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Preface 
This survey has been developed by Ms Ingrid-Hélène Guet in the final phase of her 
studies at the ECSP (Ecole Supérieure de Commerce) in Paris and while she was 
working at Comité de la Charte, the French member of ICFO, as a part-time 
employee. For the first time since the establishment of ICFO in 1958, this survey 
provides the association as well as other interested persons or institutions a profound 
and detailed overview of the structures and working methods of ICFO member 
organizations and the most important determinants concerning the fundraising sectors 
in the respective countries. ICFO is extremely thankful to Ms Guet for her most 
appreciated contribution to ICFO’s work and to the Comité de la Charte for their 
generous assistance. 

The survey was completed in close cooperation between the author and the ICFO 
members as well as the ICFO General Secretariat. It should, however, be noted that 
the opinions and judgements made in the survey, notably in chapter 4, are by Ingrid-
Hélène Guet personally and may not necessarily comply with those of ICFO itself. 

This survey has been completed by Ingrid-Hélène Guet and edited by ICFO with 
conscientiousness and accuracy. But as time always moves on, updated information 
concerning new developments at the ICFO member organizations should, if 
necessary, be requested from those members directly or via the ICFO General 
Secretariat. In addition, ICFO intends to publish updated editions of this survey from 
time to time. 

Oslo, May 2002 

Torkild Skallerud 
President ICFO 
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Monitoring Fundraising: Introduction 
In most countries, especially in those with a western developed economy, there are 
charities which raise funds from the public to help the deprived, disabled, or 
disadvantaged, to protect the environment, to develop culture, etc. Since they are 
largely dependent on volunteers and on the services of dedicated people working for 
the public good, since a consistent part of their income comes from public generosity,1 
and since they are often not allowed to make profit, they may benefit from special tax 
advantages in most countries. In some countries donors may also profit from tax 
reductions. The gifts of time or of money, which are so important to the charities, are 
considered charitable. Donors do not intend to make any personal profit, but aim to 
help the charity to fulfil its mission. This is why it seems so important that the charities 
themselves are transparent, only that way can donors be assured that their money (or 
their action) really supports the missions they want to support. 
In order to signalize which charities are transparent, a system of monitoring and 
accreditation can be useful. In some countries, which offer tax deductions either to the 
donors or the charities or which give public subsidies to the charities, the Government 
monitors the non-profit organizations, but in most cases such monitoring is rather 
moderate. Such “weak” monitoring might not guarantee the transparency desired by 
donors. This is why private national monitoring or accrediting bodies for fundraising 
activities have been established in many countries  – or are yet being developed or 
created. These bodies audit fundraising organizations and some of them award a 
public certificate to those which meet standards defined by them. The purpose of the 
certificate is to confirm that the charity is well run and deserves public support. Some 
of these monitoring bodies, sometimes also called “watchdogs”, have created an 
umbrella association to exchange information, to discuss their work, and to develop 
international standards: the International Committee on Fundraising Organizations 
(ICFO). This survey only covers the activities of ICFO members. 
What the different monitoring bodies require from the charities they monitor seems to 
be similar in many points, such as: existence of written rules in which their objectives 
are specifically defined, existence of a Board, monitoring of the accounts, correctness 
of all information given to the public. On the other hand, there are also many 
differences between these “watchdogs” , referring to: 
• their standards, although the main idea is more or less identical; 
• the organizational structure (e.g. working with volunteers or not);  
• the way they are financed;  
• the way they define their target group (e.g. all charities, only those charities who 

volunteer of their own free will, only humanitarian charities, only the largest ones); 

                                                                 
1 The remaining portion consists of public or private subsidies, income from commercial activities of the 
charity, and other financial sources. 
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• what they are monitoring (e.g. governance principles, fundraising means);  
• the way they make the monitored charities respect these principles. 

More and more charities raise funds all around the world and many of them work in 
several countries at the same time. The public should be able to know whether these 
fundraising organizations are indeed honest and deserve support. In order to permit 
an efficient monitoring of the charities which raise funds internationally, it is necessary 
to think about the need for international standards. This is why ICFO has developed 
and is now elaborating such standards. 
One of the goals of this survey is to compare the standards and methods of 
monitoring used by the different ICFO members. This is done in order to help them to 
know each other better, to develop useful material for their future work, and to make 
them more transparent to other actors of the social economy sector. Another goal is 
to compare the different national methods and standards to the ICFO international 
standards. In fact, such international standards will become more and more important 
as an increasing number of charities raise funds in several countries at the same 
time, if not around the whole world. This globalization of fundraising activities might 
increase even more with the rising use of the Internet. 
ICFO decided to support the project of this survey at its AGM in May 2000. Then I 
developed a questionaire and sent it to all ICFO members. Their answers and 
standards constitute the main source of information for this survey. Further material is 
based on answers to questions which I asked in follow-up, further documents which I 
received from them, Internet sites of the ICFO members, e-mail and mail information, 
discussions during the ICFO Annual General Meeting in Oslo (May 2001) and several 
ICFO Board meetings. 
The survey is divided in four parts: 
1. The individual situation concerning the charity and fundraising sector in the 

country of each ICFO member, which includes statistics about donors and 
donations, information about tax laws, and other regulations in each country, etc. 
The purpose of this part is to describe ICFO members’ environment. It might be 
important to notice that part 1.1. (The Donors) is far less precise than the others 
because of a considerable lack of reliable and comparable statistics. 

2. The various auditing methods practiced by the ICFO member organizations 
3. National auditing standards 

4. Conclusion: national and international standards. 
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1. The Charity and Fundraising Sectors in the ICFO Countries 
This part describes the situation of the charity and fundraising sectors in those 
countries where ICFO members are acting. This includes: 

• the donors: who they are, how much they give, to which charities;  

• the role of the Government in reference to the charities: rules concerning the 
fundraising, tax systems concerning NPO and donors;  

• monitoring of the charities: is there some kind of monitoring of fundraising 
organizations in the country, is the Government involved in this monitoring, 
description of private monitoring initiatives.  

All the above components provide a general overview of the ICFO member’s 
background in each country: These aspects are important as they might have some 
influence on the monitoring, on the choice of standards, on the political weight of the 
ICFO members, etc. As in some countries the number of donors is diminishing and - 
on average - they are getting older, the monitoring organizations might carry an 
important role by providing donors with dependable information concerning 
trustworthy charities, thus possibly increasing their willingness to donate. And where 
the Government is not monitoring at all, there might be a public demand - maybe 
unvoiced - for monitoring by a private organization. The individual ICFO member will 
gain even more importance if it represents the only monitoring organization in its 
country. 

1.1. The Donors 
At first, it is important to notice that in many countries there are no official data 
available concerning the national charity sector. Consequently, there is a 
considerable lack of dependable information in respect to the structure and 
development of the collection of funds in these countries. However, in most of them 
there are public or private organizations collecting declarative or estimate data (e.g. 
by interviewing donors or fundraising charities, by using the information given by tax 
declarations). In some countries, like Switzerland, there seems to be no information at 
all. 

1.1.1. Statistics 
It seems that in most countries the number of donors is about half of the adult 
population. The statistics in Austria and in the Netherlands are considerably above 
that average. The average donation seems to be approx € 110. France and Sweden 
are below this average, while Austria, Germany, the Netherlands and the United 
Kingdom (England and Wales) are above. Anyway, these statistics must be regarded 
with caution, as the information is often imprecise (declarative or estimate) and one 
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cannot assume that the amounts are calculated the same way in all countries (for 
example, the definition of ”donor” might be different from one country to another). 

It may also be important to take into account the number of charities raising funds in 
each country; which can have two impacts: 

1. When there are many charities, people will have a larger choice of good causes to 
choose from and might therefore give more readily, thus the total donations of that 
country might be higher (but this is not always the case). 

2. But the existence of a larger number of charities also means that the total amount 
of donations has to be shared among them, so that each charity might only 
receive a relatively small portion. In the USA, 625.000 charities raise funds, there 
are 200.000 in the United Kingdom, and in Austria only 600. 

The donations in UK are at their lowest level since 20 years2, and at the same time 
the number of associations still increases. In France the total of donations was 
stagnating in 2000. Austria has a much more comfortable situation: according to the 
available data, the volume of donations has increased from € 239 million to  
€ 494 million between 1996 and 2000, and the number of donors from 47% to 80% of 
the population. 

In Canada, the estimated financial support of € 3,5 billion in 2000 represented an 
increase of 11% since 1997. The average annual donation in 2000 (€ 182) increased 
by 8% from 1997 (€ 169). And in 2000 Canadians gave an average of 3.7 donations 
(1997: 4 donations). The top 25% of Canadian donors accounted for 82% of the total 
donations. 

                                                                 
2 Marketing Direct (28/06/2001) 
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Table 1: Statistics 
Country Donors 

 
 

(in millions) 

Donors 
 

(% of adult 
population) 

Donations 
average yearly 

amount  
per person 

Donations 
total yearly amount 

 
(in million €) 

Austria  n/a 80 180 494 
Canada 22 913 182 3,514  

($ 5 billion in 2000) 

Switzerland 3.4 494 2405 800 
France 20.2 50 40 n/a 
Germany 25.9 37%  

of population 
older than 14 

130 n/a 

Norway 1.5-2 n/a n/a n/a 
Netherlands n/a 76% of all 

households 
150 1.652 

Sweden 4 n/a 70 n/a 
United 
Kingdom 

n/a 30 200 11,6006  
(£ 7.5 billion in 2000) 

USA millions of 
people 

n/a n/a 196,0007  
($ 203 billion in 2000) 

                                                                 
3 Almost 22 million Canadians, 91% of the population aged 15 and older made donations either financial or 
in-kind to charitable and non-profit organizations between October 1, 1999 and September 30, 2000. 
Almost 8 in 10 (78%) made direct financial donations either in response to a request from, or by own 
approach to a charity. 41% deposited money in cash boxes at store checkouts; and 4% reported leaving a 
bequest to a charitable, religious, or spiritual organization as part of a will. In-kind donations were also 
common: 69% donated clothing or household goods and 54% donated food to a charitable organization 
such as a food bank. 
4 According to Spendenmarkt Schweiz 1998 published by Atag Ernst & Young Marketing Services, 
Glattbrugg, 1998 
5 Each donor gave 240 € in a year; the average for whole population is 145 € (acc. to Atag 1998) 
6 According to the Charities Aid Foundation, West Malling/UK. It includes private (individual) gifts and 
bequests, excluding company sponsorship (£429 million/€€ 692 million) 
7 According to Giving USA 2000, published by the AAFRC Trust for Philanthropy, $190.16 billion were 
contributed to charitable causes in 1999. This was a record year.  
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1.1.2. Who are the Donors? 
In almost all countries the main sources for donations are business companies, 
foundations, and individual donors; whereby the latter are often the biggest 
contributors. The ”typical” individual donor is a woman over 50 years old, from middle 
or upper-middle class, and with religious involvement (catholic in catholic countries, 
protestant in protestant countries). This can be explained: most religions promote 
donations; people from lower classes would not have enough money to make big 
donations (and the people from upper class are few); the age corresponds to the time 
when children begin to become independent and ”cost” less to their family. It seems 
that the donors are getting older. One might possibly worry about the fact that donors 
often are ”so old” and might wonder why the younger people do not involve 
themselves in the charitable sector more. These are the profiles of the donors, maybe 
it would also be interesting to have the profiles of the volunteers to see whether these 
are younger than the donors. Maybe the age of the donors relates to changing and 
growing interests and financial resources. 

Austria: 56% of the individual donors are women; the average donor is 
older than 60 years, from the middle class, and mostly in good 
relationship with the catholic church. Women give more 
regularly than men. 

Canada: The greater the religious involvement of the individual, the more 
generous are the contributions. Many Canadians support each 
other and their communities by donating their money, giving 
their time, or practicing forms of active citizenship. Volunteers 
are more likely to make charitable donations than non-
volunteers. 

Switzerland: Women make donations more often than men; elder people 
more than younger (under 20 years old: 21% donors; 30-39 
years: 61%; over 50 years: 70%) 

France: The average donor is over 40 years old, educated, from middle 
and upper middle class, with a good wage, and catholic. A 
survey, made by Fondation de France, shows that the number 
of donors increases proportionally with age, level of education, 
income, and religious practice. 

Germany: The ”typical” German donor is a female 50 year old employee. 

Netherlands: The average citizen gives, but notably the religious and 
somewhat older people. 

Norway: Both usual taxpayers and business companies. There is no 
more information on how the individual donor can be described. 

Sweden: The donors are mostly between 55 and 70 years old. 
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United Kingdom Donors are mostly childless women over 55 years old, sensible 
to social problems and having a regular revenue, but not 
necessarily rich. Anyway, many people give who do not 
correspond to this stereotype and they give for many different 
personal reasons. 

United States: Donors represent a cross-section of the American public. By far, 
the individuals contribute the most. In 1999, 75% of all 
contributions came from individual donors. 

1.1.3. Distribution of Donations 
In most countries there are no statistics available which tell about the real allocation of 
donations. Under such conditions, information concerning the importance of 
charitable objectives can be obtained either by opinion polls (like for example in 
Germany) or by what the different charities declare as received. In Canada, there is 
no information available at all on this subject. 
See table 2: ”Distribution of Donations” 

Remarks: 
• Attention: It seems difficult to compare the statistics of different countries. In fact, 

one can notice that the total of percentages is 100% for France and Sweden, 
under 100% in United Kingdom and the United States, and over 100% in other 
countries. Some countries list the percentage of total donations for each cause, 
as others might list the percentage of donors (but one donor can give to several 
causes, so the total can be over 100). These figures should be seen only as 
approximate data which allow for the comparison of individual countries’ 
donations and the importance and ranking of causes.  

• Furthermore, it would be interesting to learn more about what “donation” means in 
each single country. There might be some major differences. 

• The figures and proportions can change considerably from year to year: in a year 
with many catastrophes the percentage can change a lot as compared to a year 
with few or no catastrophes. Catastrophes abroad mean that the percentage of 
donations going abroad will rise, maybe to a sharp increase.  
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Austria: As in 1996, children and handicapped people are the biggest 
receivers of gifts. There is a trend in favour of gifts for 
international aid, especially catastrophes abroad and 
development. 

