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ABSTRACT

Nonprofits are increasingly becoming equal partners with government in providing society with essential services. By the late 1970s, the nonprofit sector had become the principal vehicle for the delivery of government-financed human services, and government had, correspondingly, become the principal source of nonprofit human service agency finance. However, the increasing reliance of nonprofits on public funds has given government an opportunity to delve into the management and oversight of nonprofits. Consequently, nonprofits are increasingly being held accountable for the results, outcomes, or impacts of government programs. Taking into account the mixed experiences with managing for results in the public sector, the paper argues that the government’s practice of holding nonprofits accountable for results is counterproductive.

In pursuit of this argument, the paper poses the question: “What, if anything, would best govern the partnership between government and nonprofits so that the latter would have the freedom, autonomy, and discretion to provide more and better services to the public? Wisdom literature is used to address the question with a recommendation for a more equitable and effective accountability model, namely, “shared accountability” to replace the traditional, one-dimensional accountability model. Finally, recognizing that shared accountability is not self-executing, the paper recommends some critical next steps that must be taken to make it work better for the best interest of both parties – government and nonprofits – and other stakeholders.
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INTRODUCTION
     Once upon a time, an ancient Jewish Rabbi, Hillel, posed the inspiring and stimulating question: “If I am not for myself then who will be for me…?” (quoted by Koven 1992, 531). Another great speech that continues to move hearts and uplift spirits was made several years ago by the elected officials of the city of Athens when they pledged to transform the city and pass it on to the next generation in a much better condition than they received it. In their words, “…we will transmit this city not only not less, but greater, better and more beautiful than it was transmitted to us” (quoted by Frederickson 1997, 134). Like Rabbi Hillel and the officials of the city of Athens, today, American public administration and management scholars and practitioners are asking similar questions and searching for ways to improve the theory and practice of public administration and management (used interchangeably). Into these realms, several public administration scholars have raised some interesting issues and questions to move the field in the right direction. For example, James H. Svara states: “The field of public administration deserves and requires a better model as a guide to research, instruction, and training….To be a field is to be bounded and public administration must formulate the boundaries of administrative action…” (1998, 57). 
     Admittedly, I concur with Svara’s assertions. However, for the purpose of this paper, I would like to turn his assertions into a question. Simply put, does public administration or management have a “better model” to serve as a guide for making sound administrative decisions and for taking sound administrative actions within the American theory of government (e.g., fairness, equity and justice)? If not, why not; and if not now, when? This question stems from the

problem that besets the partnership between government and nonprofits – two public service entities that are supposed to complement each other in serving the public. Here are the sources of the problem. On one hand, nonprofits are increasingly becoming equal partners with government in providing society with essential services. As one author puts it, “The number of nonprofit organizations had increased substantially since the 1960, and many state and local governments relied almost completely on nonprofit organizations to provide critically important public services, including child welfare services…” (Smith 2008, 132). Another author puts it this way: “By the late 1970s, the nonprofit sector had become the principal vehicle for the delivery of government-financed human services, and government had, correspondingly, become the principal source of nonprofit human service agency finance” (Salamon 1995, 1). On the other hand, the increasing reliance of nonprofits on public funds has, ironically, given government an opportunity to delve into the management and oversight of nonprofits. Consequently, nonprofits are increasingly being held accountable for the results, outcomes, and impacts of government programs and services. In the words of one observer, “Growth in the size and influence of the nonprofit sector has led to increased…public scrutiny by diverse stakeholders including government oversight agencies, private donors and foundations, clients, the media, and the public at large” (Kearns 1994, 185).  Another observer said, “In the last decade government regulations and oversight of nonprofit service organizations have grown substantially. The general effect of these initiatives has been to require nonprofit organizations to be more accountable to the public” (Smith and Lipsky 1993, 79). 

