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ABSTRACT 
This article presents findings from a study of management practice in youth career assistance non-
profits in Germany and the United States, focusing on the area of evaluation. It was hypothesized 
that the institutional frameworks of the welfare regime, public administration, and the nonprofit 
sectors’ origins play an essential role in shaping evaluation practices at the level of operative man-
agement. Interviews with managers in both countries were conducted utilizing the World 
Management Survey in a mixed methods design. Data were evaluated using statistical methods 
and qualitative content analysis. The findings indicate significant quantitative and qualitative dif-
ferences between nonprofit evaluation practices in both countries. These results are discussed 
within the institutional framework used for hypothesis formulation, concluding with suggestions 
of future research avenues for internationally comparative nonprofit scholarship. 

RÉSUMÉ  
Cet article présentera les résultats d’une étude sur les pratiques de gestion des organisations à 
but non lucratif d’aide à la carrière des jeunes, en Allemagne et aux États-Unis. Le thème central 
sera sur l’évaluation. L’hypothèse est que les cadres institutionnels du régime de protection sociale, 
l’administration publique et les origines de secteur non lucratifs jouent un rôle essentiel dans le 
façonnement des pratiques d’évaluation au niveau de la gestion opérationnelle. Des entretiens 
ont été menés avec des directeurs des deux pays avec la World Management Survey, mais en uti-
lisant un conception de méthodes mixtes. Les données ont été évaluées à l’aide de méthodes sta-
tistiques et d’une analyse qualitative. Les constatations indiquent des différences quantitatives et 
qualitatives entre les pratiques d’évaluation dans les deux pays. Ces résultats sont discutés dans 
le cadre institutionnel utilisé pour formuler l’hypothèse, et se terminent par des suggestions de 
pistes de recherche potentielles pour une bourse d’étude comparative internationale du secteur 
non lucratif. 

Keywords / Mots clés : nonprofit management, quality assurance, youth career services, interna-
tional management research / gestion à but non lucrative, assurance qualité, services d’orientation 
professionnelle pour les jeunes, recherche en gestion internationale 
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Managers in human service nonprofit organizations (HSNs) conduct their work in contexts informed 
by locally situated and globally informed institutional paradigms, which are frequently ambiguous 
and sometimes contradictory (Anheier, 2010; Sanders, 2012). Neoliberal social policy practice, in-
cluding increased contracting of government services to nonprofit, for-profit, and hybrid organiza-
tions, has led to wholesale and subtle import of business-like management practice, blurring the 
lines between sectors (Bromley & Meyer, 2017; Skelcher & Smith, 2015). The institutionalization 
of hybrid and for-profit organizational forms, such as B-Corps and social enterprises, has hastened 
the discursive and material shift of HSNs toward business-like management (Kopaneva & Cheney, 
2019; Mendell, 2017). However, social services management, particularly in HSNs, does not consist 
solely of copying public sector austerity programs or private sector emphases on efficiency and ef-
fectiveness (Hasenfeld, 2015). Current scholarship shows a wide array of nonprofit management 
behaviour, including outright rejection of external pressures, tacit and explicit forms of resistance, 
hybrid forms of organizing, and orderly acceptance (Maier, Meyer, & Steinbereithner, 2016). These 
varieties of nonprofit management are informed by contextual demands (Baines, Charlesworth, & 
Cunningham, 2014) and the boundedly rational responses to these demands (Hasenfeld, 2015; 
Hasenfeld & Garrow, 2012; Simon, 1979). Cross-national quantitative studies of management prac-
tice also point to significant differences between countries and organizational types (Bloom, Lemos, 
Sadun, & Van Reenen, 2015; Bloom & Van Reenen, 2010; Delfgaauw, Dur, Propper, & Smith, 2011; 
Keller, 2011). 

This article focuses on the management area of evaluation as an example of topical and contested 
nonprofit organizing practice (Arvidson & Lyon, 2014; Carnochan, Samples, Myers, & Austin, 2014; 
Moxham, 2010) in Germany and the United States. Contrasting the contours of evaluation practices 
and their relationships with different contexts or “accountability regimes” (Ebrahim, 2009) allows 
for a nuanced understanding of the unique conditions of nonprofit management and the third sector 
more broadly. According to Benjamin and Campbell (2020), “evaluation involves the systematic 
gathering of information about an entity, called an evaluand, to determine its merit or worth, inform 
decision making and improve policy” (p. 198). The example of HSN evaluation practice provides an 
intriguing entry point to wider debates on the efficacy of social interventions (Ebrahim, 2019) and 
widely varying notions of accountability (Perrin, 2018). Both issues are of special relevance to cur-
rent nonprofit scholarship given the role of evaluation in the (neoliberal) marketization and profes-
sionalization of the nonprofit sector (Lee & Clerkin, 2017; Post & Dodge, 2019; Roy, Eikenberry, & 
Teasdale, 2021). This article makes a novel contribution to the comparative, context-situated study 
of nonprofit management practices. 

In sketching out a coherent theoretical background for this study, applications of internationally 
comparative scholarship on for-profit management practice prove to be limited. After briefly sum-
marizing this field, attention turns to the article’s analytic approach, organizational institutionalism. 
Evaluation practice in HSNs will be contextualized within the historically, socially, and culturally 
located institutions. Comparative theories of the welfare state (Esping-Andersen, 1990), public 
administration reform (Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2017), and the social origins of the nonprofit sector 
(Salamon & Anheier, 1998; Salamon, Sokolowski, & Haddock, 2017) will be explicated and ap-
plied to the topic of evaluation practice. These comparative theories will inform later data analysis 
and discussion. 