Norway:  There are no figures available. It would be impossible even to 
make a rough estimate about the distribution. 

Switzerland:  There are no precise data, but it is possible to say that children 
rank on the top of the list of donations, followed by handicapped 
people, old people, animal protection, and environment 
protection. 

Sweden: SIDA (Swedish International Development Authority) is a large 
contributor to countries in the third world. The contribution is 0.7 
per cent of the Swedish GNP, which is equal to € 864 million. 
SIDA is also co-operating with non-profit associations and its 
contribution here reaches about € 108 million. 

United Kingdom:  There are no precise data. International aid is the first recipient 
of gifts, followed by cancer (research and aid to sick people), 
animal protection (donkeys and cats), children, and physical 
handicaps. Medical research and aid to sick people are the first 
recipients of bequests, followed by animal protection, sea 
security, environment. 

United States:  By far, religion is the greatest recipient of U.S. contributions. In 
1999, religious causes received 43% of all contributions. 
Education was second at 14%, with other causes such as 
health, human services, public and social programs, arts and 
culture, environment and international affairs dividing the 
remaining portion. 
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1.2. The Government and the Organizations 
The legislation concerning Non-Profit Organizations (NPOs) is very important: it 
shows what role they can have and how their government considers them. Many 
activities of NPOs could be or have been taken care of by governments, especially in 
Welfare States (e.g. helping old and deprived people, protecting environment, 
supporting culture), or by the Church (e.g. help of the deprived, sick, old, poor 
people). The choice of what should be done by the State and what should be done by 
private initiatives will have a big impact on ”tax support” to NPO, on how federations, 
associations and foundations are regulated. This will have a big influence on the life 
of charities and on their fundraising activities in two aspects. Firstly, the legislation 
and tax law will make giving either easier or more difficult, allow more or less freedom 
to organizations. Secondly, there will be a more or less psychological influence: if the 
State has a big role in health, culture, environment and development aid, the 
population will be more reluctant to make donations as they will think they already 
helped a lot through the taxes they paid. 

1.2.1 Who is allowed to raise Funds? 
In most of the countries included in this survey, everyone is allowed to appeal to 
public generosity, either without any restriction at all (Austria, some parts of Canada, 
Germany, Norway, The Netherlands) or after registration (some parts of Canada, 
France, Sweden). Anyway, fundraising face-to-face is always more or less regulated. 

Canada There are no federal restrictions on fundraising. Some provinces 
and a few municipalities are practicing certain regulations 
concerning the monitoring of fundraising activities. Fundraisers 
typically are required to register where such restriction exists. 
The rules vary significantly from jurisdiction to jurisdiction. 

Switzerland In almost all cantons, there is a duty of approval 
(“Bewilligungspflicht”) to be allowed to raise funds. The 
respective cantons decide who is allowed to raise funds in their 
jurisdiction. Street and door-to-door collections are subject to 
approval in most cantons, whereas collections by mail are less 
strictly regulated. 

France The fundraising in the street is quite strongly regulated. 
Otherwise any charity is allowed to appeal to public generosity 
as long as it has registered with the local prefecture. However, 
some parts of the fundraising are regulated: 

• The relations between the organizations and their 
communication agencies are regulated by ”Loi Sapin” (29 
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January 1993), a law concerning the transparency of 
economic activities. 

• The use of some labels (label ”grande cause”) and the status 
of public benefit organization are decided by the Government. 

• The database listing the donors and potential donors has to 
respect the law ”informatique et libertés” (e.g. the listed 
persons must be able to modify or cancel their personal 
information) 

• Not all organizations are allowed to receive bequests: in order 
to be able to accept them, they have to receive the ”public 
utility acknowledgement” (reconnaissance d’utilité publique). 

• The organizations have to annually declare their upcoming 
appeals to public generosity to the prefecture. 

Germany The public sector exercises a remarkable restraint in the area of 
fundraising in the street or face-to-face because donating is 
seen as a totally voluntary action by the single citizen. Most (14 
out of 16) of the German federal states (”Bundesländer”) have 
their own collection laws, which are nearly identical. These 
collection laws refer solely to the collection of cash money or 
gifts in kind which takes place on public streets. Those public 
collections have to be registered and authorized by the local 
public administration. The collection income and its allocation 
has to be disclosed to that public authority. There is no specific 
law regulating the main fundraising practices. 

Norway There is neither regulation nor limitation. However an 
authorization from the police is needed when the organization is 
collecting funds in public places. 

Netherlands Fundraising is not regulated, apart from the door-to-door 
collection which is strictly regulated. 

Sweden Every juridical person which is registered at a local tax authority 
or at the Swedish Patent and Registration Office is allowed to 
appeal to public generosity. There is no demand at all for any 
authorization for collecting money, clothes, etc. However, all 
fundraising foundations are obliged to register at a county 
administrative board and to be supervised by this board. 

United Kingdom In order to appeal to public generosity, organizations have to be 
recognized as a charity by the Charity Commission. 

United States Everybody is allowed to raise funds. 625,000 charities raise 
funds in the United States. Charities that conform in their 
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mission to the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) requirement as 
outlined in section 501(c)(3) of the IRS code are granted 
government recognized charitable status by the Internal 
Revenue Service. Organizations that do not receive this 
designation are not permitted to appeal for funds as a public 
charity. Obtaining this status is relatively easy since there are 
some 600,000 - 501(c)(3) organizations in the USA. Most of 
them however are very small with perhaps only 10% receiving 
sizeable donations. 

 Thirty-eight of the 50 U.S. states have state charitable 
solicitation laws, which require charities to register in the states 
in which they solicit funds. These requirements are similar, yet 
still different because they are enacted by independent 
legislatures. This is a cause of current controversy and 
discussion in the USA since charitable organizations that solicit 
nationally must fill out forms and comply with differing 
regulations in different states. 

1.2.2. Tax Law 
Two kinds of tax laws might influence the functioning of NPOs. The first kind includes 
all tax advantages dedicated to them: that means that the Government encourages 
the development of non-commercial organizations. The second kind of tax laws 
concerns more directly the donors: people who donate might benefit from deductions 
in the taxes they pay (usually income tax). This again encourages the development of 
NPO and also the individuals in financing these charities.  

1.2.2.1 For the Organizations 
In Austria, Canada, Switzerland, France, Germany, Norway, Sweden, the United 
Kingdom and the USA, the NPOs enjoy special tax conditions (usually exemption 
from some taxes), at least if they are of public benefit. The definition of public benefit 
can be different from one country to another. The tax exemption can also have 
different forms. In the Netherlands, there is no special tax system for charities.  

Austria  Organizations with public benefit status are exempted from 
taxes. 

Canada  There are two main categories that enjoy exemption from 
income tax, registered charities and not-for-profits. Both 
categories also have varying degrees of exemption from other 
taxes such as property tax, sales tax or value-added tax (VAT). 
All charities must file an annual information return (Form T3010) 
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with Canada Customs and Revenue Agency. The information is 
available to the public. 

Switzerland Organizations with public benefit status are exempted from 
taxes. 

France  The NPOs are not subject to taxes as long as they do not 
compete with commercial activities or companies: if the activities 
of the organization are considered to be non-profit, it will not pay 
the commercial taxes (e.g. VAT, income tax, tax on training 
programs). 

Germany  Scattered over various codes, German tax law essentially grants 
exemption from corporate income tax, trade tax, and partly also 
turnover tax, real estate tax, inheritance tax, and gift tax to non-
profit organizations depending on the public benefit status 
(”Gemeinnützigkeit”). The exemption is subject to review by the 
tax authorities every three years.  

 Tax exemption on the basis of the public benefit status, i.e. 
whether or not an organization meets the criteria of public 
benefit, is generally regulated in §§ 51-68 of the German Fiscal 
Code (”Abgabenordnung - AO”). The promotion of the following 
objectives are covered by the definition of  ”Gemeinnützigkeit”: 

• public well-being in material, spiritual and moral spheres; 

• charitable and benevolent activities to support persons in 
need and those unable to care for themselves; 

• church-related activities including the construction, 
maintenance and administration of churches and church 
property, religious instruction, religious services, and training 
of the clergy. 

 It is not very difficult to get the public benefit status in Germany; 
it has been acknowledged to nearly all existing associations and 
foundations.  

Norway With one exception there are no special tax conditions for NPOs. 
The exception concerns research institutes receiving 
government grants/support: they are eligible for a limited 
deduction in their taxes.  

Sweden  There is no special tax system for non-profit organizations but 
they may enjoy limited taxation if their aims are for the benefit of 
everyone. If so, they are on the whole only liable to taxation on 
capital profit. 
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UK Charities are exempt from tax on capital, revenue, donations 
they received, and on buildings they occupy, but not from VAT. 

USA There is a special tax system for NPOs. These organizations are 
required to file an annual information return with the Internal 
Revenue Service on Form 990. This form is now available to the 
public as a result of legislation enacted by the U.S. Congress in 
1998. Churches are exempt from filling a Form 990; but most 
”para-church” organizations, i.e. those that do not have a local 
parish or congregation but serve the religious community at 
large are required to file Form 990. All 501(c)(3) organizations 
are exempt from taxation. 

1.2.2.2. For the Donors 
In all the countries covered by the survey, except Sweden, there is some kind of tax 
deductibility for donors, but the conditions to obtain this deductibility and how it is 
calculated can vary from one country to the other. The deduction can take the form of 
tax credit (Canada), the gift can be deducted from the total income before calculating 
the tax, or from the tax after calculation, or take a totally different form (e.g. tax 
restitution, deduction at source of the tax). There can be more or less limitations (e.g. 
minimum or maximum amount of donation, whom the donation is given to). 

Austria Donors can only get tax deduction of their donations if they give to 
”research-organizations” (not more than 200 in Austria). 

Canada In 1988, the system of a tax deduction for charitable donations 
was changed to a system of charitable tax credits. Registered 
charities have the authority to issue official tax receipts to donors 
for gifts made to them. Because the rate of income tax is not the 
same in all provinces, the value of the tax credit varies from 
province to province from about 45% to 55% of the value of the 
gift. Both gifts of cash and gifts in kind are eligible for the same 
tax treatment. 

A taxpayer is eligible to claim a charitable gift tax credit for up to 
75% of his or her taxable income in a given year, as long as the 
amount is supported by official receipts. A surplus of credits may 
be carried forward up to five tax years. 

Switzerland Charitable gifts to the tax exempt organizations may be deducted 
from the federal tax. However, these deductions cannot exceed 
10% of the net income and the total of the gifts must be at least 
equal to CHF 100 (€ 65.8) per year. Subscriptions of the 
members defined by the statutes and other payments accorded to 
the organization are not deductible. If the organization is 
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exonerated from taxes because of its religious goals, the 
charitable gifts it receives are not deductible. If the organization 
has both public interest and religious goals, a partial tax deduction 
is possible but at some specific conditions. 

The federal law on direct taxes harmonization between cantons 
and communes, to take effect in 2001, stipulates that public 
interest give the right to tax exoneration. That means that the 
cantons have to admit the tax deductibility of gifts; the size of 
these tax deductions however varies from one canton to the other. 

France Donors can get tax deduction when they make donations to 
organizations. This deduction is usually 50% of the contribution in 
the limit of 6% of the personal income of the donor. In case of 
donations to organization helping ”people in difficulties” 
(“organismes d’aide aux personnes en difficulté, dispositif 
Coluche”), the deduction is 60% of the contribution in the limit of 
FRF 2100 (€ 315). These percentages and amounts (valid for 
2001) are re-calculated every year. 

Germany Donors (private individuals or corporations) benefit from tax 
deductibility for contributions made to NPOs. The tax regulations 
on donations and deductions essentially follow the same logic as 
the regulation on tax exemption for organizations. According to § 
10 (b) of the income tax law, only donations to legal bodies under 
public law (e.g. municipal administration, churches), and 
organizations with public benefit status can be deducted from 
taxable income. Donations are tax-deductible up to 5 % of pre-tax 
income in general, plus another 5 % for scientific, higher 
education, culture, and some welfare purposes. Instead of 
applying these criteria, corporations can elect to donate tax-
efficiently 0.2 % of their turnover plus wages for workers and 
salaries for employees. In order for larger donations to be tax-
deductible, an income tax statute for individuals allows carry-
forwards of eight years and carry-backs of two years for donations 
which exceed DM 50,000 (€ 25,564 in 2001). Corporations are 
subject to a slightly different regime and are entitled to carry-overs 
of seven years. 

Norway Donors may achieve tax deductibility up to a certain amount 
donated for research purposes which are carried out in special 
government approved organizations. 

Netherlands Tax deductibility for donations of 1% of income, minimum  
(€ 60). The maximum of deductibility is 10% of income. 
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United Kingdom There are three different kinds of tax deductions for donations 
made to an association: 

• Gift aid: An individual gives a donation net of taxes to an 
organization which can claim for the amount of the deducted 
tax to the tax administration. There is no minimum or 
maximum amount for the gifts, they can be either regular or 
occasional. It has to be a gift to an association. The donor 
must pay an amount of taxes at least equal to what the 
association claims. He must fill a declaration saying that he 
wants his donation to be treated as a gift aid. He cannot 
receive a counterpart to his gift from the charity. 

• Deed of covenant: It concerns gifts from an individual who 
takes the contractual engagement to continue the gift for at 
least three years. The donation must occur regularly. There is 
no minimum or maximum amount. The donor makes a 
donation net of taxes and the fiscal administration pays the 
difference to the charity. 

• Payroll giving: This gift made by salaried people must be 
regular (usually monthly). This system is based on the 
peculiar principle (which is not used in France, for example) of 
the deduction at source of the income tax by the employers. 
Here again there is neither minimum nor maximum amount for 
the gifts. The gift has to be made to a British association or to 
the British branch of a foreign association. The donor is 
considered as making a gift before tax. That is why all salaried 
people benefit from a deduction at the highest rate. The 
employer is responsible for the deduction of the reference 
amount and for its additional payment to the authorized 
governmental agency which will attribute the funds to the 
appropriate association. Until 2003 the government will give 
an extra of 10% in order to increase the donations made as 
payroll givings. 