Taking into account the mixed experiences with managing for results in the public sector, the intricacies of government programs, and the sticky question of who actually is responsible for the outcomes of government programs, the paper argues that the government’s practices of micromanaging and holding nonprofits accountable for the outcome or impact of government programs are counterproductive. Against this backdrop, the paper utilizes “wisdom literature” to address the question that provides the focus for this study. Put succinctly, “What, if anything, would best govern the partnership between government and nonprofits so that the latter would have the autonomy and discretion to provide high-quality services to the public? By definition, “wisdom literature” stresses the virtues of common sense, practical experience, and moral integrity (Reader’s Digest 1998, 192). More specifically, wisdom literature provides the wisdom, common sense, moral, and divine perspective necessary to deal successfully with the practical affairs of everyday life. This perspective is critical in a discipline such as public administration or management where public officials make public policies that directly touch people’s lives. 
     Consistent with the issues raised above, the remainder of the paper is organized such that each section makes its special contribution to our understanding of the nature of the problems that beset the partnership between government and nonprofits and how the problems might be resolved. To these ends, the first section discusses the emergence of nonprofit organizations in the United States. The second section discusses the reasons for the proliferation of nonprofit organizations in the United States. The third section delves into the thorny issue of the criteria against which nonprofits are held accountable for implementing government programs. Section four presents an alternative accountability model (shared accountability) to replace the traditional, one-dimensional form of accountability. Section five, addresses the problems that beset the partnership between government and nonprofits and provides partial answers to the problems. Finally, section six concludes the paper and offers some actionable recommendations for improving the partnership between government and nonprofits.
THE EMERGENCE OF NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS IN THE UNITED STATES
From a historical standpoint, nonprofit organizations are not new in the United States; however, they have taken on a new lease. In his widely cited article, “The Rise of the Nonprofit Sector,” Salamon describes the emergence, proliferation, and prominence of the nonprofit sector around the world as a global “associational revolution” which, according to him, may be permanently altering the relationships between states and citizens, with an impact extending far beyond the material services they provide. With respect to the United States, Salamon said: “Virtually all of America’s major social movements, for example, whether civil rights, environmental, consumer, women’s or conservative, have had their roots in the nonprofit sector” (1994, 109). This raises the question: How can the emergence of nonprofit organizations in the United States be explained? While it is beyond the scope of this paper to detail all the reasons for the emergence of nonprofit organizations in the United States, three (3) of them are discussed below.
1. The Market Failure / Government Failure Theory Argument  
The market failure / government failure argument is generally traced to the economic theory which attributes the existence of nonprofit organizations to the “inherent limitations in both the private market and government as providers of ‘collective goods’” (Weisbrod 1977). In my judgment, this argument raises more questions than it answers. To demonstrate, if we define ‘collective goods’ as “products or services like national defense or clean air that, once produced, are enjoyed by everyone whether or not they have paid for them” (Salamon, 1995, 39) then, the argument is very weak in justifying the existence of nonprofit organizations in the United States.  For one reason, I firmly believe that the United States has, so far, provided enough collective goods for everyone to enjoy, even without the help of nonprofit organizations. 
2. The Political Argument
 
From a public policy point of view, the emergence of nonprofit organizations in the United States may be attributed to the nation’s liberal tax system. As Swain and Reed put it:
Tax-exempt nonprofit or not-for-profit organizations were created in order to establish entities whose primary role would be to carry out activities that would meet some public purpose that government or the private sector could not achieve. Hospitals, human service agencies, recreation programs, and cultural and performing arts entities are all seen as valuable public purposes that, in theory, would not exist unless the federal government used the tax code to allow them exemption from corporate income taxes (2010, 39-40).
3. The Religious Argument
 From my perspective, the religious argument is, among others, based on two interrelated widely held beliefs in American society. First, it is often said that the American Founding Fathers left their mother land (Europe) to seek religious freedom in America. Second, there is a general belief or presumption that America is a “nation under God.” Under these conditions, one would expect religion to play a decisive role in the emergence, proliferation, and prominence of nonprofit organizations in the United States. Evidence on this point abounds.
 
In his book, The Third America: The Emergence of the Nonprofit Sector in the United States, O’Neill referred to religion as the “godmother of the nonprofit sector” in the United States, He goes on to say, “nearly all private education and most health care agencies, and such organizations as the YMCA and the Salvation Army, have religious origins” (O’Neill  1989). On the religious front, O’Neill is not alone. To illustrate, in their book, Nonprofit for Hire: The Welfare State in the Age of Contracting, Smith and Lipsky (1993) hit the nail on the head when they said: “Nonprofit organizations emerge out of a desire of a group of spirit-filled ‘community’ of people to address social problems and needs, such as battered women and rape problems.”  
Putting It All Together

To recap, the three arguments are by no means mutually exclusive. However, I strongly believe that religion offers the most convincing explanation for the emergence of nonprofit organizations in the United States than the other two arguments. This may very well be the sole reason the United States government grants nonprofit organizations “tax exempt” status as an incentive to carry out their humanitarian, altruistic, and charitable activities.