Data was collected as part of a larger comparative study of German and US nonprofit management 
practices in the field of youth career assistance services (YCAS). Youth career assistance nonprofits 
present a compelling case for comparative study because YCAS reflects the particular historical, 
social, and institutional growth of social services and the nonprofit sector in Germany and the United 
States (Ryan, 2001). Youth career assistance, known in Germany as Jugendberufshilfe, offers holistic 
support to youth and young adults before, during, and after the transition from school to higher 
education, apprenticeships, or work, with the secondary goal of social participation (Oehme, 2016). 
Whereas youth social work and career assistance is legally, institutionally, and financially anchored 
in German society (Sozialgesetzbuch, 1990), similar services in the United States are located in an 
ambiguous, localized, and piecemeal institutional framework oriented around the public school sys-
tem and a fragmented post-secondary education landscape (Savickas & Savickas, 2019). 

Data were generated using a standardized interview guide, the World Management Survey 
(Delfgaauw et al., 2011; Van Reenen & Bloom, 2007). Analysis of the data utilized a mixed methods 
approach to illuminate specific differences and similarities between evaluation practices, and to 
contrast reasoning for these practices within the specific institutional contexts. The primary research 
questions pursued in this study include 

What differences exist between quality assurance practices in YCAS nonprofits in a
Germany and the United States? 
How do differences and similarities in nonprofit quality assurance practices relate to b
their respective institutional environments?  

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND  
Institutionally informed comparative nonprofit management  
Much of internationally comparative management research has sought to survey or create a nor-
mative basis for management practice across borders (Farmer & Richman, 1964; Hofstede, 2001; 
House, Dorfman, Javidan, Hanges, & Sully de Luque, 2014; Van Reenen & Bloom, 2007). In contrast 
to these institutionally blind approaches, this article offers a theoretical foundation based in organ-
izational institutionalism. Organizational institutionalism is a school of organizational theory that 
emphasizes the importance of myth, ritual, and script in creating and sustaining organizations (Scott, 
2017). Tacit meaning, identity, and storytelling take priority over nominally definitive categories 
such as efficiency and effectiveness in organizational life (Greenwood, Oliver, Lawrence, & Meyer, 
2017; Meyer & Rowan, 1977). In contrast to actor-centred approaches, the organizational institu-
tionalist perspective views managerial practice as fundamentally shaped by legitimacy and appro-
priateness, rather than efficiency and effectiveness. Institutional fields require context-specific 
practices of actors. Managers “translate” and “edit” practices to recontextualize and redramatize 
them in the specific organizational location in which they operate. Wedlin and Sahlin (2017, p. 7) 
characterize translation as “simultaneous processes of movement and transformation.” 

The institutional environment for HSNs consists of a complex system of intersections between public, 
private, and civil society actors and structures (Anheier & Toepler, 2020; Casey, 2016b). These struc-
tures, and the logics associated with them, shape and are shaped by practices, including by those of 
managers in nonprofit organizations. This relationship is one of mediation between structure and ac-
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tion, fostered to an extent by managers’ translations of ideas and practices. Thereby, actors’ agency 
within organizations is located temporally, spatially, culturally, socially, and institutionally, which al-
lows and disallows action (Emirbayer & Mische, 1998; Hargrave & Van De Ven, 2009).  

Nonprofit context: Welfare regimes  
Welfare regimes are arguably the most important contextual factor that shapes German and US 
HSN management, providing not only funding and regulation, but also a broad set of operational 
logics that socialize and otherwise shape an organization’s mission and work (Casey, 2016a; 
Salamon et al., 2017). Esping-Andersen (1990) theorized three welfare regime types: liberal, con-
servative, and social democratic. Although not conceptually exhaustive, this analysis is an effective 
way to organize discussion of basic differences vis-à-vis ideal types in comparative nonprofit studies 
(Casey, 2016b; Salamon & Anheier, 1998). It seeks to answer the question of, on an institutional 
and path-dependent level, “how countries can either use the market or diverge from it by . . . con-
servatively upholding social stability” (Schröder, 2013, p. 14). Its primary typification and conclu-
sions regarding Germany and the United States have been echoed by more recent scholarship, for 
example, by Starke, Obinger, & Castles, (2008) on policy convergence and Schröder (2013) on in-
terinstitutional complementarity. 

Germany represents a prototypical “conservative” welfare regime. This type is characterized as cor-
poratist, in that workers, companies, and other societal interest groups engage in organized power 
sharing, while remaining subordinate to the state. Rooted in feudal relations, the conservative re-
gime is patriarchal in the sense of protection and privilege bestowed by the state to certain social 
groups, precluding a liberal “obsession with market efficiency and commodification” (Esping-
Andersen, 1990, p. 27). Conservative welfare regimes serve to preserve social order and hierarchy. 
Stratification is a key aspect of the conservative paradigm insofar as it contextualizes the individual 
by fossilizing social orders (Van Kersbergen & Kremer, 2008). In line with the (neo-)corporatist phi-
losophy of the German welfare regime, many services are provided by private HSNs associated 
with major societal interest groups such as the Catholic and Protestant churches, and organized la-
bour (Esping-Andersen, 1990). Accountability is thereby diffused throughout the major players in 
the welfare regime (Anheier, Hass, & Beller, 2013). 

