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Abstract

Nonprofit boards of directors are responsible for ensuring the adequacy of
resources and monitoring mission-based programs, as affirmed by the resource
dependency and agency theories. Yet nonprofit boards have faced increased difficulty in
fulfilling their responsibilities amid the recent economic downturn. The speciﬁc problem
examined in this study was that Special Olympics (SO) chapter boards were not fully
providing adequate resources and monitoring management’s delivery of mission-based
programs in line with the resource dependency and agency theories, which could
potentially impair SO's fufure ability to provide valued services to athletes. Across the
globe, SO revenues and coaches per athlete had declined as athlete rolls increased. While
causes of the trends were unclear, SO established goals to accelerate fundraising and
increase athlete rolls and coaches. The purpose of this mixed method study was to
evaluate board effectiveness relative to multiple measures of organizational performance
and exploré how board members balance and prioritize concurrent objectives to improve
ﬁnar;cial and program—felated measures ip 52 SO chapters across the United States. For
- the quantitati\;e component of the study, SO chapter board chairpersons were asked to
coniplete the Board Self-Assessment Questionnaire (BSAQ) to evaluate board
effectiveness. Results were correlated to both financial and program delivery measures.
Fof the qualitative aspect of the research, a multiple case study involving ten semi-
structured interviews and other data was conducted. Quantitative results of the study
revealed no statistically—sigﬁiﬁcant correlations between overall BSAQ scores and:
financial perfonhance (r=-11,p= .45), athlete rolls (» = -.02, p = .90), or volunteer

coaches (= -.15, p = .30). The qualitative component of the study revealed that board

i



chairpersons viewed financial performance to be the most significant objecti've that
receives most of their attention, particularly in SO chapters that were relatively more
financially vulnerable than others. Most viewed the recruitment of athletes and/o¥
coaches as primarily a staff function. The findings revealed a prominence of the resource
" dependency theory and evidence of the agency theory, as wéll as an influence of the
contingency theory. The study also revealed several additional findings, practical

recommendations, and areas for further research.

1ii



Acknowledgements

I would like to recognize several people who have supported me during my
academic journey. First, I would like to thank my wife, Jenifer, who inspires me in so
many ways and has been generous with her support, patience, love, encouragement, and
wisdom. I also thank our son, Brian and our daughter, Kate, Who are now on their own
acadenﬁc journeys, for encouraging and inspiring me with their many capabilities and
achievements. I love them all and remain grateful for their seemingly limitless support.

Second, I sincerely thank my dissertation committee chair, Dr. Leah Wickersham, '
who provided feedback, guidance, and encouragement through this academic journey.
Also, I thank Dr. William Yaw Adufutse and Dr. Stephanie Wallio, who consistently
advised,.challenged, and motivated me to prpduée my highest level of academic work.

I am also grateful for the support of Dr. Gary Keller, who advised and challenged me on
a key aspect of the research. The feedback and suggestions that I received from all of
them were invaluable.

Third, I extend my deep gratitude to the many leaders and volunteers at Special
Olympics (SO) for their interest, advocacy, and participation in this study. The time,
energy, and resources that they have invested in SO and its athletes are extraordinary.
The commitment of SO leaders and their focus on continuous improvemént bode well for
SO, its athletes, and the communities that benefit from SO’s mission and programs. This
research is dedicated to all SO athletes and their families.

Finally, special thanks to me;ny other family members, friends, and colleagues:
Judi Wilsbn, Robert Johnson, Dr. Christine Hoyles, Bill DiSciullo, Dr. William Butos,

and countless others for their enthusiasm, encouragement, and support.

A\



“Table of Contents

Chapter 1: INtrodUCHON .......coccviiiiiiiiiiiii et s n e e 1
Back@round ........oovieuiiiiienieciee ettt sttt e e st e e s nreeas 3
Statement of the Problem..............c.oooii 6
Purpose Of the STUAY ...oc.eeeieeeiieect e s e 7
Theoretical FrameWorK .........coooiiuiiiieiiiiiie ettt ee et s 8
ReSearch QUESHIONS ......cc.evvviiiiiiietiieeeireeeeiieeee e e ees s eeebe e en et ee e s aesiereeeeraenteeens 12
HYPOtHESES ..ot VTR 14
Nature of the StUAY .....ooiieeiii et e s e bree e s setrees 15
Significance of the Study...................... ettt et e e h et et eer e r e s eateemt et e e 20
Definition 0f Key Terms ......c.cooviiieviiieniiieett et e e 22
SUIMIMIATY ..ttt ee e e s s rbee s e e e e e cavena s eesmne e e e ee s fmreeseeeeenreaas 23

Chapter 2: Literature REVIEW ......c..couveriiiiiiiiiiiiiiii it 26
DOCUMEIEALION ......eouiriieeereeeiiteeiete et eebee e et eeab e e e e bt eesseats e e atebeeesbeessoneeessnseesersraesnne 26
TheoretiCal COMEXL.......cuoevieeveeereeeereeeeesieeteeste s eseset et esessetesess st eseessseseseseneeseeneeenen 29
The resource dependency theOTY. .......ccocoviiiiiiiiiieiiiieir et 29
The agencCy thEOTy ...... oo e 31
AddItIoNal TREOTIES .. ..eiceeeiirieiriiiee sttt ettt e st e e st e s eteeernaeees 33
Use of multiple theories in FeSEarch............ooceeriireirieeeciieeiccneeneee e e 38
Empirical Research of Nonprofit Board Effectiveness............c.ccocooiiiiiiiiiinnn. 45
Assessments of nonprofit board effectiveness..........cccccciivivininiiniiiiniiee 47
Board effectiveness and nonprofit financial performance.............ccoccccriniinniicnnnnee. 63
Board effectiveness and the delivery of programs................ e e e e e e eaeearanaes 75
Need for additional research on board effectiveness ...........cccccceeveeciinncinicnicnnennne. 82
RYE 1011 0T | OO POUOOPTORRRUPRR 88

Chapter 3: Research Method...........cc.ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiniiiiiccc e 92
Research Method and Design ..........cccoviviiiiiiiiiecee ettt e e e 95
POPUIATION ...ttt ettt et ce s e e e e 104
Sample......ccccoeuneen. L USSP 106
Materials/INSIIUMENTS .....oc.eeiiiiiiiiiiciie et ee e e 110
Operational Definition of Variables.............ccccovnviivinnniiiin s 122
Data Collection, Processing, and Analysis .........ccccceeveireeniennnnennnnen. SUTIU 127
ASSUITIPHONS. .....cvcvveveeeisieveseeseseeesrssentrsssesesesseesesessentesesessensesessmnsssrsansesensesseseneesensess 140
LAMIEATIONS ...veivieiie it cee ettt et s e st e et e st e st er e et e e ene e emeeeenee s meeennnes 142
Delimitations.......... s SOOI 144
Ethical ASSUTANCES .....c.ooiiuriiiieiiiciiee et s 145
SUMMATY ..o et ererrrrereee e ntnnaraneaeraanaeaaanes eteteereereneaeennaanreraees 151

Chapter 4: FINAINES.....c.ccooveiiriiiiiiieciiniii et s 156
RESUIES ..ottt ciee ettt e e e st e et e e e et s ar e e stte s s a st e e e e staanee e s anb s e e e naeeeneasenenes 156
Evaluation of FINAINES .......cccoeeiiiiiiiiieiteieesceiie et e st erecne et e s ssee e e enaanens 185



Chapter 5: Implications, Recommendations, and Conclusions ..............c..c.cc.cccoooevenen. 194

IMPHCALIONS. ...ttt e et e e s ve et s e seere s rneereenneen 198
Recommendations........c.ccoiiiireerneeniirccieccires e ee e ettt et n 217
CONCIUSIONS......ceeitiei et ie et e s e e et ee e e e earaete s e eaeesesaesnesssseeesnseeessssesserneesens 221
REFETEIICES ...ttt e sttt s e e e a e e s e e e 227
APPEIAIXES ..eeeeniiiniiict ettt st ettt ettt e e ba e e e e baeenes 236
Appendix A: Board Self-Assessment Questionnaire....... et e 237
Appendix B: BSAQ Scoring Guidelines............ccoccoviviiiiicinnncciiniecieeecceeeeeen 241
Appendix C: Request to use Board Self-Assessment Questionnaire........................ 242
Appendix D: Permission to use Board Self-Assessment Questionnaire................... 244
Appendix E: Financial Vulnerability Index............. e 245
Appendix F: Request to use Financial Vulnerability Index..............cccooeninnenecnnen. 246
Appendix G: Permission to use Financial Vulnerability Index ...........cc.cooeeeeeenne, 248
Appendix H: Example SO Chapter Scorecard........c...cccoeioiiiinniiininiiiiiieriieeeeieeeeee 249
Appendix I: Nonprofit Board Member Interview Questions.............ccccocvvvivvcnnne. 250
Appendix J: SO North America Permission to Conduct Research........................... 252
Appendix K: Informed Consent Form for Interviews...........ccccocoveeiiiiiecinnnivieneennnn 256
Appendix L: BSAQ Survey Cover Letter.......ccooiorineiinniiiiiiriiieceiecceceee e 258
Appendix M: BSAQ Online Cover Message and Informed Consent Disclosure..... 260
Appendix N: BSAQ, FVI, and Program-related Scores ......c..ccooeevreiiceiiinncnnen. 262
Appendix O: BSAQ Scores for the Six Dimensions of Board Competency............ 264

vi



List of Tables

Table 1 FVI Decision Rule ..................... 125
Table 2 Strength of Correlational Relation;hips ..................... ................ e 135
Table 3 Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test of Normality............ccccoeeeivcnniircivonicniineieceennnen 160
Table 4 Skewness and Kurtosis of Variables ...............ooeoeeeeiiiiinncineiincciinnnieceiecnn, 161
Table 5 Pearson Correlation Tests for Board Effectiveness .............c.cccocovveinninnnnnne. 162
Table 6 BSAQ, FVI, and Program;related Scores — Interviewed Chapters ................... 166
Table 7 BSAQ Scores for Six Dimensions of Board Competency.....................c.ccu..... 167
Table 8 Board Priorities and the BSAQ, FVI, and Program-related Scores ................. 170
Table 9 Board Priorities and Dimensions of Board Competency ...................... SUUTR 171

Table 10 Perceptions of Board Abilities to Improve Performance in SO chapters....... 172

Table 11 Perceptions of Board Abilities and BSAQ, FVI, and Program Scores............ 173
Table 12 Perceptions of Board Abilities and Dimensions of Board Competency .......... 175
Table 13 Actions Board Members Take to Improve Financial Performance. ............... 176
Table 14 Actions Board Members Take to Achieve Growth in Aihlete Rolis. ............... 179
Table 15 Actions Board Members Take to Increase Volunteer Coéches. ..................... 181



List of Figures

Figure 1 Histograms of study vaniables...........cc.cccoiiiriineiniiiitc e 159

viii



Chapter 1: Introduction .

Nonprofit boards of directors are responsible for overseeing organizational
performance by ensuring the adequacy of resources and monitoring mission-based
programs (Brown & Guo, 2010; Callen, Klein, & Tinkelman, 2010; Laughlin &
Andringa, 2007). These responsibilities are affirmed by the resource dependency theory,
which asserts that board members are responsible for providing resources to management
(Brown, 2007; Callen et al. 2010). These duties are also underscored by the agency
theory, in which boards of directors serve as agents of stakeholders to continuously
monitor manégement’s activities to advance the missions.‘and programs of nonprofit
organizations (Callen et al., 2010; Miller-Millesen, 2003; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009).