However, contrary to the argument that nonprofit organizations exist for religious purposes, the old biblical saying, “Thou shalt not live by bread alone” is well and alive with nonprofit organizations. To explain, in addition to providing humanitarian, charitable, and altruistic services, today, nonprofit organizations are fully immersed in economic and political activities as well. As some observers have surprisingly pointed out, “Government’s decision, whether by design, default, or defeat, to collaborate with…nonprofit organizations in implementing public policies, stems from several positive impulses (and a few negative ones)” (quoted by Henry 2010, 279). One of the most frequently cited examples of a positive impulse is cost-savings. As Henry puts it, “…civil service rules on pay scales and benefits may be skirted by using private contractors who pay only minimum wages and offer few benefits to their employees, or by using volunteers” (2010, 279). According to Greene, “Not only are the smaller nonprofits often pressured by government contracts to pay wages that are below the wages of equivalent public sector employees, but they are often not funded to provide their staff with the same level of benefits….As a result of these factors, the transfer of government service delivery to the nonprofit sector could result in significant cost savings to government…” (2007, 7). Sounds great, but on the flip side, there is a negative impulse. That is, behind the good intention of cost-savings lies exploitation in the sense that employees in nonprofit organizations are used primarily as vehicles for cost reduction instead of empowering them to become self-sustaining and productive citizens. As Greene noted, “the use of the nonprofits as a cost-saving tool by governments is not one of the more palatable reasons for transferring service delivery to the nonprofits.” No doubt, Greene said it very well; and somebody needs to remind government and nonprofit organizations of the old Chinese parable, “If you give a man a fish, you feed him for one day; but if you teach him how to fish, you feed him for life.” Attention now turns to other impulses that account for the proliferation of nonprofit organizations in the United States. 
THE PROLIFERATION OF NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS IN THE U.S.
Two noteworthy facts emerge from the preceding discussion. First, nonprofit organizations are well and alive in the United States. Second, nonprofit organizations are ubiquitous in the United States and they are as close as the front page of the newspaper. This raises the question: What accounts for the proliferation of nonprofit organizations in the United States? While there are several places to look for the answer to this question, it suffices to discuss only three of the most popular ones, namely, the influence of the ‘resource dependence theory,’ collaboration, and privatization movements. 
Resource Dependence Theory  
From the resource dependence theory perspective, Smith , as stated earlier, asserts: “The number of nonprofit organizations had increased substantially since the 1960s, and many state and local governments relied almost completely on nonprofit organizations to provide critically important public services, including child welfare services, workforce development, and community programs for the mentally ill and developmentally disabled” (2008, 132). What this means is that as long as government continues to rely on nonprofit organizations to provide critically important public services, and as long as nonprofit organizations continue to receive funds from the government for their services, nonprofit organizations will continue to grow and flourish in the United States. Using the resource dependence theory as justification for the partnership between government and nonprofits, Salamon states: 

Nonprofit organizations often lack sufficient resources to pursue their mission adequately and turn to government for financial support because government has better access to financial resources given its power to tax. Public leaders are willing to collaborate and provide funds because they believe nonprofits can respond to social problems with greater… agility, and local sensitivities than can government. In some instances, nonprofits may have organizational capacity such as expertise or physical facilities that public agencies lack (quoted in Brecher and Wise 2008, 147).

Collaboration 

Speaking of collaboration, Feiock and Jang said: “As the scope of local public service `provision and contracting has expanded over the last couple of decades, nonprofit organizations have been challenged to work collaboratively with governments to find better ways to respond to social needs” (2009, 668). With the growing demand on government to do more with less and at the same time meet citizens’ demand for more and better services, collaboration between government and nonprofit organizations is not only badly needed, it is the right way to go.    
Privatization 
From the privatization front, the observation made by Osborne and Gaebler is instructive. According to them, “It makes sense to put the delivery of many public services in private hands…if by doing so a government can get more effectiveness, efficiency, equity or accountability (1992, 47). From the perspective of these two authors, the emphasis is to get government out of the way as much as possible to allow nongovernmental entities such as nonprofit organizations to accomplish government purposes. Milward has this to say: “There is increasing interest in the role the voluntary sector plays in the delivery of public services in the United States. Much of this interest is due to the legacy of privatization of government work which was one of the defining themes of the Reagan and Bush administrations” (1994, 73). Along this line, Zimmermann states: “While grounded in deep-rooted traditions, nonprofit service provision has also been furthered by the complementary demands for less government and more privatization” (1994, 398).  
In summary, as the preceding discussions indicate, the involvement of nonprofit organizations in providing public goods and services has many benefits. For example, such involvement makes American government more democratic and responsive to the needs of the American people. As O’Connell observes, “people with markedly different political orientations realize that government alone cannot solve all our problems and that maximum involvement of nongovernmental entities creates good government and provides better ways of dealing with society’s problems” (1996, 224). From Smith’s perspective, nonprofits provide a vehicle by which millions of people participate in the concerns of their community and advocate in the political arena (2008, 143). On the negative side, however, the growth of nonprofit organizations in the United States has created a climate for policy makers to hold nonprofit organizations accountable for the outcomes of government programs. As Kearns puts it, “growth in the size and influence of the nonprofit sector has led to increased visibility and public scrutiny by diverse stakeholders including government oversight agencies, private donors and foundations, clients, the media, and the public at large” (1994, 185). Along this line, Smith and Lipsky state: “In the last decade government regulations and oversight of nonprofit service organizations have grown substantially. The general effect of these initiatives has been to require nonprofit organizations to be more accountable to the public (1993, 79). 

