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Abstract 

A nonprofit accountability framework is developed from the literature.  The framework includes a comprehensive set of stakeholders that nonprofits need to be accountable to, as well as resources to be accountable for.  These stakeholders and resources are then contrasted on a matrix.  The framework is then tested on a sample of fifteen NPOs in Rhode Island and Massachusetts.  The analysis provides a more nuanced understanding of the accountability priorities of these organizations, and tests for differences in the accountability of NPOs in terms of state of location, size, and especially type of NPO.

A Nonprofit Accountability Audit Framework

As recently as 1993, Duncan Campbell noted “Third sector studies are largely the product of the past quarter century…  It is safe to observe that numbers of words published on the subject have been expanding exponentially and show no sign of slackening” (1993: 1).  Yet while nonprofit studies were growing apace in the early 1990s, during the same period Kevin Kearns could assert that the more specific “literature on accountability in the nonprofit sector is well behind the curve” (1994: 186).  This is disconcerting, as the importance of nonprofit accountability is inherent in the nature of these organizations.  Since nonprofits “are granted the right to solicit tax-deductible contributions…on the assumption that they are serving the public good [and will] work as directly and as efficiently as possible on behalf of the causes or people they claim to serve” (Herman 1994: 197).  Yet accountability to these ‘causes or people’ is often a problematic concept among many nonprofit organizations.  Miller’s study of nonprofit boards, for instance, found that a significant number saw themselves as accountable only to themselves (2002: 441-2).  


As interest in nonprofit accountability has grown, a number of conceptual frameworks have been developed to explain the concept.  Kearns’ first attempt at a nonprofit accountability framework used a four cell matrix with reactive and proactive internal response systems on one axis, and implicit and explicit mandates for external control on the other, to identify four dimensions of accountability: negotiated, professional/discretionary, compliance and anticipatory/positioning (1994: 188).  Adil Najam sought to broaden understanding of NGO accountability beyond “accountability to NGO donors and on mechanistic project evaluations” (1996: 340).  Instead, he suggested a ‘simple framework’ with elements that “broadly defined…virtually cover the full universe of possibilities as far as NGO accountability is concerned” (p. 341): NGO accountability to patrons, clients, and to themselves.  Schafer (1999) sought to draw important distinctions between accountability and responsibility.  Ebrahim similarly develops a three-sided accountability environment for NGOs (and adds a number of accountability mechanisms for each): including sector regulators (codes, advocacy, lobbying, laws and disclosures), funders (future funds, reporting, evaluation, exit, and voice), and clients and communities (future projects, monitoring, exit, voice, and stakeholder authority) (Ebrahim 2003: 2000-3).  This paper develops a nonprofit accountability framework which builds on three previous conceptual frameworks for nonprofit accountability: by James Cutt, by David Brown and Mark Moore, and by Kevin Kearns.  The framework is developed and presented in the next section.  The two sections that follow justify the components of the framework, drawing on the literature to identify first ‘to whom’ stakeholders, and then ‘for what’ resources.  The final section applies the framework to a sample of fifteen nonprofit organizations in Rhode Island and Massachusetts.
DEVELOPMENT OF THE FRAMEWORK
The starting point for this framework is Gagne’s approach to accountability “in terms of who is accountable to whom, for what and under what circumstances” (1996: 213; see also Brody 2002: 473).  Accountability ‘for what’ is indicated in the vertical columns of the framework; accountability ‘to whom’ in the horizontal rows.  Cutt’s distinction between consequential and procedural accountability, and his distinction between inputs and outputs within consequential accountability (1982: 312-15), provide the structure for the ‘for what’ axis.  This distinction has also been made by Robert Behn (2001: 12-13), in noting his ‘accountability bias’ in the tendency to focus on procedures (for Behn: “process”) rather than consequences (“performance”).
The second existing framework that structures the accountability audit framework offered in this paper is Brown and Moore’s (2001) identification of key stakeholders in the strategic management of nonprofit accountability.  Brown and Moore’s contribution is to identify a range of stakeholders.  These include clients, donors and other resource providers, experts/regulators, staff, partners/allies, constituents, policy influence targets, members, the general public and the media.    
The final model that helps structure the framework offered in this paper is Kearn’s discussion of accountability auditing.  In addition to identifying the importance of auditing accountability beyond “traditional approaches that focus primarily on documenting accountability policies and procedures such as ethics policies, conflict of interest policies, checks and balances, and so on” (1996: 101); Kearns’ focus is to identify “strengths and weaknesses with respect to the events and trends in the accountability environment” (p. 106).  Kearns further identifies a number of resources, analogous to Cutt’s ‘for what’, for which the NPO should be prepared to account: financial resources, human resources, information resources, legal mandate, networks, public image and credibility, and management controls and governance procedures (p. 103-4).  When the components of these models are integrated, the result is a framework as shown in Figure 1, below.
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This paper adds the following elements to this structure derived from Cutt, Kearns, and Brown and Moore:

· Draws on the broader literature to rationalize Brown and Moore’s stakeholders; especially adding as stakeholders: government, organizational staff, and non-cognitive constituents.

· Draws on the broader literature to rationalize Kearns’ resources to account for; especially adding as resources: policy impact, mission, ethics, legitimacy and contributions to social capital.
· Contrasts these two dimensions on a matrix, allowing consideration of accountability of specific resources to specific stakeholders.
This results in a nonprofit accountability framework as presented in Figure 2, below.
	
	Figure 2
A Nonprofit Accountability Audit Framework
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ACCOUNTABILITY TO WHOM
As suggested by Jeavons, nonprofits face a wide array of stakeholders to whom they need to consider their accountability obligations:

“All nonprofit organizations have an ethical responsibility to be accountable to their supporters, their members, and their donors; and some, the public benefit organizations, have an even larger responsibility to be accountable to the broader public for the ways in which they undertake to fulfill their philanthropic purposes.” (1994: 198)

