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overnment (ndependent Sector, 2009). Secon
e of peaformance conractng, which oftn h
Thas grown in recent years, even within human service fclds (Mas
. 31; Melicatl & Meczan, 2007; S, 2010),

Finally, organizations that in the past might have balanced their necd 10
comply sl government regulations by diversiying thei resource depen
dencics increasingly face simiar accountabilty demands from odher types
of funders acroms the sector in this cra. Umbrell organizations such 3 the
United Way and national onganizations, including g Beothers Dig Ssters
of America and Girl Scouts of America, as well 5 numerous foundations
followed the lead of the GPRA and used many of s central concepts
cstablishing performance measurement expecttions (Carman, 2009, Sl
2010, Zimmermann & Sievens, 20000 Futher, online websies such 24
CGuidestar.ong and Chary Navigator cmerged in the lae 19905 10 asist ind
vidual donors in rating nonprofit organizations. Akbough this service was
Nimied 10 cllciency verin efficacy measures, # dlsrsics the extcasion of
this concern wilh measuring performance  the realm of the individy
donar. Today cven Guidestar is working 10 incude dlfctivencss mesurcs
by rating nonprofits according to their use of fickd speciic best pracices
CAilworh, 2009, pp. 57-510)

‘While 1504 have faced accountablity pressurcs n the past, the cu
rent fevel of insituionalization of performance measurcment secms 10 be
unique, Applying a neo-insituional theory analysis (DiMaggio & Powel,
1983, Meyer & Rowan, 1977) suggess that the cocrcive
inially dominant with cnactment of the GPRA and the
and requirements that cxiended 1o the nonproft sector through contract
g Tlowever, the mimctic mechanism also appears 10 have played a key
ol a5 umbrella onganizations and then foundations, o varying degrecs
began replicatng or imitaing key GPRA principles. According 10 8 nco
nstutionalresource dependency lens, this scenaro gives o
apace 10 renit o defy thes insitutonsl pressures iven theie apparent uni
oty across consitucnts and the fuct tha these constucis all epresca
dependen resource relatonships.

he foderal govern
an outcome based focus,

STRATEGIC FIELD-LEVEL RESPONSES TO INSTITUTIONAL
PRESSURES: MANIPULATION, COMPROMISE AND ACQUIESCENCE

A the fekd level, the nomprofit sector responds in muliple ways © these
nsttutional presures. Inially, fckd level actors n the sector moved
manipulate the intiutionsl environment (Olive, 1991) 1o precmpt further
accountabilny regulations. Indecd, n 2005 the Pancl o the NoaproftSector,
which represens boi

Finance Commitce th
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procedures for messuring and evaluaing their program accomplishments
based on specific goals and objctives,” but according o ther own san-
dards and specifcations (Lampkin ct 2L, 2006, p. 3). A sccond sttegy
involved a biend of acquicsccnce and compromise (Olive, 199 as fickd
intermediarics, such a rescarch intitutes and umbrela funders, developed
ool 10 asit nomprofits in mescing the e demands of heir cavironment
(Carman, 20100, As 4 resuk, here are now
the feld level. Indeed, in 2009 the Foundation Cente, secking o ceniral
e these resources, compied 150 diffcent tools i Tools and Resources
for Asscsing Social Impact (TRASD, now avaiable free of charge on their
swcbsie (s tras foundationcnterong browse oolk ph).

Telow we brifly describe three Key innovations uscfl 1o managers
rying 10 beter synthesize the myriad of approaches avaiable. Logic mod
clng, standardization clfons, and methods for caleulaing social vae arc
highlighted becase of thei focus on outcome measurement, 5 opposed 1o
broad performance messurcament tools such a5 dashboards and balanced
scorecards, and because they lluminaie the wide range, from basic 1o
sophisicated, o the sctor's response

'As we view these tools, i i important 0 note that, akthough account
abilty was the iniial impesus for performance measurcaent and remains 3
key purpose, increasingly “program improvements, not extcrnal account
abilty" is being stressed, certainly by the United Way and oher large
foundations, “as the primary reason for measuring ovicomes” (Behrens &
Kelly, 2008; Hendicks ctal, 2008, p. 1). With his shit in mind, the tools
below can be wed o learn about how to create chane, rather than simply
prove that change has occurred” (hchrens & Kelly, 2008, p. 43

b o tools avaiable at

Logic Modeling,

Logic models, used for years by evaluaton, are now a key performance
measurcment ool (Wlvancy ct al. 2006, S, 2010). Whethes an organiza-
tion collcts data through the s of information technology or practoncrs

rmed with paper and penci, logic modcls ar increasingly scen as cither an
essential “staning point” for sophisicated data collcton systems (Wilson,
2009, p. 138), or the minimally acceptable measurement 100l required of
v the most cash strapped nonprofits (i, 2010). There are diffrcnt
types of models, but funders generaly now prefer outcome models (Marin,
2009, o one-page diagrams wit a path from probiem identificd o inpuss,
utputs, and outcomes achicved (Blis, 2007; Martin, 2009).

One type of outcome based logic modl increasingly n favor amongst
funders is the theory of change logic model (Kellogg Foundation, 2004
Smith, 2010, Weis, 2000, These moxdels bk down the assumpions inber-
ntin ll theories of change and answer why, based on rescarch,  program's
key componenis are expectd 10 achicve resuls (Carman, 2010; Learning,
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for Susainabilty, 2009; Weis, 1995). For exampie, a civc ducation pro-
gram designed o enhance personal responsibilty in students Gan outc
assumcs based on resarch that expericntal kearning and tcacher i
(two program componens) are necessary 10 achicve the outcome
w0 program components, which were onginally assumptions ariculaied in
developing the theory of change, ae then operationalized 103 ot where
they can be individually racked in a logic model

The bencfits are considerable. The manager not only receives carly
fecdback but also s bettr able to disccm which aspects of the program
are working and which are nct, allowing for boh adpsments in Saicgy
and reincment of the theory of change. In addiion o bencfiing individusl
nonprofis, growth in ficd level knowledge occurs when there i “difusion,
eplicaion, erique, and modificaion” untl proven theorics of change in
partcular fieds of practie camerge (rest, 2010, p. 1. Further, fundess look
favorably upon theory of change logic modcls because they provide the
ability o fund discrect program componits (Weiss, 2000, perhaps those
est algned with their mision and intcrsts.

Athough 3 completed logic model is 3 powerfl tool o possess, the
process used 1o develop it has been found cqually valusble Glendricks
et al, 2008, Patton, 2000 Sound logic modls are achicved from ntense
discussions amongs key sakeholders tha result in 2 high degree of lary
25 10 4 program's purpose and expected outcomes (Lampkin et al, 2006;
Mulvaney  al, 2006, Pocrines, Moore, & McDonald, 2006, Smith, 2010).
To that end, a rumber of web based tooks are svailsbc 10 assist nonprof
it in developing sound ouicome based logic models, inclding,theory of
change logic modcls. Organizations with such tools incude: the United Way,
the Kellogs Foundation, the University of Wisconsin, the Harvard Famly
Research Project, and Learming for Sussinabiliy.

