_LDR 1,896 0.26 0 0.44

The structures with which the NPO was linked were no longer

functioning (school, museum, restaurant, central kitchen, etc.)

5 HR_CLO 1,896 0.51 1 0.50

The number of people identified as being particularly at risk

among volunteers

6 HR_RV 1,896 0.20 0 0.40

Financial resources in times of crisis

If so, which of your NPO’s resources and expenses are particularly affected by the crisis? (1: yes, 0: no)

A significant loss of income from activities 7 FR_SL 1,896 0.16 0 0.36

A total loss of income from activities, taking into account the

mode of intervention of the association and the official

instructions

8 FR_TL 1,896 0.08 0 0.28

A loss of public subsidies 9 FR_PS 1,896 0.05 0 0.22

The risk of cancellation of public orders (contracts, delegation of

services)

10 FR_PO 1,896 0.15 0 0.36

A decrease in funding from partner foundations 11 FR_FO 1,896 0.05 0 0.22

A decrease in funding from corporate partners (e.g. sponsorship

etc.)

12 FR_CP 1,896 0.15 0 0.36

A decrease in resources from membership fees 13 FR_MF 1,896 0.29 0 0.46

An increase in costs generated by crisis-related expenses 14 FR_IC 1,896 0.09 0 0.29

Relationships resources in times of crisis

Today, following these last weeks of lockdown, you would say of the different public and private partnerships of your NPO that: (1: yes, 0: no)

They are globally maintained, without change 15 RR_GM 1,875 0.39 0 0.49

They have rather strengthened 16 RR_SG 1,875 0.02 0 0.14

Relations with our partners have become more strained 17 RR_ST 1,875 0.02 0 0.14

Our NPO has developed new partnerships during the crisis 18 RR_DEV 1,875 0.02 0 0.13

Crisis impact on NPOs

To summarize the situation of your NPO during this period of

lockdown, to what extent did you manage to maintain its

activity?

19 ACT-0: 0%

ACT-5:\ 20%

ACT-4: 20–40%

ACT-3: 40–60%

ACT-2: 60–80%

ACT-1:[ 80%

1,809 4.48 5 1.08

How much do you estimate, approximately, the financial impact

of these cancellations for your NPO (cumulative loss of

revenue and expenses incurred that have become useless…)?

20 CAN-7:[ 500 k€

CAN-6: 100 k€–500 k€

CAN-5: 50 k€–100 k€

CAN-4: 10 k€–50 k€

CAN-3: 5 k€–10 k€

CAN-2: 2 k€–5 k€

CAN-1:\ 2 k€

1,589 2.42 2 1.31

How many months of operations are covered by your cash flow

today?

21 CASH-3:[ 6 months

CASH-2: 3–6 months

CASH-1:\ 3 months

CASH-0: No cash flow

1,516 1.86 2 0.95
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Partnerships have generally been maintained over time

(39% of NPOs) but few changes have been made: 2% of

NPOs have strengthened these links and 2% have tried to

approach new partners.

The crisis has had a huge impact on the life of arts and

cultural NPOs. Activity has collapsed: only about 20% has

been maintained. The cancelled events cost a few thousand

euros, which is significant when budgets are usually in this

order of magnitude (see Table 1). The cash flow is around

3 months for the majority, and the projected budget is

wiped out. This sudden stop has slowed down the planned

activities and about 50% of the budget could be realized.

NPOs governance has also suffered, even if the strength of

the collective management has remained.

The needs of NPOs are concentrated around financial

(48%) and public (33%) partnerships as well as financial

solutions offered by the State and public administrations

(33%). 10% of NPOs also lack volunteers.

Finally, NPOs took advantage of the lockdown to

reform. Only 23% did not see the value of changing and

Table 2 continued

Questions (in italics) and proposed answers # Modalities name N Mean Median SD

In projection, to what extent do you expect to execute your

projected 2020 (or 2019–2020) budget?