However, throughout the nonprofit sector, many boards of directors have
experienced difficulty in providing adequate resources and monitoring the delivery of
mission-based programs. This trend was accentuated during the recent economic
downturn as nonprofits faced shrinking revenues and increased demands for health and
human services (Eschenfelder, 2010; Vaughn, 2010). These trends were also evident at
Special Olympics Incorporated (SOI), a global nonprofit organizatibn that provides sports
training, athletic competitions, and health programs to individuals with intellectual
disabilities (Special Olympics Official General Rules, 2010). Across the United States, 52
chapters have been formed to deliver programs in line with SOI’s mission. Similar‘ to
many nonprofits and SOI, various lqcal Special Olympics (SO) chapter boards were not

fully providing adequate resources for programs amid increasing demands for services

(SO Strategic Plan, 2010), which could impair SO's sustainabilit_y and its programs. The



difficulties have been accentuated by recent SOI goals to accelerate fundfaising and
increase athlete rolls and volunteer coaches (SO Strategic Plan, 2010).

Assessments of nonprofit boarcis in the literature have often been subjective in
nature (Jackson & Holland, 1998; Nielsen & Huse, 2010), or have been limited to
evaluating theory or organizational performance by measuring either financial
performance (Brown, 2007; Callen et al., 2010; Herman & Renz, 2008) or the delivery of
mission-based programs (Jiang, Lockee, Bass, & Fraser, 2009). These approaches may
limit knowledge of how nonprofit board effectiveness relates to organizational
performance using broader quantitative measures of performance (Herman & Renz,
2008; Miller-Millesen, 2003). As such, there is a need for more research that considers
both financial performance and program delivery measures when investigating board
effeétiveness, és béth types of measures are critical to nonprofit organizationé (Bradshaw,
2009; Herman & Renz, 2008; Miller—Millesen, 2003; Vaughan; 2010). Additional
qualitative research caﬁ enrich our knowledge further for nonprofit organizations such as
SO,‘whose board rpembers must balance efforts to improve organizational performance
as they se‘ek to improve both financial performance and program delivery measures
simultaneously (Miller-Millesen, 2003; SO Strategic Plan, 2010).

Chapter 1 includes a summary of background information relevant to the current
stﬁdy, as well as statements of the problem and purpose of the research. A theoretical
framework is provided regarding the responsibilities of boards of directors of nonprofit
organizations to provide context for the study. Research questions are outlined and
related hypotheses are presented in the context of relevant theory. The nature of the study

is outlined, as well at its significance to both theory and practice for nonprofit boards of



directors. Definitions of unique terms are also included in Chapter 1 to operationally
describe terminology that is relevant to the research.
Background

Extensive research has been condﬁcted on nonprofit boards of directors, and there
has been much discussion and prescripfive literature that outline the roles and
responsibilities of nonprofit boards (BoardSource, 2007; Brown, 2007; Callen et al.,
2010; Herman & Renz, 2008;. Laughlin & Andringa, 2007; Marx & Davis, 2012). The
- focus on board governance and effectiveness has increased even further in recent years
following corpdrate accounting scandals (Moody, 2007) and other lapses in board
supervision that have been widely publicized (Barton, Shenkir, & Walker, 2010). Board
effectiveness has also continued to gain prominence as government agencies have relied
increasingly on nonprofit organizations to provide health and human services effectively,
particufarly amid the economic downturn as government resources have been constrained
(Ridder, Piening, & Baluch, 2012; Vaughan, 2010). |

Empirical studies of nonprofit board effectiveness have often been based 6n
subjective data, such as perceptions of how well boards of directors function or personal
views of how nonproﬁt organizations operate, which may limit the effecti\:eness of sﬁch |
assessments (Braﬂshaw, 2009; Brown, 2007; Jackson & Holland, 1998; Nielsen & Huse,
2010). Research involving more objective measures has explored relationships between
board effectiveness and organizational performance, which have typically been measured
in terms of either financial performance or- the delivery of mission-based programs

(Brown, 2007; Callen et al., 2010; De Andrés-Alonso, Azofra-Palenzuela, & Romero-

Merino, 2010; Gazley et al., 2010; Herman & Renz, 2008; Jackson & Holland, 1998;



Jiéng et al., 2009; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). Within for-profit companies and the
nonprofit sector, financial performance has been measured to assess the monetary aspects
of organizational performance (Brown & Guo, 2010; Callen et al., 2010; Epstein &
McFarlan, 2011). However, the heterogeneous nature of nonprofit organizations and their
missions can make it difficult to assess program-related organizational performance
across varying nonprofit segments and types of organizations (Brown & Guo, 2010;
Callen et al., 2010; Jackson & Holland, 1998; Miller-Millesen, 2003). As such, there is a
- need to more fully understand how board effectiveness relates to nonprofit organizational
performance using both financial and program-delivery measurements because it is
critical that nonprofits perform well with both types of measures — relative to both theory
and practice (Bradshaw, 2009; Herman & Renz, 2008; Vaughan, 2010). The need is
further heightened as nonprofit organizations seek to demonstrate organizational
effectiveness in order to attract financial resources (Keller, 2010). This is particularly true
. during economic downturns, as external donors increase their focus on identifying
successful organizations that are worthy of support (Ridder et al., 2012; Vaughan, 2010).
Amid the recent economic downturn, many nonprofit boards of directors have
experienced increased difficulty in providing adequate resources and monitoring the
delivery of programs as nonprofit organizations faced shrinking revenues and increasing
demands for services (Eschenfelder, 2010; Jagannathan, Kapoor, & Schaumburg, 2012;
Vaughn, 2010). Similar to other nonprofits, SO has faced decreased funding levels ‘and
fewer volunteer coaches per athlete to support the delivery of programs as athlete rolls
hav¢ increased (SO Strategic Plan, 2010). While the causes are unclear, the responsibility

of SO board members to ensure the adequacy of resources and monitor programs have



been reinférced by SO strategic goals to accelerate fundraising and increase athlete rolls
and coaches (SO Strategic Plan, 2010).

Using the resource dependency and agency theories as a basis for the current
study, quantitative empirical research was performed to more fully undérstand
relationships between nonprofit board effectiveness and organizational performance —
using measures of both financial performance and i)rogram delivery simultaneously
(Bradshaw, 2009; Herman & Renz, 2008; Vaughan, 2010). SO chapters share a common
mission and also share common strategic objectives to improve financial performance
and expand program delivery (SO Strategic Plan, 2010). As such, thé study of SO
chapters provided a valuable opportunity to assess board effectiveness relative to the
resource dependency and agency theories, by concurrently examining financial and non-
financial measures of organizational performance that are shared across SOI.

The criticality of assessing the effectiveness of nonprofit board practices fqr SO
chapters lies in balancing SO chapter objectives as nonprofit organizations in terms of
both theory and practice. Each chapter’s primary role is to deliver programs (SO Strategic
Plan, 2010), but must also maintain finances to sustain the organization to continue to
provide valuable progfams to athletes (BoardSource, 2007; Hartarska & Nadolnyak,
2012). Miller-Millesen (20_03) asserts that board members may prioritize behaviors,
activities, and butcomes over others, depending upon the needs and context of the
nonprofit organization. As such, qualitative research suppiemented the quantitative
component of the study in order to investigate how board members balance and prioritize

SO’s concurrent objectives to improve finances and expand the delivery of programs



(Jackson & Holland, 1998; Herman & Renz, 2008; .Miller-Millesen, 2003; SO Official
General Rules, 2010; SO Strategic Pla{a, 2010). |

SO chapter board members can benefit by improving board practices that may
maximize the effectiveness of chapter financial performance and program delivery.
Otherwise, unaddressed trends of reduced funding and fewer coachc;,s could potentially
jeopardize the quality of SO programs and sustainability of its mission. As SO chapter
board members work to improve board effectiveness and organizational performance,
individual athletes, families, and communities can benefit from the continued deiivery
and expansién of SO’s program.s across the United States.

Statement (;f the Problem

Nonprofit boards of directors are responsible for pfoviding adequate resources
and monitoring management’s delivery’of mission-based programs, as outlined by.the
resource depe;ndency énd agency theories, respectively (Herman & Renz, 2008).
However, boards face trade-offs in pursuing objectives to raise resources and rﬁonitor
programs simultaneously (Callen et al., 2010). During the recent economic downturn, as
the nonprofit sector encountered shrinking financial resources and growing dem;mds for
sefvices, boards experienced difficulty in fulfilling their responsibilities (Eschenfelder,
2010).

The specific problem examined in the current study was that SO boards were not
fully providing adequate resources and monitoring management’s delivery of mission-
based programs in line with the resource depéndency and agency theories (SO Strategic
Plan, 2010). Since the 2007 recession stérted, SO revenues declined over 10% and the

number of coaches had grown just 4%, well behind the 19% growth in athlete rolls



(Jagannathan et al., 2012; SO Strategic Plan, 2010). The causes of these trends were
unclear. Reduced funding and fewer coaches per athlete could jeopardize the
sustainability of SO’s mission to provide valued services to athletes in 52 SO chapters
across the United States.

Previous studies of nonprofit boards were often subjective (Jackson & Holland,
- 1998), limited to assessments of theory (Herman & Renz, 2008), financial performance,
or program delivery (Brown, 2007; Jiang et al., 2009). These approaches limit
understanding of nonprofit board effectiveness, as they do not simultaneously consider
financial and programmatic measures — both critical to nonprofit ofganizations
(Bradshaw, 2009). More qUantitative. studies are needed to better understand how board
effectiveness relates to multiple performance measures ‘and build upon previous
theoretical research (Bradshaw, 2009; Vapghan, 2010). Additionai qualitative reseérch is
also needed becaﬁse we do not fully understand how boards balance priorities to achieve
multiple performance objectives (Herman & Renz, 2008).
Purpose of the Study

The pﬁrpose of this mixed method study was to evaluate SO chapter board.
effectiveness relative to multiple measures of organizétional performance and explore
how board members balance and prioritize concurrent objectives to improve financial and
program-related performance measures in 52 SO chapters across the United States. The
resource dependency and agency theories served as a basis for the study. For the
quantitative component of the study, bivariate correlational analyses were conducted to
investigate relationships between SO chapter board effectiveness and both ﬁnaﬁcial and

program-related measures of organizational performance. To measure board



effectiveness, 52 chairpersons of SO chapter boards were asked to complete the Board
Self-Assessment Questionnaire (BSAQ) developed by Jackson and Holland (1998). A
power analysis confirmed a minimum required saxﬁple size of 47 participants. For each
SO chapter, the overall BSAQ score was correlated to three dependent variables to test
three hypotheses. Specifically, the financial vulnerability index (FVI) developed by
Tuckman and Chang (1991) was calculated from Internal Revenue Service (IRS) filings
to reflect SO chapters’ financial positi(;n. Additionally, two program delivery measures
for SO chapters ali}gned with the mission and strategy of SOI: to increase the number of
athletes and certified coaches. For the qualitative component of the research, a multiple
case study was performed: a sub—popula'tion of BSAQ respondents was asked to
participate in semi-structured interviews to explore how board members balanced
concurrent objectiveé to provide financial resources and monitor the delivery of
programs. Two BSAQ respondents were selected from each of SO’s five peer groupings
~ to participate in the interviews. The BSAQ was also used to provide scores as descriptive
data for six distinct dimensions of board competency.
| Theoretical Framework
Two theories appear prominently in the literature and provide a foundational basis
for conducting the study: resource dependency theory and the agency theory (Bradshaw,
2009; Brown, 2007; Brown & Guo, 2010;. Callen et al., 2010; Jackson & Holland, 1998;
Millef—Millesen, 2003). First, the resource dependency theory asserts that the abilities of
nonprofit érganizaﬁons to acquire and maintain resources are critical, and that boards of
directors are responsible for ensuring the adequacy of those resources (Laughlin &

Andringa, 2007; Miller-Millesen, 2003). Numerous authors advocate use of resource



dependency theory (Brown, 2007; Callen et al., 2010; McDonagh, 2006). Based on the
need for boards to provide resources to management, these resources may include board
members’ skills, knowledge, and expertise (e.g., hu1£1an resources), networks of
constituents (e.g., relationship resources), and contributions (e.g., financial resources) in
nonprofit organizations (Miller-Millesen, 2003).