USA Contributions made to 501(c)(3) organizations are tax deductible 
by the donor. The deductible amount can go up to 50% of the 
declared revenue. 

1.3. Who is carrying out Monitoring? 
In Austria, Canada, Norway and the Netherlands the State is not monitoring the 
functioning of non-profit organizations at all. In Switzerland and Sweden, public 
organizations monitor foundations (with very limited legal competence), but not the 
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associations. In France, Germany, the United Kingdom and the United States, 
there are several audits of charities by the State. 

In all ICFO countries, except France and the United States, there is no private 
monitoring or monitoring organization other than the ICFO member. 

1.3.1 Austria 
In Austria today, there is no monitoring system, but there are three regulations for 
self-commitment:  

• The evangelical church of Austria has established a catalogue of criteria for its 
fundraising initiatives and constructed a checkpoint with some evangelical 
fundraising organizations. 

• The Catholic Church has developed a self-commitment for the big fund collections 
abroad. It has been adopted by six organizations. 

• The League of Fundraising Managers has propounded a catalogue of ethics to its 
members.  

58% of the people answering to an opinion poll on that subject say that they would 
rather give to a charity which has a seal of approval than to other charities. 

On the initiative of ÖIS (Österreichisches Institut für Spendenwesen/ Austrian Institute 
for Fundraising), a general catalogue of criteria for Austria has been created on the 
basis of the ICFO-standards. A global monitoring system has been established since 
September 2001 by a group at ÖIS, which is an independent institution composed by 
political parties, churches, lobbies and advertising industries. ÖIS was established in 
1996. It is attached to the Austrian Foundation for Development Research (ÖFSE), 
which is a member of ICFO. The tasks of the institute are: 

• the documentation of all fundraising processes in Austria  

• the creation and updating of a register containing all the Austrian fundraising 
initiatives  

• the elaboration of liable criteria for a fundraising seal  

• the exchange of experience and information about international contacts  

• the building of scientific studies and analyses concerning public generosity.  

1.3.2. Canada 
The only monitoring system towards charities in Canada has been developed by the 
Canadian Council of Christian Charities (CCCC), which is a member of ICFO. 
Furthermore a second organization, the Canadian Centre for Philanthropy (CCP), 
which is a well-known umbrella association for charities in Canada, has developed 
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accountability standards. But as CCP does not monitor compliance, it can not be 
regarded as a monitoring agency in the sense of this survey. 

The Canadian Council of Christian Charities (CCCC) is a registered charitable 
organization. It is an association, primarily of charities, within the evangelical Christian 
community. Its goals are to integrate spiritual concerns of ministry with practical 
aspects of management stewardship and accountability. 

CCCC's aim is to assist evangelical ministries to earn the public's trust through strict 
adherence to ethical practices and generally accepted principles of financial 
accountability and organizational integrity. It serves a large constituency of 
evangelical ministries and churches by providing technical support to certified 
charities and affiliates and by responding to perceived needs within the evangelical 
Christian community. 

CCCC was founded in 1972 by individuals who shared a commitment to define and 
articulate a code of ethics that would guide Christian ministries to be effective in the 
stewardship of their resources and in their accountability. In 1979 CCCC was 
incorporated as an Ontario corporation without share capital. 

Since its inception in 1972, CCCC has grown from a relatively unknown organization 
to a national association that is looked to for leadership in establishing norms and 
enforcing strict compliance with standards of financial accountability and 
organizational integrity. Donors and local churches often look to the CCCC logo to 
guide them in their choice of a worthy charitable organization to support. 

Government regulators also look favourably on the self-regulation program 
administered by CCCC. With support from a significant percentage of the registered 
Christian charities in Canada, CCCC endeavours to serve the total Christian 
community by providing information and training in the areas of Christian stewardship 
and effective administration. CCCC further engages in liaison with governments and 
provides a vehicle for standardization and for financial accountability. The 
membership of CCCC has grown from 105 in 1980 to over 2,000 member 
organizations in 2001. 

CCCC has two levels of membership. 154 organizations - representing a budget of 
over Cdn $ 200,000,000 - are accredited under the financial accountability program. A 
second class consists of 1,875 member organizations, which only raise money from 
their members, rather than from the public at large. Because in these cases 
organizations raise their funds from an internal membership they normally do not seek 
accreditation. However, the Standards for Organizational Integrity and Financial 
Accountability are a guiding standard that has a significant influence on them. But 
they are not monitored with any thoroughness by CCCC. The aggregate of the 
budgets of these organizations is likely much greater than in the former group, but 
there is no specific way of verifying this.  
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1.3.3. Switzerland 
The foundations of public benefit are monitored by the foundation inspection of the 
Swiss Federal Republic (“eidgenössischen Stiftungsaufsicht”) and – with limited legal 
competence – by canton foundation inspection bodies. For the associations there is 
no monitoring by the State.  

ZEWO is giving a label of quality to some 310 monitored organizations (foundations 
and associations), but it also has a mission of information. The goal of the inspection 
is to prevent abuse in the field and to support the volume of donations in the long 
term. 

ZEWO was created in July 1934 as a public institution. At that time it was conceived 
as an information center concerning charitable organizations, which should prevent 
from misuse of donations. In 1936, ZEWO became an association. From the very 
beginning, the members were the Public Administration (cantons), individual and legal 
entities which were interested in the work of ZEWO, and organizations of public 
interest (since the creation of the seal of approval in 1940, the monitored 
organizations were obliged to be members). In 2001 ZEWO became a foundation. 
Today, 303 organizations do have the ZEWO seal of approval. 

ZEWO has been awarding its seal of approval to charities achieving true public 
benefit in Switzerland since 1940. The seal of approval is only awarded after an 
application by and a thorough investigation of the institution concerned. ZEWO 
informs all those interested on fundraising charities: not only on those having been 
awarded the ZEWO seal of approval for institutions of public benefit but also on 
thousands of other fundraising organizations in Switzerland. The institutions are 
judged on the same basic principles, independent of their attachment to ZEWO. As a 
co-ordinating body for fundraising activities, ZEWO also comments on general issues 
concerning charities and their work. ZEWO has undertaken to critically observe 
fundraising, to punish misuse and to make the black sheep known to a larger public. 

ZEWO publishes the annual Swiss fundraising calendar "Schweizer 
Sammlungskalender" informing of which nation-wide organizations carry out what sort 
of fundraising activity on what date, thus coordinating the national fundraising 
campaigns of the 40 largest organizations which carry the ZEWO seal of approval. 

Close co-operation exists between the cantons and the communal authorities, which 
are responsible for authorization of fundraising activities, and ZEWO. Several other 
authorities use ZEWO’s professional knowledge in connection with subsidies and 
inquiries of all kinds. 

ZEWO is quite well known and well accepted, and has considerable influence in the 
donation market. E.g. some cantons do only allow/approve collections by 
organizations which have the ZEWO seal of approval; other cantons do ask the 
opinion of ZEWO before allowing a collection. In general, due to the activities of 
ZEWO, the Swiss fundraising market has stayed more or less clean, scandals have 
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been avoided, the confidence of donors in the welfare organizations is good, which is 
proved by the fact that the population is willing to support these organizations with 
approximately CHF 1.2 billion (1999) which corresponds to approx. € 800 million. 
Another result of the activities of ZEWO could be seen in that up until now legislative 
action has been avoided in the field of fundraising for welfare purposes.  

1.3.4. France 
In France, there is no general and regular monitoring by the State for all fundraising 
organizations, but there are audits carried out from time to time by two types of 
governmental institutions which monitor only some organizations each year (less than 
ten), and only those who benefit from public subsidies – but it is a very extensive and 
thorough monitoring:  

• the “Cour des comptes” (Court of auditors/General Account Office) verifies the 
correspondence between income (especially public subsidies and appeals to 
public generosity) and the use of these funds (financial statements, no 
misappropriation); 

• the “Inspection générale aux affaires sociales” (IGAS – General inspection for 
social affairs) exercises more or less the same kind of monitoring, but only for 
social organizations and the “Inspection générale de l’administration de 
l’éducation nationale et de la recherche” does the same for education and 
research organizations. 

Some public contributors (e.g. regions, departments) can also monitor fundraising 
organizations, especially when public subsidies or another kind of public financing 
take an important place in the organization’s budget. 

There is one private monitoring organization (Comité de la Charte de déontologie des 
organisations sociales et humanitaires faisant appel à la générosité du public), but 
one other organization is developing another monitoring method: the certification 
committee BVQI. BVQI is creating a new certification committee, which was officially 
presented by the end of 2000. The criteria of the monitoring are effectiveness and 
efficiency of the organization, quality of governance, selfless character of the 
management. 

The goal of the inspection by CC is to know whether the monitored organizations are 
transparent in their activities as well as in their financial statements or in their internal 
organization. The mission of CC is to monitor the compliance of the member 
organizations in respect to the Charter (which defines the main standards the 
organizations have to respect and is concluded by the “recommandations”) based on 
four major principles: 

• Statutory functioning and selfless management 

• Quality of the communication 
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• Rigour of the management 

• Financial transparency 

Comité de la Charte (CC) was created in November 1989 by 18 associations and 
foundations on the initiative and under the presidency of François Bloch-Lainé, 
President of UNIOPSS (Union Nationale Interfédérale des Œuvres et organismes 
Privés Sanitaires et Sociaux) at that time. The first two years of CC’s existence 
permitted the creation and installation of monitoring procedures and the first 
monitorings of the founding organizations. In October 1992, CC opened to all social 
and humanitarian fundraising organizations which want to commit themselves (after 
acceptation of their candidature) to respect the Charter. After the ARC scandal (ARC 
- Association pour la Recherche sur le Cancer, an organization conducting research 
about cancer and one of the biggest French organization for medical research), the 
number of candidates for the ”seal of approval” increased considerably (1996: 24 
member organizations, 1998: 46). In 2001, the number of member organizations 
reached 53. Together they collect more than FRF 4 billion (€€ 610 million) yearly. 

Nowadays, CC has study groups working on new auditing methods, new standards 
(Charter and “Chapters of Recommendations”), financial transparency, fundraising 
methods, communication, and other issues.  

The Charter is specified by a set of “Chapters of Recommendations”. New chapters 
are regularly being written, and existing chapters are being modified as a result of 
changes in the fundraising sector or of new issues in that field. Presently there are 13 
chapters. 

1.3.5. Germany 
In Germany, there is no general and comprehensive monitoring of fundraising 
organizations by the Government or any public administration. Apart from the 
administrative process in respect to the public benefit status (tax exemption), there 
are only procedural and rather routine monitorings of associations as well as 
foundations. Nearly every association is registered in the official register of 
associations at the local municipal court and therefore may call itself a ”eingetragener 
Verein (e.V.)” (registered association). But the municipal court only has to check the 
statutes for compliance with some standardized rules of the German Civil Code 
(”Bürgerliches Gesetzbuch”). 

The law of foundations attempts to ensure that a foundation remains true to the aims 
of its founder, that it has nominated proper representatives with authority, and that the 
possibility exists for amending its statutes in the light of changing circumstances. 
Compliance with these rules is ensured by the foundation supervision department of 
each federal state. 

One private organization in Germany, the Deutsches Zentralinstitut für soziale 
Fragen/DZI (German Central Institute for Social Issues), is monitoring humanitarian 
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donation-soliciting NPOs. There is another organization, called Deutscher Spendenrat 
e.V. (German Donation Council), which has been founded in 1993 by several NPOs. 
It is open for all public benefit NPOs and aims to function as a lobby organization for 
its members as well as a complaint institution for donors. The Deutscher Spendenrat 
e.V has established a self-commitment for its members, but does not monitor their 
compliance. Since several years the association only has about 35 members. Based 
on the information given above, it can not be regarded as a monitoring agency in the 
sense of this survey. In addition, the Deutsche Evangelische Allianz/DEA (German 
Protestant Alliance), which is a lobby organization for protestant religious 
associations, issues a “donation monitoring certificate” which can be applied for only 
by its member organizations, primarily protestant missionaries which are not covered 
by the activities of DZI. The monitoring at DEA is done by an auditing committee of 
three volunteers. This monitoring system has been established in 1993. Presently 
about 30 missionaries have been awarded the DEA certificate. 

DZI was founded 1893 in Berlin in order to mediate between those persons who are 
in need and those who are able and willing to help. 

The mission of the DZI is defined by the statutes as a collection-, information-, and 
research center covering the complete area of social work, with particular 
consideration of the requirements in practical welfare work. The institute has three 
working areas: 

• Donor Advisory Service: Since about 1906 the DZI collects and documents 
information concerning charities which solicit donations for social, particularly 
humanitarian-charitable purposes. As part of its service for donors the DZI 
answers inquiries concerning the deserving support of such charities. The 
welfare-archive presently includes approx. 2,100 charities. Charities with social, 
particularly humanitarian-caritative goals, which solicit donations supra-regionally 
may, by voluntarily joining the self-commitment, apply for the DZI Seal-of-
Approval. Since the establishment of the seal in 1992, about 270 charities applied 
for it, of which 90 had to be rejected as a result of the monitoring process. 
Presently 143 charities with an overall annual collection income of 750 million € 
are allowed to use the DZI Seal-of-Approval.  

The goals of the seal are: donor protection, protection of donations and protection 
of state revenue. For example the German Foreign Office as well as the Federal 
Ministry on Economic Development and Co-operation refer to the Seal when 
checking whether a NPO may receive public subsidies or not. 

• Specialized Library: The DZI maintains an extensive library specialized in the field 
of theory and practice of social work, which reaches back to about 1860. The 
service is enhanced by the offer of database-supported documentation of 
literature covering all the new sources since 1979 (presently approx. 130,000 
monographies and articles). 
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• Publishing House: In addition to numerous single publications the DZI publishes 
the ”Graubuch” (1996: 17th edition since 1896) with information concerning 
approx. 9,000 welfare institutions throughout Berlin, and the monthly journal 
”Soziale Arbeit” (Social Work, founded in 1951), which discusses issues of social 
order/systems and provides information on fundamentals, model projects, and 
trends in social work. 