22 PB-5:[ 80%

PB-4: 60–80%

PB-3: 40–60%

PB-2: 20–40%

PB-1:\ 20%

PB-0: Based on the information

available, a bankruptcy petition

cannot be excluded

1,431 3.20 3 1.35

Personally, do you feel that during the past period, your

management team (board of directors, Bureau) has functioned:

23 GOV-4: Collectively and in a

satisfactory manner

GOV-3: Collectively but with some

difficulties

GOV-2: Only with some of the leaders

GOV-1: I sometimes felt a bit lonely

1,875 2.77 3 1.09

NPOs’ needs

Have you activated the financial solutions proposed by the public

authorities? (1: yes, 0: no)

24 ND_FS 1,878 0.33 0 0.47

What are your immediate concerns regarding your NPO recovery? (1: yes, 0: no)

The need for new volunteers because some will not be able to

restart their activities

25 ND_NV 1,896 0.10 0 0.30

The recovery of the dialogue with the local communities and the

administrations

26 ND_DA 1,896 0.33 0 0.47

Confirmation of our financial partnerships (grants, competitions,

services…)

27 ND_FP 1,896 0.48 0 0.50

Reforms within NPOs

Did this episode of lockdown lead you to rethink, at least in part, the general functioning of your NPO? (1: yes, 0: no)

No, it did not seem necessary 28 REF_NN 1,896 0.23 0 0.42

No, due to lack of time and perspective 29 REF_NT 1,896 0.17 0 0.38

Yes, we have strengthened our cooperation with other actors in

the area (communities, companies, NPOs, etc.)

30 REF_CO 1,896 0.06 0 0.25

Yes, we have adapted our relationships with volunteers 31 REF_VL 1,896 0.16 0 0.36

Yes, we have adopted new practices and new ways of doing

things (organization, governance, etc.)

32 REF_MA 1,896 0.21 0 0.41

Yes, we have implemented digital tools to work or keep the link

at a distance

33 REF_DI 1,896 0.40 0 0.49

Yes, we have temporarily redesigned our relationships with our

beneficiaries/members

34 REF_BF 1,896 0.20 0 0.40
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17% could not but would have liked to. Thus, 60% of

NPOs have carried out reforms. 40% have modernized

their operations through digitalization. 21% have changed

their management and governance. 20% have reworked

their relationship with beneficiaries and members and 17%

with volunteers. Only 6% have strengthened their

partnerships.

Determinants of NPOs’ Needs and Reforms

within NPOs

Table 3 provides a summary of the results of the regres-

sions conducted.

The activation of public financial aid (ND_FS) can be

explained in particular by the impact of the crisis on the

activity, event cancellations, cash flow problems and gov-

ernance difficulties. The rather structural problems of

human resources do not lead NPOs to seek these financial

solutions. In other words, NPOs only called on aid to solve

their short-term problems. The presence of employees (and

therefore of wages) leads to the use of these aids, as well as

large budgets.

The need for new volunteers (ND_NV) is logically due

to the problems related to human resources but also

because of the financial impact of the crisis. Volunteering

becomes the way to save the activity, since the service

providers or the employees could not be paid.

Relationships with funders (ND_FP) and partners

(ND_DA) are a need for NPOs that have seen their struc-

tural situation deteriorate from a human and financial

perspective, much more than from the immediate impact of

the crisis. Confirmation of financing is particularly crucial

for organizations with stable resources, in order to secure

their financing in the short and medium term.

Structural problems with resources access are likely to

convince NPOs to reform (REF_NN). However, gover-

nance must be maintained and NPOs with no or few

employees are the most mobilized. When the survival of

the organization is at stake, it seems more difficult to

launch fundamental reforms. Other barriers have prevented

NPOs from reforming (REF_NT), including long-distance

relationships, lack of revenue, cash flow and volunteers,

and governance failures.

Globally, the reforms undertaken have common key

success factors. The difficulties related to human resources,

loss of incomes and cost increases push them to rethink

themselves in order to obtain new ones. Managerial

reforms are an exception: they are slowed down if financial

resources are lacking.