Second, the agency theory asserts that boards of directors sefve as agents of
stakeholders to continuously monitor management’s actions and decisions, to ensure that
actions taken advance the missions of nonprofit organizations (Callen et al., 2010; Miller-
Millesen, 2003; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). Under the agency theory, Mwenja and Lewis
(2009) and Miller-Millesen (2003) also assert that boards of directors h¢lp protect

-nonprofit orgaﬁizations against the self-interests of management by monitoring the
advancement of mission-based programs. Additional research (Daniels, Turner, & Beeler,
2006;. Dé Andrés-Alonso et al., 2009, 2010) supports the application of both resource
dependency and agency theories in evaluating'the effectiveness of boards. Investigatqrs
find both theories to be relevant, complementary, and valid, depending upon the stability
and cifcumstances of the nonprofit organization (Callen et al., 2010; Gazley et al., 2010;
Herman & Renz, 2008).

The theoretical assertion of using multiple theories builds upon prior foundational
work of Miller-Millesen (2003), who cited two notable gaps in the literature and theory in
explaining board effectiveness. First, the author provided theoretical foundations for best
practices in the literature regarding board governance, and then linked theory and practice
in new ways (Miller-Millesen, 2003). Second, the author cited a need to consider the

context of the environmental factors that may impact the degree of relevance for various
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theories — both individually and colléctively — and may also affect board behaviors and
activities (Miller-Millesen, 2003). Consequently, Miller-Millesen (2003) developed a
model for using multiple theories to understand board practices and organizational
effectiveness, as board members may prioritize their behaviors and activities based on the
perceived financial and non-financial needs of a nonprofit organization. Both resource
dependency and agency theories are advanced, as well as institutional theory, which
considers the influence of factors such as institutional practicés, rules, and norms on
_board activities (Miller-Millesen, 2003). Several researchers cite Miller-Millesen’s work
as foundational, and build upon it to affirm relevance of the resource depéndency and
agency theories (Brown & Guo, 2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). Furthermore, various
authors have called for more quantifative studies to build upon and further affirm the
application of the theoretical research (Herman & Renz, 2008; Miller-Millesen, 2003).
Two theories are particularly relevant as ;1 basis for this study: the resource
dependency theory and the agency theory. Management in local SO chapters rely on the
effectiveness of board members’ varied skills for raising funds (SO Official General
Rules, 2010), in line with resource dependency theory. At the same time, SO boards are
responsible for overseeing local management of each SO chapter (SO Official General
Rules, 2010), affirming the relevance of agency theory. As such, the resource dependency
and agency theories provide appropriate bases for assessing the SO boards of directors,
and the impact on organizational measures of ﬁnancialv performance and program
delivery (Bradshaw, 2009; Brown, 2007; Brown & Guo, 2010; Callen et al., 2010;

Jackson & Holland, 1998; Miller-Millesen, 2003).
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With respect to research that tests the tiwories, Brown and Guo (2010) and Lecy,
Schmitz, and Swedlund (2012) note challenges with quantifying evidence to support
theory when those resources go beyond financial measures. Unlike for-profit companies
in which organizational performance can be measured consistently relative to financial
performance, the nonprofit sector has a broad array of miésions that can be difficult to
~ test consistently in empirical research (Brown & Guo, 2010; Cohen, Krishnamoorthy, &
| Wright, 2010; Epstein & McFarlan, 2011; Miller-Millesen, 2003). Nonprofit performance

in delivering programs can be difficult fo measure consistently across the nonprofit
sector, given the diversity of organizations’ goals and activities, and performance may be
measured differently by various stakeholders I(Brown & Guo, 2010; Callen et al., 2010;
Jackson & Holland, 1998; Lecy, Schmitz, & éwedlund, 2012; Miller-Millesen, 2003). .
Because SO chapters around the world share common missions and organizational goals
(SO Strategic Plan, 2010), there was an opportunity to conduct empirical researph ina
manner that can consistently calculate and test program delivery measures across SO
chapters during this study, while also considering financial measures of organizational
,performanée.

This mixed methods study, which incorporated both financial and non-financial
measures of nonprofit organizational performance, was designed to overcome limitations
in previous research by consistently measuring, testing, and analyzing a broader array of
daté in concurrently applying both the resource dependency and agency theories.
Furthermore, within the literature, there is a desire to verify the resource dependency and
- agency theories and to more fully understand how board effectiveness relates to multiple

measures of organizational performance (Bradshaw; 2009; Herman & Renz, 2008; Lecy
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et al., 2012). There remain gaps in literature and a continuing call for more empirical
research to affirm theory by using broader measures of organizational pedorﬁxance
(Bradshaw, 2009; Herman & Renz, 2008; Lecy et al.‘, 2012; Miller-Millesen, 2003;
Vaughan, 2010).

Beyopd the quantitative aspects to the current research, our knowledge relative to
the resource dependency and agency theories can be further enriched Aby understanding
how board members balance objectives to improve both financial performance and
program delivery measures in SO chapters a\..crbss the United States. The mixed method
research appréach was designed to e.ﬁhance the understanding of nonprofit board
effectiveness quantitatively by simultaneously testing measures of financial performance
and program delivery. The approach was also designed to expand knowledge of how
board members qualitatively balance and prioritize activities to influence and achieve
improvements in'ﬁnancial and non-financial measures — both criticél to nonprofit
organizational performance.

Research Questions

The purpose of this mixed metho& study was to evaluate SO chapter board
effectiveness relative to multiple measures of organizational performance and explore
how board members balance and prioritize concurrent objectives to improve financial and
program—reléited perfomiance measures in 52 SO chapters across the United States. The
study has been designed to in\}estigate the specific problem that SO boards were not fully
providing adequate resources and monitoring management’s delivery of mission-based
programs in line with the resource dependency and agency theories (Herman & Renz,

2008; SO Strategic Plan, 2010). The following research questions were developed to
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address the problem and purpose of the study. The first three questions were addressed by
the quantitative component of the study and the remaining five questions were addressed
via the qualitative component of the study.

Q1. To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between overall board
effectiveness as measured by the BSAQ and the ﬁnancial performance of the SO chapters
measured by the FVI?

Q2. To what extent, if any, is there a relatidnship between overall board
effectiveness as measured by the BSAQ and the program delivery of SO chapters
ﬁleasured by the 12-month percentage changes in athlete rolls?

Q3. To what extent, if any, is there a relat_ionship between overall board
effectiveness as measured by the BSAQ and the program delivery of SO chapters
measured by the 12-n;onth percentage changes in volunteer coaches?

B Q4. wa do board members balance and prioritize three concurrent objectives to
improve financial performance, expand athlete rolls, and increase the numbér of coaches
in their SO chapters?

| QS. What are the perceptions of board members régarding their board’s actual
ability to improve measures of financial performance, expand athlete rolls, and increase
the number of coaches simulfaneously in their SO chapters?

Q6. What specific actions do board members most commonly take to help
improve the financial performance measures for their SO chapter, relative to the six

dimensions of board competency?
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Q7. What specific actions do board members most commonly take to help
. achieve the growth of athlete rolls within their SO chapter, relative to the six dimensions
of board competency?

Q8. What speciﬁc actions do board members most commonly take to help
achieve the growth of volunteer coaches within their SO chapter, relative to the six
dimensions of board competency?

Hypotheses

The following hypotheses were developed to address the first three research
questions — the quantitative component of the study.

H1,. There is nb statistically-significant relationship between the overall board
compefency measured by the BSAQ and the financial performance of SO chapters
measured by the FVI.

H1, _There‘is a statistically-signiﬁcaﬁ relationship between the overall board
competency measured by the BSAQ and the ﬁnahcial performance of SO chapters
measured by the FVL

H2y. There is no statistically-significant relationship between the overall board
‘ competency measured by the BSAQ and the program delivery capability of SO chapters
measured by the percentage change in athlete rolls.

H2, There is a statistically-significant relationship betweeﬁ the overall board
competency measured by the BSAQ and the program delivery capability of SO chapters

measured by the percentage change in athlete rolls.
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H3,. Tﬁere is no statistically-significant relationship between the overall board
competency measured by the BSAQ and the program delivery capability of SO chapters
measured by the percentage change in volunteer coaches.

H3, There is a statistically-significant relationship between the overall board
competency measured by the BSAQ and the program delivery capability of SO chapters
measured by the percentage change in volunteer coaches.

Nature of the Study

The purpose of this mixed method study was to evaluate SO cflapter board
effectiveness relative to multiple measures of organizational performance and explore
how board members balance and prioritize concurrent objectives to improve financial and
program-related performance measures in 52 SO chapters across the United States. The
research was conducted relative to the resource dependenc;/ and agency theories, which
outline the duties of nonprofit boards of direct_ors to ensure the adequécy of resources and
to monitor the effectiveness of mission-based programs (Brown & Guo, 2010; Callen,

" Klein, & Tinke;lman, 2010; Laughlin & Andringa, 2007; Millef—Millesen, 2003).

The mixed method design was éppropriate for the study because the research
obj ectives of the study were both quantitative and qualitative in nature (Tashakkofi &
Teddlie, 2010). The quantitative, correlational research was appropriate for this study as
it was designed to identify 'associations between variables and investigate the extent to
which the variables are related (Black, 1999; Gazley, 2010; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010;
Vogt, 2007; Yaremko, Harari, Harrison & Lynn, 1986). The quantitative research method
and correlational design were appropriate and specifically tailored to investigate

relationships between effective board practices and multiple measures of financial



16

performance and program delivery in SO chapters reiative to the resource dependeﬁcy
and agency theories. The research approach was designed to both address the research
questions and enable testing of the related hypotheses (Black, 1999; Tashakkori &
Teddlie, 2010). The qualitative aspect of the study allowed the researcher to evaluate in-
depth “how” and “why” questions through an assessment of a multiple cases for a deﬁned
period of time (Black, 1999; Leedy & Ormrod, 2005; Moustakas, 1994; Tashakkori &
Teddlie, 2010). The multiple case study research included the use of qualitative, semi-
structured interviews and additional q{lantitative descriptive data regarding SO chapter
boards; the use of multiple data sources involving both quaiitative and quantitative data
in research can help strengthen the logic of conclusions drawn in research relative to
practice and theory (Moustakas,’ 1994; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010).