Conversely, the United States’ welfare regime is representative of the “liberal” type according to 
Esping-Andersen (1990). Liberal welfare regimes are market facing, seeing the invisible hand of the 
free market as an equalizer of opportunity among atomized individuals (Lynch, 2014). Modest and 
strictly regulated (i.e., means tested) support and services are provided only to the lowest-income 
and most disadvantaged citizens. This leads to a significant stigmatization of service users and in-
centivizes benefit refusal, as Esping-Andersen (1990, p. 26) writes: “the limits of welfare equal the 
marginal propensity for welfare instead of work.” The liberal welfare regime actively supports marke-
tization of HSN services. This is achieved through subsidization or contracting, or by reducing benefits 
with the intention of passively encouraging private initiative to fill the gap created by the state’s ab-
sence (Esping-Andersen, 1990), a trend that has increased in the past decades in both countries 
(Henriksen, Smith, & Zimmer, 2012). Notions of accountability are heavily influenced by these marke-
tizing arrangements (Abramovitz & Zelnick, 2018; Sandberg, Elliott, & Petchel, 2019). 
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Nonprofit context: Public administration reform  
The politics, policy, and political culture of public administration is closely intertwined with HSN 
management practice (Pandey & Johnson, 2019). The United States and Germany both have de-
centralized federal structures, which gives states and local governments extensive leeway in enact-
ing reform programs. Both countries’ public reforms have been particularly influenced by the New 
Public Management paradigm, which is characterized by an emphasis on business-like manage-
ment, efficiency, decentralization, and input-output control (Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2017). 

Germany’s public sector administration is influenced by the characteristics of the Rechtsstaat in 
which the state is viewed as a “central integrating force within society, and its focal concerns are 
with the preparation, promulgation, and enforcement of laws.” (Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2017, p. 61) 
Welfare policy is enshrined in extensive legal forms. Recently, neo-Weberian reforms to public ad-
ministration have incorporated both elements of classic Weberian bureaucracy, building on a distinct 
public administration culture, and democratic reform aspects, such as increased citizen consultation. 
Though the state’s role has been strengthened somewhat as a provider of solutions to social prob-
lems, there is also greater emphasis placed on public satisfaction with services. A results-driven 
culture, as opposed to traditional concerns about procedure, has become more salient (Pollitt & 
Bouckaert, 2017). Overall, the German trajectory is one towards piecemeal implementation of in-
creased, though often disjointed, accountability and measurement systems in the public sector 
(Jantz, Christensen, & Lægreid, 2015). 

In the United States, the Public Interest model of public administration is posited by Pollitt and 
Bouckaert (2017) to be the dominant paradigm. The role of public administration is perceived as 
that of a “fair and trusted referee,” ensuring “independence of the play of sectional interests” (Pollitt 
& Bouckaert, 2017, p. 61). In the United States, public administration is considered accountable to 
a wide range of political and economic interests including businesses and the public at-large. There 
is an emphasis on market-like values, such as efficiency, competition, and innovation. Some reforms 
have been implemented, especially those aimed at greater transparency and short-term savings 
(Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2017). The public sector’s relationship with nonprofits has emphasized these 
aspects for some time (Salamon, 1999; Suárez, 2010). However, similarly to Germany, a generalized 
and coherent reform paradigm has been lacking. This may in part be due to the federal division of 
power present in both countries (Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2017). 

Nonprofit context: Origins of civil society  
The specific comparative institutional origins of the nonprofit sector is of primary concern in ascer-
taining differences in evaluation practices in HSNs. Social Origins Theory (e.g. Salamon & Anheier, 
1998; Salamon et al., 2017) offers an explicitly institutional comparative framework for the nonprofit 
sector. It formulates an empirically based response to theories of government and market failure 
(Weisbrod, 1977), supply side (James, 1987) trust based (Krashinsky, 1986), welfare state (Hicks 
& Swank, 1992), and interdependence theories (Salamon, 1995). According to Salamon and col-
leagues (1998; 2017), institutional patterns in the social economy are located within complex, his-
torically contingent backdrops that explain differences in size, funding type, and other key sectoral 
characteristics. Casey’s (2016b) Cultural Frames typology offers a similar basis of comparison for 
both countries.  
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Germany’s nonprofit sector is characterized by Salamon et al. (2017) as a “welfare partnership” (or 
“corporatist” by Salamon and Anheier [1998]). Based on the nonprofit sector’s high levels of state 
funding and national gross domestic product (GDP), this typification relates to traditions of cooper-
ation and negotiation among different groups in German (civil) society (e.g., organized labour, church, 
state). These institutionalized practices were and still are often coordinated and directly funded by 
the state. The result is a focus on the provision of services, rather than advocacy in opposition to 
state policy (Salamon et al., 2017). This type of close relationship between the welfare regime and 
third sector may imply less formal and systemic evaluation practices. 

The US third sector is described by Salamon et al. (2017), similarly to Esping-Andersen (1990), as 
liberal with some welfare partnership elements. The nonprofit economy comprises a relatively large 
share of GDP but receives relatively low levels of state funding. The liberal typology is characterized 
historically by a lack of direct social conflicts between economic classes leading to societal con-
ditions that remain largely unchallenged at an institutional level. Human service nonprofit organi-
zations are viewed as a private solution to collective societal problems, set in the frame of 
marketized service providers that nonetheless receive the majority of their funding from public 
sources (Salamon et al., 2017). The sector has a stronger reliance on the historic and present 
largesse of philanthropically minded upper-class and middle-class social groups, coupled with the 
ethos of personal responsibility (Eikenberry, 2015). These factors could potentially result in in-
creased transparency and quantitative impact measurement. 

Nonprofit evaluation regimes?  
Although there is a paucity of (comparative) empirical research on internal evaluation practice in 
HSNs in Germany and the United States, limited applications to this management area can be found 
in the comparative theories described in the previous subsections. Frequent use of quantitative data 
measurement and extensive quality dialogue are congruent with Public Value concepts in US public 
administration and liberal, market-economic orientations in the welfare regime (Esping-Andersen, 
1990; Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2017). In these contexts, managers may see a need to legitimize nonprofit 
practices through clearly recognizable scripts that are easily understood by all potential stake-
holders, especially funders. An emphasis on individualism and entrepreneurialism, coupled with 
transparency, is a strong thread in comparative theories of the US nonprofit institutional environ-
ment (Casey, 2016b; Salamon et al., 2017). Broader cultural values likely undergird this paradigm. 
United States management is thought to be more performance oriented and less motivated by col-
lectivism (House, Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman, & Gupta, 2004). 