Centralizing, Standardization, and Shared Measure Intatives

I addiion 10 logic modeling o0k, key actos in the ficld have been
developing standardized measurcmcnt tools. The purpose of standardiza,
tion clforts generlly is (© help nonprofs reduce. the time and cost of
cstablishing outcomes and indicators, improve the overall qualty of data
collected by ensuring indicaors had been carcully veaed by experns,
s in comparson. of nonprofi. resuls, and facilate cstablishment of
best practices (Kramer, Parkburs, & Vaidyanathan, 2009, Lampkin <t 2.
2006, Snibbe, 2006). The desired impact of standardizaion s 1© “move
beyond the curent focus of one-oll grants and capacky bulding for
indivdual organizations” toward srengihening performance and collbor

ration witin entie fekds (Kramer e al, 2009, p. 3). Recenly, Foundation
Siegy Group Social Impact Advisors (FSG) caegoried cxisting standard:
zaion tools conceptually: 1) shared measurcament plaforms, 2) comparative
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performance systcms, and 3) adapive leaming sysems (Krames ct al. 2009,
Pp-2-9).

Although there are dilrcnt appr went, all ae
specifcaly designed as an cary o acccm, ow-cost resource for small non
profs. Allhough the Unitcd Way of Amcrica (LNA)

of a repository of sandardized logic modcs, ouicoms, and indic
Guscd on the belcl that organic development increase

progran, they have crcated linkages 1o cthr such standardizaion lfors
endricks a1, 2008). For cxample, the UWA launched 3 webse diec
tory (o toolfind.ong) that provides 46 highly screcncd toals creaicd by
field specific cxpers that nonprofs can use 10 slect cvidence based indica
Lo wihin 1 eduction and youth development outcom arcas (etrieved
March 15, 2010 from wew toolfind.org). In 2006, the Cenier for What
Works and the Urban Instiute wen slightly futher in i “sharcd measure
met approsach. Ax opposed o creaing 2 dirctory of cxisting tool, this
iniiative reviewed the armay of outcomes and outcome indicatons i use
Caulld from national nonprofit umbrella groups, national nonprofes with
local afilates, and accredition agencies) o develop common, cvidence
based outcomes and indicaton or 14 diffrent pr

“outcome segucnce chars” that mowed from outputs o m range then
range outcomes (Lampkin ot al, 2006, p. @ These took are now a
online 4 no cont. The NeighborWorks America, 4 Congress created non
profit umbrell organization in communiy developmen, mplemenicd The
Succcss Measurcs Data System in 2004 for s 230 afflites (Retscved March
10, 2010 from www.succcssmeasurcs,oq) o provide, a minimal cos, not
only 44 cvidence bused indicatons and 100 vetied 100l for data collection
Guch a5 surveys, focus group questions ¢4, but also a data sorage pl
form 1o track, tabulatc, repor, and manage data (Rericved March 10 from
[oR———_

he relevance o

arcas amanged into

Comparuive performance and adaptive lcarming are two high-invesiment
sandardizaion approaches that, athough carly i development and not
widely wcd, poim the way 10 new trends in shard. measurcme
‘Comparutive performance data syscms allow noaprofss 1 track and repon
idermical ndicaton, whil adaptie leaming, sysem. facilate cngagement
among “a large number of organizations working on diferent aspects of a
single complex issuc” (Kramer ¢t al, 2009, p. 2). The former s focused
on'benchmarking and making onganbation 1o ongnization comps
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whi the late s focusd on colboraion,Icaring, and syscesc impact

via mukiple organizaions worki
etal, 2000

on the same shared endeavor (Kr

Monetizing Social Value: Demonstrating a Return on Investment

Integrated cos iniatives,  term used by Tuan (2008, p. 1), are a seics of
spproches tha are developing metrcsthat go beyond the demonsraion of
measurable outcomes,the general focus o this arce, to montize the social
value, or benefits o sakcholders Gc., cmployees, voluntcers, recipients,
donor. and the community), of those ulcomes (Mook & Quarter, 2006
There are currenly cight differnt integated cost approaches being used
within the socialscctor, and all atempi 10 demonstrate dollars saved (T
2008, For example, the Roberts Enteprise Development Fund (REDI) s
etum on invesiment (SROI) mode, one of the it in the fcd, has deamon
rted social vl by monctzing the publc savings that accrue due o
socil purpose enterprise employees decreased teliance on government pro
granms, whil the Robin Hoo Foundation, which uses an SRO! ke analyse
Wil s granices, demonsirtcs social value by monclizng the personal ben
efts Gouch a1 increased income to clents (e, Harvey, & Low, 2009,
Incgrated cot approaches can produce poweful findings, inchding, onc
study tha showed “almos 4 0 1—for cvery dollar invested, $3.70 in social
value was retumed 1 the community” (Quarter & Richmond, 2001, p. 52).

Hild leaders such as the Robin 1Hood Foundation, Acumen ¥
and the Willam and Flora Hewlet Foundation are beginring 10 use these
spprosches to not only monctize past and curret impact, but predict futore
mpace (st ot a, 2009, Javis, 2008, Tuan, 2008). This work creacs 4
risk/retum” profile that, simila 10 the private sectors pre-investment anal
i, chuantifics how much risk an investor, o in this case  donor,is willing
10 take in s investment and how much of & retum per dolla they expect
st et al., 2009, Javits, 2008; Tuan, 2000

Wih 10 years of experence, experts cauton that inegrated cot
approaches “have not yet reached maturity” CTuan, 2008, p. ©, lack basc
infrasructure, and require frther refincament (Gaie, 2005, Javis, 2008, Tun,
20080, Indeed, if applied to hu
\er ackdres the ealty tht for cerain populaions, such 2 homelcss youl
connction 1o socal srvices i an imporiant scp toward renicgraton
socicty, yet achicving this would resul in 3 low SROI for those serving
them (Galr, 2005). However,akhoughintegraed cost approaches are,a this

of devclopment, cotly and flawed, they are noteworthy. Despite the
GPRN's focus on broadening measurcment 10 programs, the vast majority
of outcome metics collected today focus on individusl change. Intcgrated
ot approaches go beyond cxamining impacis on the individual chient 1o
calculaing the social impact of the program fo the local commnity and

n services, this work would need 10 bet”
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broader socict, thus, this work holds the potenial o shil perceptions of
nonproft rom “users o resources* o “creatonsof vale” (Mook & Quarte,
2006, p. 27). 1t s 2o calls atention 1 the fat hat ulimate soceess for
any nonprofit lics in showing both social and cconomsic impact of work
and directs managers to consider this in choosing ouicomes and measures
‘accondingly (mith, 2010: Tuan, 2006; Wolk, Dholakia, & Kreitz, 2009).
“nsdetailed above, there arc now dozens of fied Jove actors investing in
tools 10 suppor nonprofi performance measurement capabilics. Next we.
turn 1o what the lierature tels us sbout the extent of organizational level
‘adoption of these practices, s challenges, 2nd the lessons leamed.