The most intuitive stakeholders of an organization are those directly involved in or affected by the organization.  Fundamental distinctions exist, though, between staff, members, clients and constituents.  Beyond both paid professional, and volunteer staff of an organization, constituents are those stakeholders on whose behalf the nonprofit works indirectly, say women in the case of the US-based National Organization of Women (NOW).  Clients are those stakeholders who directly receive services: women who use a reproductive health clinic.  Members are those ‘card-carrying’ members of the NOW, while staff are paid employees of the organization.  This section of the paper will describe each of these stakeholders in turn.
Members.  Members are another well-acknowledged nonprofit stakeholder.  For Najam, members are a subject of internal accountability, and members also compose a component of Brown and Moore’s support and authorization stakeholders.  Accountability is often an area in which the members have the upper hand if members provide the resources (whether through funds that provide operational resources, or through the numbers that confer legitimacy) critical to the nonprofit’s existence (2000: 585).  Indeed, for Quarter, “democratic control by members is a fundamental characteristic” (1992: 9) of organizations in his ‘social economy’; David Horton Smith (1997) notes that small member-based organizations make up the largest, yet least-studied component of the nonprofit sector; and Chisholm notes that boards often have a legal requirement of accountability to members (1995: 145-6).  
Membership is also critical in conferring legitimacy.  Fears of oligarchization notwithstanding (Truman 1971: 129-39), ‘representativeness’ – the degree to which the formal membership of an advocacy organization represents the constituents on whose behalf the organization claims to work --  remains a key criterion of nonprofit legitimacy (Atack 1999:858-9).
Clients.  As indicated, clients are those non-members of the organization who directly receive a nonprofit’s services.  Mulgan notes the importance of responsiveness to clients (2000: 568-9; see also Najam 1996: 341); while McDonald identifies ‘individual consumers’ (1999: 11), and Holland ‘recipients’ (1995: 417) as nonprofit stakeholders.  It is also worth noting that client accountability lies behind moves to shift the financing of human services from grants to nonprofit human service providers, to vouchers to individual human service clients (Steuerle and Twombly 2002).  Hence Kearns’ emphasis on accountability to clients as intuitively much like that of for-profit organizations (1996: 23-6).  
Cognitive constituents.  The importance of constituents as stakeholders has been recognized by a wide range of nonprofit accountability scholars, including McCambridge (2004), Miller (2002: 440), Najam (1996: 348), and Atack (1999: 348).  Brown and Moore distinguish between clients and constituents (2001: 580-4), a distinction especially noted by Ospina, Diaz and O’Sullivan (2002: 14-20) in their discussion of identity-based advocacy groups.  Accountability to constituents is critical for those groups that base their work on representing people external to the organization, hence Costa’s distinction between interest-group associations and public-spirited groups (1994: 44-5).  The fundamental challenge of (and distinction in) accountability to constituents, rather than clients or members, is that constituents are often external to the organization, and as a result hard to interact with.  Indeed, Bogart notes ‘free riding’ as a fundamental organizational problem facing ‘interest groups, as “a person who wants to outlaw commercial whaling reaps a benefit from Greenpeace’s activities even if they do not join Greenpeace as a dues-paying member” (1995: 159).  Fernandes (1994: 66-7) and  Helfgot (1974: 488-90), on the other hand, raise the issue of the potential for disconnect between professionalized advocacy groups and the grass roots these claim to represent.  
Non-cognitive constituents.  While many identity-based advocacy organizations face special accountability challenges, accountability to the constituents of these groups is at least possible.  This is not the case for advocacy groups working on behalf of non-cognitive constituents, and so the unique challenges faced by these groups need to be addressed separately.  While the US National Organization of Women can conceivably contact and engage each of the 150,000,000 or so women who the organization claims as constituents; this is not possible for constituents of an Alzheimer’s advocacy group, or even, in legal terms, of the Children’s Defense Fund.  Similarly, the interests of future generations may well be “an obligation on the part of public officials” (Frederickson 1994: 463), but accounting to this constituency presents at least temporal challenges.

A similar group of constituents to whom ‘accounting’ becomes conceptually challenging are values, animals, or the environment more broadly.  The early Earth First!, for instance, identified the earth itself as its primary constituent (Predelli 1995); while Amnesty International has long sought to work on behalf of values of human freedom (Benenson 1961).  Questions of whether “trees have standing” (Stone 1974) are not the issue here.  Rather, for those groups that claim to represent environmental entities independent of their human uses, and for those groups claiming to represent non-cognitive humans independent of their individual legal guardians, accounting to these non-cognitive constituents presents special challenges.  The issue especially becomes salient when a group builds reputational capital working on behalf of a non-cognitive constituent, then invests that capital working on behalf of another stakeholder (Candler 2001: 366). 
Donors.  In accountability terms, donors represent the opposite of non-cognitive stakeholders.  While Alzheimer’s patients, for instance, can neither be communicated with nor hold an Alzheimer’s advocacy group accountable, donors are a relatively unproblematic, well-discussed nonprofit stakeholder.  As what Brown and Moore describe as ‘support and authorization’ stakeholders (2001: 575-6), nonprofits regularly initiate communication with donors, while donors wield a hefty accountability cudgel through withholding resources (Martinez 2003: 155).  Indeed, Peters argues that “the ultimate control over nonprofits rests with donors.  They can, by giving or withholding money or other resources, exercise the blunt instrument of financial control” (2001: 23).  As a result, donors are routinely identified as important stakeholders in the existing nonprofit accountability literature (Najam 1996: 341; Chisholm 1995: 146, 152; Holland 1995: 417; Hashemi 1996: 128-30; Pratten and Baldo 1996:149-52).
Government.  Government is a key, omnibus nonprofit stakeholder for a number of the ‘for what’ dimensions of accountability discussed below (Van Til 1994: 52-5).  With increased devolution, government agencies are increasingly becoming a key nonprofit financial stakeholder, both as contracting authority (Kearns 1996: 26-7; Gates and Hill 1995; Howlett 2000); Milward and Provan 2000) and through the effect of tax policies on donations (Brooks 2000; Hodgkinson 2002: 401-3).  The judicial branch of government is also the key stakeholder in terms of the legal accountability discussed below (Kearns 1996: 68-74; Romzek and Dubnick 1987: 228-9).  Even in the absence of contractual relationships, government is a nonprofit stakeholder as regulator (Kearns 1996: 68-74: Boase 1982), while Holland notes that for the policy advocacy nonprofit, legislatures are often a key stakeholder as the target of much advocacy work (1995: 417).
General public.  Beyond accountability to the general public through its elected government, nonprofits often owe obligations of accountability directly to the public, or to what Brody terms “the public trust” (2002).  Jeavons notes that the tax exempt status enjoyed by nonprofits is based on an assumption that “they are serving the public good” (1994: 197).  Kearns notes the importance of public trust (1996: 40) and of public scrutiny (p. 115), with this last echoed by Lawry, for whom public scrutiny is the key to accountability (1995).  From a legal perspective, Chisholm notes efforts to expand ‘standing’ to give the public access to legal accountability tools against nonprofits (1995: 151-2), while Miller emphasizes the importance of accountability to “the community” (2002: 439-40).
Media.  The media can usefully be distinguished from the public to which it communicates.  Kearns, for instance, draws this distinction with reference to “subjective standards of appropriate behavior applied by the general public and the news media to executives and board members” (1996: 115); while Brown and Moore note that the acquisition of legitimacy for value-based advocacy groups “puts a premium on access to the media and to wider publics whose views can validate and support pressure on key actors” (2001: 583).  Gibelman and Gelman (2001) especially note the role of the media as watchdogs of nonprofit impropriety.
Staff.  It is well appreciated, in management across all sectors, that an organization needs to be cognizant of staff morale.  For nonprofits, accountability to staff becomes more important because of the implicit donation reflected in the lower wages NGO staff are often willing to accept (Brown & Moore 2001: 576-7).