German management is seen to be focused on (post-)corporatist and sometimes cooperative welfare 
state-nonprofit relations (Bode, 2011). This may preclude rigorous quantitative evaluation practices 
since accountability is diffused throughout the entire social policy apparatus (Anheier et al., 2013; 
Esping-Andersen, 1990). Evaluation, particularly in the nonprofit sector, is driven primarily by political 
concerns (Stockmann & Meyer, 2020). Indeed, this diffusion of responsibility may lead to ritualized 
uses of monitoring and evaluation in HSNs (Bode, 2019; Bode & Turba, 2020). While neo-Weberian 
reforms in Germany may have increased the pressure to implement public facing quality measures, 
the path dependent, traditionalist tendencies of the nonprofit sector likely outweigh these changes 
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when compared with US nonprofits (Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2017; Salamon et al., 2017). When the 
German nonprofit sector partakes in a welfare partnership with the state, trust may be higher, and 
the pressure to evaluate impact stringently, rationally, and transparently may be lower.  

METHODS  
This study employed a mixed methods design, using both quantitative and qualitative data to tri-
angulate findings on differences between nonprofit evaluation practice in Germany and the United 
States, as well as associations between these practices and the institutional environments. 
Comparative studies can relationally illuminate new aspects about two or more research subjects 
(Bazeley, 2013). Initially, the quantitative data analysis served the purpose of identifying statistically 
significant differences in evaluation practice between German and US HSN management. 
Quantitative and qualitative data were analyzed separately, then later integrated holistically to pro-
duce rich, triangulated findings, which imply forms of agential, institutional (as opposed to mechan-
ical) causality (Howe, 2012). In this sense, the qualitative data analysis contextualizes what is 
indicated by the quantitative analysis (i.e., adding further substance to the cut-and-dry statistical 
analysis (Schoonenboom & Johnson, 2017). In turn, question-level quantitative analysis provides 
additional depth to the discussion of findings, since certain evaluation practices may see larger or 
smaller differences.  

RESEARCH INSTRUMENT  
A modified version of the World Management Survey (WMS), specifically the section on “monitor-
ing,” was employed as the primary research instrument. The WMS has been employed extensively 
in cross-national comparisons of management practices in a variety of relevant settings, including 
education (Bloom et al., 2015) and healthcare (McConnell, Hoffman, Quanbeck, & McCarty, 2009; 
Tsai, Jha, Gawande, Huckman, Bloom, & Sadun, 2015). The instrument has also found applications 
in comparative nonprofit management (Delfgaauw et al., 2011; Keller, 2011). For the purposes of 
this study, the author further modified Delfgaauw et al.’s (2011) nonprofit WMS interview guide, 
which was based on the work of Bloom and Van Reenen (2007). As Delfgaauw and colleagues’ 
work related to the field of foster care placement, changes were made to accommodate the study 
of the YCAS nonprofit field. Additional cosmetic changes were made to increase accessibility of the 
survey language for managers in the United States and Germany. 

The “monitoring” section of the WMS instrument puts forward a range of questions about the col-
lection and use of outcome data, and how this data is used to improve organizational and individual 
performance. This can usefully be equated to evaluation as a management practice in nonprofit or-
ganizations (see appendix). However, it should be noted for the sake of conceptual clarity that mon-
itoring and evaluation differ in important ways. Monitoring (i.e., the measurement of predefined 
outcomes) is a component of evaluation (i.e., an appraisal of whether desired impact has been 
achieved (Liket, 2017). In the results and discussion sections, the term evaluation will refer to both 
practices, while monitoring will be used when referring specifically to the more limited aspect of 
data collection for output control. 
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The WMS instrument operationalizes management on a normative scale (Van Reenen & Bloom, 
2007). At first, this approach may seem to undercut the stated perspective of the study. World 
Management Survey criteria for “good” management stand for a variety of modern business man-
agement practices, especially those associated with Lean Management (Bloom & Van Reenen, 
2010). Higher scores can thus be seen as a proxy for the salience of business-like management. In 
particular, the WMS conceptualizes state-of-the art “monitoring” practice as implementation of for-
mal, ongoing, consequence driven evaluation (Delfgaauw et al., 2011; Van Reenen & Bloom, 2007). 
Importantly, many of these practices have found currency in the HSNs through marketization 
(Sandberg et al., 2019), the McDonaldization of service delivery (Dustin, 2016), and the rise of audit 
cultures (Moxham, 2010; Shore & Wright, 2015). The WMS provides a standardized reference point 
to dig deeper into the evaluation practices of nonprofit managers, allowing for standardized com-
parison and contextualization of its results.  

SAMPLING AND DATA COLLECTION  
Sampling was conducted using a mixture of probability and purposive techniques (Teddlie & Yu, 
2007). First, a random geographic sampling of states was conducted to ensure variety among YCAS 
nonprofits. States in both countries in immediate proximity to one another were eliminated. 
Subsequently, a selective sample of managers was contacted by email. These managers worked 
at medium and large nonprofits in the states selected that operated in the YCAS field. Guidestar, 
other relevant industry databases, and the websites of nonprofit conglomerates were used as a 
reference for finding participant managers. Sampling was restricted to managers who had direct 
contact with front line staff and are responsible for one or more YCAS program. The geographic 
sample, the size of HSNs, and limitations to managers’ duties assured a broad level of comparability 
while still allowing for some variety in terms of organizational practices and environmental con-
ditions. Ethics approval was obtained in advance using the appropriate procedures for graduate 
thesis research at the author’s institution of study, a large public university in Germany. All intervie-
wees gave oral consent to take part in the study and be recorded in advance of the interview. 

