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B ABSTRACT

Objective: this study analyzed integrity within civil society organizations
(CSOs) and sought to propose and apply an integrity maturity self-assessment
tool tailored to the nature and context of CSOs. Grounded in the concept
of accountability, this study details integrity and its operationalization
across different perspectives and programs. Methods: through a qualitative
approach, data were collected via interviews, observations, documents, and
articles. The study followed four stages: selecting integrity programs for
CSOs; expert validation of the theoretical-methodological matrix; developing
the self-assessment tool; and its subsequent application and analysis within an
organization. Results: findings indicate that integrity is demonstrated when
organizational practices align with principles, values, and objectives while
fulfilling legal obligations and maintaining ethical stakeholder relations. The
application of the matrix allowed for refinements and a critical analysis of the
tool. Conclusion: the tool encompasses the accountability triad: objective
responsibility, subjective responsibility, and responsiveness. Its potential lies
in its self-assessment nature, anchored in subjective responsibility, which
serves as a basis for problem prevention and resolution, ultimately fostering
objective responsibility and responsiveness.
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Il RESUMO

Objetivo: analisou-se a integridade em organizacdes da sociedade civil
(OSCs), buscando propor e aplicar uma ferramenta de autoavaliagio de
maturidade da integridade adaptada & natureza e ao contexto de OSCs.
Pauta-se na accountability e detalha o conceito de integridade e sua
operacionalizacio em diferentes perspectivas e programas. Método: a
abordagem ¢ qualitativa, sendo a coleta de dados pautada em entrevistas,
observagdes, documentos e artigos. O estudo foi realizado em quatro etapas:
selecio de programas de integridade para OSCs; validagio da matriz tedrico-
metodoldgica por especialistas; elaboragio de ferramenta de autoavaliagio;
aplicagio da ferramenta de autoavaliacio da maturidade da integridade
em uma organizagio e andlises decorrentes. Resultados: observou-se que a
integridade pode ser demonstrada quando as praticas organizacionais estio
alinhadas com principios, valores e objetivos, a0 mesmo tempo em que
atendem as obrigagoes legais ¢ mantém relagoes éticas com seus publicos. A
aplicagio da matriz de autoavaliagio de maturidade da integridade permitiu
adaptagoes e uma andlise critica da ferramenta. Conclusao: a ferramenta
contempla aspectos do tripé da accountability — responsabilidade objetiva,
subjetiva e responsividade. A potencialidade da ferramenta estd no fato de
ela ser um instrumento de autoavaliagio, ancorado na responsabilidade
subjetiva, que serve de base para a prevengio e a solugio de problemas,
favorecendo a responsabilidade objetiva e a responsividade.

Palavras-chave: accountability; integridade; organizacoes da sociedade civil.

* Corresponding Author.

1. Universidade do Estado de Santa Catarina, Centro de Ciéncias da Administracdo e Socioecondmicas,
Floriandpolis, SC, Brazil.

Cite as: Rodrigues, L. D., Menezes, E. C. O., & Schommer, P. C. (2026). Accountability and civil society
organizations: An integrity maturity self-assessment. Revista de Administracdo Contempordnea, 30(2),
©250244. https://doi.org/10.1590/1982-7849rac2026250244.en

# of invited reviewers until the decision:

JEL Code: L31.

Editor-in-chief: Paula Chimenti (Universidade Federal do Rio de Janeiro, COPPEAD, Brazil)
Associate Editor: Gustavo da Silva Motta (Universidade Federal Fluminense, Brazil)
Reviewers: Andrea Pineda (Universidade de S&o Paulo, IEA, Brazil)

One reviewer did not authorize the disclosure of his/her identity.

Peer Review Report: The Peer Review Report is available at this external URL

Received: July 9, 2025

Last version received: January 14, 2026
Accepted: January 29, 2026
Published: April 2, 2026

15t round

Contemp.,

6250244.en| e-ISSN 1982-7849 | rac.anpad.org.br



https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.19388787
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6492-4072
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1393-143X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9982-9940
https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/PNVO2H
https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/PNVO2H
 https://orcid.org/0009-0001-2473-0388

https://orcid.org/0009-0001-2473-0388
 https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1427-0744

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1427-0744
 https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9919-0809
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9919-0809

Accountability and civil society organizations: An integrity maturity self-
assessment

L. D. Rodrigues, E. C. de O. Menezes, P. C. Schommer

INTRODUCTION

Accountability and integrity are central to civil
society organizations (CSOs) as they seek to promote
well-being, foster social change, and remain accountable
and responsive to their stakeholders — including donors,
beneficiaries, partners, and society at large. This article is
grounded in the concept of accountability, understood as
a set of “social relations and institutional mechanisms that
make powerful actors or agents responsive to their public”
(Schommer & Guerzovich, 2025, p. 1). Accountability
encompasses the responsibility and obligation of agents in
governments, corporations, and CSOs to render accounts,
provide information and justification for their actions, and
be subject to consequences, sanctions, or rewards based
on their acts or omissions (Campos, 1990; Hernandez &
Cuadros, 2014).

This understanding incorporates the notions of
objective and subjective responsibility (Campos, 1990;
Heidemann, 2009; Pinho & Sacramento, 2009; Rodrigues
& Menezes, 2024). Objective responsibility refers to the duty
of an individual or organization toward another party, with
potential consequences for compliance or noncompliance
(Campos, 1990; Heidemann, 2009; Pinho & Sacramento,
2009). Subjective responsibility, in turn, concerns the
ethical dimension embedded in decision-making processes,
particularly in the exercise of authority within organizations
or institutional roles (Campos, 1990; Heidemann, 2009;
Pinho & Sacramento, 2009). Objective responsibility
typically aligns with a formal, normative conception of
accountability, whereas subjective responsibility corresponds
to a relational approach that emphasizes values, social norms,
power asymmetries, expectations, and learning processes that
shape interactions among actors within specific institutional
contexts (Schommer & Guerzovich, 2025).