Quantitative aspect of study. For the quantitative, correlational component of
the research, the BSAQ{(Jackson & Holland, 1998) was used to assess board
effectiveness for the population of 52 SO chapters across the United States. BSAQ
surveys were sent to the board chairperson of each chapter and compiled using Survey
Monkey, an internet-based online survey tool. Respohses to the BSAQ surveys were
scored and the resulting overall measure of board effectiveness was considered the
independent variable for each SO chapter to test hypotheses (Black, 1999; Tashakkori &
Teddlie, 2010).

Multiple measures of organj.zational performance were calculated as dependent
variables to reflect financial performance and program delivery of SO chapters. The
financial vulnerability index (FVI) developed by Tuckman and Chang (1991) was

calculated from publicly-available Internal Revenue Service (IRS) filings to reflect a
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composite indicator of SO chapters’ financial condition and performance. Because a
universal measure of programs does not exist across all ﬁonproﬁt orgahizations (Callen et
al., 2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009), program delivery measures were aligned with the -
mission and strategy of SOI to increase in the number of SO athletes and certified
coaches (SO Strategic Plan, 2010). The 12-month percentage changes in athletes and
certified coaches for each SO chapter were used as variables that directly reflect
organizational objectives, as desired outputs are considered valid and reliable measures of
“performance (Grossmeier, Terry, Cipriotti, & Burtaine, 2010; Herman & Renz, 2008;
LeRoux, 2010; SO Strategic Plan, 2010). The data were available from SO’s national
héadquarters.

Several hypotheses were developed to test relationships between measures of SO
chapter board effectiveness and organizational performance. Bivariate correlational
analyses using Pearson's correlation coefficients were conducted (Black, 1999; Callen et
al., 2010; Jackson & Holland, 1998; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009; Tashakkori & Teddlie,
2010; Vogt, 2007). While researchers have previously conducted more sophisticated
statistical tests on larger samples of diverse nonprofit organizations, those tests have been
limited to assessing financial results due to the varied nature of the nonprofits tested
(Callen et al., 2009; Jackson & Holland, 1998; Lecy et al., 2012; Mwenja & Lewis,
2009). The current study involved a relatively small population size of SO chapters, and
thus a small sample size. Therefore, the approach limited the use of moré sophisticated
étatistical tests and analyses due to small population and sample size (Yin, 2009). As a
result, coxtelational anélyses represented the most appropriate statistical technique given

the population and sample sizes (Black, 1999; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010). However,
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the mixed method approach provided an advantage of building upon previous research to
inye;c,tigafe how board members balanced objectives to imprové financial and non-
financial measures (Herman & Renz, 2008; Yin, 2009).

Qualitative aspect of study. For the qualitative, multiple case study component

of the study, semi-structured interviews were conducted. The purpose of conducting
_semi-structured interviews was to go beyond the descriptions of phenomena that could be
discerned with the quantitétive cémponent of the study and to gain a deeper
understanding as to how or why the phenomena are occurring (Shank, 2006). A sub-
population of ten BSAQ participants were asked to participate in the interviews: two
participants were selected from each of SO’s five peer gfoup categories, which SO had
established subjectively based on athlete rolls, finances and geography (SO Official
General Rules, 2010). Participants were asked to participate based on those who first
responded to BSAQ surveys and agreed to be interviewed. The interviews were
coﬁducted to gain insight into how board members balanced and prioritized concurrent
SO objectives to achieve improvements in SO chapter finances and program delivery
(Herman & Renz, 2008; Miller-Millesen, 2003).

To assist with the interviews and qualitative analysis, the BSAQ survey results .
also provided a source of descriptive data for eachv‘SO chapter. The BSAQ (Jackson &
Holland, 1998) scores for the six dimensions of board competency were célculated to
provide descriptive data relative to the effectiveness of each SO chapter board. The
descriptive data were shared with interview participants for their respective chapter, and
analyzed with interview results to more fully assess how‘ board members balanced |

objectives to improve financial performance and program delivery measures in SO
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chapters simultaneously. When seeking to gain insight from semi-structured interviews,
Shank (.;_006) asserts that it is best to include data from descriptive questions. Using data
derived from various and multiple soufces can enrich research analysis as it may
converge to corroborate the same fact, phenomenon, or conclusion — known as
triangulation — and may occur within or across multiple case studies (Patton, 2002;
Shank, 2006; Yin, 2009).

The descriptive data were organized in terms of the six dimensions of board
competency (Jackson & Holland,' 1998); efforts were made to code and categorize the
interview data relative to the six dimensions. The approach helped to ground the study in
the theories that underlie the current research and the BSAQ itself (Jackson & Holland,
1998; Patton, 2002). However, the researcher was not be restricted to conducting content
analysis of the interviews relative to the six dimensiohé alone, and sought convergence,
patterns, and regulariﬁes of data that reflect internal homogeneityl(Patton, 2002).
Conversely, external heterogeneity can be revealed in research, if differences among
~ observations are boldly and clearly evident (Patton, 2002). As such, the researchér was
not restriéted to the six defined categories (e.g., the six dimensions of board competency)
in seeking broader trends or themes, synthesizing data, and seeking meaning in the
results, whether in individual case studies or across them.(Patton, 2002; Shank, 2006).

The additional qualitative analyses provided greater depth in understanding how
board effectiveness related to organizational performance, and how the resource

dependency and agency theories could be applied (Jackson & Holland, 1998; Lecy et al.,

2012; McDonagh, 2006; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). The research also provided board
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members with insight to potentially improve board practices in SO chapters (Brown &
Guo, 2010; Jackson & Holland, 1998; Laughlin & Andringa, 2007).
Significance of the Study

The research was designed to build knowledge relative to both theory and
practice. First, the significance of the study lies in understanding the responsibilities and
effectiveness of nonprofit boards relative to the resource dependency and agency‘ theories
(Archibald, 2010; Laughlin & Andringa, 2007; Herman & Renz, 2008). The resource
dependency and agency theories are prominent in the literature (Brown & Guo, 2010;
Callen et al., 2010; Lecy et al., 2012; Miller-Millesen, 2003); however, there has been
little research to analyze quantitatively how board effectiveness rel.at'es concurrently to
measures of financial perfonnénce and program delivery, particularly when nonprofit
organizations pursue objectives to simultaneously improve the outcomes of both. The
* research was designed to build knowledge relative to theory by assessing how effective
board practices may relate to both ;he financial p.erformance and program delivéry of SO
chapters simultaneously. |

Second, the criticality of the study also lies in ﬁnderstanding the effectiveness of
nonprofit boafd practices in balancing the objectives of nonprofit organizations. The
primary objective of a nonprofit organization is to deliver mission-based programs to its
clients, yet it must also maintain fmanceé in order to sustain the organization and
continue to provide programs in the future (BoérdSoitrce, 2007; Hartarska & Nadolnyak,
201 2; Laughlin & Andringa, 2007), aé,outlined by the resource dependency and agency
theories. Yet nonprofit boards of directors have been experigncing increased difficulty in

discharging their responsibilities, particularly as the nonprofit sector has faced shrinking
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revenues and increasing demands for services during the current economic downturn
(Escheﬁfelder, 2010; Vaughn, 2010). Like other nonprofit organizations, SO chapters
have faced similar objectives and challenges. Each SO chapter’s primary role is to deliver
mission-based programs to athletes (SO Strategic Pldn, 2010), and finances are also
needed to sustain each SO chapter. However, SO boards around the world have
experienced decreased funding levels and fewer volunteer coaches per athlete as athlete
rolls increased (SO Strategic Plan, 201 6). If the trends were not addressed, the quality of
SO programs and sustainability of its mission to provide valued sports programs to
individuals with intellectual disabilities could be jeopardized (SO Strategic Plan, 2010).
As such, it is important to understand how the resource dependency and agency theories
may be applied in examining how bbard effective practices relate to measures of SO
chapter financial performancé and program delivery.

Finally, the mixed method study was designed to gain insight into how board
members may balance objectives to improve SO chapter finances and program delivery
(Herman & Renz, 2008; Lecy et al., 2012; Miller-Millesen, 2003). The mixed method
approach provides insight into understanding the application of theory and hon board
practices can influence improvements in financial performance or program delivery
measures within SO chapters across the United States. Results of the research provide
board members with knowledge and insight on ways that board practices in SO chapters
may relate to financial performance arid program delivery, and identify opportunities to
iﬁlprove board practices to help sustain SO’s mission and continue its ability to provide
valued services to athletes (Jackson & Holland, 1998; Laughlin & Andringa, 2007). This

mixed method approach for the study expands understanding of nonprofit board
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effectiveness (iuantitatively by testing measures of financial performance and program
delivery simultaneously. It also expands knowledge qualitatively regarding of how board
members balance and prioritize activities to improve various measures of nonprofit
organizational performance.

Definition of Key Terms

Athletes. Athletes refer to individuals with intellectual disabilities (ID) within the
SO movement, who participate in SO training or SO games under the rules of SOI at least
once every four months (SO Stratégic Plan, 2010). Athletes are the central focus and
intended beneficiaries of SO’s global mission and Strategic Plan (2010).

Games. Games throughout the world-wide SO movement represent the primary
program provided to SO athletes and require the assistance of certified volunteer coaches
to supervise athletes and teams at competitions (SO Official General Rules, 2010). Games
are multi-sport events that include competitions, awards presentations, and Olympjc-like
pageantry (SO Strategic Plan, 2010). Games are a core component of SO’s programs
designed to benefit the health and well being of athletes.

Programs. Programs at SO include sevéral activities: games, integrated sports,
athlete leadership programs, healthy athlete programs, entertainment, and educational
activities, provided that they involve SO athletes and operate under the rules of SO (SO
Strategic Plan, 2010). The delivery of these various programs, particularly the delivery of
athletic training and games, reflect the mission and purpose of SO globally (SO Strategic

Plan, 2010).
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Summary

Within Chapter 1, thé researcher summarized the context and background of the
study. Underpinning the research is evidence that nonprofit boaﬁds of directors are
encountering increased difficulties in discharging their responsibilities, particularly as the
nonprofit sector faces shrinking revenues and increasing demands for services during the
current economic downtum (Eschenfelder, 2010; Vaughn, 2010). SO boards are also
experiencing difficulty to ensure adequate resources for programs amid increasing
demands for services (SO Strategic Plan, 2010). Specifically, the problem examined in
the current study was that SO chapter boards were not fully providing adequate resources
and monitoring management’s delivery of mission-based programs, while athlete rolls
increased (SO Strategic Plan, 2010). Although causes of these trends were unclear, the
need for SO chapter bbards to improve financial performance and program delivery
capability was underscored by goals to accelerate fundraising, increase the nhmber of
coaches, and expand athlete rolls (SO Strategic Plan, 2010). ¢

The purpose of this mixed method study was to evaluate SO chapter board
effectiveness relative to multiple measures of organizational perfonﬁance and explore
how board members balance and prioritize concurrent objectives to improve financial and
program-related performance measures in 52 SO chapters across the United States.
Relative to the resource dependency and agency theories, the researcher evaluated the
effectiveness of SO chapter boards using the BSAQ (Jackson & Holland, 1998). For the
quantitative component of the study, the researcher conducted bivariate correlational
analyses between measures of overall board effectiveness and variables reflecting both

financial performance and program delivery (Black, 1999; Tashakkor: & Teddlie, 2010).
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Research questions were outlined and related hypotheses were presented to address the
research questions in the context of relevant theory.