ORGANIZATIONAL RESPONSE TO IN

UTIONAL PRESSURES

Neovinsiional theory suggests that organizations fcing insittional pres-
sures may respond by ceremonially cnacting the practices required by the
fild 10 mainain legiimacy withou allowing them 1o decply penctre
the ature of the pricice foutincs (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). A combined
instituionalresource dependency perspective (Olivs, 1991) posis that an
organization’s fesponse 1o external insituional pressures depends, in par,
on the way these environmental demands are refracted through the orga
nization's resource dependencies. In this section we review the ferature
‘examining to what extnt organizations arc incorporaing performance mea-
surement into their servic technologies and the lessons earned from those:
organiztions maving 10 ncorpora these practices decply.

Adoption of Performance Measurement Practices

Altough our review of the leraure revealed very few recent campiical
studics examining whether H50s specifically are incorporaing performance
measurement into thei scrviee technologies and 10 whal cxcat (bt see
‘Carman, 2007; Cartan, 2009 2010; Barman & Maclndoe,in press; rumplin,
in pres), progress at the organizational level has been characerzed as dow
(Carman, 2009, 2010; Carelio, Packard, & Clapp, 2003; Spilka, 2004).Joannc:

aman 2010, 2009, 2008, 2007) has donc some of the cnly sysemaic
survey rescarch i this area o dae, sing sampls of nonprofis in New York
sate (n — 178) and i Indiana (o — 189, 25 wel as conducting in depih
inerviews with nonproft managers and funders.

Carman's rescarch suggess that, akthough many community based
55 appear t© know “that they ‘should” do cvauaion and performance
measurement” (2010, pp. 265-266), and many are tying 1o do 50, oficn
broad extemal accountabilty pracices-—such 3 prodicing reports for
boards and funders, conducting program audits, experiencing sk viss
and program reviews, and using benchmarking toward statcgic goals—are
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misconstrucd for e cvalustion and oucome measurcment practices
(Carman, 207, p. 65). Specfcaly, Carman G007 found that khough S0%-
0% ofthe New York nonprofit surveyed repon wsing the aforcmentioncd
practces, a much smaller number have @ performance measurement syste

(4130, design program logic models (175, colec comparison data (10K,
o have data colletion tools that cxicnd beyond paper methods (3%0. The
Carman Q00%) sudy of Indiana nonprofis tesuled in very smlar find
ings. I addition, alhough 2 non epreseniative sample not imited 10 150,
recent rescarch of 284 nonprofis in North Carolin found that while 93%
of nonprolis reponed use of “extermal accountabily” practices, “such 28
producing reports o e vists for cxtcral funders.* only 52K gathcred
Information on best practices or benchmarks in the fck, 364 ws pefor
mance measurcment systems, 23% used logic medels, and 17% colloted
‘comparison data (Murphy & Mitchell, 2007, . 3).

‘Carman iterprets such findings. 10 sugges that rigorous performance
measurcament practces have not been widely adopted by 1150s, at keast
pan due o the absence of sandardized cvauation and peaformance mea
surement practices across the fek, an unintended negive consequence of
the prolfration of so many tools and approaches, and # lack of cvaluation
expertsc on the part of nonprofit managers, most of whom she found do
this work themsclves (xtween 75% and 890 The nct resl s managees
who “do not undertand o disinguish between reporting, monioring, and
management pracices and cvaluation. They tend to think about all of these
activilcs together as part of the brosder agenda and pressurcs 1o make
‘community based onganizations more accountable” (Carman, 2007, p. 72
From a o nstiaionl theory perspective, i also may sugges that  ccrain
ceremonial cnactment of practices cxists (Meyer & Rowan, 1977, with man
agem cagaged in actvities o demonsirac 2 nod 10 accountabilty withou
ever iy endeavoring o pra

Wilh respect 1o resource dependency perspecives, Carman (2009)
found that source o funding cxplained more of the variance n the degree
of cvaluation and performance measurement activiy than did organization
dharacterisis such 35 age, budgetsize, and location in the serviee sector
115 vs. 640, o liccrsing, cetiication, and accreditation watus. However,
Ter data suggest that the demands for eval perfomance mea
surcment are ot manifesied uniformly across funders. Nonprof fundis

ficantly predict nonprofit engagement in specific ypes of
wion actviics, with federal funding and Unitcd Way funding besh
being significant predicions of whether a nonprofit is cngaged in cvaluaion
or performance measurement, whilelocal and sae government funding 20
foundation funding are not Carman, 2009).

‘While this rescarch provides important insight ino the adoption of
performance measurcment, there s sill much et uncxplained about

s reate to core cvaluation or outcome





image14.png
& | B S0CW-6070 Week 10 5 SOCW-6530 Week 10 D Review submission History: | 5 Fullatce: Moving flom O | £ 03643107.2011:509305% X | + v -

~ = 0 @ £ | htps://www-tandfonline-com.ezp.waldenulibrary.org/doi/pdf/10.1080/03643107.2011.5993057needAccess=true b4 = 1L e @
4 | o — 4+ @ /' O Fittopage ([ Pageview | A) Readaloud [ Addnotes 3 B | R
ongantzation choices 10 incorponte these practes. As Carman C007)

points out, it appears tha acroms organizations performance measurcment

in conceptualized and implemenied in very diflcrent ways. indeed, cven
within the United Way sysem, despitc having a uniform, national approach
e kind of sandardization Carman (2007) argucs would benci the k)

within the 450 local United Ways cngages in outcome measurcme, 3 wide
varcty of approaches cxist Gfendiicks et al, 20080, Below we provide an
overview of the challenges to moving from oxtput 1o outcome meiss
systcms and lessons leamed from ong are succcsslully
in this dircction.

Challenges and Lessons Learned for M:

Adequacy of esource isofen cied a1 the biggest obstade 1o performance
measurcment. Indoed, & sudy of 138 South Carolina nonprofis (not i

& Sievens
2006 found that monprofis with lrge budges are mere ikely © engage in
performance messurcmcnt than those with snal budget. Specifcal. aboot
two-thinds of those with bucgets of $300,000 or less reported cogagi
performance measuremen, compared © 96% of those with budgess of $1
million or more (Zimmermann & Sevens, 2006, p. 322

Given tha snall nonprofs requenily deined in
with budes o s than $500000) represcnt approximatly 75% of llnon
profia Ondependent Sector, 2009, adecacy of resources may in fact be 3
gificant facor in he slow diffusion of performance measurement tech
s acros the sector. Further, although funders have increased demands
on onganizations (o provide outcome data, they have not provided
resources (0 do s0. Caman (2009) finds the majority of NPOS use iner
al funds 10 suppont evaluion/m o actvaics, whilc one quance
assign no funds a all for these endeavors.