As demands for accountability and integrity intensify
— expressed in norms and values that guide actions and
relationships — CSOs may serve as catalysts for change,
contributing to building a more just and responsible
society (Herndndez et al., 2021; Ordem dos Advogados
do Brasil [OAB], 2018). In the Brazilian context, the
Regulatory Framework for Civil Society Organizations
(Marco Regulatério das Organizacoes da Sociedade Civil
— MROSC), Law 13,019/2014 (Lei n° 13.019, 2014),
establishes legal and procedural parameters to strengthen
transparency, accountability, and integrity in CSOs. It
defines conditions and guidelines for ethical and responsible
organizational conduct (Grupo de Institutos, Fundagoes e
Empresas [GIFE], 2021; OAB, 2018). Particularly when
collaborating with governmental entities, CSOs are expected
to uphold integrity, ethical standards, and transparency in

internal and external processes (GIFE, 2021; OAB, 2018;
Rodrigues & Menezes, 2024).

This research on CSOs’ integrity introduces and
applies an integrity maturity self-assessment tool tailored
to these organizations in the capital of the Brazilian state of
Santa Catarina, Florian6polis, and neighboring cities (a region
known as Greater Floriandpolis). The specific objectives
are: (1) to characterize the concept of integrity according to
different national and international approaches; (2) to map the
principles and analytical dimensions that constitute the concept
of integrity in CSOs; (3) to identify, in consultation with
experts, key factors associated with organizational integrity in
CSOs; and (4) to develop and pilot-test an integrity maturity
self-assessment tool (Rodrigues & Menezes, 2024).

Integrity maturity is defined here as levels (initial, basic,
intermediate, managed, and optimized) of direct, reliable
relationships among CSOs’ internal and external stakeholders,
grounded in values and actions. These relationships are evident
in collaborative decision-making, implementation, and
monitoring processes, as well as in the transparency and quality
of publicly disclosed information about organizational processes
and results (Angélico, 2015; De Bona, 2022; Herndndez et
al., 2021; Koppell, 2005; Vieira & Barreto, 2019). Integrity
programs and assessment instruments typically encompass top
management commitment, risk management practices, codes
of conduct (internal and external), an organizational culture
of integrity, institutional policies and internal controls, due
diligence procedures, whistleblowing or integrity reporting
channels, and communication and monitoring mechanisms
(GIFE, 2021; OAB, 2018; Legal Ethics Compliance [LEC],
2018; United States Sentencing Commission [USSC], 2015;
Vieira & Barreto, 2019; Rodrigues & Menezes, 2024).

This article is structured into five sections, including
this introduction, which states the research objectives and
theoretical foundations. The second section describes the
empirical context under investigation. The third section
presents the diagnostic analysis of the problem and/or
opportunity identified. The fourth section develops the
analytical discussion and proposes innovation and intervention
measures. The fifth section highlights the final considerations.

EMPIRICAL CONTEXT INVESTIGATED

Integrity is a topic that requires continuous learning
to embed ethics in public administration, corporations, and
CSOs. It has been discussed across various organizational
settings, particularly regarding a set of principles and
instruments applicable to CSOs. Interactions between CSOs

and public administration must meet specific requirements
(OAB, 2018).
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Under Law 13,019/2014 (Lein© 13.019,2014), the
Regulatory Framework for Civil Society Organizations
(MROSC) sets out requirements and guidelines to
promote ethical and responsible conduct among
organizations. The MROSC emphasizes transparency
in CSO management, requiring the disclosure of
financial, budgetary, and operational information in a
manner accessible to the public. This transparency, also
expected of public administration (Angélico, 2015;
Zuccolotto & Teixeira, 2019), strengthens accountability
and helps prevent improper or fraudulent practices.
Furthermore, the MROSC establishes criteria for the use
of public resources by CSOs, requiring internal control
mechanisms and formal reporting on their allocation (Lei
n° 13.019, 2014). Private donors, such as philanthropic
foundations, also require integrity commitments from

CSOs (GIFE, 2021).

For CSOs establishing contracts with the public
sector, documentation of internal and external integrity,
auditing, and conduct practices and procedures is required
to prevent behaviors that may conflict with the principles
of public administration or the organization’s mission
(OAB, 2018). Therefore, integrity tends to strengthen
partnerships between CSOs and the public sector,
helping ensure that such collaborations are conducted in
an ethical, transparent, and mutually beneficial manner
for the parties involved and for society at large.

For CSOs, regardless of the requirements imposed
by public or private partners and donors, adopting
integrity guidelines and criteria may enhance their
legitimacy, performance, and sustainability (Organizagao
para a Cooperagio e Desenvolvimento Econdémico
[OCDE], 2017), within the contexts and causes in which
they operate. CSOs may implement integrity mechanisms
to improve the quality of their actions and relationships,
thereby increasing credibility, efficiency, governance, and
risk prevention and mitigation.

The CSO studied in this research, Instituto
Comunitdrio Grande Floriandpolis 1ICOM), is a nonprofit
organization founded in 2005. It seeks to foster an
environment that protects the rights of all citizens and
valuespeople’scapacities (ICOM,2022). ICOM recognizes
itselfas a community foundation, an organization oriented
toward community philanthropy, valuing local resources
and capacities and seeking to build a broad donor base
(ICOM, 2022). ICOM recognizes itself as a community
foundation, an organization oriented toward community
philanthropy, valuing local resources and capacities and
seeking to build a broad donor base (Carman, 2001;
Global Fund for Community Foundations [GFCF], 2025;
Graddy & Morgan, 2006; Grenbjerg, 2006; ICOM, 2022;
Reis et al., 2023; Wu, 2021). Community foundations

“are often described as organizations with the flexibility
to respond rapidly to issues of public interest that arise
within the territories where they operate” (ICOM, 2022,
p. 6). ICOM’s activities are structured around three pillars
(ICOM, 2022), inspired by community foundation models:

(@ Community knowledge and coordination,
involving the identification of local advances and
challenges to influence public policies, support
organized civil society, and guide philanthropic grants;

(b) Strengthening organized civil society, enhancing
the autonomy and capability to co-produce public
goods and services, as well as advocating for rights;

(c) Promoting philanthropy so that individuals and
companies become aware of, engage with, and donate
to causes of public interest within the territory.

The organization’s governance structure comprises
35 members, who collectively constitute (ICOM, 2022):
the General Assembly, the highest deliberative body. From
among these 35 members, 27 serve on the Deliberative Board,
which is responsible for strategic direction and planning,
ensuring alignment between the organization’s mission and
its managerial practices. The Board of Directors is likewise
composed of five members drawn from the General Assembly,
who provide operational oversight to the executive team and
collaborate in the design and implementation of plans and
actions. In addition, three members of the assembly serve on
the fiscal committee, which oversees financial management
and ensures fiscal compliance.