In total, 32 telephone interviews were conducted and recorded (16 in Germany, anonymized as 
DE1-DE16; 16 in the United States, anonymized as US1-US16). Interview questions from the “mon-
itoring” WMS section (five question areas, see appendix) were analyzed for this study. The items 
were scored using a standardized rubric on a scale of one to five, with five being the score closest 
to ideal for-profit management practices identified by Van Reenen and Bloom (2007), and thus 
closest to business-like evaluation practices. 

A digital memo and other handwritten notes were produced for each recorded interview. The pur-
pose of these memos was to summarize the most important management practices addressed in 
each question, along with the WMS score for each question. Sections of each interview in which in-
terview partners related reasons for using specific management practices were transcribed. All 
data was anonymized and stored securely to protect participants’ privacy.  

DATA ANALYSIS  
Recorded answers to each area of the “monitoring” section were first scored by the author using 
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the standardized rubric to ascertain quantitative data for each HSN (see appendix). In addition to 
the average scores and standard deviations for the “monitoring” management area, an independent 
sample, two-tailed Student’s t-test was conducted to test for statistical significance, complimented 
by reporting the effect size using Cohen’s d. Student’s t-test was selected due to the small sample 
size of the study (Nishishiba, Jones, & Kraner, 2014). The outputs from this test are available in 
the appendix. 

Description and validation of management practices from the interviews was analyzed qualitatively. 
This mixed methods approach provided added texture and depth to the discussion of management 
micropractices and their possible associations with institutional contexts. The qualitative data was 
later triangulated with the quantitative results to animate this discussion. The author utilized a sys-
tematic, open-ended codes-to-themes technique based on Bazeley (2013) to analyze the qualitative 
data. Managers’ reasoning for evaluation practice, represented by short contextualized quotes, was 
first sorted into similar codes. Codes were continuously refined throughout the coding process via 
extensive reflective note taking, allowing for an inductive approach to the data. As key words and 
phrases in each code were selected, a comparative process across codes was conducted. Each code 
was thus further developed during this process by constant comparison to other key phrases. Codes 
were subsequently reanalyzed for contrasts and similarities between countries. Codes were then 
summarized and synthesized into themes. Themes represent a reduction that portrays shared ele-
ments of several codes, expressed by a specific phrase. Next, themes were split into country level 
manifestations based on the previous comparative analysis of codes. This allowed for an emphasis 
on both contrasts and similarities across the data between countries. All German interview quotes 
presented in this article were translated by the author. 

FINDINGS  
Quantitative   
United States nonprofit managers (n = 16) scored an average 2.69 (standard deviation [SD] 0.55) 
and their German counterparts (n = 16) an average 2.24 (SD 0.41). Equal variances were assumed. 
The independent sample Student’s t-test results indicate differences in evaluation practices are sta-
tistically significant (t(30) = 2.48, p < .05), showing a large effect size (d = 0.87). United States YCAS 
nonprofit managers are therefore more likely than German nonprofit managers to implement formal, 
ongoing, consequence-driven evaluation practices. 

Qualitative findings  
The qualitative data was sorted into five codes, which were in turn synthesized into two distinct 
themes with differing presentations in German and US nonprofits (see Table 1). Evaluation practices 
were validated by interview partners as a means of demonstrating accountability to external bodies. 
For managers in both countries, evaluation practices served an important function vis-à-vis funders 
and accrediting bodies. DE7 explained that their organization’s evaluation practices were linked to 
premiums. US13 validated the “constant” evaluation practice of their organization by describing the 
unpredictability of external audits. Dichotomous reward and punishment were particularly apparent 
for the German nonprofit managers, who emphasized the contractual nature of evaluation practices, 
both in terms of (continued) funding distribution and accreditation. A further important aspect of 
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this theme is the notion of public-facing accountability. United States nonprofit managers, in par-
ticular, framed their evaluation practices by describing the organization’s mission in providing a 
benefit to the local community. Other participants reasoned that their evaluation practices cut 
against implications of impropriety. US13 noted that “we put out annual reports that report on each 
[quality indicator], so none of it’s a secret.” Transparent evaluation allowed them to publicize the 
efficacy of their work and show public money put to good use. 

Table 1: Evaluation practices in German and US nonprofits 
 

Evaluation practices were further validated as a means of internal affirmation, that is, as a method 
of demonstrating identity. This was often described by HSN managers in both countries by empha-
sizing what made their management (and direct service work) unique. Broadly speaking, partici-
pants framed the special internal role of evaluation in confident or doubtful terms. A limited number 
of US managers expressed the former. Following descriptions of specialized software (e.g., 
Salesforce), data organizing tools (e.g., dashboards), and results dissemination forums (e.g., regular 
meetings with stakeholders, brainstorming sessions), these managers framed evaluation as an in-
tegral part of motivating and improving their work at all levels. US1 explained the development in 
their organization: “we tracked with an excel sheet for a long time. And it was fine for sending out 
numbers to funders . . . but it wasn’t as good for monitoring our actual success and identifying any 
red flags for students.” The development and implementation of specialized or expert management 
toolsets, often with the intention of reducing complexity, appeared to be integral to these efforts. 
US10 elaborated that “our program dashboard does track all of the key measures of each contract, 
because we have about 16 contracts and they each measure something different.” 

