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Abstract

:

This exploratory study examined recent innovations in online accountability practices adopted by Ukrainian nonprofits. A quantitative content analysis of Ukrainian nonprofit websites evaluated their adoption of online accountability practices across five dimensions: accessibility, engagement, performance, governance, and mission. The results reveal wide variability in accountability scores and low average disclosure of performance and governance practices. Nonprofits without a listed location have lower scores. International NGOs demonstrate stronger governance than domestic groups. Associations are leaders in online innovations. Overall, Ukrainian nonprofits are not fully capitalizing on digital platforms to enhance transparency and stakeholder engagement. This study provides unique insights into online accountability among Ukrainian nonprofits and highlights opportunities for nonprofits to leverage websites as strategic management tools for greater accountability, legitimacy, and impact.
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1. Introduction


Accountability is central to nonprofit work, involving organizations explaining, justifying, and taking responsibility for their actions (Cooper and Owen 2007). Stakeholders expect nonprofits to work for the public good while meeting expectations around financial reporting, performance, governance, and more. However, researchers note that accountability remains an underexplored area, with a need to develop more knowledge on voluntary disclosure practices (Ortega-Rodríguez et al. 2020). The emphasis on transparency in the UN Sustainable Development Goals also demonstrates the significance of accountability for credibility, and the adoption of online accountability tools represents an important innovation in nonprofit management processes.



Current scholarship on accountability practices focuses predominantly on Western contexts. This study examined the Ukrainian nonprofit sector to provide a non-Western perspective. Ukraine presents an excellent case for understanding varying nonprofit legitimacy globally. Recent crises like COVID-19 and war have impacted Ukraine’s nonprofits, underscoring the need for accountability. Over USD 1.7 billion in aid has flowed to Ukrainian nonprofits since 2022, indicating massive new resources requiring oversight (Philanthropic Response to the War in Ukraine n.d.). One aspect of overall organizational accountability practices is online accountability, which refers to how an organization justifies actions and engages stakeholders through Internet technologies (Dumont 2010). Little prior research has examined nonprofit accountability in Ukraine specifically. Some scholars note that the informal, decentralized nature of Ukrainian nonprofits contributes to limited transparency, monitoring, or formal accountability mechanisms (Oleinik 2018; Shostko 2020).



This exploratory research project focused on (1) investigating the status of online accountability practices within the Ukrainian nonprofit landscape, and (2) identifying organizational factors associated with greater adoption of these innovative tools.



This project makes several key contributions to research on innovations in nonprofit management. First, we build on the legitimacy theory and explore the factors that contribute to higher levels of nonprofit accountability. Second, we build on the available assessment tools, such as the Non-profit Virtual Accountability Index (NPVAI) (Dumont 2013), Online Accountability Practices (Cooley 2020), and navigation features from the most current website assessment tool (Al-Qallaf and Ridha 2019) to build an updated index evaluating these online innovations. Third, we contribute to the existing research landscape by addressing nonprofit accountability in non-Western contexts, as the current scholarly discourse predominantly centers around Western settings. From a practical standpoint, we intend to furnish Ukrainian nonprofits with a robust framework of accountability practices that can be readily incorporated into operational strategies, thereby enhancing transparency, stakeholder trust, and overall organizational effectiveness. The findings will help Ukrainian nonprofits understand how online innovations can strengthen transparency, legitimacy, and trust.




2. Literature Review


Our literature review will first examine the theoretical framework of legitimacy theory, and then explore online accountability including key concepts and definitions, followed by an analysis of the nonprofit sector in Ukraine covering the landscape overview, public trust challenges, prior research on accountability, and factors influencing online accountability.



2.1. Theoretical Framework: Legitimacy Theory


The legitimacy theory provides the theoretical foundation for this research project. According to this theory, nonprofit organizations aim to align their actions and behaviors with broader societal norms, expectations, and values to gain and maintain legitimacy among stakeholders and the public (Suchman 1995). Organizations seek to demonstrate, through their activities, communications, and disclosures, that they are serving socially desirable goals in ways that are acceptable and appropriate within their cultural context.



A key tenet of legitimacy theory is that an organization’s perceived legitimacy significantly impacts its ability to attract resources, maintain public support, and ultimately achieve its mission. One important pillar of legitimacy emphasizes accountability—providing transparent information about an organization’s activities, finances, management, and impact to assure stakeholders and the public of its legitimacy (Conway et al. 2015; Leardini et al. 2019; Ebrahim 2009).



Past scholarship has shown how accountability practices allow nonprofits to actively pursue legitimacy. For example, the 1992 high-profile scandal at United Way led many US nonprofits to increase their transparency, disclosure, and self-regulation to rebuild legitimacy in the eyes of the public and regulators (Bothwell 2004). Ongoing regional research finds variations in how nonprofits leverage different dimensions of accountability to signal legitimacy based on factors like organization type, size, location, donor base, and external environment (Dhanani 2009; Tremblay-Boire and Prakash 2015).



Utilizing new information technologies, online accountability has emerged as a key approach through which nonprofits demonstrate legitimacy to digital audiences. This involves proactively explaining and justifying organizational actions to stakeholders through detailed, two-way communication on the organization’s website and social media platforms (Dumont 2010).



Drawing from legitimacy theory, this study identified and tested specific organizational and environmental factors that may drive the adoption of online accountability practices among nonprofits seeking to establish legitimacy. The theory suggests factors like nonprofit type, location, revenue sources, stakeholder expectations, and external environment may shape an organization’s use of online tools to signal legitimacy. Examining these potential factors will provide theoretical and practical insights into nonprofit adoption of online accountability innovations.