NGO staff, therefore, are a focus of both Najam’s internal (1996: 348) and Kearns’ negotiated (1996: 75) accountability; and are addressed through Brown and Moore’s operational capacity stakeholders (2001: 578-88).  The literature has also long pointed to an inherent conservatism among NGO staff, both in terms of their desires to protect their jobs (Michels 1958; Truman 1971: 129-55), and in terms of their commitment to the organization’s mission, and so reluctance to consider change (Candler 2001: 357).

Partners/allies.  Brown and Moore identify partners and allies with whom nonprofits work as a key stakeholder, to the extent that “the capacity needed to deliver results lies outside their organizational boundaries” (2001: 577).  Ospina, Diaz and O’Sullivan refer to these as “sideways pulls” (2002: 26).  Holland’s “related organizations” (1995: 417), Atack and Therien’s partners (Atack 1999: 860; Therien 1991: 43), and Kearns’ networks (1996: 103; see also Therien 1991: 42) represent other acknowledgements of the importance of these stakeholders.
ACCOUNTABILITY FOR WHAT

As indicated, Cutt’s distinction between procedural and consequential accountability provides the structure for the ‘for what’ axis of this framework.  Cutt further distinguishes, within the consequential accountability that was the focus of his paper, between inputs and outputs.
Consequential inputs
Financial resources.  A first major input is finances.  Though Brody notes that “financial fraud and abuse are the easiest types of accountability problems for the law and practitioners to address” (2002: 475), the importance of accountability for financial resources cannot be overstated (see Keating and Frumkin 2003).  Indeed, Brody goes on to note that despite the ‘ease’ of financial accountability, “even here controversies exist” (ibid).  Billis identifies finances as one of the fundamental components of the ‘roots’ of nonprofits (1991: 64), and of course nonprofits have a legal requirement of financial accountability (Chisholm 1995: 146-7).  Indeed, the centrality of finances to accountability is especially evident in work on accountability that seeks to expand understanding of the concept beyond finances.  Finally, the importance of financial accountability has especially increased for those nonprofits entering into contracting relationships with government (Gates and Hill 1995; Lordan 2002); while Sarbanes-Oxley inspired reforms, or voluntary adoption of these provisions by nonprofits, have also contributed to heightened awareness of the importance of financial accountability (Ormstedt 2004; NCNA 2005).
Volunteer resources.  Though voluntary labor represents one of the key resources for nonprofit organizations, larger than individual contributions of cash, and equivalent to some nine million full-time employees by one estimate (Hodgkinson 2002: 391), contributions of this resource input are rarely accounted for with the same rigor applied to contributions of financial resources, hence efforts to improve the management of volunteers (Hodgkinson 2002: 405; McCurley 1994; Brudney 1994: 295-8).  

Accountability for the management of volunteer resources goes beyond these issues, though, including for instance liability concerns involving government through legal oversight (Martinez 2003), and the importance of creating satisfactory experiences in volunteer retention (Geber 1991; Wilson and Musick 1999).
Reputational capital.  The third broad type of consequential input incorporated into this framework is reputational capital.  Reputational capital here is defined as the potential of using one’s ‘brand name’ or ‘logo’ to   acquire resources and/or political influence.  Reputational capital is implied in Kearns’ identification of ‘public image and credibility’ as a key accountability resource (1996: 103-4).  The concept has been more directly applied in business administration (Petrick et al 1999), but with regards to the nonprofit sector, one study valued the Greenpeace brand name at $410 million, and noted the organization’s efforts to apply that reputational capital to yielding streams of income (Economist 1998).  Gebelman and Gelman note, too, the impact of scandal on reducing contributions to nonprofits (2001: 60).  As Independent Sector, a US-based nonprofit umbrella group (O’Connell 1996: 222) puts it, “Public trust is the single most important asset of the nonprofit and philanthropic community. Without it, donors will not give and volunteers will not get involved” (Independent Sector 2004).
Consequential outputs
Goods & services.  Just as finances are the key resource input for many nonprofit organizations, the goods and/or services produced are often the key output.  Yet while financial inputs are relatively easy to account for, performance is less so.  As Light recently put it: “a nearly unanimous consensus has emerged that nonprofit organizations have to improve their performance” (2000: 13; see also Atack 1999: 860-1).  Cutt argues that “efficiency in the absolute sense is the only complete measure of consequential accountability – for performance in the use of scarce resources – since it addresses whether or not the program in question is worth undertaking” (1982: 314; see also Edwards and Hulme 1996; Forbes 1998).  Houcin and Nicholson conclude that organizations should adopt a culture of performance-based analysis, “look closely at the evidence and use their findings as a source of energy for mission-driven change” (2002: 277).  
Social capital.  Social capital – the impact an organization has on the community in which it operates – is the second key output included in this framework.  Robert Putman recently popularized the case for the importance of social capital in his Bowling Alone (2000).  For Gallagher and Weinberg, the bottom line of nonprofits is often ‘social profit’, and the benefits of nonprofit activity “go beyond the individual being served and extend to a broader community.  The importance of these goals is undeniable, but so is the fact that progress toward them cannot always be measured by dollars and cents” (1991: 29-30).  

The laggard record of nonprofits in ‘social accounting’ is especially ironic given progress made on this front by the business community, as a result of nonprofit calls for ‘non-financial’ accounting by for-profits (Economist 2004).  A solution to this gap between the important role of nonprofits in contributing to social capital, and the inattention in accounting for it, lies in social accounting.  For Richmond, Mook and Quarter, “social accounting is based on a critique of the limitations of financial accounting, particularly the limited range of items that it considers, its exclusion of items that do not have an established dollar value (nonmonetized), and its focus on shareholders and other financing providers to the exclusion of other shareholders” (2003: 308-9).  For the authors, social accounting is therefore “a systematic analysis of the effects of an organization on its communities of interest or stakeholders, with stakeholder input as part of the data that are analyzed for the accounting statement” (Quarter, Mook and Richmond 2003: 3; see also J. Smith 1998: 93).  