1.3.6. Norway 
Innsamlingskontrollen i Norge is a private organization, whose goal is to carry out the 
interests of donors, and can in this respect be considered as a ”consumer 
organization”. IK was established in 1948. It was reorganized in 1992. It investigates 
the organizations as such, the figures from the activities each year, and how the funds 
are administrated. Fundraising organizations as well as special one-time fundraising 
campaigns are or can become registered members of IK. 

1.3.7. The Netherlands 
Government is not involved in monitoring. 

The monitoring is done by CBF (Centraal Bureau Fondsenwerving), a private 
organization whose goal is to issue seals of approval, give information, collect data 
and documentation in order to encourage responsible raising and spending of funds 
for charitable causes. 

CBF was created in 1925. It was previously focused on local authorities in connection 
with door-to-door collecting; today CBF is mainly issuing ”seals” (the seal of approval 
was created in 1995) and providing information to the public in this respect. Presently 
147 organizations have the seal of approval, and CBF expects to issue another 
hundred in the coming four years. There are about 25 to 30 new seals every year. 

CBF is well known in political circles. Parliament members seem to feel concerned 
about CBF’s work and to appreciate it. The same applies to the relevant ministries of 
Justice, of Welfare and of Finance. The monitoring of charities is on the political 
agenda. Fundraising organizations which work on a regional or national scale are 
informed about CBF and know of its existence, as reflected by the ”long list” of about 
100 interested charities which might – sooner or later – apply for the seal of approval. 

There is a growing awareness of the existence of CBF by the general public (one out 
of six), but CBF wants to increase the awareness even more and be known by the 
relevant part of the population. Therefore CBF focuses much on communication and 
publicity. 
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1.3.8. Sweden 
In Sweden, most fundraising organizations are either fundraising foundations or non-
profit associations. It is only the first group that is regulated by law, which gives 
provisions concerning how to form a foundation, how to name it, and how to run it. 

There must be at least one founder who by proclamation to the public calls for its 
support to form a fund which will permanently fulfil the aims of the foundation. The 
name of the foundations must include the word fundraising. In the founder’s 
document, it must be ruled how the foundation has to be managed – by a board of 
designated persons or by a trustee – and what the board or the trustee has to 
observe about annual reports and accounts, auditing and renewal of the board, etc. 

The county administration for fundraising foundations monitors foundations within its 
jurisdiction. 

The Swedish Foundation for fundraising Monitoring (Stiftelsen för Insamlingskontroll, 
SFI), as a private organization, monitors those foundations and non-profit 
organizations which have accepted to be monitored according to the SFI’s conditions. 
The goals of the inspection are to make sure that: 

• the costs of fundraising are reasonable (not exceeding 5% of the total receipt from 
collection of money and not exceeding 40% of the total when it comes to sell 
devices of no value); 

• costs of administration of the fundraising do not exceed 10% of the gross amount 
of the receipts; 

• sound marketing methods are used in the fundraising sector; 

• raised money is used in accordance with the aims of the organization. 
 
The embryo of SFI was created in 1943, in the shade of World War II, by the 
Federation of Swedish Industries to monitor funds raised in cooperation between 
Swedish industrial companies and their workers and salaried employees. The funds 
were aimed to support the State of Finland and refugees from Denmark and Norway. 
A special scrutinizing committee within the Federation ran the monitoring. 

After the war and an agreement between the committee just mentioned and the 
Swedish Post Office, which gave the committee the entire disposal of all postal giro 
account numbers starting with 90 and followed by four digits, the large non-profit 
organizations as Red Cross and Save the Children got more and more interested in 
securing their goodwill among the public by entering into the monitoring program of 
SFI. 

In 1980, SFI had grown in strength so it could stand on its own feet. A foundation was 
established and the founder were Swedish Confederation of Professional 
Associations (SACO), Institute of Authorized Public Accountants (FAR), Swedish 
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Trade Union Confederation (LO), Swedish Employers’ Confederation (SAF) and 
Central Organization of Salaried Employees (TCO). The founders are still nominating 
their members to the Board. According to Swedish law for foundations, SFI is not any 
longer a foundation, but is has been given permission to keep the word “Foundation” 
in its name. 

By the end of 2000, SFI had about 348 holders of postal giro accounts, with numbers 
of six digits starting with 90. The monitored amount of money is approx. € 1,000 
million. 

SFI is getting more and more known and even well-known, but best known is the 
postal giro account number starting with 90. The organization is well accepted and 
has some influence. 

1.3.9. United Kingdom 
Accreditation is not yet established in the UK. ABFO was set up with the support of 
the Consumers' Association and Charities Aid Foundation to promote and provide a 
system of Accreditation. It is not yet accepted by most fundraising charities. 

The Charity Commission, a government agency, registers and regulates all types of 
charities in England and Wales, with very few exceptions. Its goals are to maintain the 
confidence of the public in the integrity of fundraising organizations by encouraging 
good practices, to hold a public register of the charities, conduct investigations, 
protect the goods of charities, publish information. But is does not explore or endorse 
the activities of fundraising charities, unless complaints are made against them. It has 
strong powers to intervene where abuse is confirmed, to the point of closing down a 
charity or proceeding against trustees or officers. 

Until now UK fundraising charities have tended to regard accreditation as interference 
with the internal affairs of their charity, and an unnecessary burden. However, 
donation income in the UK is declining when compared with the growth in personal 
incomes. There is also evidence of public mistrust of fundraising charities. So, greater 
interest is now being shown in some form of independent endorsement scheme. 

There are some private organizations promoting best practices for charities, but they 
do not perform any monitoring: Institute of Charity Fundraising Managers (defending 
ethical guidelines for every form of fundraising), Association of Chief Executives of 
Voluntary Organisations, Charity Finance Directors Group (good practices for the 
accounts: the finances must be transparent), Association of Charitable Foundation. 

Consumers' Association and the Charities Aid Foundation have recently launched an 
enquiry into means of 'Raising Public Confidence in Fund-raising Charities’, to be 
carried out by a senior recently retired civil servant, Christopher Brearley CB. He will 
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be exploring accreditation schemes in other countries and possible ways forward in 
the UK. ABFO fully supports this initiative. 

1.3.10. United States 
In the United States, as stated above, IRS Form 990 is required for most charitable 
organizations. This form is filed with the Internal Revenue Service, but because of the 
high volume only those organizations which are exposed by media investigations or 
are otherwise the subject of numerous complaints, get investigated. The same limited 
resource is true of State monitoring agencies. The result is a lightly regulated industry 
brought about in part because of the lack of resources to monitor so many 
organizations, plus the very real constitutional protections that are afforded U.S. 
charities. The issues of free speech and separation of Church and State allow NPOs 
considerable latitude in functioning without close oversight. 

The Federal Government through the Internal Revenue Service, the State through 
their respective Attorney General offices, and various private organizations are 
monitoring the NPOs. The National Charities Information Bureau (NCIB) and The 
Philanthropic Advisory Service of the Council of the Better Business Bureaus (CBBB) 
were the primary watchdog agencies for large national charities for many decades. 
These two organizations merged recently, and the new agency is named BBB Wise 
Giving Alliance. Because the merger has just been completed, there are only very few 
information available in respect to the new agency.  

Furthermore, in 1979 the Evangelical Council for Financial Accountability (ECFA) was 
formed out to monitor religious charities, which were not otherwise monitored by NCIB 
or CBBB. ECFA’s mission is to help its (Christ-centered) member organizations earn 
the public trust through developing and maintaining standards of accountability that 
convey God honouring ethical practises. This should inspire confidence in the donor 
public by encouraging contribution to organizations that are deemed to be trustworthy, 
responsibly governed, and efficient in their use of charitable contributions to 
accomplish the mission of the organization. 

ECFA was formed in the wake of scandal and under the threat of legislation if the 
religious community did not do something to clean up its own act. It was started with 
approximately 150 charter members and has grown in 20 years to 950 organizations, 
which carry ECFA’s seal. Most, but not all, of the major evangelical charitable 
organizations are members of ECFA. 
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2. Auditing Methods of the ICFO Members 
This part is dedicated to the ICFO member organizations and the monitoring they 
perform. It includes some descriptions of the functioning of the organizations (e.g. 
how they are managed and financed, the process to change the monitoring method 
and the standards), some details on how the monitoring is conducted (how often, by 
whom, process, final decision, and so on). 

2.1. The Monitoring Organizations 
The structure of a monitoring organization influences its level of flexibility, its ability to 
meet deadlines and the expectations it has created, the number of charities it can 
monitor, and so on. The sources of financing could have an influence on the 
independence and on the flexibility of the budget (which can be important for the 
responsiveness and for the ability to pay and more or less attract salaried 
employees). The existence or non-existence of ”extraordinary monitoring” influences 
the relations between monitoring and monitored organizations and the perception of 
the monitoring process by the latter. In fact, regular deeper monitoring permits more 
“pedagogy”, better knowledge of the monitoring organizations by the ”watchdog”. But 
the process is more difficult, which can lead to mistakes and which limits the capacity 
of monitoring more charities. A more moderate annual monitoring accompanied by 
randomly thorough audits does not permit the same “pedagogical” role as regular 
stringent monitoring, and it might not consider the fact that some problems might not 
appear each year. But the supplementary random thorough audits, on the other hand, 
might be more effective. In addition more charities can be monitored with that system. 
The ability of revising the monitoring process and the standards shows the 
responsiveness of the monitoring organizations towards possible evolution of the 
sector and in legislation. 

2.1.1. Structure of the Monitoring Organizations 
There are differences in the structure among the monitoring organizations, e.g.: 

• in their juridical status, 

• in their use of staff or volunteers (e.g. ÖIS does not use any staff at all, CC has 4 
employees and about 70 volunteers, DZI has 22 employees),  

• in the composition of their governing bodies and members (the monitored 
charities can be members, can be members of the Board or not; there can be no 
members at all).  
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2.1.1.1. Österreichische Forschungsstiftung für Entwicklungs-hilfe 
ÖFSE (Austria) 

The Österreichisches Institut für Spendenwesen (ÖIS), a non-independent part of 
ÖFSE which has developed the Austrian seal of approval, has no staff, no members 
and no own budget. The governing body is the ”Kuratorium” in ÖFSE, which mostly 
consists of people from universities and organizations in the field of development aid. 
ÖIS is part of ÖFSE which depends of the catholic church. Whereas the Austrian seal 
of approval was developed by ÖIS, it is being awarded by the Austrian Chamber of 
Auditors, based on the extended audit of the financial statements by single auditors. 

2.1.1.2. Canadian Council of Christian Charities CCCC (Canada) 

A Board of 12 directors governs the affairs of CCCC. The directors are elected by and 
from a corporate membership of 39 individuals from across Canada. 11 staff and a 
large number of volunteers manage the affairs of CCCC. 

The Board of directors consists of individuals of varied background and experience, 
including extensive experience in Christian ministries at both board and staff levels, 
and professional expertise in the field of charity law and government regulation. The 
Board of directors is elected on staggered three-year terms, four directors being 
elected or re-elected annually, as the case may be. The bylaws allow a director to 
serve up to two consecutive terms. After a one-year absence, election is again 
possible. 

These twelve individuals establish the overall policies and the general direction of the 
organization. The Board of Directors provides the governance required by law, which 
includes monitoring of the programs operated and managed by staff to assure that 
CCCC's obligations to its constituents and to government are met. 

The corporation members, generally referred to as the CCCC general council, meet 
annually to:  

• elect the Board of Directors,  

• fill vacancies on the general council,  

• receive the report of the auditor,  

• receive the financial statements of the completed fiscal period,  

• receive the report of the Board of Directors, 

• confirm, or otherwise, any changes in bylaws.  

 

Volunteers work with and under the direction of staff in the delivery of CCCC services. 
The volunteers, some of whom also serve on the Board of Directors or on the general 
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council, serve as need and/or opportunity arises. The services offered by CCCC are 
enhanced by the expertise and involvement of these volunteers, especially in their 
participation on resource and advisory committees as established from time to time by 
staff and/or the Board of Directors. 

A staff of eleven, under the leadership of the Board-appointed executive director, 
works to fulfil the mission of CCCC. The staff members are the service providers. 

The constituency served and represented by CCCC is made up of three distinct 
segments:  

• Certified Charities  

• Affiliate organizations  

• Professional Associates 

2.1.1.3. ZEWO (Switzerland)8  

Until recently, ZEWO was an association, but in June 2001 it changed its juridical 
form and is now a foundation. 

There are no volunteers working at the ZEWO secretariat. The Board of ZEWO works 
on a voluntary basis without remuneration. There are 6 salaried staff, which work 
totally 420 %. ZEWO plans to enlarge its staff in the near future. 

The leading organ is the foundation council (Stiftungsrat). It is composed of 
representatives of the cantons, the private economy, consumer organizations, the 
media, public organizations and the monitored charities. 

2.1.1.4. Comité de la Charte CC (France) 

The members are the monitored charities which are allowed to carry the label.  

The Board of CC decides upon the agreements and renewal of agreements (it has to 
be ratified at the AGM). The Board is composed of 12 representatives of member 
organizations and at most 3 independent personalities. The president is an 
independent volunteer. The members are elected at the AGM on staggered 3-year 
terms. 

2.1.1.5. Deutsches Zentralinstitut für soziale Fragen DZI (Germany) 

The DZI has 22 employees, of which six provide central services (reception, 
management, and administration), eight work in the library, publishing house and 
documentation of literature, and another eight in the advisory service for donors 

                                                                 
8 Due to the recent change of ZEWO from an association to a foundation many aspects of this survey could 
not be documented yet. 
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(including DZI Seal-of-Approval). In addition, the institute regularly employs trainees 
and from time to time some volunteers. 