Howevs, resources are not the only deterren. Human serviee admin
itraors incorporating peformnce mesurement nto their pracice tech
ologis are tasked wilh the challenge o choosing oo outcome indic
‘and measuring, them well. Clint outcomes can be measured in tcrms of
changes in client “allct, knowlodge, behavior, environmern, and satus”
CPocrtnes, 2000, p. 273). Ukimtely funders desir cuncome indicatons wthin
atleas one of these categories that show “what happened to the prograns
‘customers’ that would not have happened without the progrant’s clons
(Kautz. t al., 1997, p. 570, Sclecting such measurements in human services
can be dificul. This s particularly tue i fc
policy docs not dicate the specific outcomes to be achieved or where an
evidence based practce s ot yet cstablished (Pocrtncr, 2009)
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i, many fctors, such aschanges in world or domesic cconomy, ke
ilation, o judicial decisons, can influence thelives of program panicipants
beyond actual program ffects (Kautz t 2, 1997). Fusher, human scrvice
programs oficn work in tandem with other programs, so anbuting chicat
outcomes © any one program can be diffcult (Kauez. i al, 1997), 25 wll 5.
accounting for people that simply improve on the own despie inervers
on (Gucron, 2005). Thus, as Kates, Marcons, and Manale (2001) point ou,
providers must move beyond wha they coniro—that i thee activitcs. 16
focuson what they merly influenco—their resuls” (p. 147

Second, some types of inierventions are easer 10 develop outcome
measures for than cthers. For cxample, prevesion clfons are cspecilly
dilfcul 1o documen (Kautz e al., 1997 n addiion, social change can ofen
occur very slowly and *a program that ooks ke alure atyear two o three
may prove a raging success al year 20 or 30 (Seibbe, 2006, . 42, Third,

considerable wall e an

data collection, torage, and rereval can requ
resourccs,both of which may be divrted away from diree serice (Pocrines,
2000, 2 move historicall ericized by bosh funders and the general publi

inall, human service programs are ofcn funded by scveral sources, cach
of whose specfic mission can resul in different cxpecttions with regard 10
e performance measures sought (Pocriner, 2000; Snbbe, 2005,

For nonprofis that do collct performance data, an addional charge is
1o utilze the data o improve perdormance (Carman, 2007, Mulvancy ct 3.
2006, Zimmerman & Sicvens (2006)found that 75% of nonprofts collecting
performance data uscd it for decision making andor 1o cnlance manage-
ment pracice. However, odhe findings are not as posiive. Drawing from
the federal government's experience, managers using performance measure-
ment reported collectng an increased numbe of measurcs from 19972003,
but notan increasin the usage of the data (Molvancy <t al., 2006, p. 136)
Murphy and Mitchell (2007 found that akhough 625 of nonproftsreportcd
hat'a purpose of evaluation and measurement i 10 make program ch
only 50% experienced program change s a benefi and 33% experienced
posiive changes in decision making and intemal operations (p. 18-10).
A review of United Ways, wel versd in outcome measurcament,found the
e of outcome data specifcally as lacking (endricks et al, 2008). The
challenge of dta usage fs notlimied 10 nonprofts,as the Ierature suggests
that funders also lack the capacity o cfecively use the data provided 1o

s & Kelly, 2008, Rescarch shows that the end resul is data
 docs not always reflect in increased mission elated accon
plishment (Chrisensen & Horahim, 2006) or diece benclts to consumers of
services (Cairn ct ., 2009).

The folowing broad reasons are suggested cxplanations for the
inabilty 10 convert such messures into better management. 1 lack of
stalfmanaggement experise (Carman, 2010, Carrlio t ., 2003, 2) 3 man
sgement Tocus o shortterm activiics versus long term goalk (Cozens,
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1957; Mulvaney et al, 2006 3 disagrccment on what measures 1o use and
how 10 use them amang sakehoders OMulvancy et al, 2006; Snibe, 2006);
‘and 1 ideological oppositon by human service professionals (Carrilio ct 3.

2003, p. 62 Lec, Meilln, Knudsen, & Woods, 2007; Sibbe, 2006). In 2
tion, 4 review of the UWA cffrt found that while there has becn an infense
foctason providing tools and rainings o collectdata (what some cal “front
end wod, ther i a “dearth of back end guidance” on how 10 us the data
(Hendricks ct al, 2008, . 200, Our review ofthe erature suggeststhat this
may be tru of the fekd gencraly.

Those practicing performance messurcment have produced helpful insghts
that nonprofis grappling wit thes: challenges. can use in implemening
ind mainiaining cffcctive oulcome measurement sysiems. Fir, the lers
ture suggests tha organizational motivation, o in this case the wnderlying
basis for establishing and maitaining 3 performance measureaent sysi
may affectthe ulimate success of these clforts. Specifcall, i is suggested
that performance measurement. imposed from the ouside is unlikely 1o
be accepted andjor produce meaningful impacts o ciens (Caims <t .
2005, 2 i the collection of outcome data simply or primardy o sppease:
funder demands (Carnlio o al 2003, Fisher, 2005, Wolk <t al. 2009)
Thus, a *self-assessment” of the primary organiza

ducting performance messurcment may be an mportant sep 3 the best
Systems appear o cmanate from a desite o improve scrvices versus 3 desre
10 appease funders. However, Zimmerman and Stevens (2006) found that
allhough §7% of the nonprofs that used performance measurcament were
requined 10 do 50 by 3 funder, 75% went on 10 use the data 10 improve
services C/immermann & Stevens, 2006, p. 321). This imited bt of evidence:
Suggests that cven when funders impose performance measurcment sy
tems, there remains the possiblty of organizsions insiaionalizing these
practics in meaningful ways. Indeed, in reviewing her own rescarch in
this area, one of Carman's key recommendations s that unders should not
only incentivize performance measurement but also performance manage-
men by “asking (and rewarding) for repornts designed 1o demonsraie how
they are wing cvaluation and performance dat 1o improve scrviee delvery”
(Carman, 207, p. 72

Sccond, whether imposed exermaly or desired inemally, expericnce

aught tha inating 2 quality performance measurcament sysiem oficn
requies an overal onganizational culture change (Carlo e al, 2005, Fisher,
2005). Rescarch shows that in an “environment where both Icadership and
employecs are more concerned with avoiding blame than improving qualy,
progress toward the effecive use of data for planning and quality man
agement s not likely” (Carilio et al, 2003, p. 72). Further, rescarch also

onal mtivation for con-
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e intcllectual and iscal resources are ava

o “adeq
man service professionals may resis the use of evalvative data 1o
guide crviccs on idcological grounds” (R, 2007, Cartlio c al, 2003
P62 Lee et al, 2007, bt sce Murphy & Michell, 2007,