Policy impact.  Finally, given the prominent role of policy advocacy among a significant portion of nonprofit organizations, assessing the policy impact of advocacy nonprofits becomes a third important output of nonprofit organizations.  The concept is conceptually challenging, though.  Scoble and Weisberg, in a discussion of Amnesty International, note that the effectiveness of advocacy groups (they use the term ‘interest group’) “is either not treated at all… or it is treated in a nonsystematic manner which simplistically equates activity with impact” (1974: 22).  Hudson (2001: 415-7) agrees, noting that “NGOs’ evaluation of advocacy is very limited, with most NGOs struggling to come to grips with it” (p. 415).  
Procedural accountability
Law.  This paper identifies four key types of procedural accountability: the law, mission, ethics, and legitimacy.  Legal accountability is, much like government financial reporting requirements, a component of accountability which nonprofits ignore at their peril.  A large literature discusses the topic, from how-to guides dealing with issues like liability in the use of volunteers (Martinez 2003), to liability for boards (Peters 2001), to more general discussions of the legal framework of nonprofits (Chisholm 1995; Silk 1994).  More broadly, legal accountability has featured strongly in existing conceptual frameworks of public and nonprofit accountability (Romzek and Dubnick 1987: 228-9; Kearns 1994: 188; 1996: 68-74; Cutt 1982: 312; Mulgan 2000: 563-6).
Mission.  A second form of procedural accountability is the organization’s mission.  Kearns identifies the mission of a nonprofit as “the extension and interpretation of its mandate” (1996: 50), with the mandate being the reason for the organization’s “creation and the obligations to which it is legally bound” (p. 48).  As with a number of the elements of the framework being developed in this paper, it is well trodden turf, identified by Najam (1996: 348), Billis (1991: 63-4), Lawry (1995: 177-8), Brown and Moore (2001: 574-8), among others.  For Gallagher and Weinberg, “financial matters are an important element of the strategic plan, but they need to be balanced with other elements…  Fulfillment of the mission is of primary importance” (1991: 33).
Ethics. Ethical accountability is especially distinct from obligations to legal codes or formal organizational missions due to what Malloy and Agrawal refer to as its “individual locus” (2001: 44-6).  A range of influences can be behind individual commitment to ethical accountability.  These would include faith (Waterman 1983), professionalism (Romzek and Dubnick 1987: 229; Kearney and Sinha 1988; Kearns 1996: 15; Deleon 1998: 548-51), codes and standards (Gagne 1996: 215; Jeavons 1994) and social values (Kearns 1996: 74); whether located at the broader social level (Malloy and Agrawal 2001: 41), at the organizational/peer level (Fry 1995; Malloy and Agrawal 2001: 46-8), or originating from personal “conscience and integrity” (Laframboise 1983).  For Lawry, accountability involves promoting the organization in an ethical way and “implies a willingness to endure public scrutiny, even an invitation for the public to scrutinize the behaviors of the organization’s leadership” (1995: 175).
Legitimacy.  Legitimacy is the final facet of procedural accountability identified in this paper.   As Ospina, Diaz and O’Sullivan note, accountability is “significant for nonprofit organizations if they are to maintain their legitimacy in the eyes of the public” (2002: 8).  The issue is especially important in the international literature.  As the Economist newsmagazine asked, 
“The increasing clout of NGOs, respectable and not so respectable, raises an important question: who elected Oxfam, or, for that matter, the League for a Revolutionary Communist International?...  In the West, governments and their agencies are, in the end, accountable to voters.  Who holds the activists accountable” (2000)?
Hence Atack’s emphasis on “the need for a closer examination of the legitimacy or normative basis for the role of NGOs” (1999: 857), issues also raised by Karim (1996), Pratten and Baldo (1996), and Bryson, Gibbons and Shaye (2001: 275-6).  Kearns also addresses the concept of legitimacy in his noting that public image can be used as a resource to overcome other problems (1996: 103-4).
APPLICATION
The model was applied to fifteen nonprofit organizations in Rhode Island and Massachusetts.  Three were selected from each of five major nonprofit types: human service (see Salamon 2002, p. 9-10 and chapters 2-4), policy advocacy (see Salamon 2002, p. 10, and chapter 9), arts and culture (see Salamon 2002, chapter 5), foundations and philanthropies (see Salamon 2002, chapter 11), and professional or trade associations (Salamon 2002, chapter 10).  In addition to selecting organizations in two different states, the selection process also sought variation in terms of size.  The fifteen organizations studied are presented in Figure 3, below.

	Figure 3
Organizations researched, by location, size and type

	
	Large RI Organizations
	Small RI Organizations
	Large MA Organizations

	Human Service
	Hope Alzheimer’s Center
	A Place to Grow 
	Community Care Services

	Policy Advocacy
	Audubon Society
	American Association of Retired Persons
	Massachusetts Society for Prevention of Cruelty to Animals

	Arts & Culture


	AS220
	Linden Place 
	Battleship Cove 

	Foundations/

Philanthropies
	United Way RI
	Carlisle Foundation
	The Boston Foundation

	Professional/Trade Associations
	Arts & Business Council of RI
	Rhode Island Dental Association
	Mass Society of CPA’s


Organizational size was based on members, staff or finances, as presented in Figure 4.   TC "Table 3: Organizational Size Data" \f A \l "1" 
	Figure 4
Organizational Size Data

	Type
	Organization
	State
	FT Staff
	Members
	Total Revenues

	Human Service
	Hope Alzheimer's Center
	RI
	17
	n/a
	$620,662

	
	A Place to Grow
	RI
	35
	n/a
	$835,827

	
	Community Care Services
	MA
	424
	n/a
	$19,590,771

	Professional
	Arts & Business Council
	RI
	4
	1641
	$47,036

	
	RI Dental Association
	RI
	2
	600
	$1,032,736

	
	MSCPA
	MA
	21
	9,000
	$1,825,163

	Arts & Culture
	Linden Place
	RI
	2
	700
	$196,532

	
	AS220
	RI
	40
	n/a
	$817,136

	
	Battleship Cove
	MA
	50
	~2,5002
	$2,782,593

	Policy Advocacy
	AARP
	RI
	4
	n/a
	$2,827,6613

	
	Audubon Society
	RI
	46
	3500
	$2,143,991

	
	MSPCA
	MA
	659
	n/a
	$47,280,391

	Foundations/
	Carlisle Foundation
	MA
	1
	n/a
	$1,507,912

	Philanthropies
	Boston Foundation
	MA
	43
	n/a
	$70,329,790

	 
	United Way
	RI
	53
	n/a
	$25,941,344

	1  Business volunteers plus arts and cultural members
2  Includes members, those on a mailing list, and veterans, who are all invited to member events
3  AARP/RI = (Rhode Island population / federal population) x AARP federal finances


Structured interviews were conducted with a representative of each organization.  The Executive Director was the representative for 12 of the organizations, with the others represented by a Vice President of Finance and Operations, a Chief Operating Officer, and a Managing Director.  The questionnaire first requested the representative identify those stakeholders to whom the organization considers itself accountable, what the organization accounts to the stakeholders for, and what steps the organization takes to account to those stakeholders.  The interviewer then listed potential stakeholders of nonprofit organizations, as well as ‘for what’ accountability resources, to see if the prompts might elicit additional information from the organizational representative regarding accountability to stakeholders for other resources not elicited from the unprompted question.  The logic behind these two questions was that the first, unprompted question was a stronger indication of the central, most important accountability concerns of the organization, as reflecting those stakeholders and resources at the forefront of the manager’s mind.  The terms “cognitive constituent” and “non-cognitive constituent” were explained at each organization.