Because of its legal status as a foundation, the DZI itself has no member 
organizations, but five institutions represent the foundation. Existing alongside the DZI 
foundation, the ”Verein zur Förderung der Stiftung Deutsches Zentralinstitut für 
soziale Fragen e.V.” (Association for the Support of the German Central Institute for 
Social Issues) has approx. 65 members and an annual income of approx. € 25,000 
(membership fees plus a few donations). The vast majority of those members consist 
of ”Fachhochschulen” (universities for applied sciences), corporations, business 
associations and private persons. The association intends to not have any members 
who could possibly be subject to the auditing by DZI welfare-archive or Seal-of-
Approval. 

The managing Board of the DZI, whose members work in an honorary capacity, hires 
and supervises the managing director who is a full-time employee. The managing 
Board as a rule meets twice a year and decides on major subjects which have been 
prepared by the managing director in advance. 

Following the statutes of the foundation, the managing Board consists of five persons 
who have been selected by their respective institution representing the foundation 
DZI: 

• the Senate of Berlin, 

• the Federal Ministry of Families, Seniors, Women and Youth, 

• the Berlin Chamber of Industry and Commerce, 

• the German Association of Cities, and 

• the Free Federal Association for non-government Welfare Work (BAGFW). 

2.1.1.6. Stiftelsen Innsamlingskontrollen i Norge IK (Norway) 

The Board is working on a voluntary basis. The administration is hired and covers 
both legal and economic experts. The organization also collaborates with auditors. 

Some 50 fundraising organizations which cover a very wide spectrum are members of 
IK. One becomes a member by application. 

IK has an Annual Meeting where all the organizations are represented. This meeting 
elects the Board. The Board also has members appointed by the Norwegian Lawyer 
Society and the Norwegian Auditors Society. All the monitoring work is carried out by 
the administration based on the guidelines given by the Board. 
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2.1.1.7. Centraal Bureau Fondsenwerving CBF (The Netherlands) 

The staff (15 persons) is paid. The number of employees might grow, especially if – 
as it is foreseen – CBF continues to issue increasingly more seals. Shortly CBF will 
also certify beneficiaries of gaming institutions, at the request of the government. 

There are no volunteers, apart from functions on the Board and (official) advisory 
bodies to the system of the monitoring process (experts, appeals, law, etc.). No 
volunteers are paid. 

CBF is a foundation; it has no members: institutions can apply for a seal of approval. 

The governing body has the ultimate power. It has delegated its power to a group of 
three Board members in matters of issuing the ”seals”; the Board consists of three 
independent members (co-optation); three nominated by local authorities; two 
nominated by the fundraising community; total number of persons in the governing 
body is eight. 

2.1.1.8. Stiftelsen för Insamlingskontroll SFI (Sweden) 

SFI has a secretariat, working with a part-time engaged general-secretary and two 
clerks, also working part-time. For the monitoring work SFI uses consultants and the 
head consultant is permanently linked to the Board. There are no volunteers. 

SFI has no members, except for the founders. 

The Board of SFI shall establish the general conditions of fundraising monitoring, the 
requirements for receiving and holding monitored giro accounts and the detailed 
organization of monitoring. It shall also issue directives concerning the treatment of 
applications for fundraising monitoring. The Board has, according to SFI’s statutes, 7 
members of which each founder elects one member and one deputy member. These 
five members appoint a chairman (which is the sixth member of the Board), who 
should be educated in law and have experience as a judge. SFI’s general secretary is 
an ex-officio member of the Board (and the seventh member of the Board). 

2.1.1.9. Accrediting Bureau for Fundraising Organizations ABFO  
 (England) 

ABFO had been founded in 1995 but did not put a monitoring system into practice, 
because of the reluctance of the British fundraising organizations to accept an 
independent accreditation system. 
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2.1.1.10. Evangelical Council for Financial Accountability ECFA  
  (United States) 

ECFA is organized as a membership organization. It utilizes both volunteers and paid 
staff to carry out it functions. The organization is composed of a Board of Directors 
elected by the membership, which employs a Standards’ Committee of volunteer 
experts in legal, financial, fundraising, and ethical matters. This body comprises the 
writers and interpreters of ECFA standards, and in effect, is the investigative arm of 
the Board. The Board also employees a paid staff to manage the day-to-day 
operations and execute the policies and procedures of the organization. 

2.1.2. Financing of the Monitoring Organizations 
It is important to notice that in view of how they are financed, three different types of 
monitoring organizations can be identified among ICFO members: 

• completely financed by contributions of the monitored charities (CCCC, CC, IK, 
SFI and ECFA) 

• financed by contributions of the charities, public subsidies and other sources 
(CBF) 

• financed by contributions/fees from charities, public subsidies, corporate 
sponsorship and by other sources (ZEWO, DZI).  

The diversity of the “watchdog’s” financial structure (see table 3) raises the question 
on how this structure influences the organizations’ independence. It seems to be clear 
that only an “independent” monitoring organization can be regarded as a reliable 
information and advisory source by the public in each respective country. Referring to 
the experiences in the ICFO countries it can be stated that in some of them (e.g. 
USA, Canada, France) the “watchdogs” are expected to be independent from public 
and corporate subsidies. In other countries (e.g. The Netherlands, Germany) it would 
be seen as a threat for the independence if the contributions of the monitored 
charities would be too dominant. 
Table 3: Distribution of the Financing of the Monitoring Organizations  

(in %, year 2001) 
Organization Contribution/F

ees 

from 
monitored 
charities 

Public 
subsidies 

Corporate 
sponsorship 

Others 

ÖFSE No own budget 

CCCC 100 0 0 0 
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Organization Contribution/F
ees 

from 
monitored 
charities 

Public 
subsidies 

Corporate 
sponsorship 

Others 

ZEWO 67 49 2 27 

DZI 15 68 2 15 

CC 10010 0 0 0 

IK 100 0 0 0 

CBF 40 4511 0 1512 

SFI 100 0 0 0 

ABFO n/a n/a n/a n/a 

ECFA 10013 0 0 0 

The budget of the ICFO members ranges from 100,600 € (IK) to more than  
1,4 million € (ECFA), the average is approx. € 400. 

Total budget for: 

• ÖFSE: € 0 

• CCCC: € 254,000 (Cdn $ 350,000) 

• ZEWO:  € 342,400 (CHF 520,000)  
(should increase considerably with the foundation) 

• CC: € 350,000 

• DZI:  € 1,040,000 

• IK:  € 100,600 (NKR 800,000) 

• CBF:  € 860,000 

                                                                 
9 Subject to change as the cantons will soon support the capital of the foundation 
10 The annual regular budget is totally financed by the membership fees of the monitored organizations. For 
special events (e.g. conferences), public subsidies, private sponsorship, and supplementary contributions 
from the organizations might be used. 
11 20% from central government and 25% from local government 
12 10%: non structural gift/donation from various sources; 5%: from fundraising organizations for certain co-
ordinating services. 
13 Financing through annual dues from the member organizations. Dues are paid on a sliding scale with 
smaller organizations paying less and larger organizations paying more. 
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• SFI:  € 227,000 (SEK 2,100,000) 

• ABFO:  no information 

• ECFA:  € 1,47 million ($ 1,300,000).  
(in addition, ECFA benefits significantly from pro-bono professional services from 
its current and former Board Members and Standards Committee Members) 

2.1.3. Initiative of the Monitoring 
Same with all ICFO members is that the initiative of the first monitoring comes from 
the monitored charity itself when applying for the accreditation for the first time, 
sometimes meaning they apply for membership. Afterwards they are monitored 
annually.  

But sometimes there can be an additional, non-annual examinations. The initiative for 
that action varies from one organization to another: 
• The CBF seal-of-approval has a duration of five years. During that five-year 

period there will be annual monitoring and two more intensive audits. 
• In case of SFI, the initiative for extraordinary audits can come from the 

Government, from the monitoring organization (SFI), or from public accountants 
within charities or non-profit organizations. 

• CCCC and ECFA are greatly influenced by those who file complaints. ECFA 
employs a comprehensive system of follow-up of complaints which come from 
donors, employees and former employees of member charities, government 
agencies, or the media. This is done in addition to ECFA’s own monitoring 
activities. 

2.1.4. Frequency of amending the Monitoring Methods and  
 Standards 
It seems that all ICFO members revise their auditing methods and standards from 
time to time. However, there are no fixed frequencies. For CCCC and CC, revisions in 
the standards are adopted every eight to ten years with smaller revisions in between. 
CBF considers its standards as constantly under review.  
See table 4 
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2.2. The Monitoring itself 
Describing a monitoring process includes how often the monitorings are taking place, 
who is taking care of them, how many levels of monitoring there are, how they are 
financed, what are the methods and tools used, details about the taken decisions, etc. 

2.2.1. Frequency of the Monitoring 
See Table 5: Frequency of Monitoring 

As said before, there is a first examination in order to get the accreditation the first 
time. After that there are other audits annually. These yearly audits can be ”full-size” 
(more or less the same as the first monitoring) as done by CC, ÖFSE, and DZI. Or 
they can be of lighter nature than the first (consisting of a yearly questionaire, for 
example) as done by the other monitoring organizations. In the second case, there 
usually is a more thorough monitoring either at a fixed frequency (two times every five 
years for CBF, every five years for CCCC) or whenever it seems necessary (after 
complains or at any time for CCCC, IK, SFI, ECFA).  

 

Table 5: Frequency of Monitoring 

Organization Frequency 
of the monitoring 

Does it correspond 
with the 

accounting year? 

How much time between 
the end of accounting 

year and the 
accreditation? 

ÖFSE Once a year (or every 
two years for charities 
that have an annual 
revenue under  
40,000) 

Yes 9 months 

CCCC Filing of public 
information should be 
done on an annual 
basis 

Yes  
(fiscal period) 

Maximum 6 months of the end 
of the fiscal period. 

ZEWO Once a year Yes Use of the latest available 
financial statements. 

DZI Once a year Yes Use of the latest available 
financial statements. 

CC Once a year Yes Use of the latest available 
financial statements. 
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Table 5: Frequency of Monitoring 

IK Once a year unless 
the funding has a 
shorter time limit 

Yes Maximum 6 months 

CBF Once a year 
relevant parts are 
reviewed 

Yes 6 to 9 months 

SFI Once a year; but 
SFI can at any time 
make arrangements 
for a special 
investigation. 

Yes 7 months  
as from next year. 

ECFA Once a year; but 
ECFA can at any 
time make 
arrangements for 
additional 
compliance reviews. 

Yes 7 months  
as from next year. 

2.2.2. Who conducts the Monitoring? 
The monitoring is conducted by different types of ”auditors” in each country: they can 
be volunteers, staff, external auditors, or various combinations thereof. However, in all 
cases their level of education has to be the same (meaning a high level , usually a 
degree in economics or law) with the additional requirement of professional 
experience (managers, officers, etc.). 

2.2.2.1. ÖFSE/ÖIS (Austria) 

The monitoring is conducted by auditors who are member of the Austrian Chamber of 
Auditors. Based on a voluntary order of the respective charity, the monitoring is part 
of the usual audit concerning the financial statements. The Austrian Chamber of 
Auditors then decides on awarding the seal of approval. 

2.2.2.2. CCCC (Canada) 

The main work in processing applications, annual renewals, regular field reviews and 
special compliance reviews is conducted by staff members assisted by volunteers. 
The final authority is the Board of Directors. All individuals working in the monitoring 
process have many years of experience in managing or working with charities.   
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2.2.2.3. ZEWO (Switzerland) 

The monitoring is conducted by qualified ZEWO staff who are employed on a 
professional basis; services from other professionals are used. 

2.2.2.4. CC (France) 

The monitoring is annually conducted by volunteers who are selected based on their 
qualification and professional experiences (there are about 70 volunteers working for 
CC). There are three levels of monitoring which are respectively conducted by: the 
auditor (volunteer), the supervision commission (volunteers), the Board of CC 
(representatives of member organizations and qualified personalities). 

2.2.2.5. DZI (Germany) 

The monitoring is conducted by scientific employees with university degree (mostly 
economists), who are employed on a professional basis. There are no volunteers.  

DZI discusses difficult technical subjects with external auditors and lawyers under 
contract to service the institute’s affairs. 

2.2.2.6. IK (Norway) 

The administration of IK conducts the monitoring. Services by auditors or other 
professionals are used. 

2.2.2.7. CBF (The Netherlands) 

The monitoring is conducted by paid staff, of middle to higher education. Services by 
auditors or other professional are used only in exceptional circumstances. These 
external people are paid on a contract basis. 

2.2.2.8. SFI (Sweden) 

The monitoring is conducted by a firm of accountants, salaried people, most of them 
graduated from a School of Economics. There are no volunteers at all.  

2.2.2.9. ECFA (United States) 

ECFA functions with a three-body, check and balance system to ensure accountability 
within the monitoring activity. The three bodies function independently and are all 
responsible to the Board of Directors. This is designed to ensure that there is not a 
misuse of power by the monitoring agency. 
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The volunteers are the Standards Committee of experts. They are, in many cases, 
among the finest experts in the country in their respective fields. The salaried officers 
are all senior level executives with many years of practical experience in managing or 
working with non-profit organizations. 

2.2.3. The Monitoring 
The monitoring usually includes one or more of the following parts:  

• financial audit,  

• management audit, 

• monitoring of the communication and advertising,  

• monitoring of the activities. 

There can be several differences: 

• The existence and the amount of ”monitoring fees”: in most countries, the 
monitored charities have to make financial contributions to the monitoring 
organization, but these contributions are of different nature. There are initial fees 
which organizations pay when they first ask for the accreditation; annual or 
membership fees which they pay every year (for monitoring and/or membership); 
extra monitoring fees which can correspond to the costs of the monitoring. The 
fees may either be the same for all charities, depend on the size of the monitored 
charities, or are based on the costs incurred by the monitoring. 

• The monitoring method: is there a questionaire that the monitored charity or their 
auditor has to answer? Are there on-site visits or interviews with the officers of the 
monitored charity? How many levels of monitoring are there? etc. 