While accountability generally has a negative connotation; from a moral perspective, there are good reasons for the idea and practice of accountability. For example, using the “life-is-a trial” theory, Luft states that “God test creatures to see if they are worthy of salvation…” (2004, 134). Central to this paper and unlike the “life-is-a trial” type of accountability, in a democratic society such as the United States, accountability is a bedrock requirement for good governance. Hence, accountability has long been recognized as the pillar and cornerstone of successful public management and governance (e.g., Forrer et al 2010, 477). With this in mind, the borne of contention in this paper is not about holding nonprofit organizations accountable for results. Instead, the central question is: What, if any, is the best approach to holding nonprofit organizations accountable for the outcomes of government programs. From the “wisdom literature” perspective, the question is based on the concept of “justice” and on the ancient legal doctrine of whether the “punishment fits the crime.” In other words, the question is meant to ensure that nonprofit organizations are receiving a ‘just punishment’ for their crime? With this in mind, the following section tackles the issue of the criteria against which nonprofit organizations are held accountable for the outcomes of government programs in the United States.  
ACCOUNTABILITY CRITERIA
Although there are several good places to look for the answer to the question regarding the best approach to holding nonprofit organizations accountable for the outcomes of government programs in the United States, the following incisive excerpt suffices.   
Service agencies were expected to be accountable for their expenditure of public contract funds. However, this accountability tended to be in a line-item sense: Were the public funds spent according to the stipulations of the contract? This “process” accountability typically involved reporting the number of clients served and meals delivered…Over time, policy makers became disenchanted with this process accountability, arguing that it provided little evidence on the effectiveness with which programs were achieving their desired outcomes….As a result, public…funders began to demand that service agencies measure their outcomes (Smith 2008, 136).
 From the excerpt, it is crystal clear that policy makers, unlike the traditional practice, now seek to fundamentally change the focus of nonprofits accountability from inputs and outputs (e.g., the number of meals served) to a focus on the outcomes that are being achieved (e.g., the number of lives saved after eating the meals served). Understandably, given the growing demand for government to be more responsive, accountable and frugal with resources; and taxpayers demand for more and better services, it makes immense sense for government to, in turn; hold nonprofit organizations accountable for the use of government money. Good as it sounds; this paper argues that a focus on outcome as the almighty criterion (or deciding factor) for holding nonprofit organizations accountable is not only a wishful thinking; it also violates the principle of the “punishment must fit the crime.” Here are some of the reasons. First, a focus on outcome is based on a misguided assumption about the effects, outcomes, and impacts of government programs and policies. Second, a focus on outcome requires us to overhaul the traditional, one-dimensional form of accountability – a long shot.  These two issues are discussed next.
Misguided Assumption about the Outcomes of Government Programs and Policies
As used in this paper, the word ‘outcomes’ mean results expressed in terms of the real difference a particular program makes in people’s lives, such as the increase in real wages earned by graduates of an employment training program (GAO 1996, 1-2). Although this definition sounds great in theory, for various reasons, there may not be a direct correlation between government programs and their outcomes. The following quote will clarify this point.
Americans generally assume that once we pass a law and spend money, the purpose of the law and expenditure should be achieved…We assume that when Congress adopts a policy and appropriates money for it, and when the executive branch organizes a program, hires people, spends money, and carries out activities designed to implement the policy, the effects of the policy will be felt by society and will be those intended by the policy. Unfortunately, these assumptions are not always warranted.... America’s problems cannot always be resolved by passing a law and throwing a few billion dollars in the general direction of the problem in the hope that it will go away (Dye 1978, 311).
 
Dye’s observation raises an intriguing question for policy makers. That is, based on the information provided in the excerpt, should nonprofit organizations be held accountable for the results, outcomes and impacts of government programs? Even without a background in program evaluation, the answer to the question is a resounding “no” because nonprofit organizations do not have complete control over the outcomes of government programs due to the fact that the reasons for outcomes are complex and enigmatic. For example, outcomes are a function of many variables of which a government program is only one. In other words, outcomes depend not only on the actions of one particular government program but also on the actions of several “extraneous confounding factors,” such as the effect of other government programs and the behavior and actions of service recipients. Second, for all the touted uses of outcomes, they cannot and will not, under any circumstances, demonstrate ‘causality.’ To illustrate, even though nonprofit organizations may be able to provide outcome information from the government programs they are implementing, the problem is, those outcomes will not be able to indicate or pinpoint, in any meaningful way, the extent to which nonprofit organizations and the programs themselves are actually responsible for those outcomes. As Hatry puts it, this particular problem is obvious for such programs as education, substance abuse, employment, most social service programs, and foreign assistance where many levels of government, many organizations, and customers themselves inevitably have major roles in determining outcomes (1997, 37). On this front, Hatry left us with a remarkable piece of advice that deserves quoting. In his own words:
My view is that every page of every report that contains outcome data should contain a footnote that says something like the following: These data only indicate outcomes. They do not indicate why the outcomes occurred. We need, in the United States and at all levels of government, to understand and accept the inherent notion that most meaningful outcomes are shared outcomes – responsibility for them is shared by many programs, often by many levels of government, and usually by customers themselves (1997, 38).