The analysis was qualitative, and reflected a deep, comprehensive analysis of the accountability profile of each organization.  In addition to the interviews, organizational documents were reviewed at each organization, including enabling legislation, articles of incorporation/charter documents, bylaws/organizational constitution, or records of official act(s) that created the organization; as well as written documentation of staff meetings from at least the past year (preferably more), any publications available to constituents, and an open-ended request was also made for any other organizational documents relevant to accountability to stakeholders.  The documents that were reviewed differed for each organization.  Further written sources of nonprofit accountability were also researched, including news items, and especially written documents produced by the agency, such as annual reports, newsletters, documentation of public or stakeholder meetings, and financial documents, as well as organizational web pages.

Data summary tables were constructed based on the information gathered through interviews as well as through analysis of written documents and publications.  Based on the interviews and on the further research described above, each organization was assigned a score for each of the 100 cells in the framework presented in Figure 4, as follows:

0) A zero indicates that either that particular category did not apply to the organization, or that the organization demonstrated no evidence of accountability.

1) A one indicates evidence of accountability either in response to a prompted question or in a written document.  

2) A two indicates strong evidence of accountability, satisfying one of the following:

· A response to an unprompted question identifying the stakeholder or resource,
· A response to an prompted question and evidence in written documentation,
· Strong evidence in written documentation.
RESULTS


Perceived accountability concerns

One purpose of the analysis was to identify the most apparent accountability concerns identified by the managers and by the literature of these organizations.  Results for this are presented in Figure 5.
  The table presents the mean score for the fifteen NPOs for each of the cells in the study.  As is evident, the framework allows much greater discretion in understanding nonprofit accountability.  Donors, for instance, are the stakeholder to whom these fifteen organizations consistently reported the strongest obligation to ‘account’.  
However, this need to account to donors is not consistent for all types of accountability.  While especially high scores (>1.5) were reported for accounting to donors for the utilization of financial resources and volunteers, for the production of goods and services, and for the organization’s mission; much lower scores (>0.25) were reported for accounting to donors for policy impact, legal issues, and ethics.  Similar differences exist in all twenty stakeholder rows and resource columns.
As suggested in the previous paragraph, another use of the data in Figure 5 concerns identifying what nonprofit managers feel a need to be accountable to different stakeholders for.  These fifteen organizations, for instance, report a need to be accountable to members for financial resources, their reputation, the provision of goods and services, contributions to social capital, and for operating consistent with the organization’s mission, with a score of greater than one for each of these resources.  These same organizations report a need to be accountable to clients only for the provision of goods and services, and this at a score of only 0.8.  Only a relatively weak need (a score of 0.53) is felt to be accountable to constituents only for policy impact.  Government especially needs to be accounted to for finances and for the law; the staff of the organizations need to be accounted to for finances, goods and services, and the mission; while partners and allies need to be accounted to regarding the organization’s reputation, provision of goods and services, policy impact, and mission.  
An interested finding concerns the accountability relationship with the media, for which no resource was identified as important.  Most often, the organizations reported a frustrating lack of attention from the media, such that the organization would like the chance to be accountable to the media, or at least use the media to account to others, but had not had an opportunity to do so.  The organizations that reported being accountable to the media want to be represented accurately by the media, and to be a field resource utilized by media sources.  The United Way reported the most practices associated with accountability to the media, likely due to the very large part that the organization plays throughout the community. TC "Table 14:  Results – All Nonprofit Organizations" \f A \l "1" 

	Figure 5
A Nonprofit Accountability Audit Matrix

All Nonprofit Organizations

	Accountability

	
	Consequential
	Procedural

	
	Inputs
	Outputs
	

	Stakeholders
	financial resources
	volunteer resources
	reputational capital
	goods & services
	social capital
	policy impact
	law
	formal mission
	ethics
	Legiti-macy
	Mean

	members


	0.93
	0.40
	1.00
	1.20
	0.93
	0.47
	0.13
	1.20
	0.33
	0.60
	.72

	clients


	0
	0.07
	0.07
	0.80
	0.27
	0
	0.20
	0.67
	0.20
	0.20
	.30

	cognitive constituents
	0
	0
	0.13
	0
	0.07
	0.53
	0.07
	0.13
	0
	0.07
	.10

	non-cognitive constituents
	0
	0
	0.07
	0.07
	0
	0.47
	0
	0.13
	0
	0
	.07

	donors


	1.80
	1.60
	0.80
	1.73
	0.47
	0.27
	0.20
	1.53
	0.07
	0.93
	0.94

	government


	1.80
	0.27
	0
	0.87
	0.07
	0.13
	1.13
	0.40
	0.07
	0.13
	.49

	general public


	0.47
	0.13
	0.27
	0.93
	0.20
	0.40
	0
	0.80
	0.07
	0.33
	.36

	media


	0.20
	0.07
	0.27
	0.33
	0.13
	0.07
	0
	0.07
	0.07
	0.27
	.20

	nonprofit staff
	0.867
	0.467
	0.13
	1.00
	0.53
	0
	0.33
	1.07
	0.20
	0.53
	.51

	partners/allies


	0.60
	0.13
	1.00
	1.60
	0.20
	0.80
	0.20
	1.40
	0.07
	0.53
	.65

	Mean
	.67
	.31
	.37
	.85
	.29
	.31
	.23
	.74
	.11
	.36



Differences in types of organizations
Beyond testing the framework developed above, a secondary purpose of this analysis was to verify differences in the accountability profile of different types of nonprofit organizations.  These results are summarized in Figures 6 and 7, below.  The cells report the mean scores for the three organizations in each category.  So the first cell in Figure 6 reports the mean of the accountability to members for each of the ten ‘for what’ categories in Figure 5 (e.g. finances, volunteers, reputation…legitimacy) for the three human service organizations.  This indicates that none of the three human service organizations indicated a need to account to members.
	Figure 6
Accountability to stakeholders

by NGO type

	
	Human service
	Policy advocacy
	Arts & culture
	Foundations/ phil’s
	Professional/ trade ass’s

	Members 


	.00
	1.57
	.97
	.40
	.67

	Clients 


	.87
	.40
	.17
	.00
	.07

	Cognitive constituents
	.07
	.27
	.00
	.13
	.03

	Non-cognitive constituents
	.07
	.23
	.00
	.03
	.03

	Donors 

	.93
	.97
	.90
	.83
	1.07

	Government 
	.53
	.57
	.47
	.37
	.50

	General public 
	.20
	.27
	.23
	.47
	.63

	Media 


	.07
	.17
	.17
	.40
	.20

	Nonprofit staff 


	.80
	.33
	.60
	.43
	.40

	Partners & allies


	.57
	.67
	.47
	.77
	.80


Similarly, the first cell in Figure 7 reports the mean of the accountability for financial resources to each of the ten ‘to whom’ stakeholder categories in Figure 5 (e.g. members, clients, constituents…partners & allies) for the three human service organizations.  This indicates that the three human service organizations had a mean score of .57.