2.2. Online Accountability


2.2.1. Definition and Key Concepts


Online accountability refers to how an organization justifies and accounts for its actions through Internet technologies and two-way communication with stakeholders (Dumont 2010). While organizational accountability has been studied extensively, accountability specifically in online spaces is less understood. The Internet provides opportunities for nonprofits to share information and engage stakeholders through websites, social media, and other innovative platforms (Jeacle and Carter 2014; Cho et al. 2009; Lowe et al. 2012; Mackenzie et al. 2013). Thus, online accountability has become an important part of nonprofits’ accountability efforts and strategic management.




2.2.2. Instruments Measuring Online Accountability


Researchers have developed innovative frameworks to assess online accountability. Saxton and Guo proposed a model with two key dimensions—disclosure and dialogue—and tested it on community foundation websites. They found websites were more successful at disclosing information than enabling stakeholder engagement (Saxton and Guo 2011). Gandía analyzed Spanish nonprofits’ disclosure on websites using a Disclosure Index. The study found that websites should provide more substantive information on work, funding, governance, and operations to aid nonprofit management (Gandía 2011).



The Nonprofit Virtual Accountability Index (NPVAI) is a comprehensive, validated tool measuring website accountability across several dimensions. First developed by Dumont (2013) and then tested within a hospital context by Cooley (2020), the NPVAI allows a comparative assessment of how well organizations facilitate online accountability. This index measures the extent to which nonprofit websites meet accountability expectations across five dimensions: (a) accessibility—ease of navigating the website; (b) engagement—ease of connecting with the organization; (c) performance—sharing financial/nonfinancial results and reports; (d) governance—information on leadership, bylaws, and meetings; and (e) mission—statements of mission, values, and goals.




2.2.3. Research on Nonprofit Online Accountability Practices


Despite the potential benefits, many nonprofits have not fully utilized websites and social media for transparency and accountability in their strategic management (Lee and Blouin 2019; Stevens et al. 2018). However, research shows that accountability practices on websites can increase donations. For example, disclosing IRS Form 990s correlates with higher donations, indicating usefulness for donor decision-making (Blouin et al. 2018).



During the COVID-19 pandemic, studies using the NPVAI found nonprofits focused more on attracting donors through accessibility and engagement features than sharing performance information (Uygur and Napier 2023). An analysis of social media usage for accountability by Indonesian nonprofits showed that platforms like Facebook and Instagram enabled various formal and informal accountability demands (Amelia and Dewi 2021). However, social media was used for short-term engagement rather than planned, strategic accountability and management.



Overall, the research indicates nonprofits are not fully capitalizing on websites and social media for transparency, interactivity, and accountability. More strategic use of online platforms could strengthen stakeholder trust and support through improved nonprofit management. Frameworks like the NPVAI guide comprehensive online accountability practices across multiple dimensions. We now turn to reviewing the nonprofit landscape in Ukraine, and how scholars understand Ukrainian nonprofit accountability.





2.3. Nonprofit Sector in Ukraine


2.3.1. Overview of the Nonprofit Landscape in Ukraine


The Ukrainian nonprofit sector has distinct characteristics. It is often described as weak (Martin and Zarembo 2023; Gatskova and Gatskov 2016) with a “notoriously low level of civic engagement” (Gatskova and Gatskov 2016). In addition, the political and legislative environment where Ukrainian nonprofits operate is highly unstable and, at times, even antagonistic (Krasynska 2015). The Ukrainian understanding of civil society tends to emphasize informal action, values, responsibility, and a sense of community rather than just membership in formal organizations (Martin and Zarembo 2023). Not surprisingly, events like Euromaidan and the current Russian invasion have triggered massive grassroots civic mobilization (Martin and Zarembo 2023). The concept of a “sense of community” helps explain the dormant yet powerful nature of Ukrainian civil society during crises. The strong values, emotional connections, and responsibility Ukrainians feel toward their nation and community drive heightened civic activism when threats emerge (Martin and Zarembo 2023).



Notably, researchers report very low levels of public confidence and trust in the country’s nonprofits (Krasynska 2015). Less than five percent of Ukrainians “fully trust” nonprofits, whereas 18 percent “fully mistrust” them (Razumkov Center 2013). Trust is a crucial precondition in people’s engagement and participation in collective action (Gatskova and Gatskov 2016; Kuts and Palyvoda 2006; Sønderskov 2011), such as nonprofit work. Robust organizational accountability practices can be an answer to this challenge. Previous studies provide empirical evidence that accountability activities influence public attitudes toward nonprofits and contribute to financial and ethical integrity (Becker 2018). Virtually no academic literature is available on the subject of Ukrainian nonprofit accountability, and this project attempts to fill this gap.




2.3.2. Low Public Trust and Challenges with Legitimacy


The nonprofit sector in Ukraine faces challenges in establishing a strong sense of legitimacy within the perception of the Ukrainian public. Some academics label it as a “shadow third sector” (Krasynska 2015), whereas others highlight the challenge of low public trust, attributed by several scholars to lingering aspects of Homo Sovieticus—a distinct sociocultural personality marked by deindividualization (Levada 1993; Gatskova and Gatskov 2016). Heavily influenced by communist ideology, the ideal Soviet citizen was expected to be a member of several organizations (such as the communist party, trade unions, military associations, etc.), and these memberships were based on “obligation, obedience, and external conformity”, rather than self-driven “internal and voluntary initiatives” (Howard 2003, p. 27). After the fall of the Soviet Union, the post-communist transformation was marked by people’s unwillingness to join and maintain membership in organizations, as a backlash to years of “over-organization” of communist societies (Gatskova and Gatskov 2016, p. 680). Thus, organizational membership in Ukraine dropped from 81% to 30% in the first decade after the USSR collapse (Weßels 2003).