Between 2005 and 2022, ICOM supported
approximately 2,834 CSOs through training programs,
advisory services, workshops, and financial support, investing
approximately BRL 14 million in the community through
grants to other organizations and its own programs (ICOM,
2022), These initiatives aimed to improve quality of life,
reduce social inequalities, and foster trust between individuals
and institutions. ICOM’s activities are funded by private
donations from individuals and national and international
organizations, as well as by government contracts. The
organization’s purposes, principles, and some of its methods
are systematized and publicly available. Its financial
statements, audit reports, and annual activity reports are
published each year. However, until 2023, the organization
lacked regular, formal mechanisms to define and assess its
integrity levels. In 2023, it developed a code of integrity and
revised its internal bylaws, initiating the development of an
integrity policy. Within the scope of ICOM’s actions and its
relationships with public and private partners, as well as with
its board and executive team, the need emerged for internal
stakeholders to conduct an integrity self-assessment.
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The development of a method for analyzing
organizational integrity may serve as a reference for other
CSOs with which ICOM interacts, particularly in the
Greater Florianépolis region. It may also be of interest to
organizations and researchers in other contexts, as well as
to public- and private-sector managers collaborating with

CSOs.

DIAGNOSIS OF THE PROBLEM AND/OR
OPPORTUNITY

A possible starting point for analyzing the theme
of integrity in the context of CSOs is the concept of
accountability and its relationship to the features of
democracy (Campos, 1990). Drawing on Mosher (1968),
seminal work Campos (1990) notes that accountability
encompasses objective responsibility, i.e., the obligation of
someone to answer to another for something, and subjective
responsibility, i.e., the internalization of values and
motivations by the person responding. Accountability is also
linked to obligation, with the possibility of consequences
for the person responsible for an action, which may take
the form of reward or punishment (Campos, 1990). Thus,
whoever bears responsibility for something or someone must
justify themselves and is accountable for the performance
and results of their actions or omissions.

Accountability is defined by the quality of the
relationships between the parties (Campos, 1990). For
example, the way in which rulers render accounts to citizens
and the extent to which citizens can demand accountability
and position themselves in relation to it depend on the
quality of the relationship between them. This indicates
that accountability involves not only formal aspects but
also relational ones (Pagani, 2022). Information and power
asymmetries also influence accountability (Moncrieffe,
2011). Those who hold power, for example, citizens in a
given locality, CSO members, or donors, do not always wish
to impose sanctions on their agents. Rather, they expect
them to find solutions to relevant challenges, explain their
actions or difficulties, and, if necessary, redefine agreements
to preserve and renew trust in the relationship.

Denhardt and Denhardt (2003) emphasize trust
by defining accountability as the quality or state of being
trustworthy or responsible. Koppell (2005) identifies
five dimensions of accountability: transparency, liability,
controllability, responsibility, and responsiveness. For each
dimension, the author proposes a key question, as presented

in Table 1.

Table 1. Accountability dimensions.

Dimension Key question

Did the organization publicly disclose the facts
associated with its performance, including its
successes and failures?

Transparency

Did the organization face consequences for its
performance, or was it subject to punishment or
reward for its actions?

Liability

Responsibility Did the organization comply with the formal and
informal rules that apply to it?

Did the organization carry out the will of its

principal — the actor that controls it as an agent

(e.g., the legislative branch in relation to voters; an

association in relation to its members)?

Controllability

Did the organization satisfactorily meet the
substantive expectations it was required to address?

Note. Based on Koppell, J. G. S. (2005). Pathologies of accountability: ICANN and
the Challenge of “Multiple Accountabilities Disorder”. Public Administration Review,

65(1), 94-108 http://www.jstor.org/stable/3542585

Responsiveness

These dimensions reflect the complexity of
accountability and the need to mobilize diverse bodies
of knowledge to understand it (Denhardt & Denhardt,
2003). Numerous authors have expanded the debate
on accountability (Medeiros et al., 2013), addressing
its vertical and horizontal aspects (O’Donnell, 1998),
its democratic dimension (Abrucio & Loureiro, 2004),
its relational dimension (Guerzovich & Aston, 2023;
Moncrieffe, 2011; Pagani, 2022; Schommer & Hernandez
Quinonez, 2024) and its relationship with models of public
administration (Denhardt & Denhardt, 2003; Rocha,
2011). Accountability encompasses electoral controls, the
establishment of intertemporal state rules, the monitoring
of officeholders through institutional controls (Abrucio &
Loureiro, 2004; Menezes et al., 2025; O’Donnell, 1998)
and the quality of relationships and learning processes
developed in practice within situated systems and contexts
(Pagani, 2022; Schommer & Guerzovich, 2025).

According to Hernandez and Cuadros (2014),
vertical accountability includes elections — classic
mechanisms for demanding accountability in democracies
— as well as forms of citizen and CSO oversight during
government terms. Horizontal accountability refers to state
agencies with legal authority and the capacity to undertake
actions ranging from routine oversight to legal sanctions,
including impeachment. There are also cross-cutting forms
of accountability, referring to cases in which the direct
exercise of citizen oversight has been institutionalized or in
which citizens participate in institutional oversight bodies.
Additionally, social accountability is a non-electoral form
of vertical accountability that encompasses initiatives,
practices, and oversight mechanisms driven by citizens,
CSOs, or the media to demand accountability and evaluate
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the performance of politicians, public servants, and private
companies that use public resources. For Guerzovich and
Aston (2023), social accountability is a means of improving
the quality of goods and services and making providers more
responsive to citizens needs.

According to Hernandez and Cuadros (2014),
accountability refers to the responsibility and obligation of
government officials, public employees, private companies,
and civil society organizations that manage public resources
or deliver public services to inform and justify their
actions, conduct, and results. It also entails being subject
to sanctions or rewards in cases where laws and public
duties are breached or performance is deemed inadequate;
reporting, in this framework, may occur voluntarily. The
authors argue that accountability presupposes the presence
of local, national, and international social and state actors
capable of demanding explanations, exercising oversight and
checks and balances, evaluating performance, and enforcing
sanctions. Furthermore, they maintain that accountability is
closely linked to well-being and socioeconomic development,
insofar as the inability to demand accountability constitutes
both a manifestation of poverty and a mechanism that
perpetuates it (Hernandez & Cuadros, 2014).