2.2.3.1. ÖFSE/ÖIS (Austria) 

ÖFSE/ÖIS is not included in the substantial monitoring process and therefore does 
not impose monitoring fees itself. The charity applies for the seal at the Austrian 
Chamber of Auditors, selects an auditor and gives him the order to audit its 
compliance with the seal of approval criteria. The auditor has to inform the Austrian 
Chamber of Auditors that he has received such order. This is intended to prevent a 
charity from turning from one auditor to another until it finally gets a positive 
judgement. The audit is based on 34 criteria and on a checklist with over 150 
questions. The auditor sends his report to the Austrian Chamber of Auditors, including 
several important documents concerning the charity (statutes, list of representatives 
and annual report). If the report is positive, the chamber signs the official seal of 
approval certificate and issues it to the charity. The auditors who monitor the 
compliance with the seal of approval criteria will charge this additional work in 
accordance with the tariff agreed upon with the charity. 
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2.2.3.2. CCCC (Canada) 

The charity joins voluntarily to be accredited under the Seal. A rigorous annual 
renewal process is followed. In addition, there are periodic on-site field reviews. The 
goal is to have an on-site review every five years. Complaints from a member of the 
public will trigger a special investigation. Depending on the nature of the complaint 
and the number of complaints, this may lead to a special on-site investigation. 

2.2.3.3. ZEWO (Switzerland) 

There are three different monitoring processes:  

• the first examination (certification): the charity which applies and meets the 
preliminary conditions can be examined after paying some fees. It must first show 
that it is of public interest and secondly that it meets the other criteria.  

• the annual monitoring (desk monitoring, and field monitoring if necessary): the 
first condition is that the charity pays the predicted fee (calculated on the basis of 
the previous examination). Should the charity not pay within a specified time it will 
be excluded and cannot reapply for another year. After payment of the fee, there 
are visits and interviews to see whether the standards are respected. If they are , 
the charity gets the accreditation without further condition once the final fee is 
paid. If minor items of the standards are not complied with or if the final fee is not 
paid, the charity is given a deadline to correct this: if the deadline is met the 
charity receives the accreditation. If crucial items of the standards are not 
complied with or if the charity does not meet the deadline it loses accreditation 
and cannot reapply for another two years. 

• the complete re-examination, which is scheduled to take place every five years 
(re-certification): it is similar to the initial certification process.  

In general, ZEWO charges monitoring fees according to the time invested. 

2.2.3.4. CC (France) 

In order to become a member and to be allowed to use the seal-of-approval, the 
charity sends an application to CC. If the application is complete and if the basic 
criteria are respected (e.g. annual collection income over €.450,000, humanitarian or 
social goals), the monitoring is launched. This first audit has two levels:  

• two members of the monitoring commission investigate very thoroughly (this 
investigation can take up to two or three years) and prepare a report which is 
discussed by the monitoring commission making a recommendation to the Board 
as to either give accreditation to the charity or not.  
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• The Board has the final decision. This first monitoring is free of charge for the 
charity. If it is accredited it becomes a member and has to pay the membership 
fee. 

Further monitoring procedures have three levels: 

• There are one or two auditors (“censeurs”) per charity chosen by CC. This auditor 
collects documents from the charity, visits the site, meets executives, etc. He/she 
then prepares a report about whether and to which extent the monitored charity 
respects the principles defined by the Charter; 

• The report is sent to the monitoring commission (“commission de surveillance”). 
After meetings with the auditors and the monitored charity, two commissioners 
prepare a report in which they propose an opinion about the renewal of the 
agreement. After reading the two reports and having discussed their findings, the 
commission decides on a recommendation of approval or non-approval, and on 
improvements which possibly have to be requested from the charity.  

• After a “contradictory procedure” (cf. 2.2.4.1.), the recommendation and the two 
reports are sent to the Board for final decision (approval or not, what 
improvements are required, etc.). 

There are three possible conclusions of the monitoring: renewal of the agreement, 
warning (the organization does not respect the Charter properly, CC gives it one or 
two years to correct it, if the organization fails to correct within this time limit it will be 
excluded) or exclusion.  

There are annual fees for the member organizations depending on their fundraising 
revenue (minimum €.1525, maximum €.12,200). 

2.2.3.5. DZI (Germany) 

The charities can apply for the DZI seal on a voluntary basis. The examination 
process is principally based on the written application material, i.e. the questionaire 
(39 questions), the extensive attachments and – if necessary – additional researches 
by DZI (e.g. contacting German embassies in foreign countries, other public 
institutions, or experts). The DZI monitoring personnel examines the completeness, 
truth, lucidity and conclusiveness of the submitted information and its conformity to 
the Guidelines and Implementing Instructions of the Seal-of-Approval. 

There are three levels of monitoring: 
1. An academic employee of DZI conducts the audit and writes an extensive auditing 

report. 
2. A senior academic employee of DZI examines the auditing report. 
3. The managing director of DZI performs the final review of the auditing report and 

approves its release. 



 

  

49

 

There are no obligatory visits included in the monitoring process. But DZI principally 
seeks personal contact to all the Seal-of-Approval organizations, via face-to-face 
meetings at the DZI office or – during occasional business trips – at the applicant’s 
headquarter.  

There is an initial fee of € 1.000 for the very first accreditation procedure. For each 
examination process DZI will charge an additional basic fee of € 500 plus (only if the 
annual collection income of the charity exceeds € 50.000) 0.025 per cent of the 
collection income. The total fee will not exceed € 5,000. 

2.2.3.6. IK (Norway) 

The monitored charity is called into a meeting at IK’s office. On-site visits only happen 
if special circumstances occur. There is no questionaire.  

There are annual fees and according to the rules IK can claim compensation for its 
costs to the monitored charity. 

2.2.3.7. CBF (The Netherlands) 

The examination process takes about six months after the charity has met the 
preliminary requirements (checklist). The monitored charity is then invited to discuss 
the findings at the CBF bureau.  

A very extensive questionaire (part of a quality monitoring manual) is the backbone of 
the monitoring operation, along with the accounting ”guidelines”. The goal of this 
annual questionaire and of the thorough re-examination every five years is to have a 
seal as objective as possible: the charities have to be as transparent as possible.  

There are four levels of monitoring: auditor, head of auditors, director (marginal), 
Board (3 members in a decision making committee). 

There is an initial fee of € 3,630 and a yearly fee that varies from € 250 to € 5,000, 
depending on the fundraising income. The latter figures are adjusted annually (price 
index). 

2.2.3.8. SFI (Sweden) 

Every accountholder is by mutual agreement obliged to present its annual report to 
SFI, its annual closing of the books, the auditor’s report, and (on SFI’s form) its 
income statement and balance sheet. All these reports are scrutinized by the 
accountants. If necessary, the monitoring body is authorized to visit the charity or ask 
for explanations. 

There is no questionaire. 

The monitoring has two levels: the accountants and the Board. 
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There are no monitoring fees, but when SFI finds it necessary to carry out a special 
investigation towards a charity under its monitoring, this particular entity has to pay all 
costs connected with the scrutiny. 

2.2.3.9. ECFA (United States) 

ECFA requires an application from a potential member, which is initially reviewed by 
staff, then the Standards Committee, and then approved by the Board of Directors. 
After the first accreditation, ECFA requires yearly the completion of a comprehensive 
questionaire which is required for annual accreditation. 

ECFA conducts two types of site reviews. One is in response to a complaint where a 
compliance review is initiated. The other is a random site review where there has 
been no complaint. ECFA has been on-site of nearly 50% of its members. There is an 
aggressive goal to reach all members but travel and staff cost are limiting factors. 

The monitored charities have to pay an annual due, which varies from $ 290 (€ 330) 
(charity with cash contribution income inferior to $ 100,000 <€ 113,000>) to $ 8,000 
(€ 9,040) for charities with a cash contribution income superior to 
$ 75,000,000 (€ 84,750,000) depending on their cash contribution income for their 
latest 12 months fiscal year. 

2.2.4. The final Decision 
In order to give the examined charity a chance to react and possibly justify actions, it 
will have to be informed of the findings at some point during the examination process, 
prior to the final ”verdict. Such advance feedback will include some kind of 
explanation about the pending decision, especially if it is negative (e.g. the charity 
does not get the accreditation or will lose it), or positive with some reservations (e.g. 
the charity will keep the accreditation, but will have to improve in those parts which do 
not completely conform to the standards).  

After the final decision is made, some monitoring organizations offer some kind of 
”court of appeal” for those charities disagreeing with this final decision of the 
“watchdog”. How much time will have to pass before a charity is allowed to re-apply 
again after it has been denied or has lost the accreditation? 

Some ICFO members publizise those charities they monitor or/ and publish 
information about the charitable sector. 

2.2.4.1. Possibility to react before the final Decision is made 
In all instances the monitored charity is given the chance to react before the final 
decision is made. This usually means that the report of the auditors or its conclusions 
are communicated to or discussed with the charity before the final decision is made. 
Thus the charity may react to or explain some findings. 
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CCCC Anyone may appeal to have a decision reviewed by the Board of  
Directors.  

ZEWO There is no real possibility to act, but prior to the final decision the 
applicant is given the chance to improve on the indicated (minor) 
problems. 

CC The complete report by the monitoring commission (including the report 
by the auditor but without their recommendation) is sent to the charity so 
that it can react before the report is forwarded to the Board (contradictory 
procedure). Both the report and the reaction from the charity are 
submitted to the Board for final decision. 

The contradictory procedure allows the charity to express its opinion 
about the report of the monitoring commission. This opinion can be 
conflicting with the commission’s, and in this case the procedure will be 
stopped in order to give time for a dialogue between the charity and the 
monitoring commission. 

DZI If any uncertainty concerning the compliance with the Guidelines and 
Implementing Instructions comes up during the examination process, the 
auditor will submit respective questions to the applying charity. If those 
aspects are rather serious and detected at the very beginning of the 
procedure, DZI will suggest the withdrawal of the application by the 
requesting charity. In such case, the examination fee will not be charged. 

CBF There is a possibility to react before final decision. A concept report is 
discussed before the official report is written; everything is decided on the 
basis of very detailed standard documents and procedures. 

SFI The charity can argue with the accountants as they are informed by them 
of the result of their investigation/monitoring, but the single and final 
decision is taken by the Board and it is really final. 

ECFA If there is a credible evidence of possible violation of any standard, the 
President shall present all pertinent data to the Board of Directors, or its 
designee, with a recommendation concerning a Compliance Review. 

ECFA works with its member organizations to bring them into compliance 
with any standard that have been violated. Violations of standards that are 
determined not to be egregious, and where the charity demonstrates a 
cooperative attitude, ECFA will work with that organization to bring them 
into compliance. This process is done without public disclosure. Only after 
the organization has failed to demonstrate a change in practice will ECFA 
make a public pronouncement. 
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2.2.4.2. Explaining the final Decision 
All ICFO members, except for SFI, provide substantial explanations of negative 
decisions (refusal of the accreditation), or of some reservations or hesitations 
embedded in a positive decision (accreditation, but the charity will have to change or 
improve some aspects, etc.). 

CCCC The charity is given specific information about the basis on which a 
negative decision is made. The opportunity is also extended for the charity 
to withdraw rather than wait to be expelled from the accreditation 
program. Charities receive a report every year on their compliance or non-
compliance. 

ZEWO The examined charity is given a brief report listing the main reasons for 
the issue or non-issue of the label.  

CC The final decision is explained and the charity is asked to implement the 
recommendations made by the Board, using CC’s auditing report and the 
assistance of their own auditor as necessary. 

DZI Each monitoring process is documented with an extensive auditing report, 
of which the applying charity gets a copy. 

IK Explanations are given in a written report of which the charity’s auditor 
receives a copy. 

CBF The official end report is not up for discussion; still existing non-
conformities (minor deficiencies) have to be corrected within a specified 
time frame; usually a question of documents, written explanation is given, 
sometimes discussions. 

SFI The Board is not obliged to explain its decisions and no reasons are 
recorded. 

ECFA There is a continuing dialogue with any charity that is being investigated 
for non-compliance. ECFA is not adversarial to its membership but 
desires to bring them into conformity to earn the public’s trust as indicated 
in ECFA’s Mission Statement. 

2.2.4.3. After the final Decision 
When a monitored charity loses or is refused the accreditation, there are some 
recourses it can take to appeal this negative decision involving ÖFSE, ZEWO, DZI, 
CBF, and ECFA. This is not the case for CC, IK, and SFI. 
After losing (or being denied) the accreditation, the charity can re-apply either as soon 
as it meets the criteria again (CCCC, CC, and IK in the case of a first application), or 
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after at least one year (DZI, CBF and ECFA), or after at least two years (SFI), or 
cannot re-apply at all (IK) 

CCCC There is no restriction on when an charity can re-apply for certification. As 
soon as it attains compliance with the established standards, 
reinstatement is possible. The requirement for re-admittal of the charity 
would be that the factors which led to the expulsion have been rectified. 

ZEWO With the creation of the foundation, an independent court of appeal 
(Rekursgericht) is being created, which will treat all the appeals by 
charities against the decisions of the Stiftungsrat. The charity has to wait 
one year or two years for a new examination. 

CC No recourse after final decision, except if the seal of approval is not 
renewed: the charity can defend itself at the next AGM of CC. If a charity 
loses the seal, it will have to wait until it meets the criteria before applying 
again.  

DZI A negative decision issued by the DZI may be appealed. Appeals have to 
be submitted to the Appellate Committee within one month after receipt of 
the notice of refusal. If the rejection is confirmed by the Appellate 
Committee, a renewal of the application can only be accepted after one 
complete fiscal year has passed following the refusal. 

IK  Normally no recourses. If a charity does not receive the accreditation at 
first, it can apply again as soon as it proves that the standards are met. If 
a charity is excluded, it will normally be impossible to re-establish the 
membership. 

CBF There is a board of appeal in case of a negative decision. CBF works 
toward a positive end, and withdrawal is rare but possible. Rejection is 
also possible and very rare. The charity can make a new application after 
a period of one year. 

SFI No recourses, but the charity later on has the possibility to apply for being 
an accountholder again, i.e. accredited. 