For the qualitative component of the study, semi-structured interviews were
conducted for a sub-population of SO chapter board members to more fully assess how
boards balance and prioritize concurrent SO bbjectivcs to improve both financial

.performance and program delivery in SO chapters (Leedy & Ormrod, 2005; Shank, 2006;
Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010). To prbvide greater depth to this aspect of the study, the six
distinct dimensions of board competency (Jackson & Holland, 1998) were calculated to
help describe dimensions of SO chapter board effectiveness (Mertens & McLaugﬁlin,
2004; Shank, 2006). The data were shared with individuals who participated in the semi-
structured interviews for their respéctive chapfer to better understand how board
members balanced multiple objectives to improve organizational performance 6f SO
chapters. The correlation results were compared and contrasted with the interviews. The
mixed method approach provided insight to the application of theory as well as to those
board practices that were perceived to most significantly influence improvements in the
measmés of the financial performance or program delivery in SO chapters (Black, 1999;
Mertens & McLaughlin, 2004; Patton, 2002; Shank, 2006; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010).

The nature and significance of the study has been outlined relative to both theory
and practice for the boards of directors of nonprofit organizations. The quantitative and
qualitative aspects of the study were designed to build knowledge by analyzing how
board practices relate to organizational performance relative to the resource dependency
and agency théories. Boards face trade-offs in pursuing concurrent objectives to raise

resources and monitor programs simultaneously (Callen et al., 2010). As such, it was
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critical to investigate how board members balanced efforts to simultaneously pursue
concurrent objectives to provide financial resources and monitor the delivery of
programs. By understanding how the effectiveness of nonprofit board practices relate to
both financial performance and program delivery — particulafly when organizations
simultaneously pursue ob.jectives to improve both — researchers and practitioners can
expand knowledge and theory. SO board members may also benefit by improving board
practices that maximize effectiveness in sustaining and advancing SO’s mission. In turn,
SO athletes, families, and their local communities can benefit from the continued delivery

and expansion of SO’s valued programs across the United States
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
The purpose of this mixed method study was to evaluate SO chapter board |
effectiveness relative to multiple measures of organizational performance and explore
how board members balance and prioritize concurrent objectives to improve financial and
program-related performance measures in 52 SO chapters across the United States. The
quan'titative, correlational ébmponént of the study was designed to measure the
effectiveness of SO chapter boards and analyze how effective board practices may
correlate to measurements of financial performance and the delivery of mission-based
programs in SO chapters (Bradshaw, 2009; Brown, 2007; Callen et al., 2010; Herman & -
Renz, 2008). Tﬁe qualitative éomponent of the research was designed as a multiple case
study to gain insight regarding how boards may balance and prioritize SO’s concurrent
- objectives to influence and achieve improvements in SO chapter ﬁﬁances énd program
delivery measures (Herman & Renz, 2008; Lecy et al., 2012; Miller—Mﬂlesen, 2003; SO
Strategic Plan, 2010). Research results provide insight regarding how board effectiveness
can bé explained by the resource dependency and agency theories. The results also
provide board members with knowledge that may help improve board practices in SO
chapters (Jackson & Holland, 1998; Léughlin & Andringa, 2007; Marx & Davis, 2012).
Docuhentaﬁon
| For the curreht study, the reéearcher’s strategy of the literature review was to
. examine information pertaining to (a) theoretical_bases regarding the roles of nonprofit
boards of directors, (b) research relating to the roles and effectiveness of nonprofit
boards, (c) empirical studies relating board effectiveness to the financial performance of

nonprofit organizations, and (d) empirical studies that related board effectiveness to the



27

delivery of mission-based programs by nonprofit organizations. Academic and publicly-
available databases of peer-reviewed, published literature were the primary sources of
information for the literature review, as well as specific reports outlining SO strategies
and operational guidelines. Detailed references are included throughout the literature
review. Other relevant méterials that were reviewed, such as unpublished dissertations or
textbooks, were not refereﬁced as they did not meet the required standards for schol&ly
litérature reviews. '

The literature review begins with an overview of the various theories related to
nonprofit board governance and the roles of boards of directors (Brown, 200.7; Callen et
al., 2010; De Andrés-Alonso et al., 2009; McDonagh, 2006; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009).
The theoret‘ical views provide a basis for much of the research that is explored later in th;:
literature review, including several empirical and quantitative studies (Bradshaw, 2009;
Brown, 2007; Callen et al., 2010; Herman & Renz, 2008; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009).

The literature review continues with reséarch pertaining to the roles of nonprofit
boards Qf directors and assessments reg‘arding the effectiveness of nonprofit board
practices (Bradshaw, 2009; Brown, 2007; Callen et al., 2010; Herman & Renz, 2008).
There are significant empirical studies that pertain to the effectiveness of nonprofit
boards of directors (Bradshaw, 2009; Bi'own, 2007; Nielsen & Huse, 2010), including the
BSAQ, which was used in this study (Jackson & Holland, 1998). Furthermore, Herman
and Renz (2008) discuss several theses that summarize viéws on the roles of boards and
‘provide considerations when assessing the effectiveness of nonprofit board of directors in

both practice and theory.
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Additional empirical studies are examined. There is extensive research involving
board effecti.veness and the financial performance of nonprofit organizations, given the
lack of a common measure to reflect program-related performance across the numerous
types of nonprofit organizations with diverse activities and missions (Callen et al., 2010;
Jackson & Holland, 1998; Kirk & Nolan, 2010; Lecy etal., 2012; McDonagh, 2006;
Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). Moreover, there is a variety of financial measures used in
research of nonprofit orgarﬁzations, leading Tuckman and Chang (1991) to develop the
FVI to provide a comprehensive, composite indicator of a nonprofit organization’s
financial position and performance.

The literature review then continues with an examination of empirical studies that
relate board effectiveness to the delivery of mission-based programs by nonprofit
organizatipns (Gazley et al.,ﬂ2010; Jiang et al., 2009; Studer & von Schnurbein, 2012).
The literature review concludes with the rationale regarding the need for more research to
- understand how the resource dependency and agency theories may apply to relationships
between nonprofit board effectiveness and organizational performance — using measures
of both financial performance and program delivery (Bradshaw, 2009; Herman & Renz,
2008; Lecy et al., 2012; Vaughan, 2010). Specifically, authors have cited a need for more
quantitative studies to build upon previous theoretical research (Herman & Renz, 2008;
Lecy et al., 2012; Miller-Millesen, 2003) to more fully understand how board
effectiveness relates to various measures of organizational performance (Bradshaw, 2009;
Studer & von Schnurbein, 2012; Vaughan, 2010). Furthermore, qualitative research was

also needed to build an understanding of how board members balance simultaneous SO
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objectives to improve both financial and program delivery measures (Herman & Renz,
2008; Miller-Millesen, 2003; Studer & von Schnurbeih, 2012).
Theoretical Context

The resource dependency theory. There are several theories revealed in the
literature that relate to the roles, responsibilities, and activities of nonprofit boards of
directors in providing oversight and governance for nonprofit organizations (Bradshaw,
2009; Brown, 2007; Brown & Guo, 2010; Callen et al., 2010; Hentz, 2009; Jackson &
Holland, 1998; Miller-Millesen, 2003). These theories provide a basis for research with
respect to the effectiveness of nonprofit boards of directors and nonprofit organizational
performance. First, Brown (2007), Callen et al. (2010), McDonagh (2006), and others
advocate the resource dependency theory. In the context of the resource dependency
theory, there is a need for boards to provide resources or other internal mechanisms to
help nonprofit organizations to function well — given the context of their external
environments (Callen et al., 2010). As such, nonprofit organizations may appoint
individuals to boards to provide support internally to the organizations, or to help
influence the external environment to the organizations’ advantage (Brown, 2005; Callen
et al., 2010).

The resource dependency theory suggests that board members are responsible for
providing resources to management (Brown, 2007; Callen et al. 2010; Hodge & Piccolo,
2012; Marx & Davis, 2012). As highlighted in the literature, board members may provide
financial resources directly or indirectly to nonprofit organizations (Brown, 2007; Brown
& Guo, 2010; Callen et al., 2010; Hodge & Piccolo, 2012; Jackson & Holland, 1998;

1

Miller-Millesen, 2003; Zimmermann, 2008). Financial resources include personal



financial contributions that are given directly by board members to the nonprofit
organizations (Brown, 2007). The financial resources may also be provided indirectly,
through board members’ fundraising efforts and solicitation of contributions from
external relationships and constituencies (Callen et al., 20110; Reed-Woodard, 2007).
Fundraising activities and the provision of direct or indirect financial support are
considered key resnonsibilities of nonprofit board members in discharging their duties
(Brown & Guo, 2010; Callen et al., 2010; Laughlin & Andringa, 2007, Marx & Davis,
2012; Miller—Millesen, 2003). |

The resources provided to nonprofit organizations may also include non-financial
resources, such as board members’ personal skills, knowledge, and expertise, as we_ll as
ties to external relationships and networks of constituents (Brown, 2007; Callen et al.
2010). Brown (2007) collectively refers to these as board cdpiial. Through the use of
board capital, boards of directors provide resources or access te resources that may help
nonprofit organizations understand, adapt to, operate in, and thus reduce uncertainty from
the external environment (Brown, 2007; Miller-Millesen, 2003). These resources may
come directly from individual board members with the relevant skills, knowledge, and
expertise for understanding the external environment, or indirectly through other external
relationships and constituencies (Brown, 2007; Laughlin & Andringa, 2007). Moreover,
resources can be applied to help shape the external environment of the nonprofit
organization, such as by appointing elected officials to nonprofit boards who may help
shape public policy or legislation, or by appointing individuals to thé boards with highly

regarded public standing in the community (Bradshaw, 2009).
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Whether considering the provision of financial or non-financial resources to
nonprofit organizations, the resource dependency theory is relevant in assessing the
effectiveness of nonprofit boards and board members (Bradshaw, 2009; Brown, 2007;
Brown & Guo, 2010; Callen et al., 2010). Consequently, the resource dependency théory
serves as an appropriate basis for this study.

The agency theory. In the literature, De Andrés-Alonso et al. (2009), Mwenja
and Lewis (2009), and others highlight the agency theory, where the board serves as an
agent of donors, beneficiaries, and other stakeholders to monito.r the self-interests of
_ management in advancing and delivering mission-based programs. Relative to the agency
theory, activities of the nonprofit board of directors are differentiatéd from those of
management, as the self-interests of management may not consistently align with the
interests of stakeholders in advancing nonprofit organizations’ missions (Aggarwal,
~ Evans, & Nanda, 2012; Bhandari, 2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). Because performance
of nonprofit organizations can be highly subjective, Bradach, Tieméy, and Stone (2008)
assert that nonprofit organizations should explicitly state desired outcomes of their
respective mission to serve as a basis for measuring performance.