Integrity has been the subject of extensive debate.
In companies, it is associated with combating corruption
and reducing fraud. The Brazilian National Institute of
Information Technology (ITI) identifies three elements
that sustain integrity: prevention, detection, and correction
(ITT, 2019). These elements require direct managerial
involvement, communication, transparency, training,
effective whistleblowing channels, investigative procedures,
and continuous policies that promote good practices.
Integrity may be understood as the condition of public and
private organizations and agencies that comply with their
governance principles and norms and seek to maintain an
organizational culture characterized by high ethical values
and standards of conduct (OCDE, 2017; Vieira & Barreto,
2019).

The Third Sector Law Commission of the Brazilian
Bar Association (Ordem dos Advogados do Brasil — Distrito
Federal [OAB-DF]) defines integrity as the quality of being
whole, complete, and impartial. This concept is recognized
as a virtue grounded in rectitude and fairness.

Applied to individuals, integrity describes those
who conduct themselves ethically, correctly, and
transparently, are committed to honesty and
consistency in all actions and behaviors, and maintain
upright conduct even when they could derive personal
advantage (OAB, 2018, p. 17).

Denhardtand Denhardt (2003) emphasize that public
servants and citizens, as part of the nation, must demonstrate
integrity and honesty by sharing values and participating in
democratic processes. In CSOs, integrity entails fostering an
environment in which employees, volunteers, and partners
are encouraged to respect and act in accordance with ethical
standards defined by the organization and the context in
which it operates.

In 2017, the Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD) published a guide to
good practices for the ethical and transparent management of
CSOs, emphasizing the importance of integrity in building
donor trust and ensuring organizational sustainability.
Integrity is a foundational principle of political, economic,
and social structures, contributing to individual and
collective well-being and to sustainable development

(OCDE, 2017).

In the legal context, integrity serves as a safeguard
against fraud and errors. The Anti-Corruption Law in Brazil
(Lei n° 12.846, 2013), applies to all types of organizations
and, under Article 7, VIII, provides for “the existence of
internal integrity and auditing mechanisms and procedures,
incentives for reporting irregularities, and the effective

enforcement of codes of ethics and conduct within legal
entities” (Lei n° 12.846, 2013).

De Bona (2022) notes that integrity can be examined
from multiple dimensions: institutional, administrative-
functional, political, economic, socio-environmental,
cultural, organizational, ethical, and transversal. This
research focuses on organizational integrity and proposes
a self-assessment tool for organizational maturity. This
perspective moves beyond a purely normative dimension,
emphasizing the organization’s mission and the ways
in which its values are expressed in practice. Assessing
integrity requires examining mechanisms, guidelines,
internal procedures, and actions related to ethical values.
These elements should aim to prevent, detect, and correct
deviations, fraud, irregularities, and acts harmful to public
authorities and the organization itself (De Bona, 2022).

Integrity programs apply to organizations of any
type, regardless of their area of activity, size, or sector,
provided their principles are adapted to the organization’s
nature and context. This study is based on three integrity
programs. Table 2 summarizes their shared and distinctive
characteristics.
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Table 2. Pillars of integrity program frameworks: USSC/ LEC, OAB, GIFE.

Based on the USSC Guidelines Manual and Legal
Ethics Compliance (LEC) (Vieira & Barreto,
2019)

Brazilian Bar Association — Federal District

(OAB-DF) (GIFE)

Group of Institutes, Foundations, and Companies

Support from top management

Code of Conduct and compliance policies

Risk assessment and management

Standards of conduct: expected conduct of
members

Conduct with public officials

Support and commitment from top management

Conduct with third parties

Conduct in the exercise of advocacy and public
advocacy actions

Development of the Code of Conduct

Risk assessment and due diligence

Due diligence

Internal controls

Communication and training

Training and dissemination of the integrity

Development of institutional policies and internal
controls

Monitoring and training

program

Whistleblowing channels

Whistleblowing channel

Integrity channel

Internal investigation

Internal investigation

Disciplinary measures in case of violation of the

Punishment

integrity program (or code of ethical conduct)

Audit and monitoring

Continuous monitoring

Monitoring and training

Note. Elaborated by the authors based on Rodrigues, L. D., & Menezes, E. C. O. (2024). Accountability e Organiza¢des da Sociedade Civil: Proposta de autoavaliagio de
maturidade da integridade. 12° Congresso Internacional de Governo, Administragio e Politicas Publicas. Madri, Spain.

The first framework, developed in the United States
and set out in the guidelines manual of the (USSC, 2015).
outlines the structure of a corporate compliance program
comprising measures that organizations may adopt to
“demonstrate the effectiveness of the integrity program
and potentially obtain a reduction in culpability in the
evaluation of corporate integrity programs” (Vieira &
Barreto, 2019, p. 109). Although the term compliance is
sometimes used interchangeably with integrity, it more
precisely refers to adherence to applicable laws, regulations,
and standards. In this sense, compliance constitutes a
specific dimension of governance that contributes to the
broader framework of integrity in public management
(Carvalho, 2017).

The second framework draws on Brazilian integrity
programs and the guidelines set forth in Decree 8,420/2015,
which regulates the Anti-Corruption Law 12,846/2013
and establishes criteria for evaluating an effective corporate
integrity program (Lei no 12.846, 2013). The OAB
(2018), guide is another document addressing corruption
prevention under the Anti-Corruption Law. OAB (2018)
provides practical guidance for implementing compliance
programs (here used interchangeably with integrity) within
CSOs. For CSOs with government contracts, adherence to

an integrity program is desirable because it defines internal
procedures to prevent, detect, and address fraud or other
illicit acts against the public administration that could
jeopardize the organization’s sustainability (OAB, 2018).

The third framework was developed by GIFE in 2018
as an integrity program to establish internal procedures
that promote ethical conduct, prevent irregularities, and
address everyday operational challenges. The document
emphasizes the integrity policy, which includes practical
measures on ethical standards of behavior, expected
conduct for members aligned with each organization’s
areas of activity, responsible management of public and
private resources, and appropriate measures and sanctions
in the event of violations of established conduct (GIFE,
2021).

