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Research on Perfor mance Measurement System of Non-profit Organization

Zeng Shaohua ,LinLin
(Fujian Finance and Accounting Administrator College ,Fuzhou 350001 ,China)

Abstract : This paper adjusts the balanced scorecard of Nonrprofit Organization (NPO) based on Stakeholder Theory ,and establishes five di-
mensons including service value financial performance ,internal processes,manpower resources development and support of financial providers
and their Key Performance Indicators It also makesatry at usng FA HP to calculate the weight of each indicator in every dimenson to provide
a beneficia guidance for NPO to construct a scientific performance measurement system

Key words: nonprofit organization; balanced scorecard; performance measurement ; indicator system
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