	Figure 7
Accountability for resources by NGO type

	
	Human service
	Policy advocacy
	Arts & culture
	Foundations/ philanth’s
	Professional/ trade associations

	Financial resources 
	.57
	.83
	.70
	.63
	.60

	Volunteer resources 
	.37
	.43
	.37
	.20
	.20

	Reputational capital
	.07
	.50
	.40
	.43
	.47

	Goods & services
	.83
	.73
	1.03
	.63
	1.03

	Social capital 
	.40
	.30
	.40
	.30
	.17

	Policy impact 
	.30
	.77
	.03
	.17
	.30

	Law 

	.40
	.30
	.10
	.10
	.23

	Formal mission 
	.63
	.80
	.80
	.57
	.90

	Ethics 

	.17
	.10
	.00
	.17
	.10

	Legitimacy 

	.33
	.47
	.10
	.57
	.37



Some differences in the accountability concerns of these organizations are apparent.  Human service organizations that serve clients reassuringly demonstrate some level of accountability to these clients, and considerably more than the other types of organizations.  The three member-based groups demonstrate some level of accountability to members.  The policy advocacy groups also report a non-negligible degree of accountability to the constituents they claim to represent, a result which, if hardly impressive, is at least statistically significantly higher than that of the other groups.
 

Donors are considered important stakeholders by all five types of organizations.  Constituents are generally over-looked by all groups, especially disturbing for policy advocacy groups that often claim to work on behalf of constituents external to the formal membership.  The media and general public also score relatively low, with the exception of the three professional/trade associations, which report a higher level of accountability to the public.


Less striking differences are generally evident in the reports of these fifteen organizations regarding what they need to be accountable for.  Scores are uniformly low for volunteer resources, social capital, law, ethics, reputational capital and legitimacy.  Human service organizations were especially low in terms of their concern for their reputations, and arts and culture groups similarly low in their concern for their legitimacy.  Professional and trade associations reported a somewhat higher concern for their mission, policy advocacy groups a reassuring concern for the effectiveness of this advocacy (though still hardly an impressive figure).  All types report a need to account for their provision of goods and services, with arts & culture and professional/trade associations especially high.

Size and State

Though to save space these results will not be reported, differences were evident in the accountability profiles of the Rhode Island nonprofit organizations relative to those across the border in Massachusetts, as well as in terms of the size of the organizations.  Larger groups demonstrated higher needs to account for more resources to more stakeholders.  This was evident in terms of accountability to the staff of the organization (difference = 0.32; p = 0.016); for legitimacy (difference = 0.27; p = 0.016), financial resources (difference = 0.19; p = 0.082), and contributions to social capital (difference = 0.22; p = 0.014).  Contrary to the original hypothesis, differences were found between the six Massachusetts and nine Rhode Island nonprofits: to members (difference = 0.64, p = 0.54) and to non-cognitive constituents (difference = 0.09, p = 0.94); and for volunteers (difference = 0.19; p = 0.048), reputational capital (difference = 0.21, p = 0.098).
A COMPLEX REALITY?

At first blush, the framework developed above has two obvious problems: complexity and homogeneity.  On homogeneity: the discussion so far has developed a single model for a famously heterogeneous sector.  Ebrahim makes this point especially cogently, noting that there are fundamental differences in the accountability requirements for different types of nonprofits (2003: 204; see also DeLeon 1998: 553).  For Ebrahim, membership based groups are principally accountable to their members, with internal governance mechanisms (“franchise”), reform and dues offered as mechanisms through which members can exercise control.  Similarly, human service organizations are principally accountable to funders, sector regulators and clients, with a range of mechanisms available for this: future funding, reporting requirements, laws, codes of conduct, etc. (2003: 204-7).  This recognition of the heterogeneity of the sector is also fundamental to Brown and Moore’s strategic accountability framework, which notes fundamentally different accountability profiles for welfare and service delivery, policy influence, and capacity-building organizations (2001: 578-84).  Perhaps somewhat disturbingly, donors are the most important stakeholder for all but the policy advocacy groups, reflecting Brown and Moore’s characterization of accountability as a “strategic choice… to embrace or resist particular stakeholders’ demands” (p. 574).  The survival of the organization becomes, in this perspective, more important than the mission the organization is established to serve.
On the complexity of the framework offered in this paper: taken at face value the framework suggests that nonprofit accountability involves some 100 different components: accounting for ten different resources to as many as (coincidentally) ten different groups of stakeholders.

A first factor lessening the complexity of the framework lies in that accountability for a number of the 100 cells suggested by this framework would intuitively be nil: accountability for financial resources to non-cognitive stakeholders, for instance; or accountability to government for contributions to social capital.  Legal accountability, too, would be focused heavily on one set of government stakeholders.  Further, a single accountability mechanism might allow the nonprofit to account for a resource to multiple stakeholders: the use of the annual report to report on finances and fidelity to mission, for instance.

The complexity and heterogeneity problems are further ameliorated by the recognition that various cells would be less relevant, if not irrelevant, for some types of nonprofits.  Accountability for policy impact may be irrelevant for arts and culture, as well as pure human service nonprofits.  Similarly, policy advocacy groups may produce no goods, or services beyond policy advocacy; and any number of groups might employ no volunteer labour.  Yet both the literature used to identify the cells in this framework, as well as the analysis of the framework presented in this paper, suggests that the framework has merit.  Complex it may be, but that may simply reflect the complexity of accountability for nonprofit organizations.  Rather than a broad approach to accountability to stakeholders, Brown and Moore’s focus is on accountability as a “strategic choice… to embrace or resist particular stakeholders’ demands” (p. 574), with this choice highly dependent on the impact these stakeholders have an organizational survival and mission achievement.  The authors offer this as a pragmatic approach, focused on organizational survival, yet even this narrower focus results in a framework with multiple cells.  The nonprofit manager wanting to think beyond simple organization survival accountability will need a broader, more complex approach.

Despite its complexity though (especially relative to Najam’s three celled offering), this framework is offered especially as an answer to Lawry’s call for a “taxonomy of groups to whom a given nonprofit is accountable” (1995: 179).  This can help provide structure to the accountable nonprofit manager engaged in self reflection regarding the organization’s accountability profile.

Works cited

Anthony, Robert and David Young (1994).  Accounting and Financial Management.  In Robert D. Herman and Associates (eds.) The Jossey-Bass Handbook of Nonprofit Leadership and Management.  San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, p. 325-341.

Atack, Iain (1999).  Four Criteria of Development NGO Legitimacy.  World Development 27(5): 855-64.

Behn, Robert (2001).  Rethinking Democratic Accountability.  Washington: Brookings Institution Press.

Benenson, P. (1961).  The Forgotten Prisoners.   The Observer, 28 May, p. 21.

Boase, Joan (1982).  Regulation and the paramedical professions: an interest group study.  Canadian Public Administration 25(3): 332-53.

Bogart, William (1995).  Accountability and Nonprofit Organizations: An Economic Perspective.  Nonprofit Management & Leadership 6(2): 157-70.

Brody, Evelyn (2002).  Accountability and Public Trust.  In Lester Salamon (ed.) The State of Nonprofit America.  Washington: Brookings Institution Press.