If partnerships have not been a problem, NPOs have

been able to reform without worrying about their stake-

holders. Again, however, the impact on the activity remains

crucial: it must not be too strong to allow changes to be

undertaken. The same applies to the maintenance of gov-

ernance arrangements. Finally, state aid and the need for

confirmation of funding are driving forces for reform.

Findings

The discussion of the results resumes the analytical

framework proposed. The four subsections answer the

research questions by examining the resilience of NPOs

based on the impact of the crisis, their access to resources,

the needs expressed and finally the reforms undertaken.

Clear Difficulties in NPOs: An Overview

of the Crisis Impact

The obtained results show a catastrophic short-term situa-

tion for NPOs in the arts and culture sector. This subsection

builds on the descriptive results related to the impact of the

crisis (i.e., the first issue presented on the left side of

Fig. 1).

The activities are almost at a standstill, and above all,

liquidity is also lacking to quickly restart the activity once

the administrative measures are partially lifted. Cash flow

only covers about 3 months of activity and is problematic:

the spring 2020 lockdown lasted 2 months, plus adminis-

trative closures that remained numerous until summer

2020.

Maintaining governance arrangements at an appropriate

degree is one of the only positive aspects. Theoretically,

governance should protect the identity of the organization

(Hoarau & Laville, 2008) and thus prevent both a few

people from flouting collective democracy and the activity

from drifting away from missions and values.

Key Resources in Heterogeneous States

The diagnosis of the resources available to NPOs is less

bleak. The discussion here is based on the descriptive

statistics for the resources (i.e., the three resources shown

on the left side of Fig. 1) and their role in the logistic

regressions.

The difficulties are real and multiple, both human and

financial. However, the size of the nonprofit sector and its

particularities around volunteering are strengths. In other

words, the near-stop in activity and the attacks on financial

viability could have produced even more severe structural

effects. Access to resources could have been more difficult

in times of global crisis. In reality, only a minority of NPOs

haven’t been able to rely on their volunteers and financial

partners, following the declarations of NPOs leaders.

Relations with stakeholders, by contrast, are disap-

pointing. Only 40% of NPOs have seen their partnerships
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maintained (RR_GM) and yet few reforms or efforts have

been undertaken by NPOs (see RR_SG, RR_DEV and

REF_CO). NPOs belong to a more or less local community

of stakeholders. Their social and societal role is therefore

major in calmer times. In times of crisis, NPOs could have

strengthened their ties with stakeholders in order to main-

tain this crucial societal role.

In addition, the NPOs’ primary mission toward benefi-

ciaries has hardly been maintained (see, for example, the

only 20% that have evolved their relations with their

beneficiaries, REF_BF). This finding is described as dis-

appointing because arts and cultural NPOs could have

maintained their societal role by continuing to support their

community. It’s true that NPOs in the arts and cultural

sector have less power than those in the health and social

sector, for example, in times of a pandemic. Nevertheless,

maintaining links, even remotely, has been done by the

other sectors (Plaisance, 2021a).

Specific Needs Explained by Human and Financial

Resources

This sub-section addresses the issues indicated on the right

side up of Fig. 1, in order to understand the needs of NPOs

and their determinants. The regressions show that

stable resources (represented by the control variables) are

key determinants in order to explain NPOs’ specific needs.

The needs expressed by NPOs provide valuable infor-

mation about the sector. Only one-third of NPOs felt the

need to call on the state (ND_FS and ND_DA). The focus

is not only on short-term human, material or financial

capitals. Social and relational capital (e.g., communicating

on funding stability, recovery plans, etc.) seems equally

important, especially because cultural and arts NPOs have

significant medium-term needs to prepare their activities.

The notions of recovery and restoration emphasized by

Fyffe (2014) have a different meaning in the world of

culture and the arts: community mobilization around cul-

ture is as crucial as financial support.

The challenge for NPOs in the sector is not specifically

to attract new volunteers (ND_NV) but to keep those

already involved. The sector is indeed extremely dependent

on its human capital, as shown by its importance in

understanding expressed needs. In addition, these NPOs

need to be reassured that medium-term financing will be

maintained. This can be explained by the way cultural and

artistic NPOs are financed and function (in relation with

schools, a cyclical functioning by artistic season, etc.).