The crux of the problem is that, if, as defined above, we take outcomes to mean the ‘real difference government programs make in people’s lives, it will be impossible to prove this point beyond a shadow of a doubt in the real world where many forces, including supernatural miracles, interact to make a real difference in people’s lives. Greiner’s description of the problem with outcomes and/or impacts is instructive. According to him,      
The linkage between government actions and their results is often tenuous and weakly substantiated. The connection between inputs…and results is even more obscure….This is due, in large part, to the critical role played by external forces in determining the impacts of government programs… In actuality, we often have only a vague understanding of why particular results occurred – and what to do to improve them (Greiner 1996, 25).

Of course, there are other voices in the wilderness preaching the bad news of outcomes, principal among which are McWeeney, Gianakis, and Murphy. As McWeeney puts it, “While one can perhaps link resource decisions to an expected number of educational grants, training classes, or criminal investigations, it is far more difficult to ascertain the precise relationship between resource allocation decisions and the consequences, or outcomes of these activities…” (1997, 13). In a similarly fashion, Gianakis writes, “Even if results-oriented measures were available, the means-end relationship between government programs and societal problems are at best poorly understood” (1996, 131). What these two authors are saying is that, in reality, it is impossible to explain with precision why a particular outcome occurred, especially when dealing with societal problems which, for the most part, are intractable and insurmountable.
Last but certainly not the least, using the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Fire-arms (BATF), a federal agency, as an example, Murphy (1997, 46) made an interesting and insightful point about the problems associated with outcomes. To paraphrase him, an output- oriented goal of the agency might be to increase the number of persons arrested for violating federal fire-arms laws. On the other hand, an outcome-oriented goal – the ultimate public policy objective to be pursued by the agency – might be a reduction in violet crime. Using this example, the big question is whether we can empirically prove that there is a direct relationship between the efforts or outputs (number of criminals arrested) of the agency and the outcome (a reduction in violet crime) produced by those efforts or outputs. Obviously, it is true that the agency’s efforts (outputs) contributed to the reduction in violet crime but, by how much, we cannot tell precisely. By the same token, it is, according to Murphy, also true that violet crime rates and trends are affected by and correlate with many factors, which are totally beyond the agency’s control. For example, experience tells us that ‘poverty’ and ‘crime’ go hand in hand and that no matter how hard society or government tries to eradicate poverty and crime, there will always be poor people and perpetual criminals among us. Worse still, if we add the statement, “The worst poverty is not material poverty, but poverty of the spirit” to the equation, there is no government program that can solve this problem; only God can solve the problem and make an impact in people’s lives. 
A Focus on Outcome requires us to Overhaul the One-Dimensional form of Accountability
Given the problems that beset outcomes as discussed in the preceding section, this paper argues that the ‘one-dimensional’ form of accountability is inappropriate and detrimental to the partnership between government and nonprofits. For one reason and as the name implies, it holds only one party (nonprofits) accountable. Unbelievably, this means that government is immune from accountability. In a democratic society in which it is assumed that government is designed to serve the people, government cannot be immune from accountability because a servant cannot, from a biblical perspective, be greater than his or her master. What does all this mean? It means that when the name of the game is outcome, we need to revise our concept of accountability – a moving target – to recognize that responsibility for outcomes should be shared between the parties in the partnership. Invariably, this means also that we need to replace the one-dimensional accountability model with a more equitable accountability model. 
There is one caveat, though. That is, for political and economic reasons, it will not be easy, though it can be done, to dismantle the one-dimensional accountability model. From a political perspective, here are some reasons. As the literature reveals, for much of the history of the American government, the definition and application of accountability has been largely about control of public administrators by their political masters – elected officials (e.g., Light 1993). As Cooper observes, “even a cursory review of contemporary public administration textbooks suggests that the dominant and traditional definition and application of accountability has been one of command-and-control” (1994, 273). McWeeney put it this way: “Over the past two decades, accountability has been viewed in a one-dimensional perspective, focusing on whether or not program managers complied with the task directed at them” (1997, 14). In other words, to the extent that elected officials are accustomed to the one-dimensional form of accountability, it will be difficult for them to give it up for what (e.g., shared accountability) they are not familiar with – even alien – to their backgrounds. From the economic perspective, the one-dimensional form of accountability has, through its top-down, bureaucratic, and control mechanisms, the potential to produce efficiency in government. However, as Carl Schurz said so many years ago, “…the question of whether the departments at Washington are managed well or badly is, in proportion to the whole problem, an insignificant question….” (1913, 123). In support of Schurz’s argument, it is essential to note that the United States Constitution begins with the phrase, “We the people,” not “efficiency.” Equally compelling, as Tocqueville noted after “The Grand Convention” of 1787, “The people [not efficiency] reign in the American political world…” (Stillman 1987). Stated differently, if efficiency (administrative value) is compared with equity, fairness, and accountability (political, democratic, and constitutional values), it will definitely take a back seat. What this means is that although the one-traditional form of accountability is inherently entrenched in American government, and although it has the potential to produce efficiency in government, it is, nevertheless, ineffective and inequitable. Therefore, it needs to be uprooted and replaced with a more effective and equitable model of accountability, namely, “shared accountability,” which has the potential to bring justice, fairness, and equity to the partnership between government and nonprofits. Prior to discussing the idea and application of this amazing, break-through accountability model, a trip into the concept and meaning of accountability – the foundation for shared accountability – is in order.  
Accountability: What Does It Mean?