Brooks, Arthur (2000).  Is There a Dark Side to Government Support for Nonprofits?  Public Administration Review, 60(3).

Brown, L. David and Mark Moore (2001).  “Accountability, Strategy, and International Nongovernmental Organizations.”  Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 30(3): 569-87.

Brudney, Jeffrey (1994).  Designing and Managing Volunteer Programs.  In Robert D. Herman and Associates (eds.) The Jossey-Bass Handbook of Nonprofit Leadership and Management.  San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, p. 279-302.

Bryson, John, Michael Gibbons and Gary Shaye (2001).  Enterprise Schemes for Nonprofit Survival, Growth, and Effectiveness.  Nonprofit Management & Leadership 11(3): 271-88.

Campbell, Duncan (1993).  The Voluntary Non-Profit Sector: An Alternative.  Discussion Paper No. 93-13, School of Policy Studies, Ottawa: Queen’s University.

Candler, Gaylord (2001).  Transformations and Legitimacy in Nonprofit Organizations: -- The Case of Amnesty International and the Brutalization Thesis.  Public Organization Review: A Global Journal 1(3): 355-70.

Chisholm, Laura (1995).  Accountability of Nonprofit Organizations and Those Who Control Them: The Legal Framework.  Nonprofit Management and Leadership 6(2): 141-56.

Costa, Sergio (1994).  Esfera pública, redescoberta da sociedade civil e movimentos sociais no brasil: uma abordagen tentativa. Novos Estudos, 38: 38-52.

Cutt, James (1982).  Accountability, efficiency, and the “bottom line” in non-profit organizations.  Canadian Public Administration 25(3): 311-31.
Deleon, Linda (1998).  Accountability in a ‘Reinvented’ Government.  Public Administration 76: 539-58.

Ebrahim, Alnoor (2003).  Making Sense of Accountability: Conceptual Perspectives for Northern and Southern Nonprofits.  Nonprofit Management and Leadership 14(2): 191-212.

The Economist (1998).  The limits to growth?  August 1, p. 67-8.

The Economist (2000).  Angry and effective.  23 September, p. 85.

The Economist (2004).  Non-financial reporting: Wood for the trees.  6 November, p. 64-7.

Edwards, Michael and David Hulme (1996).  Introduction: NGO Performance and Accountability.  In Michael Edwards and David Hulme (eds.) Beyond the Magic Bullet: NGO Performance and Accountability in the Post-Cold War World.  West Hartford: Kumarian.

Fernandes, Rubem César (1994).  Privado Porém Público: O Terceiro Setor na America Latina.  Rio de Janeiro: Relome-Dumará.

Forbes, Daniel (1998).  Measuring the Unmeasurable: Empirical Studies of Nonprofit Organization Effectiveness From 1977 to 1997.  Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 27(2): 183-202.

Frederickson, H. George (1994).  Can public officials correctly be said to have obligations to future generations?  Public Administration Review 54(5): 457-64.

Fry, Ronald (1995).  Accountability in Organizational Life: Problem or Opportunity for Nonprofits?  Nonprofit Management and Leadership 6(2): 181-95.

Gagne, R. L. (1996).  Accountability and public administration.  Canadian Public Administration 39(2): 213-25.

Gallagher, Katherine and Charles Weinberg (1991).  Coping with Success: New Challenges for Nonprofit Marketing.  Sloan Management Review 33(1): 27-42.

Gates, Scott and Jeffrey Hill (1995).  Democratic Accountability and Governmental Innovation in the Use of Nonprofit Organizations.  Policy Studies Review 14(1/2): 137-48.

Gibelman, Margaret and Sheldon Gelman (2001).  Very Public Scandals: nonprofit Organizations in Trouble.  Voluntas 12(1): 49-66.

Geber, Beverly (1991).  Managing volunteers.  Training, June, p. 21-6.

Hashemi, Syed (1996).  NGO Accountability in Bangladesh: Benefiaries, Donors and the State.  In Michael Edwards and David Hulme (eds). Beyond the Magic Bullet.  West Hartford: Kumarian.  P. 123-31.

Helfgot, Joseph (1974).  Professional Reform Organizations and the Symbolic Representation of the Poor.  American Sociological Review (39(4): 475-91.

Herman, Robert D. and Associates.  The Jossey-Bass Handbook of Nonprofit Leadership and Management.  San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers, 1994.

Hodgkinson, Virginia, with Kathryn Nelson and Edward Sivak (2002).  Individual Giving and Volunteering.  In Lester Salamon (ed.) The State of Nonprofit America.  Washington: Brookings Institution Press.

Holland, Thomas (2002).  Board Accountability: Lessons from the Field.  Nonprofit Management & Leadership 12(4): 409-28.

Houchin, Susan and Heather Nicholson (2002).  Holding Ourselves Accountable: Managing by Outcomes in Girls Incorporated.  Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 31(2): 271-77.

Howlett, Michael (2000).  Managing the ‘hollow state’: procedural policy instruments and modern governance.  Canadian Public Administration 43(4): 412-31.

Hudson, Alan (2002).  Advocacy by UK-Based Development NGOs.  Nonprofit & Voluntary Sector Quarterly 31(3): 402-18.

Independent Sector (2004).  Accountability.  Available online at: http://www.independentsector.org/issues/accountability.html.  Accessed 31 October 2004.

Jeavons, Thomas (1994).  Ethics in Nonprofit Management: Creating a Culture of Integrity.  In Robert D. Herman and Associates (eds.) The Jossey-Bass Handbook of Nonprofit Leadership and Management.  San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, p. 184-207.

Karim, Mahbubul (1996).  NGOs in Bangladesh: Issues of Accountability and Legitimacy.”  In Michael Edwards and David Hulme (eds). Beyond the Magic Bullet.  West Hartford: Kumarian.

Kearney, Richard and Chandan Sinha (1988).  Professionalism and Bureaucratic Responsiveness: Conflict and Compatibility?  Public Administration Review 48(6): 571-9.

Kearns, Kevin (1994).  The Strategic Management of Accountability in Nonprofit Organizations: An Analytical Framework.  Public Administration Review 54(2): 185-92.

Kearns, Kevin (1996).  Managing for Accountability.  San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers.

Keating, Elizabeth and Peter Frumkin (2002).  Reengineering Nonprofit Financial Accountability: Toward a More Reliable Foundation for Regulation.  Public Administration Review 63(1): 3-15.

Laframboise, H. (1983).  Conscience and conformity: the uncomfortable bedfellows of accountability.  Canadian Public Administration 26(3): 325-43.

Lawry, Robert (1995).  Accountability and Nonprofit Organizations: An Ethical Perspective.  Nonprofit Management and Leadership 6(2): 171-80.

Light, Paul (2000).  Making Nonprofits Work: A Report on The Tides of Nonprofit Management Reform.  Washington, DC: Brookings Institute Press.