Hfetive eadenbip is one of the most important factors in cxab
lihing a culure conducive 10 measurcment (Carlio <t al., 2003, Fiher,
2005, Hoole & Patcrion, 2008; Mulvancy < al 2000, To achicve th
expert advise s and/or knowlede of ceran evalusive frameworks s
a5 Paton's ilzaton focused cvaluation and)or Fetierman's cmpowerme
vahuaion, o of which fciitate development of an organizatonal cui
i which mcasurcment’s primary purposc is concptualzed s an opporty
ity for contnual cam leaming and improvement (Snibbe, 2006). The goal s
10 creste  learning organzation ypifed by manaers “willn o share theie
own misakes, eward good dcas, ncourage all o hold cach olher respon
sible, and lend support 1o one ancther i thirleaming endeavors” (toole &
Patcon, 2008, p. 96), and management and sall that can ok cval
uatvely” or “weigh cvidenc, consder contradictions and inconsisencies,
aniculste values, and examine assumprions” (Paton, 2004, p. 1.

Centrl 10 both evaluative Trameworks is a participatory proccss
Rescarch shows that managers ofin crror in hmiin
1o development discusions 10 funders and/or adm
evidence that practioner involvement enhances boch all buy
scfulness of the measures over time (Caims o al, 2005). Rescarch s
ettt because practiioner and employee resistance tends t be centered
around *how and if* outcome data will e wsed, regular wsage of the data

W make decisions can further promote wall by

1o improve services
isher, 2009,

A key characterisic of such # “learning organization” s one in which
evaluation becomes pan of the change clfon” (Belrens & Kelly, 2008,
p. 40 The Hardem Childrens Zone 1123,  nonproft known for decply
Integrating performance messurcment ino i practice approach, has taken
the faifly uncommon approach of explicily stating measurement 2 4 fun
damental pan of s theory of change (The Harkem Chldren's Zone Project
Madd, 2009, p. 9. Although cmbedkding measrement n an organization's

of change does ok adequately address the complexiies associated
n 1150's data usage, it may b an impontantfist 4cp in cngaging an
encouraging sall 10 conceptualize measurement a5 an effot that extends
beyond mer cxiemal accountabilty

o promote data wsage at the organizaton level, manaers may con
sider use of cxisting software that i relaively inexpensive and
found by expens 1o meet the necds of most nonprofs (C
Indecd, the majorky of nonprofits oday that have moved beyond paper
methods appesr o be collecting and soring data this way (Carman, 2006,
Outcome data usage requires managers and saff 1o analyze the informaton
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40 pinpoint where the program is having more and less suceess, intcrpret
the implicaions, brainstorm possie ways 10 improve serviccs, imple
ment trials, draw conclusions, and revie the progrum” (endricks <t 3,
2008, p. 20 The lerature suggests that these seps are not necessarly
ipparent (0 nonprofits ying 10 cngage in this work, but guidance (see
Haty, Cowan, & Hendricks, 2004; Morly & Lampin, 2000 is increasingly
availble lendricks et al, 200,

hid, programs. have partculae stages in their devclopment (hrest,

2010, Eimerson, 2009). Similaly, nonprofit measurcment capaciy also has
ages of development that run along,a broad continuum from very basic
e, transioning from the colletion of oupat data 10 cutcome data) 1o

Tighly sophisticated (L., use of comparstive pedormance and adapt
Tearning shared measorement platforms). Howeves, experts suggest that in
applying measurcment cxpectations and approaches, this great varance
ored (Carman, 2010, Emerson, 2009, Spilka, 2000). For cxam
pl, Carman (010) otes nstances where nonprofitsinappropeiatcly s oot
o “prove causality o ‘esimate the counte-facual’ ¢, prevension of a
crime) for a funder” both very sophisicated evaluation cffors, inscad of
cstablising credibl sysiems 10 coflet simple buscline daia and short term
outcomes wel within ther reach (p. 269,
he fdna McConnell Clark Foundation (EMCE) s tacking this ssuc by
catcgoriring, granices and scting their measrement expecttions accord
ing 10 the following, stages: 1) apparcnt clfecivencss (hascine data and
outcome data are colleted and compared), 2) demorsred cllcive
ness (outcome data of panicipants s compared 10 a similar population of
non participants; and 3) proven clfctivences (mpact o paricipants s ci
eniifically confirmed through experimentl rescarch and randomized control
roups) (e, 2010 Fmerson, 2009, p. 2. Ahough EMC funds nonprofis
with mederae 1 sophisicated measurcment capaciy —indecd,according 1o
EMCE mast nonprofits tolay do ot met s mos bask “apparent effective
ess standard” (amerson, 2009) s categorizaion of rantees calls st
10 the broader problem of misapplication of measurement expectatons, a
‘common pracice evel mistake (Carman, 2010; Emerson, 2009, Spilka, 2000,
he lcsson for managers and funders i o be 1
surement cxpectaions (Spika, 2000 and 1o note that cstal
systems akes significant e, For intance, according o the UWA, this
work typically takes between two 10 four years GHendricks c al, 2006).
Realisic asscssments, paniculay for those new (0 ouicome measureme
il kel lead to scaled hack expectaions, including iniially caablishing
sound bascline data, mportant 10 e idenifcation of meaning
Hendricks ot al, 2008, as well as the colletion of intermediary versus
longterm outcomes (s, 2007, For example, 4 parcnting cducation pro-
gram (05 whose long term outcome s school readincss might begin by
measuring cnhanced intcractions between chidren and theie parcns and
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parcnial knowledge of posiive discipline sratcgics. The goal for hose new
10 outcome measurement is ot necessarily o prove oucomes bt 1o show
continued.progress in the cffort 1o capture this information, (Hendricks
etal, 2006,

n addiion, it is not uncommon 1o see itervention plans that are
o strong or iense cnough 10 produce hoped for oucomes” (Carman,
2010, p. 269). In assesing the applicabilty of oucome measurement 1
programs, managers nced o consder the ntensiy of ther progrsm models
todiscern what kind of outcome colletion is approprisc. For cxample,
an organization operaing 12-weck workshops on self defense and conflia
resolution for il in disdvantage] communitcs could wilze pr- and pos.
st 10 determine & chang in the grls’ knowlodge and practice of sl
defense and conflict resolion skil, but would have 3 more difficult time
demonstrating  link between the program inlervention and longer term
outcomes, sich a school atiachment and academic performance, gven the
myriad of factors contrbuting 1 those outcomes.