2.3.3. Prior Research on Ukrainian Nonprofit Accountability


To the best of our knowledge, there is very little previous academic research specifically examining nonprofit accountability in Ukraine. While examining Ukrainian volunteerism, one study suggested that the informal and decentralized nature of Ukrainian volunteer initiatives means limited transparency, performance monitoring, or formal accountability mechanisms (Oleinik 2018). Another scholar suggested that the decentralized nature of the nonprofit sector in Ukraine contributes to the lack of oversight and, hence, much lower levels of accountability, compared to the public sector (Shostko 2020).



Since very little literature on Ukrainian nonprofit accountability could be identified, we instead relied on and extrapolated from the available research on accountability in Ukraine’s public sector. One research project tells us that the Euromaidan protest movement of 2013–2014 led to increased activism around transparency and accountability reforms in Ukraine, with civil society groups playing a major role in pushing anti-corruption initiatives (Tregub 2019). This movement contributed to gains like the creation of independent anti-corruption agencies, online procurement systems, and requirements for officials to disclose assets (Tregub 2019; USAID 2021). For example, groups like Transparency International Ukraine introduced tools to evaluate and provide feedback on local government transparency, including a Code of Transparent Government promoting accountability best practices (USAID 2021). These online platforms allow Ukrainian residents to assess local transparency and accountability levels and communicate with officials (USAID 2021). The agency further argues for the need for continuous efforts to institutionalize public accountability mechanisms. This project contributes to the study of accountability practices, and the first two research questions address the current state of online accountability adoption among Ukrainian nonprofits and how these practices can be improved.




RQ1: What is the current state of online accountability adoption among Ukrainian nonprofits?






RQ2: How can Ukrainian nonprofits enhance their online accountability? What are the major areas for improvement?






2.3.4. Factors Influencing Online Accountability


Previous research has examined various factors that can influence the online accountability practices of nonprofit organizations. These include organizational characteristics like nonprofit type, service area, location, annual revenue, and age. For example, larger and more established nonprofits tend to have more robust accountability practices on their websites, likely due to their greater resources and capabilities (Saxton and Guo 2011). Nonprofits in service domains like education and health have also exhibited higher accountability practices online, while arts and culture nonprofits scored lower (Hsu et al. 2017). Geography can also be a factor, as urban nonprofits sometimes have more advanced online accountability than rural nonprofits (Kang and Norton 2004). In summary, a nonprofit’s resources, capabilities, stakeholder expectations, and field of work all seem to influence the level of accountability present on its websites and online presence. Our third research question was set to determine these factors:




RQ3: Which organizational factors are associated with higher levels of online accountability practices among Ukrainian nonprofits?





Several studies have examined differences in accountability practices between domestic nonprofits and international NGOs. International NGOs demonstrate higher online transparency compared to domestic nonprofits, likely reflecting stricter accountability demands from global donors and supporters (Gandía 2011). As a result, international NGOs rely heavily on foreign donor funding for operations and prioritize upward accountability to donors over local needs (Wong 2010). This accountability to donors can lead NGOs to propose donor-driven solutions rather than locally appropriate ones (Wong 2010).



Specific examples illustrate issues with donor-driven priorities undermining nonprofit accountability. A study on US aid to women’s NGOs in Ukraine found a disconnect between donor goals and local organizations’ activities (Pishchikova 2010). The author argues the decentralized Ukrainian nonprofit sector appears susceptible to donor priorities that may hinder accountable outcomes, concluding that external aid can undermine domestic nonprofit accountability (Pishchikova 2010). Another study supports this, finding that Western-funded Ukrainian NGOs were criticized as unaccountable to local constituencies, prioritizing foreign donors over local needs (Gutnik 2007). While donors prioritize quantitative metrics and short-term results, this focus alone does not fully capture long-term impacts (Gutnik 2007). Given these findings, we examined any possible differences in how domestically operated nonprofits and NGOs approach online accountability practices.




RQ4: How do online accountability practices differ between domestic Ukrainian nonprofits and international non-governmental organizations (NGOs) operating in Ukraine?





We looked into the literature that focused on the service area of Ukrainian nonprofits and any relationships with accountability practices. One study focused on humanitarian-focused nonprofits that served Ukrainian populations after Russia invaded Ukraine in 2022 and coined the term “distributed humanitarianism”, which refers to flexible, temporary aid chains rather than centralized bureaucracies (Cullen Dunn and Kaliszewska 2023, p. 19). According to scholars, these loosely organized groups delivered more tailored, responsive aid compared to slow, inflexible international agencies focused on donor accountability and bulk logistics (Cullen Dunn and Kaliszewska 2023). These findings promote further questions on service area–accountability relationships, and our final research question emerges.




RQ5: How do online accountability practices vary based on the service area (child welfare, education, humanitarian, etc.) of Ukrainian nonprofits?








3. Methods


We used the quantitative content analysis method to assess online accountability practices in Ukrainian nonprofit organizations. This method offers a systematic and objective approach to analyzing textual data, enabling us to uncover patterns, trends, and relationships with a focus on numerical representations and statistical validation.



3.1. Sampling


We used a purposive sampling technique since probabilistic sampling was not a feasible option due to a lack of an updated, comprehensive list of Ukrainian nonprofit organizations. While the non-random nature of a purposive sample makes assessing representativeness and generalizability difficult compared to a randomized sample, it was the best option to use for this study. Using the platforms GlobalGiving.org and Dobro.ua, as well as the search engine Google.com, we selected a total of 101 nonprofit organizations for analysis. An organization was included if it had a working and accessible website and was operating in Ukraine. Ten organizations did not match these criteria and were, therefore, excluded from the final count. A total of 91 organizations were examined. An organizational website was a unit of analysis for this study. All websites were coded in March, April, and May 2023.