When SFI has decided to eliminate a charity from its list of accountholder, 
it immediately withdraws the charity’s right to have the special 90-postal 
giro account. The charity then has to wait until it can meet SFI’s standards 
again. In most cases, it has to wait at least two years before it postulates 
again. 

ECFA The member under Compliance Review can submit – within thirty days of 
receipt of the decision, or within a reasonable time thereafter if an 
extension is requested and granted – a request to the ECFA Board of 
Directors seeking reconsideration of its decision. The request for 
reconsideration shall set forth specifically the grounds relied upon in 
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support of such request and the reasons the member believes the 
decision of the Board to be in error, or not justified by the facts or 
circumstances. The member may request a meeting with a panel of Board 
of Directors to meet with the member seeking consideration. 

If a charity has been denied accreditation, it generally has to wait one year 
before it is eligible for reapplication, unless the denial of accreditation was 
only procedural. An example of the latter case would be lateness in filing a 
financial statement. 

2.2.4.4. Publication by the Monitoring Organization 
In reference to the accreditation process, all ICFO members publish at least a list of 
the members/ accredited charities. Some only publish the list (ÖFSE/ÖIS, CC), one 
additionally publicizes the decision of taking away a seal or awarding it for the first 
time (CBF), some publically announce if the seal is taken away (CCCC, IK), one 
publishes all the results of monitoring except when the seal is denied at first (ECFA), 
others publish additional information about the monitored charities (DZI, ZEWO, SFI). 
ÖFSE/ÖIS, ZEWO, DZI, IK, CBF, SFI also publish further information concerning the 
charitable sector in general. 

ÖFSE/ÖIS Only the list of the accredited charities is published. ÖFSE and ÖIS may 
publish further information about the charitable sector. 

CCCC Specific information about an audited charity is not published. If the audit 
leads to a de-certification, that information is made public.  

ZEWO  works together with the media on several levels. It hands out information 
about charities, and as a professional organization acts as contact for 
press, radio and television concerning all fundraising issues. The goal is 
to contribute to the information and awareness of the population 
concerning the field of charities and their work. 

Other examples for co-operation with the media are the television 
programs "mitenand" and "il faut savoir" of the Swiss television stations 
DRS and TSR (for the German- and French-speaking areas of 
Switzerland respectively). Institutions which have been judged as being of 
public benefit by ZEWO may present themselves and their work in these 
programs. Furthermore, ZEWO also functions as a connecting link 
between the media and the charitable organizations, e.g. concerning the 
broadcasting of advertising spots. 

CC The results of the monitoring and the reports are not published. But a list 
of the member organizations is made available to the public, and CC can 
publish the decision of taking away the accreditation from a charity or 
when a new member is accepted. 
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It is not CC’s goal be an information center about the charitable sector. 
However, papers concerning thoughts or discussions of problems in the 
sector are regularly published by CC and the code of practice defined by 
CC is widely known. 

DZI Neither a negative result of the examination nor the report - even if the 
seal is awarded - will be openly published. But the DZI is entitled to 
publish generalized information containing a synopsis of findings derived 
from these reports, same information as is published about many other 
charities which do not carry the Seal of Approval. Furthermore, DZI 
publishes extensive information about specific fundraising methods and 
the charitable sector in general. 

IK The report is not published unless the membership is revoked or other 
serious circumstances are discovered. IK can publish information on the 
charitable sector, but it must be fair and not misleading in any respect. 

CBF Publication about the monitored organization is limited to a statement; 
reports are not made public. Nevertheless, CBF can publish information 
about the sector at large, but is reluctant to give specific information about 
an organization, apart from public information. There is a tendency to 
become a more active information center. Anyway, the press knows how 
to find CBF, when matters arise that attract public attention. 

SFI SFI yearly compiles the results of its scrutiny and chosen parts of this 
compilation are published. SFI does not give figures individually. SFI can 
publish information about the charitable sector and about the monitored 
organizations, but it does not do so without acceptance by these 
organizations. 

ECFA The result of any monitoring or denial of accreditation is made public, 
except in the case of a charity which is denied original application. Then, 
that information remains private because there are a number of 
requirements of membership that would not indicate that a charity is 
unethical or bad. For example, some charities disagree with ECFA’s 
Statement of Faith or its requirement and definition of independent board 
governance.  

However, if a charity is denied accreditation after it has been a member, 
then such a denial will be made public including a brief explanation of the 
standard that has caused the denial. Still a blow-by-blow account of the 
matter is not made public. In cases where there is a media spotlight on a 
particular charity, ECFA has on occasion issued a press release which 
attempts to define the issue for the benefit of the public without getting 
into sordid details which has been proven to be divisive and unproductive 
in the past. 
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3. National Auditing Standards 
It seems clear that the criteria and standards of the respective ICFO members have a 
common ground or a common basic idea, which might be summarized in three 
principles: is the charity governed responsibly? Does the charity practice 
disclosure? Does the charity raise funds with integrity? But the different 
countries may understand these principles in different ways, and also base their 
standards on some other principles (linked, for example, with religion). 

3.1. Which Organizations can be monitored? 
The topic here is to identify who can be monitored by the different ICFO-members, 
what are the basic conditions for a charity to be monitored by each respective ICFO 
members. All of these ”watchdogs” monitor fundraising organizations and most of 
them focus on social and/ or humanitarian charities (excluding those whose goals are 
to promote culture, political issues, etc), but some also monitor other kinds of non-
profit fundraising organizations. There may also be some supplementary conditions, 
e.g. on the size or the age of the organization, the amount collected, the legal form 
(e.g. association, foundation, recognized as a charity or of public interest), where it is 
located, if it raises funds on a national or supra-regional level. 

3.1.1. ÖFSE/ÖIS (Austria) 

Any Austrian NPO can apply for the ”seal of approval”, whatever their size, goals, 
sector of activity, or juridical form. 

3.1.2. CCCC (Canada) 

One requirement of the program is that the organization be a Canadian registered 
charity. This registration is from a Federal government body, the Canada Customs 
and Revenue Agency. It needs to be charitable in law. The standards of CCCC also 
require for the charity to have a declared doctrinal position, which clearly means a 
declared religious orientation. The charities’ fundraising can be local only but can also 
be regional or national. 

3.1.3. ZEWO (Switzerland) 

In order to be monitored, the charity has to follow purposes of public interest, which 
includes social, humanitarian, cultural, and environmental purposes and excludes 
political, religious or ideological links. If the charity follows purposes of public interest, 
but also has political, religious or ideological activities, the activity of public interest 
must be predominant. 
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The actual activities of the charity must exactly meet those of public interest as 
declared. The evaluation covers the activities of the two years preceding the 
application for the Seal of Approval. 

3.1.4. CC (France) 

In order to be monitored, a charity has to have social or humanitarian goals, has to 
have existed for at least two years, has to raise funds on a national level, and has to 
collect at least € 450,000 of private funds. Organizations with political, purely 
religious, environmental, or cultural goals cannot ask to be monitored by CC. The 
charity must have written statutes. 

3.1.5. DZI (Germany) 

DZI monitors all supra-regional donations soliciting charities which predominantly (as 
measured by financial expenditures) pursue social, humanitarian-charitable 
objectives, and which ask to be monitored. 

Organizations whose goal is animal protection, conservation, medicine, science and 
research, culture, arts, political lobbying, sports, missionary work and alike cannot 
apply to be monitored by DZI. 

The DZI Seal-of-Approval can be applied for by those charities who meet the 
following prerequisites and have adhered to the rules described under the Self-
Commitment (Code of Conduct) for the preceding fiscal year: 

1. Location of business. The charity must have its legal seat in Germany. 

2. Objectives. The charity predominantly (as measured by financial expenditures) 
pursues social, particularly humanitarian-caritative goals. 

3. Tax privileges. The charity must be certified as tax-privileged (of non-profit-
making character) in accordance with §§ 51 ff. of the German federal law 
"Abgabenordnung", thus serving public welfare, charitable, or ecclesiastical 
purposes. 

4. Financing. The collected donations exceed 10 % of the total income during the 
preceding fiscal year. Charities with a donation versus total income ratio of 10% 
or less may apply for the Seal-of-Approval with regard to their separated 
”collection sphere”. 

5. Supra-regionality. The organization conducts solicitations for donations supra-
regionally. 

6. Sole responsibility and monitoring. The charity exercises sole responsibility in 
designating financial expenditures. If the charity forwards more than half of its 
expenditures to one other organization for final allocation, that other 
organization‘s annual financial report will be included in the examination process 
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along with the annual financial report of the applying charity. In each case the 
applying charity must monitoring the final allocation of funds. 

3.1.6. IK (Norway) 

In order to become a member and to be monitored, the organization has to be a 
charity, meaning it has to be engaged in humanitarian, cultural, religious, social 
causes and the likes. Political organizations can not become members. 

The charity must have a board, an auditor and guidelines related to the activities. 
Short-term activities must also give a final date presenting their reports to IK.  

3.1.7. CBF (The Netherlands) 

In order to be monitored, the organization must:  

• have at least 3 years of activity;  

• not have a name similar to an other, longer existing organization.  

• have humanitarian, social, environmental, or health goals 

• not deal with religion, politics, or sport 

The statutes have to be ”certified” by a notary, among other things the goal of the 
charity has to be specifically stated in the statutes which have to be kept in the public 
records of a chamber of commerce. 

3.1.8. SFI (Sweden) 

All non-profit organizations collecting money (gifts of money, membership 
subscription, sales of objects of little value) can apply for a SFI giro account if their 
goal is not mainly political or contrary to the law or ethical standards. The applications 
are to be made in writing on a special form supplied by the Foundation. 

The requirements about the statutes and the social object of the organization who 
wants to be monitored are that its goals are in line with those of charities and 
organizations of advantage to society. 

There is no demand for a minimum level of collected money, but if the organization 
cannot show any result after two years, SFI has to consider whether it should deprive 
the organization of its right as accountholder.  

3.1.9. ABFO (England) 

No information 
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3.1.10. ECFA (United States) 

ECFA monitors a niche segment of the charitable community, albeit a very large one. 
A prerequisite is designation by the IRS as a 501(c)(3) organization. All ECFA 
member organizations must subscribe to ECFA’s Statement of Faith. Charities that 
are not comfortable with signing ECFA’s Statement of Faith can be monitored by the 
other secular watchdog agencies such as NCIB or CBBB. 

An organization applying for accreditation with ECFA must complete a rather 
extensive questionaire, including verifiable documentation. Basic requirements 
include an independent structure as stated in an organization’s legally binding bylaws, 
its willingness to disclose its financial information, its policies on conflicts of interest 
and its fund-raising philosophy, among other things. Applications are approved by the 
ECFA Board and sometimes require a site visit, especially if the organization is large 
or complex, or has been in the media for some negative reason. Organizations have 
the opportunity to change their bylaws, for example, or their practices, in order to 
meet ECFA’s Standards. If satisfactory changes are made, then they may be deemed 
suitable for ECFA accreditation 

3.2. Commitments relating to the Leaders 
The term officers will include the president, the chairman of the board, the treasurer, 
the secretary general and possibly the vice-president. The term member of the 
board will include all the members of the board (that means the officers and some 
other people). The term leaders will include all the leaders, i.e. the officers, the 
salaried directors… 

3.2.1. Voting Members of the monitored Organizations 
For ÖIS, CCCC, IK, SFI and ZEWO, there is no condition on how one becomes 
member of a monitored organization. For CC, there is no condition either, but this 
process has to be clearly explained in the statutes of the organization. 

In the case of charities monitored by DZI, how one becomes a voting member 
depends on the legal status of the charity. Foundations don’t have members, but only 
founders and members of the governing/supervising bodies. Membership in 
associations is available by application, either as full member (including voting right) 
or as supporting member (without voting right), depending on the statutes. 

In the Netherlands, there are legally two sorts of organizations: 

• unions with donating members. The members elect a board which is usually 
monitored in an annual meeting;  

• foundations, with a board and members which are opted (co-optation system) 
instead of elected. 
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CBF requires board members to step down after 5 years; re-election is possible 

There is no information about ABFO and ECFA. 

3.2.2. ”Political” Conditions 
We can observe that if there is a minimum number of members of the board, it is 
usually 5 or 3. If there is a condition on council meetings, they have to take place 
once or twice a year. One common condition for the leading members which ICFO 
members require of their monitored organizations, is that there are no conflicts of 
interest. 

See the two tables  ”political conditions” next pages 

Notes on the first table 

• CCCC: The organization shall have an active governing body of at least 5 
members, the majority of which shall reside in Canada. CBF: A board needs to 
consist of at least 5 independent members, constituting the majority. 

• SFI: The Swedish law does not say anything about the number of board 
members, just that the foundation has to be managed in accordance with the 
founder’s will and the law. 

Notes on the second table 

• ”Ban on family links”: Is there a ban on family links for the members of the 
board/officers, or between salaried leaders and members of the board/officers? 

• CCCC: No member of the governing body shall be connected by blood 
relationship, marriage, or adoption [as those terms are defined for the purposes of 
the Income Tax Act (Canada) from time to time], to any person designated as an 
officer of the organization in its governing documents or to such other members of 
the governing board which would, at any time, result in a majority of the members 
of such board being so connected.



 

  

61

 



 

  

62

 



 

  

63

 

3.2.3. Commitments relating to Salary 
For ÖFSE, CCCC, ZEWO, CC, CBF and ECFA, the board membership of the 
monitored organizations has to be an unpaid activity. For the others, there is no 
requirement on that subject. 

Table ”Commitments related to salary”, next page 

Notes on the table 

Salary: 

• DZI: Board members may be full-time employed and paid, but if at least one 
board member is working as a paid professional, the Seal-of-Approval requires an 
additional independent supervisory body (Self-Commitment No. 10).  

• CC: According to the French law, a member of board can be paid a maximum of 
¾ of the minimum legal salary for his activity. Any justified expenses made by a 
board-member  can be reimbursed 

Rental charges 

• ”Possibility of receiving rental charges”: Can a member of the board rent products 
or services for the fundraising of the organization? 