Fourth, while addressing socil fssucs requires dynamic programs and
innovaion, the use of cxising fikk specfc fescarch and knowlcdge can
lend credibly 1o programs and save time and moncy. As opposcd o
developing new programs, many organiztions, such 1 the Boys & Girls
‘Gl of America, us program models that have already been scicnifically
proven 0 work (Emerson, 2009, Snibbe, 2006). This has becn made cas
fer by the growing number of onganizations that compike fckdspefc best
practces and make them availabe online (Sibbxe, 2006). Exampls incude
the What Works Clearinghouse (www whatworks cd gov) for educaionsl
programs; the Campbell Collaboration. (v camphelcollboration org)
for social welfare, education, and crime and jusice programs; and the
‘Golorado Genter for the Study and Prevention and Viokence (wwvcolorad.
cdulcspy/blucprnis) Gsnibbe, 2006, p- 2.

For new programs and in insances where policy and best prac
tices have not ye becn cearly stablished, the shared measarement tools
deserbedin thi artce can be wilized 10 develop research based outcomes,
indicators, and processes appropriae for the unique nature ofthe work donc
in the agency (Kramer e al, 2009; Lampin ct al 2006; Wolk ct 3l 2009)
Experts advisetha the chief goal for managers i 16 use s much of the cxis.
ing rescarch 2s possible, but 1o keep ther outcomes and measures specific
enough 10 reflect individual program goals (Wolk <t al, 2009). In 2ddi
tion, although there are generic ool to facae logic modl development,
often fild specificlogic models arealso avadable. For cxample, Bis (2007)
developed . outcome measurcmcnt sysiem via  logic model for small
Substance abuse treatmen programs, while Pocrtner (A0 provides field-
specific oucome messurcment advice for those in child welfare servies.

“To assist onganizations in the process of adopiing common indica
\or measurement tools, intermediarics and rescarchers from the “fickd” of
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performace measureament sl hav created some agnosti “best pracice,”
or guideline, for managers. For cxample, nonprofit managers sclecting
measures for new progeams are adviscd to seck 3 limited number of core
indicators, hose most central 10 client’s success, that are: “specifc (unique
unambiguou; obsenmbie (practical and. costclfective to collect, measur
abic, undersandable, elevant (measure important, Sgrificant dimensions
1o the dlient, ime bound (cover u speciic period of e, and ratid (pro-
vide relable, accurst, unbised data)” (ampkin <t al, 2006, p. 6. To
achicve this and avoid the collection of uscless data, experts advise non
profis o: 1 conduct an audit of any cxising measures (Wolk o al.. 2009);
Acconding 1o Pocrinc ct al. 008, 2)creatc  target mumber of measures, )
Kecp only those measurcs that have acuall becn wsed to make decisons
) screen-ou process measuresfrom oucome measures,

cost cstimate for cach measure added (p. 10,

Finally, a5 mentioncd previously, Carman (2010) found that
‘managers, most of who have no formal cvaluston trining, oficn misake
accountbily practces wilh true outcome measurcment and oval
Camian (20109 urges the fekd 0 addres this by stengthening cval
oflerings in pradue cducation and csabiihing *a set of smple, prac
cal evaluaton and perfomance measurement expectations and standards
(p. 267). An casy, com-ffcaive stratcgy for managers pu forth by Carman
20100 i 10 sectat least one board member with knowledge of cvals
and measurement

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

The purpose of this anicle was 1o examine the rise of performance mea-
surement in the institutional cnvironment where nonprofi 11S0s opersic
explore the sector response, and share the lessons Icarmed from the fekd
Although we intiall set oul 10 demonstrtc the insituionalization of per
formance measurcment, our asscssment of the licrature yiclds # port
of a paradigm shit in progress. Demands from the federal gove
i United Way for measurable outcomes have akered the landscape. in
1 nonproft sector, producing 4 mulitude.of ficd levl tools 10 asis
15O in capacity buikling, Yot despitc instituonsl pressures and activty
atthe ficld level, the adoption of peformance measurcment practices a the
organizaionallevel appears varied and oficn superficil

This may be cxphined in part through the wse of our conccptusl
framework. By applyng neo-insiuton theory and resource dependen
perspecives we sce tha, aldiough the demands for ouicome vl
practices are an increasingly nomutive phenomenon, they appea
unevenly disributed across funder types. Furher explorion of the
organizationallevel adoption of core outcomse measurcment and cvaluation
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practces may be asssted by Caman's 010) provocative asscssment of the
accounabilty movement sl via a theory of change ogic meodel. Accordin
10 Carman,the accountabilty movemen has ot achicves s desired reso
of improved clfcacy bocause: 1) untruined 1150 managers are overwhelmed
by “unsandardized” performance measurement expectations and practices,
an uniniended conscquence of the development of % many tools n th
Tield; 2 an extemnal oientation n reporting data tha limits s usclulness
1508 and thwarts oxganizational leaming, and $) an inadecquse investme
by funders that limits rowh in 1150 measurcment capaciy

These are vald points and offer opportuniy for fiekd level relecion
and improvement. There are ceninly numcrows managen and pracitionces
providing effective srvice that, duc 10 the factons cied by Carman G010),
arc unmucocsstul in capturing the resuls o thir work. However, impi
this analyss and the lneruture generaly s the notion that al programs a
achicving resuls, and i s simplythelack of aining and resources that preve
therm from being captured. Using the logie model paradigm, this s
should be challenged. In asscsing the accounabilly movement i terms
of sector wide wage of core measrement practces, i worth noting tha,
‘whike improving service ffcacy s the movement's mplick goa, inhercn i
hat ol has always boen the notion that fes effcacious programs would
e weeded out® Ghereby clearing the way for gresic resource delvery 10
effective interventions. I s plausibe that el sclection process s cmer
in the fckd, such that 11508 with resutsbased programs are fnding ways,
even rudimentary ways, o invest in core measoremcr, while cthers tht lack
he intensty to produce outcomes do not o do so ccremonialy

From this vantage posnt, the accountablty movement may be more or
Joss successul depending upon your viewpei. Some may s
s driving scarce resources (0 the most clctive interventions, while oth
cry may sec i a inadvrtenily driving out “les innive programs” G.c, 4
12-week summer fobs program for disdvanaged youh) that make contibu
tions,albcit on a smallerscale than a neighborhood based, cradle 1o collcge
effort like 11 in a sweeping cfor 10 wily inclcc
Indecd, although these e intensive modcls may not hold the poteial in
and of themselves o achicve impaci on long term cducation or cmploy
ment jctorcs, i is possble that engaging in 4 serics of them over 4
lictime even unrclated programe, paricolary in disadvantagesd commu
itics, may make  dilference. Future rescarch coukd be uscll i tracki
whether or not such a scection process fs cmerging i the fckd and, if s0,
in clniyin s possble mications