Support from top managementand manuals or codes
of conduct are common across the three frameworks. These
components demonstrate the importance of leadership in
guiding organizational actions, assuming responsibility for
subordinates’ conduct, and fostering an ethical, integrity-
oriented environment. They also highlight the need for
formal documents that explicitly articulate values, norms,
and expected standards of conduct.
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Furthermore, it is desirable that all members of an
organization understand how to interact with and respond
to internal and external stakeholders in alignment with
the organization’s mission, nature, and guiding principles.
Monitoring and communication mechanisms are central to
all programs and policies, as they enable assessment of how
the organization has evolved in relation to conduct affecting
integrity and whether such conduct remains aligned with
its mission and values. These mechanisms also support the
communication of results, both internally and externally, to
the various audiences with whom the organization interacts,
as well as clarify the tools used to manage and monitor
internal and external actions.

In the context of CSOs, integrity maturity refers
to the levels — initial, basic, intermediate, managed, and
optimized — of direct and reliable relationships among
internal and external stakeholders. These relationships are

e

* Selection of integrity programs w
LEC, OAB-DF, GIFE

* Consolidation of
the integrity

matrix

, S

—_—

.+ Application of the
integrity maturity self-
assessment tool with a Civil
Society Organization

J

grounded in the values and objective actions of various
internal and external actors (Brito et al., 2022; Lein© 13.019,
2014). These levels may be reflected in decision-making,
implementation, and monitoring processes conducted
in a shared and collaborative manner, as well as in the
transparency and quality of publicly disclosed information
concerning results and stakeholder expectations (De Bona,
2022; Koppell, 2005; Vieira & Barreto, 2019).

The proposal developed in this study was grounded
in a qualitative research approach (Flick, 2012). With
regard to research techniques, a bibliographic review was
conducted, encompassing the collection and analysis of
published materials, including peer-reviewed articles, books,
technical manuals, theses, and dissertations. The study also
incorporated descriptive and applied research procedures
(Gil, 2018). The stages of the research process are presented
in Figure 1:

~N
( * Validation of the integrity
matrix through interviews
with experts

~

* Elaboration of the
integrity maturity self-
assessment tool based
on the matrix
validated by experts

Figure 1. Research stages.

Source: Elaborated by the authors.

Stage 1 of the study was conducted through
documentary research, including a survey of publications
on established and widely disseminated integrity programs
(GIFE, 2021; LEC, 2018; OAB, 2018; USSC, 2015),
The latter two were examined based on Vieira and Barreto
(2019) work. The selection and analysis of integrity action

lines were guided by a model structured around concepts,
dimensions, and indicators (Quivy & Campenhoudt,
1998). Table 3 presents the studys theoretical-
methodological matrix, outlining the construction of
concepts, dimensions, categories, and axes (indicators)
addressed in the research.
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Table 3. Theoretical-methodological matrix.

Dimensions Category Axes
Board support
>~ .
E Transparency Risk management
= . [E Code of conduct (internal and external)
/M Responsiveness 2 o . .
ﬁ o Organizational culture of integrity
Responsibility 9 L -, .
% C Labili = Institutional policies and internal control
8 Oit.r(l))_ﬁ iy Z Due diligence
(<.:) fabiity Integrity and communication channel

Monitoring

Note. Elaborated by the authors based on Quivy, R., & Campenhoudt, L. V. (1998). 4 pergunta de partida. Manual de investigagio em ciéncias sociais. (2. ed.). Grad-
iva.; Koppell J. G. S. (2005). Pathologies of accountability: ICANN and the Challenge of “Multiple Accountabilities Disorder”. Public Administration Review, 65(1),
94-108. http: //www |stor org/stable/_’z§42§8§ Umted States Sentcncmg Commission. (2015). Effective compliance and ethics program. §8B2.1. (Chap. 8). USSC.

:// individual-ch dguidelines-html; Legal Ethics Compliance. (2018). Os pilares do programa de complian-
ce: Uma breve dz:cumzo https //conteudo lec com. br/ebook—pllares do—programa de-compliance; Vieira, J. B., & Barreto, R. T. S. (2019). Governanga, gestio de riscos e in-
tegridade: O papel da alta administragio publica federal. Escola Nacional de Administragio Puablica (ENAP). https://repositorio.enap.gov.br/bitstream/1/4281/1/5 Li-
vro_Governan%C3%A7a%20Gest%C3%A30%20de%20Risc0s%20e%20Integridade.pdf; Ordem dos Advogados do Brasil. (2018). Cartilha de Direito Digital.

OAB. https://www.oabdf.org. br/wp—content/uploads/ZO18/12/Cart11ha pdf; Grupo de Institutos, Fundacoes e Empresas. (2021). Politica de Integridade do GIFE. GIFE.
https://gife.org.br/wp/media/2021/11/GIFE Politi id: 286

.pdf; Rodrigues, L. D., & Menezes, E. C. O. (2024). Accountability e Organizagées da Sociedade

Civil: Proposta de autoavaliagio de maturidade da integridade. 12° Congresso Internacional de Governo, Administragio e Politicas Ptblicas. Madri, Spain).

The consolidation of the theoretical matrix
was based on the dimensions of the accountability
concept (Koppell, 2005) and on the adaptation of
the axes observed across different integrity programs.
The integrity category was identified within the
accountability dimensions, and the components (axes)
were then listed. Some integrity axes are directly
related to accountability dimensions; others are
indirectly related. For example, risk management, due
diligence, and monitoring are directly linked to the
dimensions of controllability and responsibility and also
support liability and responsiveness (Koppell, 2005).
Furthermore, within each axis, indicators are assigned
to demonstrate the maturity of each listed component
(Quivy & Campenhoudt, 1998).

Stage 2 of the study involved three semi-structured
interviews with field experts. The selection of experts was
based on appointment and access opportunities, which is
appropriate when it is difficult to gather all participants
for group analysis (Tribunal de Contas da Unido, 2018).
Interviews were conducted with a person from the
Integrity and Compliance Office of the Comptroller
General of the State of Santa Catarina (CGE) (Interview
1); with an expert in open government and accountability
from the State University of Santa Catarina (Interview
2); and with a member of the Comptroller General of
the municipality of Florianépolis (Interview 3). The
interviews were conducted between September 26,
2023, and October 24, 2023, and were recorded and
transcribed. The data were analyzed qualitatively to

identify best practices and proposals for improving the
integrity matrix for CSOs.

In Stage 3, the interviewed experts elaborated on
and validated the integrity matrix. Following the experts’
suggestions, the integrity maturity self-assessment tool
was developed and then returned to the same experts for
validation.