Accountability is one of the most studied and least understood phenomena on planet earth; yet the term is too slippery to understand with a snap of a finger because it means different things to different people – depending on where one stands. Evidence of this assertion abounds. According to Romzek and Dubnick, “Accountability is a fundamental but underdeveloped concept in American public administration. Scholars and practitioners freely use the term to refer to answerability for one’s actions or behavior. Administrators and agencies are accountable to the extent that they are required to answer for their actions. Beyond this basic notion of accountability, there has been little refinement of the term” (1987, 228). In one stroke, Rubin puts it this way: “Accountability is a multifaceted concept, and has been approached historically in different ways” (1996, 114). Of course, the definition of accountability cannot be complete without mentioning the insightful and enlightening opinion of Oliver and Drewry. In their words, “Use (and sometimes misuse) of the term accountability in the context of discussions about politics and government is far from new, but it has become something of a ‘buzz word’…It is an ambiguous word, often misleadingly used interchangeably with responsibility” (1996, 3). From their perspective, accountability means “…the duty to explain or justify and then the duty to make amends to anyone who has suffered loss or injustice if something has gone wrong…” (P.134). On the other hand, the authors define responsibility as “having a job to do, and being liable to take the blame when things go wrong” (P.134). It is interesting to note that the authors did not separate accountability from responsibility to create another dichotomy in public administration. According to them, “The concepts of responsibility and accountability are linked, but they are not interchangeable” (P.3). One logical reason for this is that, in actuality, the two concepts are flip sides of the same coin. That is, in the real world, we cannot have one without the other; and responsibility usually begets accountability. In other words, before we hold someone accountable for his / her action, we must first, in all fairness and justice, determine his or her responsibility. To put it bluntly, we cannot simply talk about accountability unless we begin with an understanding of ultimate responsibility. 

From a theological perspective, the experience of Adam in the Garden of Eden demonstrates the relationship between accountability and responsibility. For example, to test Adam for his loyalty and obedience to God, God decreed:
And the Lord God commanded the man [Adam], saying, of every tree of the garden thou mayest freely eat: But of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, thou shalt not eat of it: for in the day that thou eatest thereof thou shalt surely die (Gen 2:16-17).
Central to this paper, the twin concepts of accountability and responsibility are quite evident in the biblical quotation. More importantly, it is clear from the quotation that responsibility precedes accountability. In other words, before God punished or held Adam accountable (by way of death) for eating the forbidden fruit, He (God) first gave him (Adam) an ultimate responsibility – the freedom to eat other fruits in the garden, but not the forbidden fruit. Here is the key point which we miss today in the application of accountability. To reiterate, before God held Adam accountable for violating His commandment, He first of all established the boundary of Adam’s responsibility – eat every other fruit in the garden, but don’t mess with this / that one. To drive this point home, O’Connell’s illuminating comment is in order. “The city or county may have an ambulance service of its own, contract with a profit or nonprofit organization to provide ambulance service, or allow competition among all three, but it has the ultimate responsibility to be certain that the service is available, accessible, and affordable to all” (1996, 224). Invariably, to the extent that responsibility is, one way or another, incumbent on the city or county to provide needed services to the people, it must be held accountable to the people if the services are not provided, especially if the people are paying their due taxes for those services. The crucial point from a religious perspective is that: if there is no responsibility; no sin or crime will be committed. In the case of Adam and similar cases in the Bible, this doctrine is well and alive. Under this condition, it is immoral, unethical, and unfair to hold innocent people or organizations accountable for what they are not responsible for. Ironically, nonprofit organizations are held accountable for the outcomes of government programs without first of all establishing the boundary of their responsibility. Having gained some understanding of the meaning of the term ‘accountability’ and the condition under which it is (or ought to be) applied, attention now turns to the discussion of the term “shared accountability.”  
SHARED ACCOUNTABILITY 
As the name implies, shared accountability simply means sharing accountability between the parties in a partnership. To shed some light on this point, some examples are in order. First, as the matrimonial adage goes, “It takes two to make a marriage work.” Applying this simple, common-sense principle to the government-nonprofit partnership means that the two parties must work together in harmony to make the partnership work and to be jointly held accountable if the partnership crumbles. Second, the inherent intricacies of government programs means that all parties involved must be held accountable for the performance of those programs, not just the less powerful party. The rationale is that under the condition described above, it is difficult to tell exactly who is actually responsible for an outcome. For example, if a government program (e.g., the food stamp program) is not producing the intended outcome, who is responsible for the poor performance of the program; Congress, White House, or the ultimate beneficiaries of the program? The simple answer is “all of the above.” Third and related to the second, advocates of the “third generation of research” movement recognize that the manner in which programs are designed determines how successfully they will be implemented and that “implementation is not a failure if the policy or program is poorly designed or not feasible in the first place; in order words, success must be considered in light of design considerations (e.g., Goggin et al. 1990; Linder and Peters 1987, 102-27; and Denhardt and Denhardt 2007, 108). To drive this point home, this means that both government policy makers and nonprofit managers should jointly be held accountable for the outcomes (or lack of them) of government programs.
Implicit in the concept of ‘shared accountability’ are the notions of justice, fairness, and equity. Interestingly, these are the democratic values that are cherished and ingrained in the American system of government, including the American Constitution – the law of the land. However, when it comes to accountability, especially with respect to program outcomes, these values either take a back seat or fall by the wayside. For example, the sharing of accountability may be difficult for elected officials to accept, especially if they have any reason to believe that negative outcome information will be used against them before, during, and after elections. Fortunately, under the shared accountability model, all the parties (no exceptions) in the partnership have a fair share of the blame or will be jointly held accountable for program outcomes. The following excerpt will make this point clear. 
…because policies and their implementation are inherently linked…it is difficult at times to distinguish who is truly responsible for an outcome, the department minister who makes the policy or the agency chief executive who implements the policy. Questions have arisen on whether a poor result was due to poor policy or inadequate implementation and on who was ultimately accountable for the resulting performance (GAO 1997, 11).
Shared Accountability: International Experiences