3.2. Coding Scheme


The coding scheme consisted of two blocks. First, we recorded organizational variables: name, website, type of a nonprofit (domestic NPO, NGO, or other/unable to determine), service area (child welfare, peace, and reconciliation, education, and humanitarian), location (Kyiv, regional, international, or other/unable to determine), and age (through year established).



Next, we refined the online accountability practices (OAP) instrument that was heavily based on Dumont’s (2013) instrument, and later adapted by Cooley (2020). The OAP instrument includes five measures: accessibility, engagement, performance, governance, and mission (See Appendix A for a full instrument description).



The accessibility measure was heavily revised. A revision was much needed because accessibility measure questions in the original instrument were over a decade old, and website accessibility features have evolved significantly since then. The newly updated accessibility measure was based on Al-Qallaf and Ridha’s (2019) best practices and included website navigation, a search feature, quick links, a help feature, a site map, and language options. Appendix A includes the full instrument description and indicates which questions were added from the Al-Qallaf and Ridha (2019) accessibility instrument. The engagement measure examined variables like the recency of updates, newsletters/community updates, links to foundations/giving, the number of social media links, instant connectivity, and sharing options. The performance measure looked at the sharing of information like annual reports, financial statements, and mentions of accreditations/honors/awards. The governance measure covered the disclosure of organizational bylaws, the board of directors/leadership team, and board meeting minutes/summaries. Finally, the mission measure included variables like goals/strategic plans/implementation plans, employee directory, mission statement, and statement of values.



The overall OAP score for each nonprofit was calculated based on the five OAP dimensions. Each dimension was weighted on a 20-point scale, which prevented any one dimension from having an outsized influence on the total score.




3.3. Internal Validity and Reliability


One coder was a Ukrainian speaker who verified and checked all the codes. Reliability was ensured by employing consistent data collection protocols (such as a clearly defined instrument and thorough coder training) and using inter-coder agreement measures to demonstrate the consistency and accuracy of the obtained results. After two rounds of pilot testing 12 websites, a sufficient overall intercoder reliability was reached (using Cohen’s Kappa), with an overall intercoder reliability score of 0.97 and no individual categories below 0.82.



Next, we checked for the internal (reliability) consistency of the OAP instrument. The Cronbach’s alpha for the OAP scores was 0.73, which indicates good reliability for the instrument according to previously established guidelines (Field 2009).




3.4. Analyses


We first ran a descriptive statistical analysis of the coded variables and then used a variety of statistical tests to answer the first two research questions. To answer RQ3, a multiple regression statistical model was employed. To answer RQ4, an independent group t-test was used to determine overall differences between domestic NPOs and NGOs in terms of OA practices and the five individual dimensions. For the last research question, RQ5, we ran a one-way ANOVA with a Tukey post hoc test. SPSS version 26 was used for all data analyses.





4. Results



RQ1: What is the current state of online accountability adoption among Ukrainian nonprofits?






RQ2: How can Ukrainian nonprofits enhance their online accountability? What are the major areas for improvement?





Ukrainian nonprofit websites in our sample varied dramatically in terms of online accountability, with some websites scoring as low as 5.6 to as high as 77 on the 100-point weighted scale of the OAP. Looking at a comparative analysis across all five dimensions, Ukrainian nonprofits overall scored very low on governance (M = 3.4) and performance (M = 5.9) dimensions while reporting their online accountability. The engagement dimension was the most robust (M = 12.3). Accessibility scores varied the least amongst the sample (SD = 3.2), while performance scores varied the most (SD = 5.7). Notably, some websites had no information at all on performance, governance, and mission, and were considered extremely inaccessible. See Table 1 below for more details on the range of OAP dimension scores for the Ukrainian nonprofit websites analyzed.




RQ3: Which organizational factors are associated with higher levels of online accountability among Ukrainian nonprofits?





A multiple regression statistical model was specified as follows:


OAP = b0 + b1 domestic (dummy) + b2 NGO (dummy) + b3 child welfare (dummy) + b4 peace and reconciliation

(dummy) + b6 humanitarian (dummy) + b7 military assistance (dummy) + b8 association (dummy) + b9 Kyiv

(dummy) + b10 unknown location (dummy) + b11 international (dummy) + b10 age + e











The results of the regression indicated that the constructed model predicted 24.6% of the variation in the Online Accountability Practices scores [F(1,64) = 2.084, p = 0.039] (see Table 2). The unknown location of nonprofits was a significant predictor of lower OAP scores, while associations were generally predicted to have higher OAP scores.




RQ4: How do online accountability practices differ between domestic Ukrainian nonprofits and international non-governmental organizations (NGOs) operating in Ukraine?





T-tests revealed that domestic nonprofits did not differ from NGOs in terms of overall OA practices, t(89) = −1.115, p = n.s. Looking at individual dimensions, only governance showed significance. NGOs had much more robust governance accountability practices, compared to domestic nonprofits (t(89) = −2.122, p < 0.05; see Table 3).




RQ5: How do online accountability practices vary based on the service area (child welfare, education, humanitarian, etc.) of Ukrainian nonprofits?





We ran the one-way ANOVA test to check for variance in online accountability practices among nonprofits within different service areas. In our analysis, we included the following service areas: child welfare, peace and reconciliation, humanitarian, animal welfare, military assistance, and association. Environmental and education nonprofits were excluded from the analysis because there was only one of each. We checked for homogeneity of variances. The significance value of the Levene statistic based on a comparison of the medians was not significant, which means the requirement of homogeneity of variance was met, and the ANOVA test was considered to be robust.