In Stage 4, the integrity maturity self-assessment tool
was piloted with a CSO. ICOM was chosen because of its
background in fostering community development in the
state of Santa Catarina since 2005 and its recognition by
other CSOs. Furthermore, the lead researcher of the study
completed a two-year internship at the institution, gaining
insight into various internal routines and accountability
systems. Another author also participates in the organization.
Both participated in a working group that, in 2023,
discussed and implemented actions related to integrity in
the organization. The research presented here took place in
parallel with this working group, and some of its elements
were considered.

The integrity maturity self-assessment tool was
sent to ICOM on October 25, 2023, completed by the
administrative-financial management, and returned two
days later. The analysis drew on the content of the integrity
framework validated by experts, interviews, and observations,
and compared it with the concepts and theories mobilized in
this article.
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ANALYSIS OF THE PROBLEM AND
PROPOSALS FOR INTERVENTION AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on studies, models, and manuals on integrity
programs, it was observed that CSOs exhibit a weakness in
self-assessing their integrity maturity. In public and private
organizations, this practice is not insignificant. Thus, this
study proposed a tool to be applied to CSOs. The theoretical
and normative starting point was the selection of the three
integrity program manuals analyzed. The choice was based

Table 4. Theoretical matrix of concepts and consolidation of

on the availability of materials, the credibility of the issuing
organizations, and their references, including the guidelines
of the Brazilian Anti-Corruption Law (Lei no 12.846, 2013),
which addresses the issue of integrity.

After analyzing the concepts in manuals and programs,
it was possible to identify axes and concepts relevant to
developing a self-assessment tool. Such an assessment enables
the measurement of an organization’s internal and external
practices and actions that reflect its commitment to integrity
and reveal its integrity maturity level. Table 4 presents the
consolidated results in matrix format:

practical factors of integrity.

Dimensions Category Integrity Axis
USSC Guidelines o
Transparency OAB - DF GIFE Manual Consolidation
Support and Standards of conduct: Support from to
Responsiveness commitment from top  expected conduct of PP P Board support
management members management
ibili Risk assessment and Conduct with third Risk assessment and sk
Responsibilicy due diligence parties management Risk management
- Conduct with public  Code of conduct and Code of conduct
tZ" Controllability Code of Conduct officials compliance policies  (internal and external)
5 v Conduct in the
5 Liabili - Institutional policies  exercise of advocacy Internal controls Organizational culture
v e~ and internal controls  and public advocac of integri
H U p y grity
% [fﬂ actions
@) Z Training and .. N ..
O dissemination of the Integrity channel Communication and  Institutional policies
EC) T ———— 8 training and internal control
Whistleblowing Punishment Whistleblowing Due diligence
channels channels
. Integrity and
Disciplinary measures Monltc?r{ng and Internal investigation communication
training
channel
Internal investigation - Due diligence Monitoring
?n(:)r:ll;l:;gs - Audit and monitoring

Note. Elaborated by the authors based on Quivy, R., & Campenhoudt, L. V. (1998). A pergunta de partida. Manual de investigagio em ciéncias sociais. (2. ed.).
Gradiva.; Koppell J. G. S. (2005). Pathologies of accountability: ICANN and the Challenge of “Multiple Accountabilities Disorder”. Public Administration Review,
65(1) 94-108 http: //wwwlstororg/stable/§§42§8§ Unlted States Sentencmg Commission. (2015). Effective compliance and ethics program. §8B2.1. (Chap. 8). USSC.
individual-ch idelines-html; Legal Ethics Compliance . (2018). Os pilares do programa de compliance:
Uma brcve dlscussao https //conteudo lcc com. br/ebook—pllares do—programa—de—compllanc ; Ordem dos Advogados do Brasil. (2018). Cartilha de Direito Digital.
OAB. ttps //www oabdf org br/wp-content/uploads/ZO18/ 12/Cartllhap f; Grupo de Institutos, Fundagoes e Empresas. (2021). Politica de Integridade do GIFE. GIFE.
heeps://gi GIFE .pdf; Vlelra,] B., & Barreto, R.T. S. (2019). Governanga, gestdo de riscos e integridade: O papel da
alta admlmstra(;ao publlca federzl Escola Nacmnal de Admlmstragao Pubhca (ENAP). https://repositorio.enap.gov.br/bitstream/1/4281/1/5 Livro Governan%C3%A7a%20
Gest%C3%A30%20de%20Riscos%20e%20Integridade.pdf; Rodrigues, L. D., & Menezes, E. C. O. (2024). Accountability e Organizagoes da Sociedade Civil: Proposta de

autoavalia¢io de maturidade da integridade. 12° Congresso Internacional de Governo, Administragio e Politicas Pablicas. Madri, Spain.

The following axes were consolidated: board support;
code of conduct (internal and external); organizational culture
of integrity; institutional policies and internal control; risk
management; due diligence; integrity and communication

channel; and monitoring (GIFE, 2021; LEC, 2018; OAB,
2018; USSC, 2015; Vieira & Barreto, 2019). Based on
interviews with experts and national and international
maturity models, a maturity scale for integrity was proposed.
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The proposed scale comprises the following levels (Brito
et al., 2022; Departamento Nacional de Infraestrutura de
Transportes, 2023):

1. Initial (1 to 1.9): The procedure is not structured;
it does not apply to the organization’s profile; there is
a lack of structure and resources (financial, human,
and technological); or it may be in an initial phase
and under discussion within the organization;

2.Basic (2 to 2.9): The organization implements
the procedure at a basic level of implementation
and structuring; basic development of the activity’s
management structures is observed;

3. Intermediate (3 to 3.9): The organization
successfully implements the procedure and
understands its processes; it possesses the necessary
judgment capacity; the internal team operates with
an intermediate level of autonomy relative to the
board of directors, allowing some independence
in the execution of its duties, although under the
strategic guidance of top management;

4. Managed (4 to 4.9): The organization implements
the procedure, which is already incorporated
into the organizational culture and disseminated
internally; team management is guided by principles
of governance, institutional development, and
organizational sustainability; preventive measures,
performance evaluation practices, and process
improvement mechanisms are adopted;

5. Optimized (5): The organization adopts a
systematic approach to analyzing its internal and
external processes; it is innovation-oriented; its
processes are continuously monitored, evaluated,
and improved in alignment with institutional
strategic planning; it maintains an engaged team
committed to organizational improvement and
effectiveness.