From an international perspective, the following excerpt shows how accountability is shared between government officials.  

In the British system, accountability for public service is broadly reserved to ministers. The latter may have to bear responsibility as well: for instance if their policy is found to have been defective, or if an agency within a department was not properly established, funded and staffed…or, perhaps, if ministerial interference in the day-to-day operational running of an agency were to make it impossible for the Chief Executive to do his or her work properly….” ( Oliver and  Drewry 1996,134). 

 
The experiences of New Zealand and the United Kingdom with outcomes and their applications are also a case in point and should serve as a wake-up call for the United States and the rest of the world. During the watershed years (late 1980s and early 1990s) for “performance measurement” and “managing for results” initiatives that spread across the world like wildfire, New Zealand and the United Kingdom recognized firsthand the problems, consequences and implications of holding public managers accountable for the outcomes and impacts of government programs. With this knowledge, “…New Zealand and the United Kingdom have chosen to hold government ministers accountable for outcomes, recognizing that program managers do not control all of the factors that may affect an outcome. These countries have chosen to hold program managers accountable for efficiently providing specified goods and services on which the managers and ministers have agreed, rather than the outcomes of those goods and services” (GAO 1995, 7). In support of the New Zealand system, Ball states, “…in our system managers are not explicitly accountable for outcome achievement and the budget system is not structured on outcome lines” (quoted by  Mascarenhas 1996, 18). Mascarenhas’ description of the problem of holding public managers accountable for outcomes that are beyond their control is summarized below.
By clearly separating the responsibility of departments for outputs and the government for outcomes, the Public Finance Act of 1989 recognizes the difficulties of holding agencies accountable for results…. The greater emphasis on outputs and lesser emphasis on outcomes is also caused by the difficulties in establishing the causal relationship between outputs and outcomes where the sources of impact are so diverse…the failure to incorporate outcomes as the direct responsibility of department is an admission that it is too difficult to make public program managers responsible for outcomes (Mascarenhas 1996, 17-18).
PROBING THE EVIDENCE
 
The big question that has driven this paper has been this: What, if anything, administrative, management, and accountability models or paradigms would best govern the partnership between government and nonprofits so that the latter would  be in a better position – free of micromanagement and oversight – to provide better, high-quality services to the public? To address this question head-on, a ‘shared accountability’ model was recommended. However, although this accountability model has the potential and ability to resolve the micromanagement and oversight problems between the two parties and to bring justice to the partnership, it is not self-executing. Thus, in order for the shared accountability model to serve the two parties and other stakeholders most effectively, the following critical steps must be taken. 
1. Resolve the Micromanagement and Oversight Problems 

The adage, “money talks” is well and alive in the partnership between government and nonprofits. As Wolch (1990) puts it, “The increasing reliance of nonprofit organizations on public revenues has given the state an opportunity to delve into the management and goal-setting processes of nonprofit organizations.” Weidenbaum (1969) calls this practice “public assumption of private decision-making.” Taken together, these micromanagement problems are detrimental to the partnership because they do not afford nonprofit organizations the flexibility and autonomy they need to provide and deliver high-quality services to the public. As a point of departure to solving the micromanagement problem, it is instructive to begin with the biblical story of “Prophet Balaam and the Balking Donkey.” This story sums up the micromanagement problem and, presumably, the solution to it. Here is the story (paraphrased):
One day (not recorded), Prophet Balaam was on a mission to work against God when his donkey suddenly stopped on the road. Foolishly, the prophet started to beat the donkey severely, but no matter how heard he tried, the donkey would not move. Finally, the donkey cried out and said, “Sir, why are you beating me? Haven’t I served you well all these years”? As the donkey was speaking, an angel spoke to Prophet Balaam and said; you fool, quit beating the donkey. Your donkey just saved your life, for if you had carried out your atrocious mission, you would have been killed (Num 22). 