We observed a statistically significant difference between the OAP means of the different service areas of the nonprofits (F(6,84) = 2.22, p = 0.049), but the Tukey post hoc test comparisons between each pair of group means did not indicate any significant differences. The lack of significant results from the post hoc test could be attributed to insufficient sample sizes in each group, limiting the statistical power to find differences between the means.



We removed service area nonprofits that had been underrepresented in our sample, and focused on three groups that dominated the sample: child welfare, humanitarian, and other. Then, we ran another one-way ANOVA that revealed no statistically significant differences (F(2,88) = 2.86, p = 0.063). Hence, we concluded that there was no variance in online accountability practices based on the service area of the nonprofits.




5. Discussion


This research project aimed to examine the use of online accountability practices by Ukrainian nonprofits and explore how these innovative tools can support strategic management. Specifically, we assessed the current landscape of website accountability adoption across the Ukrainian nonprofit sector. A key goal was determining what organizational characteristics are associated with greater utilization of online transparency and engagement features. The findings can provide insights into how nonprofits of different sizes, ages, and missions are leveraging technology for accountability. In addition, the results may point to management approaches and capacity issues influencing the integration of digital accountability practices. Overall, this research sought to understand the opportunities and challenges for Ukrainian nonprofits in employing online platforms for more effective transparency, stakeholder interaction, and organizational management. An enhanced adoption of web-based accountability tools has the potential to strengthen nonprofits’ relationships with their communities and support their missions.



Our first finding was that Ukrainian nonprofit websites demonstrated wide variability in terms of online accountability practices, with some scoring quite low and others quite high on the weighted scale of the OAP Index. Looking across the five accountability dimensions, overall, Ukrainian nonprofits performed poorly in providing information related to governance and organizational performance on their websites, while achieving higher scores for engagement and accessibility features. This engagement emphasis aligns with previous research showing how NGOs prioritized attracting contributors rather than sharing details about performance (Uygur and Napier 2023). The accessibility scores showed the least variation among the sample, while performance scores varied the most. Notably, some websites provided no information at all about performance, governance, and mission, and were considered extremely difficult to access or navigate.



This project also focused on comparing online accountability management practices between domestic nonprofits and internationally based nonprofits (NGOs). While domestic nonprofits in Ukraine did not differ substantially from NGOs in overall online accountability practices, NGOs demonstrated notably more robust governance accountability compared to their domestic counterparts. This discrepancy in governance norms may be largely attributed to the differential organizational cultures and expectations placed on international NGOs versus locally grown Ukrainian civil society groups. As large global entities, international NGOs often import centralized policies and best practices from their institutional headquarters that reinforce strong governance structures. Ukrainian domestic nonprofits, by contrast, have typically emerged from a less structured civil society setting, leading to comparatively informal governance arrangements, as noted in previous scholarship characterizing Ukraine’s nonprofit sector as a precarious “shadow third sector” (Krasynska 2015). Moreover, NGOs must satisfy strict accountability requirements imposed by international donors and supporters (Gandía 2011), which compels greater attention to transparent and legitimate governance mechanisms. Ukrainian domestic nonprofits enjoy no such benefit, as studies have highlighted persistently low public trust and legitimacy hampering the local voluntary sector.



Ten nonprofits in our sample did not include their physical locations on their websites. Our analysis revealed that unknown locations of nonprofits are tied to significantly lower levels of online accountability. Not sharing a location may signal a general lack of strategic transparency and management. Another possible explanation is that these nonprofits have weaker community ties and limited external engagement. Nonprofits without a known location listed may not be strongly embedded within a geographic community, and this could translate to less public visibility and accountability pressures to innovate. It is also possible that these are organizations operating in challenging environments, especially considering the current climate in Ukraine. Nonprofits without a clear location may work in more insecure or risky environments where transparency could jeopardize operations. Security concerns could disincentivize full disclosure and use of digital tools. Further research on management approaches and innovative online practices is needed to understand how nonprofits lacking location transparency can strengthen their accountability given the constraints of their operating contexts.



Associations tended to have significantly higher online accountability practices compared to other nonprofit types in our sample. As member-based organizations, associations benefit from peer sharing of management innovations and accountability norms within their networks. Through informal collaborations and knowledge diffusion, associations are exposed to transparent best practices that spread rapidly across the field. This peer learning and accountability pressure motivates associations to adopt online innovations to demonstrate legitimacy. As pioneers and promoters of professional standards, associations can serve as role models and change agents for the broader Ukrainian nonprofit sector. Their professional orientation leads associations to proactively embrace proper management and governance practices seen as “best in class” reputation markers. By modeling cutting-edge accountability innovations, associations raise the bar and standards for the entire sector. Their competitive motivations, peer diffusion channels, and professionalism make associations potent catalysts for accelerating the adoption of online transparency tools as a norm.



Another finding of this study was the lack of variance in online accountability practices between Ukrainian nonprofits across different service domains. Rather than exhibiting divergence, online accountability practices appear largely uniform irrespective of whether organizations provide healthcare, education, social services, or other functions. This pattern points less toward peer standardization, whereby organizations model the behavior of compatriots in their field, and more toward indifference among influential sector stakeholders regarding differentiation in transparency norms. With the Ukrainian nonprofit sphere is still emerging, dominant players like government regulators and philanthropic funders may have yet to formulate distinct accountability expectations for diverse nonprofit subsectors. This stakeholder inattention to customizing accountability demands enables conformity born not of peer imitation but of the absence of pressures to tailor transparency efforts to individual organizational contexts. As the voluntary sector continues to evolve, stakeholders may sharpen their scrutiny and compel differentiation. For now, however, Ukrainian nonprofits of all varieties operate within a common normative horizon for online accountability practices, their convergence owing more to stakeholder inattention than peer emulation.