Reforms for Resilience: Persistence First

This final sub-section focuses on the bottom right-hand side

of Fig. 1, namely the reforms carried out and their

antecedents.

The results show that 77% of arts and culture NPOs are

willing or successful in reforming. The reforms actually

affect all three of the resources discussed above.

The main action concerns an immediate adaptation to

the context around digital tools in order to maintain actions

or simply a social link at a distance. In reality, these actions

are intended to preserve the human capital of the

organization.

Secondly, the interest of NPOs was focused on internal

practices. By improving governance and management,

organizations seek to achieve an ideal of efficiency in

responding to financial problems. It is also a question of

getting better in order to satisfy the stakeholders and thus

maximize their (financial) support.

Third, developments have focused on relationships with

beneficiaries, members and volunteers. Relational resour-

ces are at the heart of the arts and cultural sector, as out-

lined above. They have been poorly developed and

mobilized, which explains the importance of the reforms

undertaken. These relationships with the community and

with stakeholders are crucial to the future and rebound of

NPOs (Bonnafous-Boucher et al., 2003) and are a preview

of the thriving addressed by Pratt (2015).

The analysis of the content of the reforms thus shows an

orientation towards the restoration of key resources. The

logistic regressions unsurprisingly show that reforming

implies not suffering too much from the crisis and that

reforms are guided by the difficulties of access to resour-

ces. Stable resources (represented by the control variables)

are not specifically protective but rather help to establish

the strength of the organizational context in decisions.

In other words, based on the previous subsections and

these findings, in the specific case of arts and cultural

NPOs, decisions and reforms for resilience have focused on

organizational persistence and not on activity continuity.

The administrative constraints naturally guided this deci-

sion choice, but the findings provide an answer to Searing

et al. (2021) in the French particular context.

Conclusion

This article focuses on the context of the global Covid-19

pandemic. All organizations and countries were affected.

Arts and cultural NPOs have not escaped the crisis and are

among the most affected because their operations often

involve gatherings and activities that do not follow health

guidelines.
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The objective was above all to understand if French

artistic and cultural NPOs were able to be resilient during

this crisis. For this purpose, the analyses were based on a

large survey of NPOs after the first French lockdown

during the spring of 2020.

The analysis of the resilience of these organizations has

been carried out thanks to the combination of four con-

ceptions of resilience. The findings answer to RQ1 and

highlight stronger interruptions in activity than in the other

sectors, but a correct resilience if the expressed needs and

the ability to make immediate decisions to protect them-

selves are examined. Following Searing et al. (2021), the

activity continuity side of resilience is weakened but the

persistence side is particularly strong. The processual

analysis also helps to answer RQ2: the type of support that

NPOs require is a response to expressed needs, actions to

try to extinguish the situational determinants that create

these needs and help to carry out reforms.

One of the reasons why the reforms were implemented

was that this sector has shown fewer economic problems in

comparison with health or social NPOs, for instance

(Plaisance, 2021a). Recent studies have already noted too

that the crisis impact on NPOs has been slightly minimized

thanks to the action of private and public partners (Johnson

et al., 2020). This reforming effort is in reality a form of

organizational learning, which is also part of the resilience

of organizations (Burnard & Bhamra, 2011; Orth &

Schuldis, 2021).

These answers to the research questions generate other

insights. Differentiating the immediate impact of the crisis

with the capacity of the NPO to mobilize its resources, as

proposed by Fyffe (2014), is extremely important, even if

the crisis has effects on these same resources. The seem-

ingly contradictory results (e.g. high short-term financial

impact but low difficulties in accessing financial resources)

are actually a direct indication of the complexity of these

NPOs and their resilience (see Darkow, 2019). This com-

plexity is illustrated by Bhaskara and Filimonau’s analysis:

‘‘the ‘right’ combination of skills and resources reinforces

organizational resilience’’ (Bhaskara & Filimonau, 2021,

p. 364).