Most study participants expressed skepticism about the efficacy and axiology of evaluation practice. 
This doubt about evaluation practice was articulated as a unique facet of (sometimes challenging) 
internal affirmation. To state this theme differently, managers distanced themselves from main-
stream, often prescribed evaluation practice as a means of demonstrating that the relational ele-
ment of their work was salient. The tacit nature of human services was used as a frequent 
justification by German managers. DE5 explained that “we see it differently and more specifically 
[than the indicators suggest], breaking it down to the perspective of young people.” DE13 took this 
logic one step further, arguing that front line work is “individual, regarding the relationships be-
tween participating youths, social workers, master tradespeople, and teachers. There are so many 
emotional topics. There are issues of education and personal development [‘Bildung’]. Saying that 
you can determine quality criteria is quite presumptuous.” Managers in both countries also relayed 
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Germany USA 

Average 2.24 2.69 

Standard Deviation 0.41 0.55 

t (df) 2.48 (30) 

p-value 0.02 

Cohen’s d 0.87 



insecurities about using data in decision making processes, a measure used in the WMS survey. 
US9 maintained that “I would say people tend towards the anecdotal. So it’s much easier for people 
on the board to say ‘this is what I’ve observed’ as opposed to, say, the specific scientific data.” Many 
other participants asserted that the wide variety of indicators and data management requirements 
made using evaluation results for organizational learning difficult.  

DISCUSSION  
Isomorphism and public sector funding  
In previous studies, the role of public sector funding has been shown to produce strong isomorphic 
effects on nonprofit organizations to adopt particular practices (Hersberger‐Langloh, Stühlinger, & 
Schnurbein, 2020; Suárez, 2010). A key aspect of the American welfare regime in international com-
parison is its use of means-testing to limit service provision (Esping-Andersen, 1990; Lynch, 2014). 
United States study participants noted that means-testing impacted evaluation practices in signifi-
cant ways, in particular, US YCAS agencies acting as gatekeepers and promoters of services to po-
tential service users. Monitoring of services played an important role in this dynamic, with 
compliance with the norms of state funding being a key issue. Human service nonprofit organiza-
tions collected extensive demographic data and tailored services to attract service users who would 
bring in funding to the non-profit agencies to maintain financial viability, strongly implying that that 
HSNs are tacitly encouraged to select service users with less complex problems (“creaming”), based 
on the potential for positive impact (Considine, Lewis, & O’Sullivan, 2015; Greer, Schulte, & Symon, 
2018). This presents an example of vendorism, that is, a distortion of the values-based mission of 
a nonprofit organization in order to pursue revenue (Salamon, 1987). 

German managers frequently validated their own evaluation practices through inflexible public sector 
contracts. Question-level answers from the WMS survey indicate that these practices are less rigorous 
in Germany and often oriented toward success or failure in meeting prescribed targets. This was often 
explained utilizing a legalistic vocabulary, mentioning “contracts,” “service performance description,” 
and “contract award documents.” Requirements were often fixed for several years, leading to limited 
agency and flexibility in operation and revision of evaluation practices. Whereas organizational flex-
ibility is identified by Salamon (1987) as a key advantage of nonprofit service provision, this rigid con-
tracting dynamic appears to mirror principles in traditional German public administration that 
emphasize rules-based order and the “proper fulfillment of regulatory functions” (Pollitt & Bouckaert, 
2017, p. 298). Though not apparent in the data from this study, scholarship on the role of HSN ac-
creditation agencies in the United States indicates that they may play a similarly (normative or coer-
cive) isomorphic role in some service areas (Ford & Andersson, 2021; Lee & Clerkin, 2017). 

This coercive isomorphism from public sector bodies in Germany contrasts with attempts by US 
managers to assert a unique identity for organizational and managerial practice. Some US managers 
described use of specialized software in these terms, calling attention to potential benefits of tech-
nology to systematize service user and employee outcomes. This behaviour can be interpreted as 
a form of mimetic isomorphism mirroring tech-forward private sector business management and 
similar nonprofit management practices (Lee & Clerkin, 2017; Zorn, Flanagin, & Shoham, 2011). 
Mimetic isomorphism is not accomplished by simply grafting ideas and practices onto a new organ-
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ization. As US1 explained, “we really are expecting our staff to report on outcomes and identify 
students who are making progress for outcomes. [The software is] good for monitoring our actual 
success and identifying any red flags for students.” Here, the US manager has stripped the software 
of its original identifiers from the private sector, re-contextualizing and re-narrating its applications 
in the YCAS field. This presents a form of knowledge and practice translation (Nielsen, Mathiassen, 
& Newell, 2014; Wedlin & Sahlin, 2017). 

Constructs of accountability  
The rise of audit culture and redefinition of accountability are vitally important recent develop-
ments for HSNs (Anheier, 2009; Benjamin, 2021; Mourey, 2021; Shore & Wright, 2015). Findings 
from this international comparative project indicate differing understandings of accountability, 
which may be associated with the respective institutional environments. For example, German 
managers seemed concerned with bipolar, vertically structured accountability to public sector 
funders (often the Federal Employment Office—Agentur für Arbeit). Benchmarking was often con-
ducted by the funders, with only nominal participation by managers themselves. In other words, 
this accountability was instrumental in that it served functional and inflexible aims to legitimize 
organizational practice to an outside group (Knutsen & Brower, 2010). In contrast, some US man-
agers, most notably those who received significant funding by donations, explained accountability 
in multiple dimensions, including community groups and other nonprofits within a local community 
of care. One US manager’s explanation of accountability stood out, demonstrating near complete 
public-facing transparency. The participant offered to answer questions of curious stakeholders 
and small donors. Knutsen and Brower (2010, p. 597) characterize this form of “expressive” com-
munity based nonprofit accountability as “organizations’ self-perception of their community roles, 
often altruistic and value driven.” 

For US managers in the study, accountability was portrayed in a manner that implied the importance 
of a unique organizational value proposition to the public and, sometimes, community stakeholders. 
This reflects Young’s (2010) argument that US nonprofits have been forced to rethink the way they 
run, as businesses and service providers. Dart (2004) similarly proposes that results-oriented man-
agement is a key area of business-like management practice in HSNs. The specific practices de-
scribed by study participants can be viewed within broader institutional paradigms such as 
marketization (Salamon et al., 2017; Sandberg et al., 2019). 