Based on the axes and indicators presented (Table 4),
the maturity levels described in Table 5 (Apéndice), were
incorporated, resulting in an outline of the self-assessment
tool for the integrity of CSOs in the Greater Florian6polis
region.

The tool encompasses the self-assessment process,
examining the elements that compose the integrity axes
and their corresponding indicators. The analysis identifies
these elements and evaluates each indicator’s maturity
level. The objective is to provide a holistic understanding
of organizational integrity, revealing not only the presence

of the elements but also the degree to which they are
embedded in accountability practices.

Bydefiningeachindicatorandits maturitylevel, the tool
aims to position the organization on a clear, comprehensible
integrity scale. It not only indicates the presence or absence of
integrity practices but also offers insights into opportunities
for improvement and the organization’s position within the
integrity maturity spectrum. Thus, the self-assessment process
does not merely highlight compliance; it also assesses the
organization’s standing against integrity and accountability
standards established by external norms and parameters,
as reflected in models applied by other organizations. The
indicators and results of the self-assessment may support
reflection by the organization and its stakeholders and may
incorporate additional aspects more closely aligned with
the organization’s nature and the relationships it establishes
within its context and with its stakeholders.

Application of the integrity tool: An
evaluation of ICOM’s experience

The tool may be useful for measuring and evaluating
the organization’s actions to strengthen integrity and
identify opportunities to improve its internal and external
performance. When applying the tool to ICOM, the ‘board
support axis reached the maximum maturity level of 5.00
(optimized). This result indicates that the organization is
oriented toward comprehensive oversight of its processes,
with full support from the board of directors. The board is
engaged and committed, and organizational processes are
continuously measured, controlled, and improved.

Regarding the second axis, ‘risk management,” a
score of 4.50 (managed) was obtained, indicating that
the organization is aware of its structure and the risks it
assumes. The organization has implemented preventive
actions to mitigate potential adverse events and has
mapped and identified, in advance, possible risks of fraud
and misappropriation. Although ICOM demonstrates
attention to these risks and adopts preventive measures, it
remains necessary to define a more systematic periodicity
and methodology for risk analysis. In addition, further
development of an organizational culture oriented toward
integrity and continuous monitoring across all organizational
areas is required.

Regarding Axis 3, ‘code of conduct (internal and
external),’ the organization scored 4.60 (managed), indicating
that it defines and seeks to uphold conduct in accordance
with established, collectively discussed parameters and is
committed to the professional development of its members.
In 2023, the organization developed its code of integrity
through a working group and discussions with staff,
management, and board members. The document was
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approved by the General Assembly in December 2023
(ICOM, 2023), and now serves as the foundation for the
integrity policy currently under development. ICOM’s
mission and institutional documents demonstrate concern
for injustice, inclusion, non-discrimination, and human
rights. The organization’s actions aim to create mechanisms
and projects that promote quality relationships with the
various actors in its field of activity.

A score of 4.25 (managed) was obtained for Axis 4,
‘organizational culture of integrity.” This result reflects an
organizational culture and operational approach grounded
in integrity, both internally and in relationships with third
parties. The organization invests in the professional and
personal development of its team. Subject to resource
availability, staff members are supported in attending
events, professional training, and work-related travel.
The organization also considers improvements to its
management model, addressing not only professional
development but also employee well-being. In this
context, expanding benefits related to remuneration
and quality of life is identified as an opportunity for
improvement, as these factors influence individual and
collective performance, workplace relationships, and the
organization’s interactions with partners and communities.

Particular attention should be given to the indicator
measuring selection criteria and diversity in hiring
processes for project teams. Although the organization
actively seeks professionals aligned with its institutional
mission, challenges persist in promoting diversity within
its technical and governing bodies, particularly regarding
gender and race. Recognizing this gap, the organization
has engaged in discussions on representativeness, equity,
and the promotion of a more inclusive and plural
environment, aligned with organizational diversity
guidelines and consistent with its mission in community
development (Diaz & Shaw, 2002; Guo & Musso, 2007;
W, 2021).

Regarding Axis 5, ‘institutional policies and
internal control, the self-assessment scored 5.00
(optimized), reflecting an engaged board and a technical
team knowledgeable about institutional policies.
Organizational processes are properly controlled and
continuously improved in response to emerging needs.
Financial processes and routines are clearly defined and
supported by a financial management system that provides
online access, ensures accuracy, reduces errors, and
generates analytical reports. Accountability procedures are
well structured, with qualified professionals responsible
for their execution. The organization maintains a qualified
and active fiscal committee and undergoes independent
external audits. A defined, adhered-to annual calendar
that includes fiscal committee, accounting, and auditing

activities optimizes workflow and reduces the risk of errors
and omissions.

Regarding Axis 6, ‘due diligence,, ICOM scored
4.00 (managed), indicating that structured procedures
are in place, though further development is needed
to reach the highest maturity level. The organization
evaluates and analyzes service providers and prospective
contractors; however, this process is not yet formalized or
systematically applied across all projects. One proposed
improvement is to establish a structured information
assessment flow to support more informed and secure
decision-making for future contracting. Additionally,
ICOM has updated its contracts to comply with
the General Data Protection Law (LGPD) (ICOM,
2022, 2023). Overall, the organization demonstrates
a proactive stance in implementing verification and
security procedures and seeks to remain aligned with
relevant trends and regulatory demands, given the types
of projects it undertakes and the legitimacy it seeks
among public and private partners and donors.

For Axis 7, ‘integrity and communication
channel, ICOM reported a score of 4.00 (managed),
indicating structured, implemented procedures that still
require further improvement. The organization aims
to expand and refine the dissemination of its activities
to its audiences. The most developed indicators within
this axis concern the preparation of activity and project
reports, which are made available on multiple platforms
to meet the expectations of investors and supporters. The
organization also uses various communication channels
to publicize its work, foster engagement with external
stakeholders, and create new project opportunities

(ICOM, 2022).

During the pilot application, the absence of
a formal system for individuals associated with the
organization to report concerns or seek guidance on
internal conduct and procedures was identified. Similarly,
the lack of a designated individual or group to receive
and address integrity-related issues was observed. The
proposed intervention was to create a dedicated unit
or committee responsible for integrity matters and to
establish a reporting channel (physical or online) for
individuals to submit concerns or inquiries, thereby
strengthening internal relationships and enhancing the
quality of organizational processes and outcomes. In the
code of integrity approved in December 2023, such a
channel was formally established and publicized (ICOM,
2023).