Innovations, Challenges, and Best Practices


This Special Issue focuses on nonprofit innovations, challenges, and best practices, and this study attempted to reveal both challenges and opportunities for innovation in online accountability practices among Ukrainian nonprofits. A key finding is the overall lack of performance and governance information disclosed on nonprofit websites. To enhance accountability, organizations should leverage platforms to share details on program outcomes, financial data, leadership structures, and policies. Interactive formats like annual reports, searchable databases, and discussion forums can make this information engaging and accessible.



However, security and capacity issues pose barriers for nonprofits operating in high-risk environments. Organizations without a public location listing scored lower on online accountability, likely due to these challenges. Nonprofits confronting insecure conditions or limited resources may require creative transparency solutions like anonymized reporting and staggered disclosure policies. Partnerships with intermediary organizations could also help expand the technological capacity of small, grassroots groups through training programs and shared data platforms.



Associations seem well-positioned to champion wider transformation toward more accountable nonprofit management in Ukraine. Their capacities as networked incubators of innovation can drive faster propagation of online accountability practices. Associations have the scale, connections, competitiveness, and professional ethos needed to mainstream transparency innovations as a new standard for effective and ethical organizational leadership.



Ultimately, online accountability tools offer new avenues for nonprofits to demonstrate their impact and strengthen community trust. However, realizing this potential requires matching innovations to context. Organizations enjoying secure conditions can emulate global transparency norms by disclosing comprehensive, timely information on interactive websites. However, greater creativity is needed to tailor online accountability to the realities of groups working in restricted contexts. Ukraine’s nonprofit sector would benefit from localized innovations that expand transparency while protecting vulnerable organizations.





6. Conclusions and Limitations


In conclusion, the examination of Ukraine’s nonprofit sector points to opportunities for management innovation and strategic reorientation to strengthen nonprofit accountability. With low public trust hampering their legitimacy, Ukrainian nonprofits should pilot participatory initiatives that tangibly enhance people’s well-being. As one study suggests, rather than pursuing broad democratization aims, focusing on projects that directly improve local conditions could help cultivate supporter relationships and organizational accountability (Gatskova and Gatskov 2016). Lasting accountability for Ukraine’s nonprofits requires management approaches attuned to evolving public expectations and grassroots civic activism, along with political reforms addressing the climate of mistrust toward civil society. Navigating these complex, shifting dynamics will compel Ukrainian nonprofits toward creative experiments in accountable management and engagement.



This exploratory study has several limitations that should be noted. First, many service areas for nonprofits were underrepresented in our sample. With limited cases from fields like environmental and education nonprofits, we could not run a robust analysis to detect differences in online accountability between these different areas. Our sample also relied on a convenience approach rather than probability sampling from a complete nonprofit population list, since there is no publicly available database that fully enumerates all Ukrainian nonprofits. Additionally, we intended to include annual revenue in our model but found revenue information was only available for a fraction of groups, as no public data source compiles Ukrainian nonprofits’ financials.



This study also used a quantitative content analysis to code and statistically analyze website content. While this enabled standardized comparisons, it provides a less rich interpretive analysis than qualitative methods could offer. By simplifying complex textual data into numeric scores, some deeper contextual meanings, implicit themes, subjective intents, and language nuances may be overlooked. Follow-up studies using qualitative approaches like interviews or inductive website analyses could strengthen these results by capturing undertones, motives, and explanations that quantitative techniques are less adept at revealing. A mixed-methods approach combining the breadth of quantitative content analysis with qualitative depth could provide a more comprehensive understanding of online accountability practices by Ukrainian nonprofits.
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Appendix A




 





Table A1. Online Accountability Practices (OAP) Instrument.






Table A1. Online Accountability Practices (OAP) Instrument.





	
Accessibility Measures




	
A1 *

	
Does the website have navigation tools that appear on each page?

	
3 = Yes; 0 = No




	
A2 *

	
Does the website have a search feature?

	
3 = Yes; 0 = No




	
A3 *

	
Does the website have quick links?

	
3 = Yes; 0 = No




	
A4 *

	
Does the website have a help feature?

	
3 = Yes; 0 = No




	
A5 *

	
Does the website have a site map?

	
3 = Yes; 0 = No




	
A6 **

	
What are the available language options?

	
0 = One language; 1 = Two languages; 2 = Three languages; 3 = More than three languages.




	
Engagement Measures




	
E1

	
Does the site provide the date (month and year) of the recent update of a website?

	
0 = No;

1 = the date is more than three months old;

2 = the date is more than one month and less than three months old;

3 = the date is one month or less old.




	
E2

	
Is there a subscribe option available for the e-newsletter, listserv, magazine, etc.?

	
3 = Yes; 0 = No




	
E3

	
Does the site have a link for electronic donations?

	
3 = Yes; 0 = No




	
E4

	
How many links to social media sites are there?

	
0 = No social media sites listed;

1= 1–2 social media sites listed;

2= 3–4 social media sites listed;

3= 5 or more social media sites listed




	
E5

	
Does the site include options to connect instantly to the organization with one click (for example live chat or call now button)?

	
3 = Yes; 0 = No




	
E6

	
Does the site provide an option to share the content?

	
3 = Yes; 0 = No




	
Performance Measures




	
P1

	
Does the site post the organization’s annual report?

	
3 = Yes; 0 = No




	
P2

	
Does the site provide financial statements online?

	
3 = Yes; 0 = No




	
P3

	
Does the site include accreditation/honors/awards information?