The data confirm that funders influenced and determined evaluation practices for some US nonprofit 
managers in the research project, yet many also emphasized the role of communities and philan-
thropists. These contrasting responses echo Benjamin’s (2008) conceptualization of nonprofit eval-
uation efforts as a risky undertaking between durable and instrumental accountabilities in 
relationship building. Heterogenous, complex, and often fraught funding requirements, as well as 
the mission-based commitments of some nonprofits, may combine to create a greater focus on the 
immediate demands of stakeholders for the study participants. US2 explain that their organization 
is “held accountable for [goals] by outside groups because in applying for a grant we’ll say, ‘we’re 
going to serve 200 youth in the course of a year.’ If you don’t serve 200 youth, you have to explain 
why.” United States managers seemed to subscribe more fully to the notion that they needed to 
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demonstrate public accountability through rationalized and transparent methods. This idea echoes 
some aspects of Ebrahim’s (2009) technocratic and adaptive accountability regimes.  

In contrast, German nonprofit managers structured accountability in a bifurcated manner, possibly 
relying on the constructs common in the public sector. While HSNs are, nominally speaking, able 
to operate freely in terms of their service provision, they remain interdependent on the state for 
their legal framework, funding, and policy direction (Archambault, Priller, & Zimmer, 2014). 
Strachwitz (2010) and Pollitt and Bouckaert (2017) contend that the conservative framework in-
forming public sector management, with its emphasis on corporatist stability, has largely remained 
intact. The findings indicate that demonstrable public-facing accountability remained absent from 
most attempts to monitor performance.  

Instead, as Strachwitz (2010) argues, responsibility for results is vertically structured between the 
nonprofit and state funders. Using Ebrahim’s (2009) accountability typology, these attributes of 
German HSN evaluation practice can be characterized as coercive. As DE5 explained unequivocally, 
“our success is defined quite narrowly by the contracting party, which means there is only success 
and failure. Either a service user starts employment or they don’t.” Skepticism of the efficacy of such 
zero-sum quantitative measurement, especially in conjunction with individual rewards and punish-
ment for employees, was common among German managers. This suggest that although the cur-
rent logic of the German public sector vests trust in the expertise of the state apparatus to shape 
society, there exists an inherent criticism of “the depredations of globalized neo-liberalism” (Pollitt 
& Bouckaert, 2017, p. 121).  

Limited translations of global(ized) New Public Management have impacted the German nonprofit 
sector, leading to potential hybrid forms of management practice (Grunwald & Roß, 2017). 
Increased control by funders, over the methods used to monitor outputs and the output targets 
themselves, combined with an emphasis on rules and procedures and the primacy of legalistic state 
dominance (Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2017) may have led to German managers scoring lower on the 
quantitative portion of the study, which rewards rigorous, agile practice over consistency. The lower 
standard deviation for German managers could suggest bureaucratic consistency. When ultimate 
responsibility for evaluation lies elsewhere, there is little reason for HSNs to use precious resources 
to develop their own sophisticated evaluation capacities (Despard, 2016). German managers’ con-
sistent but simple evaluation efforts might be compared with ritualized practice, which has been 
noted in other scholarship on German HSN management (Bode, 2019). While this study’s results 
point to these aspects regarding limited evaluation capacity being more apparent in German HSN 
management practice, relevant US scholarship indicates serious concerns with regard to evaluation 
capacity in the US context as well, including lack of resources, internal and external buy-in, and 
necessary expertise (Carman & Fredericks, 2010; Mitchell & Berlan, 2018). 

CONCLUSION  
German and US HSN managers practice evaluation differently. United States managers evaluate 
and use evaluation more similar to for-profit organizations than their German counterparts. German 
managers’ evaluation practices are less business-like and may be closer to prevailing public sector 
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evaluation. Building on these results and the discussion, two arenas for further critical scholarship 
will be explained. 

The first area concerns financial and service provision accountability between the state and HSNs. 
The complex, multifaceted relationship between state and third sector informs evaluation practice 
in nonprofits, as demonstrated by the study’s findings and other scholarship (e.g., Hersberger‐ 
Langloh et al., 2020; Moxham, 2010). Especially in countries where welfare governance has shifted 
towards contracting (marketized) services, the state has been essential in assuring the survival and 
enlarged role of nonprofit organizations. Reliance on state funding, when it is stable and combined 
with consistent capacity building, may be preferable to private philanthropy in terms of its ethical 
implications and increased professionalism driven by state contracts (Salamon, 1987; Salamon & 
Toepler, 2015; Suárez, 2010). However, HSNs run the risk of becoming an extension of state control 
apparatuses, sacrificing the historically important democratic role of nonprofits as advocacy organ-
izations and drivers of social justice agendas (Almog-Bar & Schmid, 2013; Eikenberry & Kluver, 
2004; Guo, 2007). This study analyzes the evaluation practices in HSNs providing career assistance 
to youth funded by a range of sources. The results imply that no source of funding is better or worse, 
but rather that the dynamics of demonstrating accountability to funders inform evaluation practice 
differently. The complex and sometimes contradictory “translations” of evaluation practice in the 
HSN sector require additional inquiry.  

Especially within internationally comparative scholarship, issues of nonprofit-state relations remain 
underexamined, especially those emerging from Anglo-American discourse, which are not neces-
sarily generalizable (Schubert & Boenigk, 2019). What types of evaluation are practiced in hybrid-
ized HSNs embedded in different institutional contexts (Pache & Santos, 2013)? How do local 
differences in neoliberal public sector reforms translate comparatively in nonprofit management 
settings (Baines et al., 2014)? How can service users be involved more meaningfully in evaluation 
and helping processes generally, in order to fulfill the third sector’s democratizing aspirations 
(Benjamin, 2021; Benjamin & Campbell, 2015)? These topics, and in particular the institutional pro-
cesses that drive them, present intriguing areas of future research.  