Within the agency theory, a segregation of governance responsibilitiés is
established when boards of directors serve as agents of stakeholders by assuming the
responsibility to continuously monitor and ratify the operational decisions made, and
monitor actions taken by management of the nonprofit organization (Callen et al., 2010;
Miller-Millesen, 2003; Marx & Davis, 2012; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). By segregating
oversight and management responsibilities in this manner,.the stakeholders of nonprofit

organizations have a level of assurance that resources are being used efficiently — and in a
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manner in which they were intended — to advance the missioh of the nonprofit
‘ organization (Callen et al., 2010; Lecy et al., 2012; Miller-Millesen, 2003; Mwenja &
Lewis, 2009). |

In the context of the agency theory, the literature indicates that bc;ards of directors
are responsible for monitoring finances, including expenses, of nonpx;oﬁt organizations
(Callen et al., 2610). The agency theory also suggests that the board has a responsibility
to ensure that resources are not misused or expropriated (De Andrés-Alonso et al.,> 2009).
Moreover, boards are responsible to ensure the efficient and effective use of any |
resources (ﬁnancigl and hon—ﬁnancial), and that they are appropriately deployed in line
with the organization’s stated’mission (Callen et al., 2010; Miller-Millesen, 2003). The
responsibilities of boards of directors to monitor the use of both ﬁnancial and non-
financial resources, as outlined by the agency thedry, are fundamental in overseeing the
nonprofit organization and delivering programs to advance its mission on behalf of all |
. stakeholders (Callen et al., 2010; De Andrés-Alonso et al., 2009; Lecy et al., 2012;
Miller-Millesen, 2003; Mwénja & Lewis, 2009).

R:elative to the current study, the concurrent use of both the resource dependency
and agency theories were used in a new way to analyze quantitatively the relationshipé
- between efféctive board practices and measurements of both ﬁriancial performance and
the delivery of programs in SO chapters. The quantitative correlational cornponént of .the
research were complemented with a qualitative, multiple case study to provide greater
inéight regarding the application of the resource dependency and agency theories.
Additionally, a sub-population of BSAQ respondents was asked to participate in semi-

structured interviews in order to understand how board chairpersons or members may
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balance and prioritize SO’s concurrent objectives to influence and improve SO chapter
finances and program delivery measures (SO Strategic Plan, 2010). Improving SO
chapter finances and program delivery measures directly relate to the resource
dependency and agency theories, respectively (Herman & Repz, 2008; Miller-Millesen,
2003). As such, both the resource dependency and agency theories are relevant in serving
as a basis for the current study.

Additional theories. There are several other theories that have been discussed in
the literature and are summarized (Bradshaw, 2009; Brown & Guo, 2010; Jackson &
Holland, 1998; McDonagh, 2006; Miller-Milleseﬁ, 2003; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). The
theories are sometimes used and studied in conjunction with the resource dependency and
agency theories (Hérman & Renz, 2008; Jackson & Holland, 1998; Miller-Millesen,
2003).

The group/decision process theory. While the resource dependency and agency
theories are frequently used in research iﬁvolving the effectiveness of ponproﬁt boards of
directors (Brown & Guo, 2010), additional theories have also been cited in the literature.
For example, Mwenja and Lewis (2009) explored the impact that boards of directors have v
on the performance of nonprofit organizations using three theories: the agency theory, the
resource dependency theory, as well as the group/decision process theory where board
performance is dependent upon gbod information flows to make decisions (Brown, 2005;
Mwenja & Lewis, 2009).4 The group/decisioﬁ process theory addresses the manner in -
which information flows to boards of directors and how boards of directors interact with
each other in making decisions (Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). The authors conducted their

research to review board and organizational performance in the context of six dimensions
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of board competency (Mwenja & Lewis, 2010) that are embedded within the BSAQ
(Jackson & Holland, 1998). Similar to McDonagh (2006), the dimensions include context
of the organization, education of board members, interpersonal cohesiveness of the board,
analytical abilities of board members, political environment with constituencies, and
strategic focus. Based on a survey of 30 nonprofit organizations that answered 34
questions in the BSAQ (Jackson & Holland, 1998), Mwenja and Lewis (2010) drew
séveral conclusions. |

First, in the contextual dimension, there was no relationship between boards that
viewed themselves as stewards for the nonprofit (i.e., the agency theory) and
organizational performance (Mwenja & Lewis, 2010). Second, in the strategic and
political dimensions, the boards that viewed themselves as resource providers for the
organization (i.e., the resource dependency theory) tended to support higher levels of
organizational performance (Mwenja & Lev?is). Third, in the analytical, educational, and
interpersonal dimenéions, there was no relationship between boards that viewed
themselves as setting processes and procedures to gﬁide the organization (i.e., the
group/decision process theory) and the actual organizational performance of the nonprofit
(Mwenja & Lewis). Fourth, there was no relationship between boards that viewed
themselves as diverse and the actual organizational performance of the nonprofit
(Mwenja & Lewis).

Neither the population nor the sampling techniques were described in the article;
however, Mwenja and Lewis (2010) indicated that most of the respondents were religious
organizations, which may limit the broad applicability of conclusions. Nevertheless, the

research is useful in understanding the impact that boards have on the perceived
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performance of nonprofit organizations in the context of theory and relative to
dimensions of board competency outlined in the BSAQ (Jackson & Holland, 1998). The
current study conceptually aligns with the article, but extended further to in\./estigate both
financial and non-financial performance of nonp;oﬁt organizations. The dimensions of
interpersonal cohesiveness of the board, analytical abilities of board members, and
strategic focus can impact information flows and decision making processes (Jackson &
Holland, 1998; Mwenja & Lewis, 2010), and are embedded in the BSAQ (Jackson &
Holland, 1998) that was used in the study.

The institutional theory. While dating to 2003, Miller-Millesen’s foundational
work expands theory-based research related to boards of directors and the governance of
nonprofit organizations, including the institutional theory. The author cites gaps in the
literature and theory in explaining board effectiveness, and advances the use of multiple
theories in researching the effectiveness of nonprofit boards of directors (Miller-Millesen,
2003). Specific to the gaps in the literature that aré cited, the author provides the
theoretical foundations that underlie board governance best practices in the literature —

linking theory and practice in new ways (Brown & Guo, 2010; Miller-Millesen, 2003). In
addition, Miller-Millesen (2003) cites the need to consider the context of environmental
factors that méy impact the extent to which various theories — both individually and
collectively — are relevant and applied in research, and how they may also affect board
behaviors and activities.

As a result of these gaps in the literature, Miller-Millesen (2003) developed a
model for using multiple theoﬁes to understand board practices and organizational

effectiveness. The model incorporates the resource dependency and agency theories, as
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well as institutional theory, which considers the influence of factors such as institutional
practices, rules, and norms such as regulatory forces and societal expectations on board
activities (Miller-Millesen, 2603). For example, the author asserts that institutiona‘lization‘
occurs when boards of directors implement practices and behaviors that méy be perceived
as expected or customary in the functioning of a board. Miller-Millesen asserts that the
practices could include the use of board commiittees, self-assessments, or the use of
Robert’s Rules of Order in conducting board activities. To the degree that expected or
customary practices may be adopted, the activities could be percei;/ed as legitimizing
board practices as perceived By stakeholders, or even the board itself (Miller—Millese_n). :
The institutional theory could also explain at least some of the similarities afnong
practices adopted by nonprofit boards of directors (Miller-Millesen).

Miller-Millesen (2003) provides a new means of schematically depicting the use
of multiple theories, organizational attributes, environmental factors, and recruitment
activities for studying boards of directors and organizational governance. The author
provides hypotheses for using each theory (Miller-Millesen). Whilé new empirical
research is not performed, Miller-Millesen develops a> means of linking theories with
board practices. The author also presents a new theory-based framework that identifies
environmental and organizational conditions that that are likely to impact boards (Miller-
Millesen). While Miller-Millesen’s model was not used in the current study, the article
provides a legitimate basis for considering multiple theories simultaneously in evaluating
board practices. In the current study, the resource dependency and agency theories are

cited as particularly relevant in assessing SO chapter boards of directors.
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The contingency theory. In the literature, the use of the contingency theory is.
advanced by Bradshaw (2009) as well as Brown and Guo (2010), who sﬁggest that a
single approach to board governance should not be used for all organizations. Rather, the
governance structure should be adapted and tailored to contingencies that reflect the
internal and external environments of each orgam’zation (Bradshaw, 2009; Brown & Guo,
2010)-. Bradshaw (2009) explores various board practices, which may evolve over time
reiative to factors such as a nonprofit organization’s age, size, strategy, structure,
stability, and complexity. Accordingly, the contingency theory suggests that nonprofit
board structures and practices should dynamicélly evolve as internal and external
environmenté evolve for each nonprofit organization (Bradshaw, 2009; Brown & Guo,
2010). Therefore, a single approach to governance would not be optimal fof all
orgaﬁizatiohs, and should vary considerably acrosé the nonprofit sector and evolve over
time (Bradshaw, 2009; Brown & Guo, 2010). |

Bradshaw (2009) also evaluates five pétential governance configurations in the
context of the contingency theory. Within the study, Bradshaw (2009) consulted with
board members and management of two nonprofit organizations and reported that board
members found the contingency theory useful in evaluating altemnative governance
structures in the context of their environment. However, Bradshaw"s (2009) study has
limitations as it dealt with only two organizations and focused only on board practices —
not the actual performance of nonprofit organizations. As such, it is difficult to relate
board activities or effectiveness with or‘gani_zational performance, such as financial
performance or the delivery of mission-based programs. Nevertheless, Bradshaw’s

(2009) use of contingency theory is congruent with research by Brown and Guo (2010),
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Callen et al., (2010), and Miller-Millesen (2003) in affuming the basis for using multiple
theories in the study of nonprofit boards of directors. In the current study, the resource
dependency and agency theories provided appropriate bases for assessing SO chapter
boards of directors, particularly in light of SO’s objectives increase funding levels (the
resource dependency theory) while de'ploying resources to advance its mission by
expanding athlete rolls and numbers of certified coacheé (SO Strategic Plan, 2010).

Use of multiple theories in research. There are several theories revealed in the
literature that eXplore the effectiveness of nonprofit boards of directors and often relate
board activities to organizational performance, including meaéures for both financial
performance and program delivery (Bradshaw, 2009; Brown, 2007; Brown et al., 2011;
Brown & Guo, 2010; Callen et al., 2010; Jackson & Holland, 1998; Miller-Millesen,
2003). The studies in the literature demonstrate that each theory is useful in creating
knowledge regarding the behaviors, practices, and effectiveness of nonproﬁt boards of
directors (Bradshaw, 2009; Brown, 2007, Browh et al., 2011; Brown & Guo, 2010;
Callen et al., 2010; Jackson & Holland, 1998; Miller-Millesen, 2003). Herman and Renz
(2008) assert that the effectiveness of nonprofit boards of directors is a sociél
construction — that is, all stakeholders can conclude for themselves whether nonprofit

‘boards are effective. There is no universally accepted basis for conclusively conﬁrming
the effectiveness of nonprofit organizations and their boards (Herman & Renz, 2008;

3
Lecy et al., 2012). As such, the use of multiple theories in research has become more
common in the literature given the complexities of iﬁtérnal and external factors that

influence nonprofit boards of directors and the growing consensus that there is no single,
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optimal model for effective board governance (Bradshaw, 2009; Brown & Guo, 2010;
Herman & Renz, 2008; Miller-Millesen, 2003; Mwenja & Lewis, 2010).