The key lesson that emerged from the story is this: Although the donkey was willing and ready to faithfully and diligently serve her master (Prophet Balaam), as long as her master continued to beat her (problem), she did not even try to move or budge. The only possible way she could move or budge so that her master could fulfill his mission is when he stopped beating her (solution to the problem). Applying this heart-breaking case scenario to the partnership between government and nonprofits, government must refrain from micromanaging nonprofits. This will give nonprofits the flexibility and discretion they need to provide and deliver better, high-quality goods and services to the public.  In addition, government should play a consultative role, not a dictatorship role, in advising nonprofits to tailor the provision and delivery of public goods and services to meet the needs and preferences of the citizens. After all, as partners, they have a common goal to pursue and achieve; and casting lots for blame will not get the job done.
2. Resolve the Accountability Criterion Problem 
As noted earlier, elected officials now seek to fundamentally change the focus of nonprofits accountability from inputs and outputs (what they can control) to a focus on the outcomes (what they cannot control) that are being achieved. However, given that outcomes do not have the ability to demonstrate causality and the fact that outcomes are beyond the control of public managers, holding nonprofits accountable for the outcomes of government programs, creates more problems than it solves. For instance, such practice creates a false sense of responsibility and accountability for nonprofits, in the sense that they are forced to account for what is beyond their control. To resolve this problem, government should discontinue completely the use of outcomes as the almighty criterion against which nonprofits are held accountable. In lieu of outcomes, the United States, like New Zealand and the United Kingdom, should hold nonprofits accountable for what they can control, namely, inputs and outputs. After all, “outcome accountability” is not a new idea and practice in the United States. In the 1960s and 1990s, for example, outcome accountability was the defining pillar of Program Planning Budgeting System (PPBS) and the Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) of 1993. If, as the literature reveals, PPBS and GPRA failed to achieve their intended accountability objectives, the policy question to ask is, why should a similar attempt or system succeed this time around?
The One-Dimensional Accountability Problem
From the previous discussions, it was mentioned that the partnership between government and nonprofits is defined solely in a one-dimensional, command-and-control, and top-down fashion. Second, it was mentioned that this form of accountability is detrimental to the proper functioning of the partnership between the two parties. For one reason, it stripes nonprofits of their autonomy, discretion, and the flexibility they need to make good decisions and to do a better job in providing and delivering public goods and services to the citizens. To resolve this chronic problem, it was recommended that we replace the dysfunctional, one-dimensional accountability model with a more equitable accountability model – shared accountability. To augment this recommendation, both parties, especially government, must allow the principles of shard accountability to live in their hearts and guide their behaviors and actions. As Francis of Assisi said so many years ago, “It is no use walking anywhere to preach unless our walking is our preaching” (quoted in Pierce 2001, 89). If both parties faithfully abide by this principle, the shared accountability model will definitely enable them to work together in good-faith and achieve their common goal without looking for escape goats. 
CONCLUSION
A major argument advanced in this paper is that nonprofit organizations are unfairly, inequitably, and unjustly held accountable for the outcomes of government programs, even though those outcomes are beyond their control. Other pertinent problems identified and addressed include the micromanagement and oversight problems, the accountability criterion problem, and the one-dimensional accountability problem. In order to equitably and effectively address these problems, a cutting-edge “shared accountability” model was recommended to replace the one-dimensional, command-and-control form of accountability, which I believe is one of the most critical problems that is putting asunder in the partnership between government and nonprofits. But, not too fast; meaning that these two parties still have a long way to go before they can achieve a perfect marriage. Hence the following recommendations are offered.
No Unrealistic Expectations and Demands on Nonprofits
Government should refrain from putting unrealistic expectations and demands on nonprofits. The Scripture says in Luke 12: 48, “To whom much is given, much is required.” Asking nonprofits to produce outcomes that are beyond their control and holding them accountable for those outcomes is asking too much from them. After all, government did not give nonprofits the tools to produce outcomes; instead, they are only given the tool (money) to produce outputs. In this regard, it makes immense sense to hold nonprofits accountable for outputs only, not outcomes. This is the principle of the “punishment must fit the crime.
No Assumption of a False Sense of Responsibility and Accountability by Nonprofits

Finally, nonprofits should not, under any circumstances, assume a false sense of responsibility and accountability for government’s faulty choices and decisions. For example, if government creates a faulty program that is not doable or implementable in the first place, nonprofits should not be held accountable for the outcome of the program. To be fair, the problem should reside where it belongs – government. That is, government should take the ultimate responsibility for creating a faulty program and be beheld accountable for the outcome (or lack of it) of the program. This way, nonprofits will be able to see the blazing light of justice.
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