Power and agency in comparative HSN management presents a second key area of scholarship that 
is both undertheorized and under researched (Coule, Dodge, & Eikenberry, 2020). More research into 
the practical, qualitative dimensions of agency and power in HSNs is needed to understand their 
micro and macro practical implications as they apply to evaluation. This undertaking might include 
a phenomenological focus on the Habitus of nonprofit managers as they co-construct contested par-
adigms, such as accountability (Albrecht, 2018) and professionalism (King, 2017). Exploring bur-
geoning HSNs from an institutional perspective could be another avenue to explore in future 
evaluation research. New organizational forms, technologies, and relational formats represent an 
evocative, multilevel example of visible agency (Nicholls, 2010; Tracey, Phillips, & Jarvis, 2011). 
Related key issues might include: How do organizational actors in the nonprofit sector experience 
their own power and (dis)empowerment with regard to shifting and contested institutional templates 
of accountability? (Åberg, 2015; King, 2017). Considering that one key aspect of evaluation is its ax-
iological component (Mertens, 2016), how are management and organizational structures reframed 
within specific institutional contexts to embody social justice values? (Sandberg & Elliott, 2019). 
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The findings presented in this article indicate significant and meaningful differences between HSN 
evaluation practices in Germany and the United States. The qualitative analysis yielded varying rea-
soning strategies for management practices, especially in managers’ relationships to the public sec-
tor and to constructs of accountability. These managements are translated across sectors within 
each country and internationally by embedded actors, aided by cultural, social, political, and eco-
nomic frames of reference. Although the results of this study point to US nonprofit evaluation prac-
tices being more business-like, and German nonprofit evaluation being similar to that of public 
administration, this offers only a limited snapshot of HSN management practices in both countries. 
Further research of this nature would increase understanding of the important and complex rela-
tionships between institutional structures at the macro and mezzo levels, and nonprofit manage-
ment micro-practice.  
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APPENDIX 

Modified World Management Survey Section (“Monitoring Practices”) 
Based on Bloom and van Reenen (2007) and Delfgaauw et al. (2011), modified for nonprofit man-
agers engaged in the field of youth career assistance services. 

1) Performance tracking  
Tests whether the overall performance of the agency is tracked using meaningful metrics and with 
appropriate regularity.  

a. What kind of performance/quality indicators do you use to keep track of how your 
agency is performing (such as work placements, college/training program comple-
tion, organizational goals)? 

b. How do these indicators apply to individual members of staff?  

c. How frequently is the performance of the agency measured? Who gets to see the 
performance information? 

Scoring grid: 

1: No clear idea of how overall performance is measured (other than government tar-
gets). Performance measurement is ad‐hoc.  

3: Most important performance indicators are tracked formally; tracking is overseen 
by senior staff.  

5: Performance is continuously tracked and communicated against most critical 
measures, both formally and informally, to all staff using a range of visual man-
agement tools  

2) Performance review  
Tests whether the performance of staff is reviewed in a comprehensive way.  

a) How do you review your main performance indicators?  

b) Can you describe a recent performance review meeting? How often do these meet-
ings take place?  

c) Who is involved in these meetings? Who within the agency then gets to see the 
results of this review?  

d) Assuming there is a follow‐up plan after such meetings: what does it look like? 

Scoring grid: 

1: Performance is reviewed infrequently or in an unmeaningful way e.g., only success 
or failure is noted.  
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3: Performance is reviewed periodically with both successes and failures identified. 
No clear follow-up plan is adopted.  

5: Performance is continually reviewed, based on the indicators tracked. All aspects 
are followed up to ensure continuous improvement. 

3) Performance dialogue  
Tests the quality of review conversations.  

a) How are these performance review meetings structured? 

b) When you meet, do you generally find that you do have enough information on 
performance data? How is this data used?  

c) When a problem is discussed during these meetings, how do you identify the root 
cause?  

Scoring grid: 

1: The right information for a constructive discussion is often not present or the quality 
is too low; conversations focus overly on data that is not meaningful. Clear agenda 
is not known and purpose is not explicitly. Next steps are not clearly defined.  

3: Review conversations are held with the appropriate data present. Objectives of 
meetings are clear to all participating and a clear agenda is present. Conversations 
do not drive to the root causes of the problems, next steps are not well defined.  

5: Regular review/performance conversations focus on problem solving and address-
ing root causes. Purpose, agenda, and follow‐up steps are clear to all. Meetings 
are an opportunity for constructive feedback and coaching.  

4) Consequence Management  
Tests whether differing levels of (personal) performance lead to different consequences (good or bad). 

a) Let’s say you’ve agreed to a follow up plan at one of your meetings, what would 
happen if the plan was not enacted?  

b) How long is it between when a problem is identified to when it is solved (again 
using the example of an inappropriate work placement or other)? Can you give me 
a recent example? 

c) How do you deal with repeated failures? 

Scoring grid: 

1: Failure to achieve agreed objectives does not carry any consequences.  

3: Failure to achieve agreed results is tolerated for a period before action is taken.  
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5: A failure to achieve agreed targets drives retraining in identified areas of weakness 
or moving individuals to where their skills are appropriate. 

 

5) Clarity and comparability of targets  
Tests how easily understandable performance measures are and whether performance is openly 
communicated.  

a) If I asked your staff directly whether they had been given individual performance 
targets, what would they tell me?  

b) Do you conduct benchmarking with other organizations involved in youth employ-
ment assistance? If so, how is this data used? 

Scoring grid: 

1: Performance measures are complex and not clearly understood, or only relate to 
government targets. 

3: Performance measures are well defined and communicated; organizational per-
formance is public, but comparisons are discouraged.  

5: Performance measures are well defined, strongly communicated and reinforced at 
all reviews; organizational performance and rankings are made public.
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