	
3 = Yes; 0 = No




	
Governance Measures




	
G1

	
Does the site have the organization’s by-laws available?

	
3 = Yes; 0 = No




	
G2

	
Does the site list the names of the people who are on the Board of Directors/Board of Trustees/Leadership Team?

	
3 = Yes; 0 = No




	
G3

	
Does the site publish summary/minutes from the Board of Directors meetings?

	
3 = Yes; 0 = No




	
Mission Measures




	
M1

	
Does the site list the organization’s goals, strategic plan, or implementation plan?

	
3 = Yes; 0 = No




	
M2

	
Does the site offer an employee directory with contact information? (department contacts do not count)

	
3 = Yes; 0 = No




	
M3

	
Does the site contain a mission statement for the organization?

	
3 = Yes; 0 = No




	
M4

	
Does the site contain a statement of values?

	
3 = Yes; 0 = No








* Based on Al-Qallaf and Ridha (2019), ** Added to this instrument.













References


	



Al-Qallaf, Charlene L., and Alaa Ridha. 2019. A Comprehensive Analysis of Academic Library Websites: Design, Navigation, Content, Services, and Web 2.0 Tools. International Information and Library Review 51: 93–106. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Amelia, Seyla Rizky, and Miranti Kartika Dewi. 2021. How a Nonprofit Organization Delivers Online Accountability through Social Media. International Review on Public and Nonprofit Marketing 18: 317–34. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Becker, Annika. 2018. An Experimental Study of Voluntary Nonprofit Accountability and Effects on Public Trust, Reputation, Perceived Quality, and Donation Behavior. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 47: 562–82. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Blouin, Marie C, Roderick L. Lee, and G. Scott Erickson. 2018. The Impact of Online Financial Disclosure and Donations in Nonprofits. Journal of Nonprofit & Public Sector Marketing 30: 251–66. [Google Scholar]

	



Bothwell, Robert O. 2004. Trends In Self-Regulation And Transparency Of Nonprofits In The U.S. The International Journal of Not-for-Profit Law 2: 1–20. Available online: https://www.icnl.org/resources/research/ijnl/self-governance-2 (accessed on 13 September 2023).

	



Cho, Charles H., Jillian R. Phillips, Amy M. Hageman, and Dennis M. Patten. 2009. Media Richness, User Trust, and Perceptions of Corporate Social Responsibility: An Experimental Investigation of Visual Web Site Disclosures. Accounting, Auditing and Accountability Journal 22: 933–52. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Conway, Susan Lee, Patricia Ann O’Keefe, and Sue Louise Hrasky. 2015. Legitimacy, Accountability and Impression Management in NGOs: The Indian Ocean Tsunami. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal 28: 1075–98. [Google Scholar]

	



Cooley, Asya. 2020. Comparative Analysis of Online Accountability Practices in Three Sectors: Private, Public and Nonprofit. Accounting, Auditing and Accountability Journal 33: 1423–45. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cooper, Stuart M., and David L. Owen. 2007. Corporate Social Reporting and Stakeholder Accountability: The Missing Link. Accounting, Organizations and Society 32: 649–67. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cullen Dunn, Elizabeth, and Iwona Kaliszewska. 2023. Distributed Humanitarianism: Volunteerism and Aid to Refugees during the Russian Invasion of Ukraine. American Ethnologist 50: 19–29. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dhanani, Alpa. 2009. Accountability of UK Charities. Public Money and Management 29: 183–90. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dumont, Georgette E. 2010. Evaluating and Understanding Virtual Accountability: An Exploratory Study of Human Service, Arts and Culture, and Societal Benefit Nonprofit Organizations’ Virtual Accountability in Illinois. Available online: http://gradworks.umi.com/34/19/3419349.html (accessed on 12 June 2017).

	



Dumont, Georgette E. 2013. Nonprofit Virtual Accountability: An Index and Its Application. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 42: 1049–67. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ebrahim, Alnoor. 2009. Placing the Normative Logics of Accountability in ‘Thick’ Perspective. American Behavioral Scientist 52: 885–904. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Field, Andy. 2009. Discovering Statistics Using SPSS. London: Sage Publications. Available online: https://books.google.com/books/about/Discovering_Statistics_Using_SPSS.html?id=5253SAL5nDgC (accessed on 20 July 2018).

	



Gandía, Juan L. 2011. Internet Disclosure by Nonprofit Organizations: Empirical Evidence of Nongovernmental Organizations for Development in Spain. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 40: 57–78. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gatskova, Kseniia, and Maxim Gatskov. 2016. Third Sector in Ukraine: Civic Engagement before and after the ‘Euromaidan’. VOLUNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizations 27: 673–94. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gutnik, Arseniy. 2007. Making Sense of Post-Soviet NGO Activism: Committed Activists, Transnational Institution-Building and Neoliberal Reforms in Ukraine. Doctoral dissertation, The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, Chapel Hill, NC, USA. [Google Scholar]

	



Howard, Marc Morjé. 2003. The Weakness of Civil Society in Post-Communist Europe. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. [Google Scholar]

	



Hsu, Jennifer Y. J., Carolyn L. Hsu, and Reza Hasmath. 2017. NGO Strategies in an Authoritarian Context, and Their Implications for Citizenship: The Case of the People’s Republic of China. Voluntas: International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizations 28: 1157–79. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Jeacle, Ingrid, and Chris Carter. 2014. Creative Spaces in Interdisciplinary Accounting Research. Accounting, Auditing and Accountability Journal 27: 1233–40. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kang, Seok, and Hanna E. Norton. 2004. Nonprofit Organizations’ Use of the World Wide Web: Are They Sufficiently Fulfilling Organizational Goals? Public Relations Review 30: 279–84. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Krasynska, Svitlana. 2015. Contra Spem Spero: The Third Sector’s Resilience in the Face of Political Turbulence and Legislative Change in Ukraine. Nonprofit Policy Forum 6: 167–86. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Kuts, Svitlana, and Lyuba Palyvoda. 2006. Civil Society in Ukraine: “Driving Engine or Spare Wheel for Change?”. Kiev: Center for Philanthropy, Counterpart Creative Center and the CIVICUS: World Alliance for Citizen Participation. [Google Scholar]