Lordan, John (2002).  Financial Accountability in Indirect Government.  In Lester Salamon (ed.) The Tools of Government, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Malloy, David and James Agarwal (2001).  Ethical Climate in Nonprofit Organizations: Propositions and Implications.  Nonprofit Management & Leadership 12(1): 39-54.

Martinez, J. Michael (2003).  Liability and Volunteer Organizations: A Survey of the Law.  Nonprofit Management and Leadership 14(2): 151-69.

McCambridge, Ruth (2004).  Underestimating the Power of Nonprofit Governance.  Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 33(2): 346-54.

McCurley, Stephen (1994).  Recruiting and Retaining Volunteers.  In Robert D. Herman and Associates (eds.) The Jossey-Bass Handbook of Nonprofit Leadership and Management.  San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, p. 511-34.

McDonald, Catherine (1999).  Internal Control and Accountability in Non-profit Human Service Organisations.  Australian Journal of Public Administration 58(1): 11-22.

Michels, Robert (1958).  Political Parties.  New York: The Free Press.

Miller, Judith (2002).  The Board as Monitor of Organizational Activity: The Application of Agency Theory to Nonprofit Boards.  Nonprofit Management and Leadership 12(4): 429-450.

Milward, H. Brinton, and Keith Provan (2000).  Governing the Hollow State.  Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory 10(2): 359-???.

Najam, Adil (1996).  NGO Accountability: A Conceptual Framework.  Development Policy Review 14: 339-53.
NCNA (2005).  Nonprofit Oversight and Accountability Proposals and Bills Introduced at the State Level.  National Council of Nonprofit Associations, available online at: http://www.ncna.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=page.viewPage&PageID=537.  Accessed Oct. 21, 2005.
O'Connel, Brian (1996).  A major transfer of government responsibility to voluntary organizations? Public Administration Review, 56(3): 222-225.

Ormstedt, David E. (2004).  Sarbanes-Oxley And Nonprofits.  Wiggin Dana Counselors at Law.  Available online, at: http://www.wiggin.com/db30/cgi-bin/pubs/Sarbanes-Oxley%20and%20Nonprofits.pdf.  Accessed Oct. 21, 2005
Ospina, Sonia, William Diaz and James O’Sullivan (2002).  Negotiating Accountability: Managerial Lessons From Identity-Based Nonprofit Organizations.  Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 31(1): 5-31.

Peters, Geoffrey (2001).  By what means?  Accountability and the law.  New Directions for Philanthropic Fundraising 31: 23-37.

Petrick, Joseph, Robert Scherer, James Brodzinski, John Quinn, and M. Fall Ainina (1999).  Global Leadership Skills and Reputational Capital: Intangible Resources for Sustainable Competitive Advantage.  Academy of Management Executive, 13(1): 58-69.
Posner, Paul (2002).  Accountability challenges in Third-Party Government.  In Lester Salamon (ed.) The Tools of Government, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Pratten, David and Suliman Ali Baldo (1996).  ‘Return to the Roots’: Processes of Legitimacy in Sudanese Migrant Associations.  In Michael Edwards and David Hulme (eds). Beyond the Magic Bullet.  West Hartford: Kumarian.

Predelli, Lyne (1995).  Ideological Conflict in the Radical Environmental Group Earth First! Environmental Politics 4(1): 123-9.

Putnam, Robert (2000).  Bowling Alone.  New York: Simon & Schuster.
Quarter, Jack (1992).  Defining Canada’s Social Economy.  Toronto: James Lorimer.

Quarter, Jack, Laurie Mook, and Betty Richmond (2003).  What Counts: Social Accounting for Nonprofits and Cooperatives, Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Richmond, Betty, Laurie Mook and Jack Quarter (2003).  Social Accounting for Nonprofits.  Nonprofit Management and Leadership, 13(4): 308-24.

Romzek, Barbara and Melvin Dubnick (1987).  Accountability in the Public Sector: Lessons from the Challenger Tragedy.  Public Administration Review 47(3): 227-38.

Schafer, A. (1999).  A wink and a nod: a conceptual map of responsibility and accountability in bureaucratic organizations.  Canadian Public Administration 42(1), 5-25.

Scoble, Harry and Laurie Wiseberg (1974).  Human Rights and Amnesty International.  The Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science 413: 11-26.

Silk, Thomas (1994).  The legal Framework of the Nonprofit Sector in the United States.  In Robert D. Herman and Associates (eds.) The Jossey-Bass Handbook of Nonprofit Leadership and Management.  San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, p. 511-34.

Smith, David Horton (1997).  The Rest of the Nonprofit Sector: Grassroots Associations as the Dark Matter Ignored in Prevailing ‘Flat Earth’ Maps of the Sector.  Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 26(2): 114-31.

Smith, Jackie (1998).  Global civil society?  American Behavioral Scientist, 42(1), p. 93-107. 

Smith, Steven Rathgeb (1994).  Managing the Challenges of Government Contracts.  In Robert D. Herman and Associates (eds.) The Jossey-Bass Handbook of Nonprofit Leadership and Management.  San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, p. 325-341.

Steuerle, C. Eugene and Eric Twombly (2002).  Vouchers.  In Lester Salamon (ed.) The Tools of Government, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Stone, Christopher (1974).  Should Trees Have Standing?  Toward Legal Rights for Natural Objects.  Los Altos, CA: William Kaufman.

Therien, Jean-Philippe (1991).  Les organizations non gouvernementales et la politique canadienne d’aide au développement.  Canadian Public Policy​ – Analyse de Politiques 17(1): 37-51.

Truman, David (1971).  The Governmental Process: Political Interests and Public Opinion.  New York: Alfred A. Knopf.

Van Til, Jon (1994).  Nonprofit Organizations and Social Institutions.  In Robert D. Herman and Associates (eds.) The Jossey-Bass Handbook of Nonprofit Leadership and Management.  San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, p. 44-64.

Waterman, A. (1983).  The Catholic Bishops and Canadian Public Policy.  Canadian Public Policy – Analyse de Politiques 9(3): 374-82.

Wilson, John and Mark Musick (1999).  Attachment to Volunteering.  Sociological Forum.  14(2): 243-72.

Young, David (1994).  Management Accounting.  In Robert D. Herman and Associates (eds.) The Jossey-Bass Handbook of Nonprofit Leadership and Management.  San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, p. 325-341.

� Within the different cells in this table a difference between two cells of 0.30 is generally required to be a statistically significant difference at p < 0.10.  A difference of more than 0.60 is required for p < 0.01.  For the ten ‘for what’ columns, and ten stakeholder rows, mean figures at the right hand side and bottom of the table, differences of around 0.20 are required to be statistically significant difference at p < 0.10.  A difference of 0.40 is required to be statistically significant at p < 0.01.


� An ANOVA test of the differences between the five groups for each of the ten stakeholders found these two to be statistically significant: for members at p = 0.018, for clients at p = 0.068.  Cognitive and non-cognitive constituents reported weakly significant figures of p = 0.171, and p = 0.119, respectively.