I kecping with Carman's 2010) logic meodel application, fuure macro-
Tevel recarch might also beneft from frming improved service clicicy 2
the long e outcome of perform  insering cre
ation of organizations that ‘think cvaluativly” (Patton, 2004, p. ) 3 the
intermedinry oucome. This rescarch focun creaes # more diree ik, is
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casicr 1o measure and, we believe, holds the posential o yield findings of
greater uilty and immediacy 10 the field. A host of indicators could be
encrated,including the degree 10 which funders request not fust daa, but
exampls of how 11505 use the data o improve srvices, per Carman' sug-
estion C2010). Thislens could also further lluminate findings that sugges
that, whil fekdlevel cfforts did 2 good job of gencraing tools o capture
outcome data, they have laggeed in asising 11505 with what 10 do with the
daa. The orcatation may move  greater number of HSOs toward carchul
anicultion of thei theory of change, with consderation of such things a5
‘age of development and program inicnsiy in thoughtfll cstablishing tr.
e outcomes and clfecive use of negative data to continually cvolve the
ractice meodels. These ar althingsthat rescarch suggests the vas majority
of 1505 arc il not doing today

 shor,the longstanding (and perhaps i his hlpfub) debate
over performance measurements wiliy (between those that ague it is an
unproven, funder driven waste ofscarce resources and a detrment 1 direct
scrvices and those that argue i is the only way (0 delver effctive ser-
vices and achieve resuls) could be neuralized and insead the fidd could
egin capitalizing on peformance measurcment's unapped poscnil cont
biton 1o creaing a greater number of organization tha “think evaluatively”
(Patton, 2004, p- . 10 is hard 10 argue against the value of this. As Pation
2000 succinctly motes, “fndings have 3 small window of reevance,” while
“leaning 1 think evaluatvely can have onging impact” (. 9.

I conclusion, whike the rescarch suggests that performance measure
ment has ot decply penetred 150 pracice uniformly, i i cear tha for a
growing number of unders and pracitioners s conral meseage of making,
‘4 real, measurable diflrence ispervasive. A the performance measurcment
‘movement unfokd, social work adminisiators will have ample opporunites
10 work at the individual level in fundes relatonships and at the ficd evel 1o
‘co-construct meaningful approaches to measuring effectivencss.in addiion
25 the purpose of performance measurcament continucs 1o evolve from sim
ply “proving’ to “improving,” (Behrens & Kely, 2008, oficn in large part 35
 function of changes in organizational cubure, socal worker adminisator,
with their unique perspective and skills, have much 1o contribute 1 these
discussions.
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s tbe buman sevice fed, funders, executive direciors, and
prosram managers ar faced wih pressures 1o demonsiraie i

ivenes throigh. measurabie cutcomes. Albough. performance
mexsaremns s offrs s s an admn st e s by
Jiunders o the detriment of direct semice, i i ncroasinly accepied
‘ascrucial o acbieving impact. sing a conceptual framework com
aming nsstional thoory and resource degendency theory, this
atclecxamines e ek led pressures facing buman sevice o

zations and reviews the esureb on monprit lad responses 0
these pressures Afer an examimation of bey snnosations n social
masuremons,including the tbeory of change logic model, uicome.
Sandardeaton projects, and rends n calclatingsocsal v, as
vl as lessoms esarmed from e social nmovation effors,

e dortions . esurch an pracrice are propeses

KEYWORDS xauation, momproi accountabilty, performance
maragement, cuicome mesuremen, neo msutional theory

INTRODUCTION

Today human scrvice organizations (1S08) face increasing pressure 1o
demonstrate that these scrvices add real social vahue by improving the lives
of individuals and)/oestrcngthening communites (Bliss, 2007; Caens, Hares,
Hutchison, & Trcker, 2005, Carman, 2010, isher, 2005, Olszak Management
Consuking, 2003, Smish, 2010, 5pilka, 2004; Weis, 2009). Such accountabity
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demands are not new 1o scrvices (Bliss, 2007, Zimmermann &
Scvens, 2006, hisorically they have been addressed theough periocic
review by outside cvaluaton. Howewes, the 1990 lunche the “perfor
ance messurcment cra. and with
expectation tha monprofs develop th
ivences and do %0 o0 an cngoing buss (.
s noteworthy for the cmergence of, 1) process s verss findings e
(Kramer & Plcer, 2007, Paion, 2000, 2 cllcctivencss verus cliciency
perspectives (Marin & Keancr, 1996, 1997; but see Palloda, 2009% and 3)
emonstraed outcomes verss outputs (Splks, 2000,

‘uggests that perfom
clfccvenc, has tcome deeply ©
iy makers and many fundcrs and service providers o
designed eings. For cx
overm R
ucome focused

wih s fous on
pedded in how pol

Rating Tool (PART), an
hvenessof govesnment programs
QS Offce of Management and Budges, 2007), and in 2009 established
the “Social Innovation Fund.” 3 $200 millon public private parinerhi
designed © suppon resuls orented o
leve, Orcgon aw (ORS 182515-525) now requires that by 2011, 75% of
all Funding (in criminal josice, yoush
‘addiction and mental hcaldh programe) b limied o proeen, cvidence bascd
practicen. Lusly 3 the nonproii scctorlevel, the ferdon Foundation, the
st poblc charty in Ne a0 will begin
v e grants wih fewer esction  nonprolis
bascd on demonsimated effctioemess (Aiwoeth, 2009).

This anicke revicws performance measurcment among nonproft 1SOs
acconding 13 conceptual framework that e o nsitutionsl theory 1
cxamine the difiwsion, and per sionalizaton, of s practices. The

meswork focuses our feview of the lerature on performance measure

d level, we cxamine the factons that
encouraged perfon "
cliane rexpone 10 pew m o, At the organizatonal
v, we explore the depuh and variabalay of current perfor
et pracices Lesons learmed from rescarch on measurcent in practice
nd suggstions o future rescarch ane includedd

Below, we provide a_ definition of performance

vework for. cxamining the degree of s
e Unitd St

ddrcn and Famlcs, and

PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT DEFINED

. performance management, and cvahistion anc
1 concepts (Mulvancy, Zwih, & Raranowski,
206 Performance measurcment s one approach to scssing program
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countabibty (Bliss, 2007 It involvcs “an ongoing process of cstablish
o performance objectives, transforming those objectives into> measurable
componcnis; and calecting, analyzing, and reporiog data on those me
sures” (Mulvancy e al, 2006, p. 452). Proccss daia G

(products and services), and outcome data (‘changes in program participants
simulsicd by program activiics”lendrcks, Plantz, & Pritchard, 2008, p. 30
are all colecied (Martin & Kettner, 1996, Mulvancy <t al., 206).

ison, performance management involves using

data 1 make decisions through problem dentificati
Oulvancy e al., 2006).