The main theoretical contribution of this study concerns

the application of Fyffe (2014), Kim et al. (2020), Kim-

berlin et al. (2011) and Searing et al. (2021)’s researches to

the French case, to arts and cultural NPOs and to the

context of the Covid-19 crisis. Moreover, resilience is

studied from a processual approach expected by the liter-

ature (Ngoc et al., 2021), explaining the antecedents of

decisions made to preserve resilience (Rodrı́guez-Sánchez

et al., 2021; Searing et al., 2021). Understanding the for-

mation of NPOs’ needs and the factors that slow down or

accelerate reforms deepen the literature on the subject

(Searing et al., 2021). Finally, the results contrast with the

literature that analyzes resilience as the ability to return to

pre-crisis equilibrium (e.g. Bhamra et al., 2011). The

fragilities of NPOs before the crisis are numerous and have

accentuated its effects (Johnson et al., 2020). Finding a new

equilibrium and not to return to an already tense situation

would therefore be preferable. As pointed out by Witmer

and Mellinger (2016), in NPOs, resilience must serve the

integrity and viability of NPOs and thus be a strategy to

defend their core values and missions and not only finan-

cial health.

The practitioner contributions follow from the above

and extends the answer to RQ2. The resilience that orga-

nizations seek must be embedded in the values of the NPO,

the arts and culture sector and the non-profit sector as a

whole. In addition, future NPOs facing a crisis can learn

from the actual NPOs’ reactions to Covid-19 pandemic: for

instance, they would strengthen strategies for securing

connections with their communities. The societal role of

NPOs must be at the forefront and digitalization is

becoming essential.

Finally, a contribution concerns the stakeholders of

these NPOs and the public authorities. NPOs have been

reforming also to satisfy their stakeholders and this is

easier to do when NPOs have good relations with them or

when it is a matter of getting their support confirmed.

Reassuring NPOs about the future (at the operational,

financial and relational levels) is thus a priority. The gap

between the massive financial support from public

authorities and the impressions of NPOs is explained by

needs that are actually less financial than moral: intangible

capital is just as crucial in the arts and culture sector as

financing or human resources. Thus, in order to meet the

objective of this article, the support to be provided to NPOs

must in fact reinforce their financial viability (thanks to

state solutions) but also operational viability by producing

a clear discourse on the future of the sector and on future

intentions (of collaboration, of financing, of support in

kind, of new rules and protocols for opening, etc.).

The different behaviors listed by Horne and Orr (1997)

are found here: NPOs need consideration, commitment or a

community that communicates with them. These results

confirm that resilience seeks to respond to the demands of

the environment (Fyffe, 2014; Witmer & Mellinger, 2016).

The problematic of the French arts and cultural sector

during the crisis is highlighted by this point: arts and cul-

tural NPOs expect from the authorities, above all, com-

mitments, clear communication and support, not funding

under perfusion. Pratt (2015) had already emphasized the

importance of community-based prosperity for the cultural

sector.

This work presents a series of limitations. The database

specified the questions, variables and response modalities.

These were closed questionnaires with no verbatim
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responses and only binary or ordinal responses. Moreover,

this analysis of a national case would deserve to be com-

pared with other countries and other sectors. Studies of

NPOs financial data would allow for the measurement of

resilience to be adjusted beyond the declarative statements

of leaders. Finally, this survey focuses on French NPOs,

which are specific grassroots volunteer organizations, and

not on private for-profit or public arts and cultural

organizations.

The concept of resilience can also be studied in a

dynamic way (Ma et al., 2018). Thus, based on the state of

resilience of French NPOs studied here, a first avenue of

research would be to differentiate temporal frames,

between short term, mid-term and long-term resilience

capacity. Beyond the decisions made during the lockdown,

the consequences of the reforms put in place could then be

studied. Finally, in order to capture the complexity of cri-

ses, NPOs and the whole concept of resilience, the differ-

entiation between small and large risks would be better

developed.

Appendix

See Tables 4, 5, 6.
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