Theoretical basis for using multiple theories in research. In the current study,
the theoretical assertion of using multiple theories b1'1ilds upon prior foundational work of
Miller-Millesen (2003). The author cited gaps in the literature and theory in explaining
board effectiveness, and developed a new model for using multiple theories to understand
board practices and organizational effectiveness, including both financial performance
and progr.arn delivery constructs (Miller-Millesen). Cited more recently by Brown and
Guo (2010), Callen et al. (2010), and Mwenja and Lewis (2009), Miller-Millesen’s
(2003) is viewed as foundational in expanding the concurrent use of multiplbel theories
within a single model when studying the effectiveness of nonprofit boards of directors.
While theory is advanced with Miller-Millesen’s (2003) work, new empirical research is
not performed. Nevertheless, the author provides a new means of linking theoriés with
board practices and provides a basis for continued research (Brown & Guo, 2010; Callen
et al., 2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). While Miller-Millesen’s model was not specifically
used in the current research, an underlying basis of the study was the concurrent use of
multiple theories in research.

Furthermore, Herman and Renz (2008 ) assert that nonprofit organizational
effectiveness is multidimensional, and there are linkages between the effectiveness of
nonprofit boards of directors and the performance of the organizations themselves that
impact both theory and practice. This underscores the appropriateness of using multiple
theories in research (Herman.& Renz, 2008; Lecy et al., 2012; Miller-Millesen, 2003).

However, the relationships between board effectiveness and organizational performance
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involving both financial performance and program delivery are not clear (Herman &
Renz, 2008). Herman and Renz (2008) assert that additional research is warranted to
better understand theoretical and empirical relationships between the effectiveness of
boards or directors and nonprofit organizations. The research can help contribute to
various theories, as well as to better understand and apply those theories (Herman &
Renz, 2008).

Lastly, Bradshaw (2009) and Brown and Guo (2010) advocate the use of
contingency theory and suggest that a single approach to governance should not be used
for all organizations. Rather, the governance structure should be adapted and tailored to
contingencies that reflect the internal and external environment of each organization
(Bradshaw, 2009). The manner in which theories are applied is not fully understood, and
additional research is needed to further understand the contingencies of the internal and
external environments that impact nonprofit organizations (Bradshaw, 2009).

Affirming the use of multiple theories in research. Two of the theories that are
most commonly used (Brown & Guo, 2010) also provide a foundational basis for
conducting the quantitative research. Brown and Guo (2010), Callen et al. (2010),
McDoﬁagh (2006), and others advocate the resource depgndency theory based on the
need for boards to provide resources to management. The resources may include board
members’ skills, knowledge, and expertise (human resources), networks of constituents
(relationship resources), and contributions (financial resources). Mwenja and Lewis
(2009) highlight the agency theory, where the board serves as an agent of other donors
and beneficiaries to monitor the self-interests of management. Additional research.

(Daniels, Turner, & Beeler, 2006; De Andrés-Alonso et al., 2009, 2010) supports the
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application df both the resource dependency and agency theories in evaluating the
effectiveness of boards. Callen et al., (2010) and Gazley et al., (2010) find both theories
to be relevant, complementary, and valid, depending upon the stability and circumstances
of the nonprofit organization. Beyond the theorétical basis for using multiple theories
simultaneously in résearch; Brown and Guo (2010), Callen et al. (2010), and Mwenja and
Lewis (2009) build upon Miller-Millesen’s work with case studies to affirm the
concurrent use of the resource dependency, agency, and other theories in research of
nonprofit boards of directors and organizations.

Use of the agency and resource dependency.theories. Callen et al. (2010) use the
agency and resource dependency theories to study relationships bétween the nonprofit
environment, boarci structures, and the impact on organizational effectiveness,
considering both financial performance and program delivery concepts. Callen et al.
(2010) assert that board characteristics impact organizational conditions, hypothesizing
that board monitoring practices (i.e., the agency theory) are more likely to be effective for
stable organizations, and efforts to collect resources (i.e., the resource dependency
theory) are more effective for'less stable organizations.

The authors developed a survéy to investigate boérd monitoring and resource
development for nonprofits in New York (Callen et al., 2010). Because the population
exceeded 7,000, Callen et al. (2010) focused on the largest organizations and reduced the
study to 473 nonprofits. By reviewing surveys from 123 nonprofits (a response rate of
26%) and correlating data to financial results, the authors conﬁﬁned their hypotheses.
_Callen et al. (2010) also concluded that the theories are both complementary and valid,

and may be applied in various ways depending upon the stability of the organization. The
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primary research is relevant as it provides multiple theoretical bases for understanding
relationships of board effectiveness and financial performance of nonprofits (Callen et
al., 2010). In the current research, the resource dependency and agency theories were
used to assess nonprofit boards via the BSAQ (Jackson & Holland, 1998).

Research involving multiple theories. In addition to using the resource
dependency and agency theories as a basis for research, Mwenja and Lewis (2009) also
utilize the group/decision process theory to assess board performance based on good
information flows and board interactions in making decisions. The authors conducted
their work in line with research suggested by Jackson and Holland (1998) to review board
and organizational performance in the context of six dimensions (Mwenja & Lewis,
2009). Similar to McDonagh (2006), the dimensioné included context- of the
organizations, education of board members, interpersonal cohesiveness of the board, .
analytical abilities of Board members, political environment with constituencies, and
strafegic focus. The study of Mwenja ahd Lewis (2009) was based on a survey of 30
nonprofit organizations that answered 34 questions in the BSAQ (Jackson & Holland,
1998).

In their research, MWenja and Lewis (2009) drew several uﬂiquc conclusions for
each of their.hypotheses, but used similar techniques and methods (e.g., dimensions of
board competency of the BSAQ) that were also used by othér investigators (Jackson &
Holland, 1998; McDonagh, 2006). First, in the contextual dimension, there was no
relationship between boards that viewed themselves as stewards for the nonprofit and
organizational performance (Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). Second, in the strategic and

political dimensions, and boards that viewed themselves as resource providers for the
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organization tended to support higher levels of organizational performance (Mwénja &
Lewis). Third, in the analytical, educational, and interpersonal dimensions, there was no
relationship between boards that viewed themselves as setting procésses and procedures
to guide the orgam'zation and its actual performance (Mwenja & Lewis). Fourth, there'
was no relationship between boards that viewed themselves as diverse and the actual
~ organizational performénce of the nonprofit (Mwenja & Lewis).

The authors indicated that most of the respondents were religious organizations
(Mwenja & Lewis, 2009), which may limit the interpretation of results or the broad
applicability of conclusions. Nevertheless, the research is useful in understanding the
impact Athat boards have on the perceived performance of nonprofit organiiatio’ns in the
context of the resource dependency, agency, and other theories and relative to dimensions
of board competency as outlined in the BSAQ (Jackson & Holland, 1998). The current
research is conceptually aligned with the article, but extended the study to investigate
both financial and non-financial performance of nonprofit organizations.

Context and contingencies of multiple theories. Brown and Guo (2010) cite both
the resource dependency and agency theories in their research, yet also highlight the
criticality of the contingency theory in investigating the impact that boards of directors
may have on nonprofit organizations. Of 677 community foundations identified in
records of the Internal Revenue Service, Brown and Guo (2010) explored roles for
nonprbﬁt boards by conducting semi-structured interviews with executives for a
convenience sample of 121 foundations. Brown and Guo (2010) identify 13 different
roles and explored which roles are more prevalent based on attributes of organizations

and their environments. The researchers found that internal and external forces influenced



44

roles relative to multiple theories (Bréwn & Guo, 2010), based on the contextual
environment of the nonprofit organizétions. For example, Brown and Guo (2010)
concluded that nonprofits facing resource constrqints would more likély emphasize
fundraising (i.e., the resource dependency theory), and organizations operating in
complex external environments tended to prioritize strategy setting activities based on
their internal and external environments (i.e., the contingency theory).

The prirriary research focused on community foundations that provide grants to
other nonprofit organizations relative to the resource dependency theory. None of the
boafd roles cited included monitoring programs (i.e., the agéncy theory) of other
nonprofits supported -by foundations. This may reflect the distinct nature of foundations,
yet is unusual in the literature, which inclﬁdes program ﬁlonitoﬁng among key
responsibilities bf nonprofit boards (Brown & Guo, 2010; Callen et al., 2010; Mweﬁja &
Lewis, 2009). As a result, the advancement of theory was considered tenuous based on
their study, as the authors noted challengés with quantifying evidence in evaluating
nonprofit organizational performance — beyond the perceptions of stakeholders — given
the broad array of nonprofit organizations with diverse missions (Brown & Guo, 2010).
Furthermore, it was difficult to support resource dependency theory when nonprofit
resources go beyond financial measures, given the difﬁculty quantifying certain resources
p;ovided by 'board members, such as their intellectual capital (Brown & Guo, 2010).
While the research does not explore how board practicés relate to the delivery of |
nonprofit programs (Brpwn & Guo, 2010), the current study addresses this within SO

chapters, it affirms the use of multiple theories in research of nonprofit organizations.
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Empirical Research of Nonproﬁt Board Effectiveness

" The literature review continues with research pertaining to the roles of nonprofit
boards of directors and assessments regarding the effectiveness of nonprofit boards of
directors (Bradshaw, 2009; Brown, 2007; Brown, Hillman, & Okun, 2011; Callen et al.,
2010; Davis, 2011; Nielsen & Hqse, 2010). More specifically, there have been embin'cal
studies influencing the resear;:h pertaining to the effectiveness of nonprofit organizations
relative to measures of financial performance and the delivery of mission-based programs
(Bradshaw, 2009; Brown, 2007; Brown & Guo, 2010; Callen et al., 2010; Herman and
Renz, 2008; Jackson & Holland, 1998; Jiang et al., 2009; Miller-Millesen, 2003; Mwenja
& Lewis, 2009; Nielsen & Hqse, 2010). Some of the research includes the use and
demonstrated validity, reliability, and sensitivity of the BSAQ (Jackson & Holland,
1998), which was utilized in this study. Furthermore, Herman and Renz (2008) discuss
several theses that can advance research regarding nonprofit organizational effectiveness
relative to both financial performance and program delivery considerations.

Additional empirical studies explore relationships between board effectiveness
and the financial performance of nonprofit organizations (Callen et al., 2010; De Andrés-
Alonso, 2009; Jackson & Holland, 1998; Kirk & Nolan, 2010; Lecy et al., 2012;
McDonagh, 2006; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). Fﬁrther, thefe are a variety of financial
measures used in research of nonprofit organizations, leading Tuckman and Chang
(1991) to develop the FVI, which is further examined and used in research (Cordery &
Baskerville, 2010; Hager, 2001; Hodge & Piccolo, 2012; Tuckman & Chang, 1991).
There is also literature regarding empirical studies that relafce board effectiveness to the

delivery of mission-based programs by nonprofit organizations (Gazley et al., 2010; Jiang
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et al., 2009; Lecy et al., 2012; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). The literature review is
concluded with an explanation regarding the need for additional research in the field of
nonprbﬁt board effectiveness.
As it relates to this study, every SO chapter is expected to operate in line with
global SOI policies and accreditation requirements, yet these chapters are subject to local
~ governance by 52 separate volunteer-based boards of directors (SO Official General
Rules, 2010). Each SO chapter board of directors oversees a local chief executive officer
who is responsible for managing the SO chapter, including finances and the delivery of

“mission-based programs (SO Strategic Plan, 2010). Despite sharing a common global
mission, the practices and effectiveness of SO’s boards of directors may vary among the
52 chapters due to the individuality and uniqueness of each leader, each chapter board of
directors, and each nonprofit chapter organization (Laughlin & Andringa, 2007). The
financial condition and performance of each chapter may also vary, as well as the
effectiveness of eaqh chapter’s delivery of SO programs (Brown & Guo, 2010; Laughlin
& Andringa, 2007; SO Strategic Plan, 2010).