• DZI: A member of the board can receive rental charges, but in such very seldom 
case  DZI will accurately check whether there is any conflict between the personal 
interests of that board member and the interests of the charity. 
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3.3. Accounting Commitments 

3.3.1. Financial Statements 
All ICFO members, except for SFI which however recommends it, require the 
publication of annual financial statements. The certification of account is obligatory for 
the monitored charities by all ICFO members, and it always has to be done by 
someone (accountant) with a defined and specific qualification (certified or qualified 
accountant…). 

CC requires that simplified financial statements are sent to all donors. ZEWO and DZI 
do not have any requirement concerning the circulation of financial statements. 
Otherwise, typical requirement is that the financial statements are accessible or sent 
to everybody who wants them, and – often –sent to the ICFO-member and/or to the 
official authorities (Austria, England, Norway). 

See Table ”Requirements for Financial Statements” next page 

Notes on the table: 

• CCCC: the charity shall prepare financial statements within a reasonable period 
after the end of each fiscal year (which shall include a statement of the revenues 
and expenditures of the organization for such year), a statement of  changes in 
financial position where required by generally accepted accounting principles, and 
a balance sheet prepared with generally accepted accounting principles. 

• SFI: The financial statements have to be accessible to everybody according to 
SFI’s rules, but not to Swedish public rules. 
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3.3.2. Expenses and Deficits 
All ICFO members accept their monitored organization to carry a deficit, sometimes 
under certain conditions. CCCC, DZI, SFI and ECFA put an objective ceiling on 
overhead expenses; IK and ABFO ask the overhead expenses to be reasonable; the 
others do not put conditions on it. In no case is there a real minimum or maximum 
amount which needs to be available at the end of the year. Only ÖFSE puts a ceiling 
on the increases of expenses. CCCC, ZEWO, DZI, IK, CBF, ABFO, and ECFA do 
not put conditions on expenses in combined activities (commercial and charitable). 
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3.3.3. The Use of Funds 
The presentation of revenues by fundraising activities is required by ÖIS, ZEWO, CC 
(either by activity or by country) and by IK. Expenditures and reserve funds have to 
be approved by the board of the charities monitored by ZEWO, CC, IK, CBF (who 
also require the policy of use of funds to be explained in the annual report), and 
ABFO. No ICFO member requires for funds to be invested into ethical fonds, but 
most of them require the placements to be secure and/or transparent. 
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3.4. Rules applicable to Fundraising Practices 
The appeal to public generosity includes publicity and advertising, which can be more 
or less regulated by law in the country, by the collection itself (its expenses, its 
effectiveness…), by the relations with the suppliers… 

3.4.1. Appeal to Public Generosity: Information 
Only ÖFSE does not require accuracy of information to the public. No ICFO member 
allows fundraising practices which are misleading or put pressure on the donors. 
Explicitly or implicitly, the fundraising campaigns have to respect people’s dignity. 

Table ”Requirements concerning the Appeal to Public Generosity” next page 

Notes on the table: 

CCCC: Standard 7 (extracts) 

• donors are advised and encouraged to seek independent professional advice 
before making a gift to the organization which, in the opinion of the organization’s 
stewardship representative or consultant, might significantly affect the donor's 
financial position or income or might adversely affect the donor's relationship with 
family members; 

• donors are provided with comprehensive and current information regarding the 
organization and its ministries; 

• gifts which are designated for the support of a particular ministry of the 
organization, or gifts which are to be used for a particular project or purpose 
approved by the organization, are used solely for such purpose or purposes; 

• gifts will not be accepted for projects or purposes which are not within its objects 
or have not been approved by the governing board. 
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3.4.2. Conditions for Fundraising and Collection 
ZEWO coordinates a timetable for collections. CBF strongly monitors door-to-door 
collections. ZEWO, DZI, CBF, and SFI put a ceiling on collection/fundraising 
expenses. ÖFSE, DZI, IK, SFI, and ABFO ask for the fundraising to be cost effective. 
Concerning data protection, ICFO members require adherence to local legislation 
(national, plus eventually European). 

Table ”Requirements concerning Fundraising” next page 

Notes on the table 

• SFI: There is a Swedish law from 1998 regulating under which circumstances you 
are allowed to register individual data and to computerize registers. This Swedish 
law corresponds to the EU-directive on the same matter. 

• IK: Any kind of information about the fundraising campaign, may this be on its 
objective, its organization, or its financial situation, etc., must in all circumstances 
be correct and avoid any risk of deception or misunderstanding. 

In case of each and every approach to the public, information shall be provided on 
the objective of the campaign and on who is responsible for it. Written material 
shall always contain the complete address and telephone number. It shall be 
made clear that the fundraising campaign is registered by IK. 
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3.4.3. Relations with Suppliers of Communication  
 Campaigns and Subsidiaries 
If there are particular rules for fundraising by a subsidiary (DZI, CC, IK), it usually 
concerns the contract, the payment, or the use of funds. Only CC and ECFA totally 
refuse payment of commissions to advertising agencies. DZI and ABFO are quite 
reluctant towards such payments. In Sweden, this form of payment does not exist. 
Notes on the table 
• CCCC: no portion of the remuneration of stewardship representatives and 
consultants shall be based on gifts received by the charity or gifts committed to it. 
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3.5. Other Standards 

3.5.1. Public Information 
It is here the information the charities give the public, which are not directly 
fundraising campaigns. It can be information to the donor about the activities of the 
organization, newsletters… 

Table ”Requirements concerning Public Information”  
next page 

Notes on the table 

• DZI: Para 7a of the Self-Commitment requires public and ascertainable 
information concerning the ”intended purpose and the urgency for the requested 
donation as well as the suitability of the intended measure”. Currently an annual 
report is not necessarily required by the Seal-of-Approval, because DZI wants to 
avoid the misleading signal of any annual report automatically bringing about 
transparency and providing worthwhile information to the donor. If in a future 
amendment the DZI Seal-of-Approval should require such an annual report, the 
necessary structure and evidence of such a document would have to be defined. 

• ECFA’s seal of approval itself indicates to the public that direct questions about 
the management and the accountability of the charity have been addressed. A 
profile of information is made available to the public via ECFA’s website 
(www.ecfa.org) and ECFA’s toll free 800-telephone number is available for donors 
or potential donors to ask questions about any member organization. 

ECFA requires that an annual financial statement be made available to the public. 
Most large members also provide a full annual report of the organization’s 
activities. ECFA also requires that a separate ”project report” be made available 
to donors of that project. 

Concerning the financial information of the monitored charities, the footnotes 
provide some of the most clarifying statements regarding unusual transactions, 
relationships or other pertinent points that a serious reviewer should know before 
making a contribution. These footnotes are required to be given to the public 
along with the financial data. ECFA does not otherwise ”editorialize” an opinion as 
long as the organization has passed all of the accreditation checkpoints. 
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3.5.2. Religion 
ECFA and CCCC have religion included in their standards: the charities monitored by 
these ICFO members have to subscribe to a statement of faith clearly affirming their 
commitment to the Christian faith (in the case of the charities monitored by ECFA it 
has to, more precisely, be to the evangelical Christian faith): 

• CCCC: Each member of the charity’s governing board and any person 
designated as an officer shall be required to affirm his or her commitment to the 
Christian faith as expressed in a clearly defined statement included in the charity’s 
governing documents or bylaws, as a condition of appointment to such board or 
office and thereafter by regular reaffirmation as determined by the governing 
board (Standard 6). 

On the other side, ZEWO, CC, CBF, and DZI do not monitor charities whose main 
objective is to promote the development of religion. 

 

4. Conclusion: What about International Standards? 
This survey shows a lot of differences in the way the various ICFO members work 
and about what they monitor, but there also are many common points and the 
objectives are always more or less the same: helping or supporting the fundraising 
charities by making the public (potential or actual donors) feel more confident about 
them. The charities undergo moderate or thorough monitoring. If they respect certain 
standard, they get a seal, an accreditation, or a bank account number. That way the 
donors knowswich charityis transparent or worthwhile –and will be more willing to give 
to these charities. ICFO member’s standards are also very similar and closely related. 
Therefore definite basic elements exist for working together. 

However, the differences are significant enough, so one cannot try to transpose the 
actions of one ICFO member  to an other. Furthermore, the ICFO members only 
represent 10 countries, even adding the supporting member there will be less than 
15. Many countries do not have any organizations monitoring charities, but have 
charities. Today, more and more charities work internationally, and one can envision 
that by use of the Internet, fundraising might become more and more trans-national. 
That means that I could be interesting that a form of international monitoring would 
exist  
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4.1. The Situation today 14 
In the same spirit as its members at the national level, ICFO has already developed a 
set of International Standards for good governance and management for international, 
non-governmental or not-for-profit, private organizations that directly, or indirectly 
through subsidiary bodies, raise funds from the public for charitable or public benefit 
purposes. Many of these international organizations have local branches or 
subsidiaries in several countries, including countries where there may be one or 
several national monitoring organizations which either are or are not members of the 
ICFO.  

The Standards cover five key areas of activity, which correspond more or less to the 
ones of the ICFO-members concerning their monitored charities: 

• membership and responsibilities of the governing body 

• fulfillment of public benefit goals  

• fiscal monitoring, management and reporting  

• fundraising practices  

• provision of public information. 

In addition to these Standards, ICFO expects suitable guidelines to exist for public 
benefit charities to ensure that the public, including recipients and donors, have ready 
access to sufficient and adequate information, enabling them to make informed 
decisions about their relationships to the charities, in particular decisions of donating 
or giving. These guidelines should be determined and administered by an 
independent non-governmental agency or function. 

Guidelines governing public benefit fundraising organizations should also require 
conformity with more rigorous and "best practice" standards for probity and good 
governance which go beyond the minimum national legal and audit requirements. 
ICFO also expects fundraising public benefit organizations to present their accounts 
of income and expenditure in a common format to enable appropriate thresholds to be 
set for categories of expenditure and for meaningful inter-organizational comparisons 
to be made.  

The ICFO standards are more or less in force among the member organizations since 
1995, but with several national exceptions. The accreditation of the international 
fundraising organization Plan International by ICFO caused the continued discussion 
about international standards. Some questions seem very important.: which 
organization should do the assessments of international bodies, which ones are 

                                                                 
14 The information about ICFO is mostly taken from the Internet-site www.icfo.de. Part of the 
text is copied completely, with some comments added here and there. 
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capable of doing it, according to which standards should the examination be 
performed?  

If international fundraisers want to receive a ”seal-of-approval” or its equivalent, their 
headquarter must be assessed either by an ICFO-member existing in the same 
country (and then according to this ICFO-member’s rules), or by an ICFO appointed 
group of investigators (and then in conformity with the ICFO standards). In case of the 
latter approval, the organization may not use ”the seal” in countries where there is an 
ICFO member. As far as national branches of international fundraisers are concerned, 
these must be assessed in accordance with the national rules and on provision of the 
headquarters assessment. 

4.2. Standards of ICFO 
Some questions arising in the consideration of international standards are directed at 
the very contents of the standards. Is it possible to internationally compare expenses 
without having the same formula for accounting systems all over the world? What 
does ICFO refer to, when it says that the governing body should not receive 
remuneration for their services? Are all members of the body working on an idealistic 
basis everywhere and at all times? Is an executive officer not at any time a member of 
governing body? 

These questions make it interesting to confront the standards of ICFO to the national 
standards of the ICFO-members. 

4.2.1. Standard 1 – Membership and Responsibilities of the  
 Governing Body 
1.1. The governing body should consist of at least five people: this corresponds to the 
standards of most members, even if some are below. 

1.2. Persons serving on the governing body should: 

1.2.1 not receive remuneration for their service as board member; 

1.2.2 be independent and act in the best interests of the body; 

1.2.3 attend meetings regularly. 

Here again this corresponds with standards of most ICFO members, but also to the 
highest criteria or close to it. 
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4.2.2. Standard 2 – Public Benefit Goals 
2.1. There should be a clear and consistent statement of the mission and aims of the 
organization in all public reports and fundraising materials;  

2.2. Activities must be directed towards the attainment of the organization's stated 
public benefit goals. 

All ICFO members demand these above points. 

4.2.3. Standard 3 – Financial Responsibilities 
3.1. Annual accounts must be prepared and audited by independent, professionally 
qualified auditors: This is a common criterion by all ICFO members. 

3.2. Expenses should be commensurate with the size and scale of activities of the 
organization and accord with the ethical ethos of public benefit bodies: This is not 
always required by ICFO members, those asking for itsometimes include objective 
ratios. 

4.2.4. Standard 4 – Fundraising Practices 
4.1. Fundraising practices should be truthful, accurate and not misleading: That of 
course is a common standard applied by all ICFO members. 

4.2. Fundraising costs should be limited to a reasonable proportion of the 
organization's overall expenditure and regularly tested for cost-effectiveness: The 
limitation of the cost effectiveness is not applied by all ICFO members, and those 
using it have defined a maximum ratio which the fundraising organization has to 
respect. 

4.2.5. Standard 5 – Public Information 
5.1. Information about the organization's activities and results should be regularly 
prepared and made freely available to the public; All ICFO members ask at least for 
that. 

5.2. Information should be comprehensive and presented in easily understood 
formats; This is not always explicit, but implicitly it seems trivial. 

5.3. Explanatory narrative information should be provided to assist understanding of 
the financial information and to enable appropriate comparisons to be made: This 
standard is not used by all ICFO members. 
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4.3. The Monitoring 
Another issue is to know how these standards can be monitored. The easiest way 
seems to be the use of an annual questionaire, especially if many organizations are to 
be monitored. But on-site visits, occasionally or regularly, might have to be done as 
well. The use of external auditors for monitoring can be a good alternative, but others 
might be possible: internal ICFO auditors, paid or volunteer, auditors of the ICFO 
members…  

Whatever the selected solution for the monitoring and the standards (which already 
exist) – international monitoring might become necessary with the development of 
globalisation, of Internet and online fundraising, and of the EU. The ICFO has a good 
position to become an important actor in that field. 
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