	



Leardini, Chiara, Sara Moggi, and Gina Rossi. 2019. The New Era of Stakeholder Engagement: Gaining, Maintaining, and Repairing Legitimacy in Nonprofit Organizations. International Journal of Public Administration 42: 520–32. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lee, Roderick L., and Marie C. Blouin. 2019. Factors Affecting Web Disclosure Adoption in the Nonprofit Sector. Journal of Computer Information Systems 59: 363–72. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Levada, Ju A. 1993. Sovetskij Prostoj Čelovek: Opyt Socialʹnogo Portreta Na Rubeže 90-Ch. Moscow: Mirovoj Okean. [Google Scholar]

	



Lowe, Alan, Joanne Locke, and Andy Lymer. 2012. The SEC’s Retail Investor 2.0: Interactive Data and the Rise of Calculative Accountability. Critical Perspectives on Accounting 23: 183–200. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Mackenzie, Kim, Sherrena Buckby, and Helen Irvine. 2013. Business Research in Virtual Worlds: Possibilities and Practicalities. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal 26: 352–73. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Martin, Eric C., and Kateryna Zarembo. 2023. Civil Society and Sense of Community in Ukraine: From Dormancy to Action. European Societies. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Oleinik, Anton. 2018. Volunteers in Ukraine: From Provision of Services to State-and Nation-Building. Journal of Civil Society 14: 364–85. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ortega-Rodríguez, Cristina, Ana Licerán-Gutiérrez, and Antonio Luis Moreno-Albarracín. 2020. Transparency as a Key Element in Accountability in Non-Profit Organizations: A Systematic Literature Review. Sustainability 12: 5834. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Philanthropic Response to the War in Ukraine. n.d. Available online: https://topics.candid.org/issue-pages/ukraine/#tab-nav (accessed on 14 August 2023).

	



Pishchikova, Kateryna. 2010. Promoting Democracy in Postcommunist Ukraine: The Contradictory Outcomes of US Aid to Women’s NGOs. Boulder: Lynne Rienner Publishers. [Google Scholar]

	



Razumkov Center. 2013. Do You Trust Non-Governmental Organizations? Available online: https://razumkov.org.ua/en/sociology/press-releases/citizens-assessment-of-the-situation-in-the-country-trust-in-social-institutions-politicians-officials-and-public-figures-may-2023 (accessed on 15 March 2023).

	



Saxton, Gregory D., and Chao Guo. 2011. Accountability Online: Understanding the Web-Based Accountability Practices of Nonprofit Organizations. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 40: 270–95. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Shostko, Olena. 2020. Promoting the Legal Protection of Anti-Corruption Whistleblowers in Ukraine. Demokratizatsiya: The Journal of Post-Soviet Democratization 28: 229–45. [Google Scholar]

	



Sønderskov, Kim Mannemar. 2011. Does Generalized Social Trust Lead to Associational Membership? Unravelling a Bowl of Well-Tossed Spaghetti. European Sociological Review 27: 419–34. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Stevens, David P., Brandi N. Guidry Hollier, and Lise Anne D. Slatten. 2018. Web-Based Accountability for Nonprofits: Environmental Quality Protection and Beautification Category. Journal of Leadership, Accountability and Ethics 15: 41–54. [Google Scholar]

	



Suchman, Mark C. 1995. Managing Legitimacy: Strategic and Institutional Approaches. Academy of Management Review 20: 571–610. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tregub, Olena. 2019. Ukrainian Activism for Transparency and Accountability: Two Steps Forward, One Step Back. JSTOR. Available online: https://www.usip.org/publications/2019/05/ukrainian-activism-transparency-and-accountability-two-steps-forward-one-step (accessed on 15 March 2023).

	



Tremblay-Boire, Joannie, and Aseem Prakash. 2015. Accountability.Org: Online Disclosures by U.S. Nonprofits. VOLUNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizations 26: 693–719. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



USAID. 2021. 2020 Civil Society Organization Sustainability Index: Ukraine. Available online: https://rpr.org.ua/wp-content/uploads/2021/11/CSOSI-Ukraine-2020.pdf (accessed on 15 March 2023).

	



Uygur, Saffet Aras, and Christopher Napier. 2023. Impact of the Global Pandemic on Online Accountability Practices in INGOs. Journal of Accounting in Emerging Economies 13: 736–59. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Weßels, Bernhard. 2003. Die Entwicklung Der Zivilgesellschaft in Mittel-Und Osteuropa: Intermediäre Akteure, Vertrauen Und Partizipation. In Zivilgesellschaft–National Und Transnational. Edited by Dieter Gosewinkel, Dieter Rucht, Wolfgang van den Daele and Jürgen Kocka. Berlin: Edition Sigma, pp. 173–98. [Google Scholar]

	



Wong, Yi-Lee. 2010. The Civic Education Project in Belarus, Ukraine, and Moldova: The Impact of Dependency. Development in Practice 20: 240–50. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]








 





Table 1. Descriptions of weighted OPA scores and individual dimensions.
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	Weighted Min
	Weighted Max
	Weighted Mean
	Weighted SD





	OAP
	5.6
	77.2
	36.0
	15.