Performance measurement canot replace cvahation, but instead com:
plements . ofen 2 4 precursor. While performance measurement looks at
Specific components of an organization,ing programs s the primary unt of

malyss, cvalution fcn loka at the lfctivencs ofthe program o orga

tion 232 whale (Mulvancy ct a, 2006, Evahuations e typically condu
peope cutsde the program, whercas perormance measurcment relics
{nternal saffs collction of data (Lampkin t al., 2006; Mulvancy et al, 2000,
Unlike performance measurcmen, eval tempts o answer “why an
iniiative may or may not have been effctive” (Mulvancy etal 2006,p. 432),a
question that performance measurement cannod answer. Indeed,performance
mcasurcmont s bt 0 howing the changies that occur in people at peciic
ot in e G.c. belore, during and aier program participation; Gucron,
2005), while evaluation measurcs impacis, or the longstanding changes in
eople that are prouced by 1 progam that g0 “oves and above what people
ould have accomplished on their own” (Gucron, 2005, . 69). Whereas many
valuations ae etrospective i nature, peformance measurcment allows or
odgments “abeout the clectivencssof human sevice prograns during imple
mentation, 3s well 2 alter” artin & Ketner, 1996, . 7. Ths s something.
that many rescarchers involved i cvahuation have been advocating to do
CAndrews, Stone Motes, Floyd, Crocker Hers, & Fede, 2005, Mancini, Marck,
Byme, & Hucbaer, 2009,

For purpors of clrky. akthough performance. measurement incudes
collction of acivity and output data, this aricle and the movement we
deserbe are focuse prmaniy on outeome data collcion, the core cffec
tivencs picce of performance measurement.In addition, unless specifclly
ke, use o the term performance moasurement in the artice cncompases
esh performance messurcmcnt and managemcnt, consednt wit s e i1

and stategicplan

g

THE INSTITUTIONALIZATION OF PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT
A CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

To cxamine the insiuionalizaion of perfomance measuremen. in the
United s, we tant by proposing the e of neo insitutional theory
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o cxamine the shifs in broader insitutional caviroament in which HSOs
opcratc whercby, 0 maintin legtimacy, organizations are ncreasingly pres
sured 10 incomporate visile elfons 1o demonsrue cffectivencss of thee
interventions. Neo-insituional theory (DiMaggio & Powll, 1985, Meyer &
Rowan, 1977) posts tha fekdleve insisionalization, by which we mean
the cxtent 1o which this practie s an imporant signal of legimacy, occurs
hrough three primary mechanisms. cocreve Ghrough s and regulation),
nommative (hrough professional networks), and mimetic (by imitation).

‘Combining neo insitutional theory with the insights from resource
dependency theory (Oliver, 1991, which focuscs on the acive strategies
organizations 1ake in managiog, thie nterdcpendencis, allows us 10 con-
cenrate on organizationablevel responses 0 these insitutional pressures a5
we do i the second half of the paper. Chrstine Oliver (1991) hypahesizes
that organizations have avaiable to them 3 range of fesponses (o inst-
ional pressures, inching acquicscence, compromise, avoidance, defiance
and manipulation (. 160). Funher, she advances 2 et of predicive factors
(Cause, consituents, content, contol, and contexd that serve 0 encourige
one srstegic response over anather. For example, reated to consttuent,
she hypothesizes that for onganizations with multple constituents exerting.
mukiple and confcing demands the sratcgic response o intiutionsl pres
sure ix more Bkely tobe one of resstance than for organizations Facing.
2 more unifed set of instittional pressures. Similrly, oxganizations with
higher resource dependencies on insttutional actors are more likely 1o
acquicsce to intiutional pressures than rganiztions with lower or more.
iversfied resource dependencics (Ofiver, 1991, p. 162).

1 the nex secion, we utlize this ramework to review the key factors
eading 102 rse n pesformance measurement and is instutionalization in
the nonprofi human scrvices setor

SHIFTS IN THE INSTITUTIONAL ENVIRONMENT: FACTORS
LEADING TO A RISE IN PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT

The cavironment in which HSOS operate shified dramaticall over the past
20 years toward an intense focus on accountabiity, measurcment, and
the application of for profi business practices 1 the nonprof sector. The.
accounabiy presures that emesged during the 19905 were the resull of
2 confluence of factors including the commercialzation of and increased
‘compettion wiin the nonpeofit arcna, (Lynn, 2002; Sass & Traban, 2006
Young & Salaman, 2002),the populariy oftoal quality maagement CTQM)
approaches 1o management (Marin, 2000; Marin & Ketiner, 1996, the.
increase in managed care penctrtion (Fekty & Joncs, 1998, grestcr pub-
lic focus on philanthropic accountablity (Behrens & Kelly, 2008, Hendricks
etal, 2008), and legiative and reglatory changes cnacied by the federal
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overnment (Marin & Ketiner, 1997). 1t was futher propelled within human
scrvices by the emergence of cvidence based social work pracice, as well
a advances in computcr technology that faclialc casicr data colloction
CLampkin et a, 2006; Kis, 200, To undersand the extent of this v
ronmental shifl, we teview the Govermment Performance and Resuls Act
(GPRN), 3 key source of insitutional prcssurc o adop performance
surcment, and the trends that served to einforce i and extend s reach
the nonproi sector

GPRA and the Nonprofit Sector

In 1992, based on a “what gets measured gets done” philosophy, the
federal government passed several picces of Iegiation calling for new per
formance measurcment requircments. Of greatest significance, the GPRA,
which was implemented in 1997, fo the frt time sautorly defned “out
put 45 2 measure of ‘acivity or clfon’ and an oucome measure 35 the
st of the program’ compared to s intended purposes” (Marin, 2000,
. 32, Esscntally, the GPRA created a “emplate” for peformance reporing
(Consens, 1997) by requiring quanthative versus qualhative information on
e extent 1o which the program services conformed to those that were
plamed, the defniion of units of servie, e cost of 3 it of service, the
Sctingsin which the program was or was not cffectve or lfcent, the char.
‘cteistcn of the clients who were posively affected by the program, o
xtent 10 which the program met he nccds of the community and targetcd
popultions” (Kautz, Netng, Huber, Borders, & Davis, 1997, p. 3680
While performance. messurcamcnt became increasingly imporant i
e 1990, previous effors at measurcment date back 10 the 19505 with
two THoover Commissions, followesd by the National Center of Publc
Productviy, the Johnson adminsraton's plannin programming budgeting
sysiems (PPISD), Nixon's management by objectives (MO, and Caners
o based budgeting (Kautz et al, 1997). However, while measurcment
i scrvice programs has  history, whal s distincive about he 1990

20100
Despitc being limited o federal agencics, the G
consequences for 1505 (Caman, 2009; Zimmerman
i, programs receiving federal unding are expected t© increasingly pro-
vide simila types of outcome nformation (Carman, 2009, Marin & Ketiner,
1996; Smith, 2010). Due 1o privatzation trends rooted in the 19605 and
srongly expedied during the 1960, socil services are now most ofien
funded by government, but delivered by nonprolis (Fely & Jones, 1996
Smith, 2010). Indecd govermen, as opposed 1o private chariy, now con-
it the single most important source of unding for nonprofa (fcrck,
2000, with 525 of all nonprofit scial scrvice scctor revenue coming from