Axis 8, ‘monitoring, scored 4.25 (managed),
indicating that monitoring activities are effectively
conducted, though not all available resources are fully
employed. The organization maintains mechanisms to
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monitor deliverables and oversee team performance,
facilitating ~ systematic ~ follow-up  on  project
implementation. Team members regularly report
progress and emerging challenges, enabling timely
interventions to ensure commitments to partners are
met. Through in-person and online meetings, as well as
structured, documented discussions, ICOM monitors
goals and results. Nevertheless, further advancement
is recommended toward a comprehensive, continuous
project evaluation model that encompasses leadership,
management, and technical staff and assesses projects
throughout their entire lifecycle.

The consolidation of the axes indicates that the
organization achieved an overall integrity maturity score
of 4.60. This result suggests adherence to its institutional
mission and the implementation of procedures grounded
in a robust integrity framework. The presence of
preventive measures indicates that integrity is embedded
in the organizational culture, although further refinement
and dissemination remain possible.

Through this self-assessment tool, the organization
may incorporate integrity as a managerial instrument
rooted in its organizational culture. These advances
extend beyond the formalization of an integrity program,
reflecting internalized norms, practices, and behaviors
cultivated  throughout the organization’s 20-year
trajectory, with the engagement of employees, founders,
directors, and other board members.

The integrity maturity self-assessment tool aims
to capture organizational values and how integrity is
operationalized in daily practice. However, translating
values into concrete actions is not always straightforward.
Ethical orientation and the pursuit of integrity are
continuous processes of reflection, commitment,
and learning across all organizational activities and
accountability dimensions (Campos, 1990; Heidemann,
2009; Koppell, 2005). Moreover, the tool may incorporate
additional indicators tailored to each organization’s
specific nature and strategic objectives, particularly in
expanding legitimacy and social impact in areas such as
community development and public policy (Carman,
2001; Graddy & Morgan, 2006).

The application of the tool demonstrates that
CSOs may conduct integrity self-assessments periodically,
preferably at the conclusion of each organizational
planning and evaluation cycle. The identified aspects for
improvement may then be incorporated into planning
for the subsequent cycle. The application process
should ensure broad organizational representation,
including individuals from administrative and financial,

operational, and communications areas, among others.
It is also advisable to include representatives of major
projects implemented during the period, as well as
representatives of beneficiary communities and partner
organizations (Rodrigues & Menezes, 2024).

Finally, the organization may further structure and
systematize its mechanisms for assessing responsiveness,
that is, its capacity to meet stakeholders’ expectations and
those of society as a whole, through integrity perception
surveys and impact assessments aligned with its operational
context and relational dynamics (Graddy & Morgan,
2006; Koppell, 2005; Pagani, 2022).

FINAL CONSIDERATIONS

The debate on accountability and integrity has
deepened and expanded in recent decades, driven by
societal demands and by norms and control systems that
promote transparency and accountability across public
and private organizations and agents. This study analyzed
integrity in CSOs and proposed a self-assessment tool to
measure integrity maturity, drawing on the experience of
Instituto Comunitdrio Grande Florianépolis ICOM). The
study characterized the concept of integrity across national
and international approaches. Furthermore, it mapped and
analyzed the axes and indicators that constitute integrity
within CSOs, thereby supporting the development of the
proposed tool.

The analysis is grounded in the concept of integrity
maturity, understood as encompassing different levels of
relationships based on shared values and the objectivity of
actions undertaken by agents within CSOs. These levels
are reflected in shared and collaborative decision-making,
implementation, and monitoring processes, as well as in
the transparency and quality of information disclosed
regarding results and the expectations of society and
stakeholders with whom the organization interacts (De
Bona, 2022; Koppell, 2005; Schommer & Guerzovich,
2025; Vieira & Barreto, 2019). Through the examination
of integrity manuals and consultation with specialists, it
was possible to consolidate the maturity axes considered
necessary for measuring organizational integrity (GIFE,
2021; LEC, 2018; OAB, 2018; Rodrigues & Menezes,
2024; USSC, 2015; Vieira & Barreto, 2019).

The application of the integrity maturity self-
assessment tool with ICOM enabled both the evaluation
of the tool and its refinement, particularly regarding
recommendations for its implementation in CSOs. The
tool addresses one dimension of the broader integrity-
and-accountability assessment framework for CSOs.

. Contemp., v. 30, n. 2, €250244, 2026 | doi.org/10.1590/1982-7849rac2026250244.en| e-ISSN 1982-7849 | rac.anpad.org.br




Accountability and civil society organizations: An integrity maturity self-

assessment

L. D. Rodrigues, E. C. de O. Menezes, P. C. Schommer

This framework may be grounded in three elements of
accountability: objective responsibility, understood as
answering to external actors through compliance with
norms, laws, and instruments such as audits; subjective
responsibility, (understood as answering to oneself
through self-assessment mechanisms, as exemplified by
the proposed integrity maturity tool); and responsiveness,
(understood as evaluating the organization’s response to
societal expectations through integrity perception surveys
and impact analyses, according to its operational context
and relational dynamics)(Abrucio & Loureiro, 2004; De
Bona, 2022; Campos, 1990; Heidemann, 2009; Koppell,
2005; OCDE, 2017; Rodrigues & Menezes, 2024;
Schommer & Guerzovich, 2025; Vieira & Barreto, 2019).

Just as the culture of integrity is a social phenomenon,
integrity policies and anti-corruption efforts also evolve
within dynamic social contexts. As such, they are subject
to continuous transformation. The tool initially conceived
may — and should — evolve through the refinement,
consolidation, and adjustment of concepts, axes, and
indicators, according to empirical application and contextual
demands.

The main contribution of the tool lies in its nature as a
self-assessment instrument. Existing evaluation instruments
are generally oriented toward objective responsibility,
emphasizing external accountability mechanisms and
independent audits. By contrast, the tool proposed in this
study is grounded in the notion of subjective responsibility,
whereby the organization generates solutions and critically
reviews its own operational mechanisms. It represents a
form of internal accountability exercised by the organization
upon itself, beyond the obligation to render accounts to
external actors (Campos, 1990; Heidemann, 2009; Mosher,
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