From a theoretical perspective, local SO chapters are highly dependent on the
effectiveness of boards of directors for raising funds and providing resources in line with
.the resource dependency theory. Concurrently, SO boards are also responsible for
overseeing local directors’ management of each SO chapter, affirming the relevance of
agency theory. Aspects of both theories are applicable and provide bases in researching
board effect_iveness and using the BSAQ (Jackson & Holland, 1998). From an empirical
perspective, the research is also useful as SO is experiencing decreased funding levels

and fewer coaches, while athlete rolls increase (SO Strategic Plan, 2010). Although
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causes of these trends are unclear, the need for SO chapter boards to improve financial
performance and program delivery capability is aligned with SO goals to accelerate
fundraising, increase the number of coaches, and expand athlete rolls (SO Strategic Plan,
2010). As such, the BSAQ (Jackson & Holland, 1998) results can be useful in evaluating
quantitatively the relationships between SO chapter board effectiveness and both
financial performance and non-financial, program delivery measurements.

In the current study, determining quantitatively how SO chapter board v
effectiveness relates simultaneously to financial and program delivery measures was
intended to help build knowledge relative to:both thebry and practice (Bradshaw, 2009;
Brown, 2007; Callen et al., 2010; Herman & Renz, 2008). Qualitatively‘ examining how
SO chapter board members balanced and prioritized concurrent SO objectives to improve
financial and non-financial measures provided greater insight and depth of knowledge in
applying theory in practice (Herman & Renz, 2008; I;ecy et al., 2012; Miller-Millesen,
2003; SO Strategic Plan, 2010; Trochim & Donnelly, 2008; Yin, 2009).

Assessments of nohproﬁt board effectiveness. The underlying basis of much of
the literature reflects the desire to build knowledge, realize the benefits of evaluating the
effectiveness of nonprofit boards of directors, and to advance the missions of nonprofit
organizations (Bradshaw, 2009; Brown, 2007; Callen et al., 2010; Herman & Renz, 2008;
Hodge & Piccolo, 2012; Jackson & Holland, 1998; Mwenja & Lewis, 2010). Research
has been conducted to investigate board effectiveness through the competencies of
individual board members (Brown, 2007). Other researéh has been performed to assess

board effectiveness through more measurable performance criteria of the performance of
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nonproﬁt organizations (Brown & Guo, 2010; Eschenfelder, 2010; Herman & Renz;
.Vaughan, 2010).

Prompting further research, Herman and Renz (2008) discuss several theses that
summarize views on the roles of boards and provide considerations when empirically
assessing the effectiveness of nonprofit board of directors in b(;th practice and theory. In
their résearch, Herman and Renz (2008) explore ';he effectiveness of nonprofit
organizations .and assert that nonprofit effectiveness is multidimensional in that it
includes financial and non-financial data as well as a social cgonstmction that is defined
differently by the various stakeholders of nonprofit organizations. It is also important to
differentiate organizational effectiveness — the organization as an entity that most studies
assess, from program effectiveness — the underlying mission of the nonprofit organization
(Herman & Renz; Lecy et al., 2012). Finally, during economic downtﬁms, the demand
for health and human services often increases while revenues shrink — for both
government and nonproﬁt organizations — leading stakeholders to more thoroughly assess
nonprofit organizational efficiency and effectiveness (Ridder et al., 2012; Vaughan, |
2010). These various concepts underscore the need to use multiple dimensions, including
measures of financial performance and program delivery, when assessing the overall
performance of nonprofit 6rganizations (Herman & Renz; Lecy et al., 2012).

Board composition and effectiveness of boards. Othe;‘ research has been
performed regarding the composition, role, and effectiveness of boards of directors for
nonprofit foundations. For example, De Andrés-Alonso et al. (2009) explore the factors
that influence hqw noﬁproﬁt boards are structured in Spain. Specifically, De Andrés-

Alonso et al. sent questionnaires to 645 nonprofit foundations that belonged to the
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Spanish Association of Foundations. Having analyzed 104 (16%) complete responses, De
Andrés-Alonso et al. asserted that nonprofit boards are influenced by similar internal and
external factors that are face.d' by corporate boards. Internal factors of the nonprofit
organization, such as strategy, organization size, complexity, and maturity intersect with
external forces such as industry, competition, and environment to impact the board of
directors’ composition, role, and practices (De Andrés-Alonso et al., 2009).

Through these internal and external forces, nonprofit board attributes and roles are
clbsely linked to the organizations that they oversee (De Andrés-Alonso et al., 2009),
which can influence their effectiveness and financial condition. Specifically, the
organizational characteristics such as size, complexity, maturity/life cycle stage, volume
of funds, and financial budgéts impact board attributes such as board size,: independence
from management, and number of external board members. De Andrés-AlQnsé et al.
(2009) note that in the absence of remuneration for nonprofit boards, the most
experienced board members devoted relatively more time to the largest, oldest, most
ﬁnéncially viable, and most prestigious noni)roﬁt organizations.

This observation aligns with Miller-Millesen’s (2003) view that institutional
- practices, rules, and norms can impact board activities, as more experienced directors
‘may implement practices and behaviors that may be perceived as expected or customary
in the functioning of a board. To the degree that expected or customary practices may be

’
adopted, the board activities could be perceived by stakeholders as being effective or
legitimized (Herman & Renz, 2008). However, there are some limitations in applying

these specific research results in the United States due to differences in the regulatory and

cultural environment in Spain as well as the rigor of recordkeeping and tax reporting (De
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Andrés-Aionso et al., 2009). Nevertheless, the research is useful in understanding’factors
that impact the attributes and activities of nonprofit boards, which lead to levels of board
performance.

Unlike the study of De Andrés-Alonso et al. (2009), which can be useful for
understanding the réle and composition of nonprofit boards that can influence board
effectiveness, the current research focused more directly on board effectiveness. The
study investigated how SO chapter board effectiveness relates simultaneously to flﬂancial
and program delivery rrieasures, as well as how SO chapter board members balance and
prioritize concurrent SO objectives to improve financial and non-financial measures. In
this context, the internai and external factors impacting board composition in the research
of De Andrés-Alonso et al. (2009) align significantly with several of the dimensions of
board competency (e.g., strétegy, complexity, competition, environment) that are outlined
in the BSAQ (Jackson & Holland, 1998). This supports the validity and relevance of the
research approach for the quantitative co‘:ﬁponent of the current study.

| Kim, Bums, and Prescott (2009) also affirm the concept that board composition
'and configurations can impact nonprofit organizations. Kim et al. idéntify four
configurations of boards of directors through .varying combinations of relationships
involving the concentration of board leadership and the level of board diversity. The
authors assert that each conﬁguration\i.nﬂuences the formulation and implementation of
nonprofit organizations’ strategies differently. The authors conclude that board
configurations should be tailored to and aligned with the environment and needs of the
organization to maximize the strategic action capabilities of the top management team

(Kim et al.). These concepts align with the contingency theory, which suggests that
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governance structures shoula be adapted and tailored to contingencies that reflect the
internal and external environments of each organization (Bradshaw, 2009; Brown & Guo,
2010).

The composition and effectiveness of boards are investigated further in a study
that focuses on gender differences among board members. The increased role of women
on boards of directors is investigated by Nielsen and Huse (2010) by assessing the
behaviors observed of boards and individuals. Drawing on theories of gender differences
and group effectiveness, the researchers develop a survey to identify and assess the
demographics, perceptions, and behaviors of boards of directors (Nielsen & Huse).
Surveys were sent to the chief executive officers of 762 Norwegian firms identified as
having between 50 and 5,000 employees; 234 (31%) responses received of which 201
(26%) were complete and usable.

In conducting the research, Nielsen and Huse (2010) accept different tendencies
among genders that are defined in literature. For example, the authors cite characteristics
of men being more assertive, aggressive, ambitious, and daring, and women being more
communal, affectionate, interpersonally sensitive, nurturing, and gentle. Based on
statistical analyses of the survey results, the authors observe that women directors can
positively influence the strategic focus on boards of directors, overall board effectiveness,
and board development activities through decreased levels of conflict. However, there is
no evidence to suggest th‘a.t women directors decrease the level of debate in meetings.
The authors conclude that women's contributions on boards of directors may be
attributable to their diffe?ent leadership styles; however, board and committee processes

and tasks heavily influence research results and overall board effectiveness.
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The research of Nielsen and Huse (2010) could be perceived as controversial by
some due to the stated gender biases, and there may be limitations to the research given
cultural differences that may exist between for-profit firms in Norway and nonprofit
organizations in the United States. The research provides alternative views ‘for assessiné
board performance based on gender differences and perceptions of board members
(Nielsen & Huse, 2010), rather than more sﬁbstantive outcomes of financial perfonnaﬂce
or program delivery measures often expected by stakeholders (Mwenja & Lewis, 2009).
While the current research was not designed to assess the impact of gender on the
effectiveness of SO chapter boards, board activities that are deemed relevant and
investigated by Nielsen and Huse (2010) were embodied in the study. For example, the
BSAQ (J ackson & Holland, 1998) used in the current study included dimensions of board
competency and questions that addressed the strategic focus of boards, views of board
effectiveness, board development activities, and levels Qf discussion and debate in board
meetings, which were deemed relevant by Nielsen and Huse (2010).

The perceived effectiveness of nonprofit boards and the performanQe of nonprofit
organizations and their chief executive officers are also quantitatively explored by
.Ham'son, Murray, and Cornforth (2012). In their study, the authors developed a survey to
investigate the quality of relationships and frequency of interaction between board
members, as well as the perceptions of the board ch.‘airperson’s emotional intelligence
(Harrison et al., 2012). The results of the survey were correlated to survey responses
regafding the perceived performance leveis of the board, the chief executive officer, and
the nonprofit organization itself (Harrison et al., 2012). Based on responses from 690

nonprofit organizations in the United States and the United Kingdom (the total sample
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was not disclosed), Harrison et al. (20i2) concluded that the quality of relétionships and
the board chairperson’s emotional intelligence positively impacted the perceived
performance levels of the board, the chief executive officer, and the nonprofit
organization. There was no significant relationship noted between the frequency of
interactions among board members’ perceptions of board, chief executive officer, and
nonprofit organizational performance (Harrison et al., 2012). The study aligns with the
asserti-on of Jackson and Holland (1998) that interpersonal relationships and interactions
reflect a key dimension of board competency. However, while the research confirms that
relationships do exist between the board member activities and interactions and the |
perceived levels of nonprofit organizational performance (Harrison et al., 2012), it is
unclear how the board member activities may actually influence nonprofit organizational
performance. As such, qualitative research of nénproﬁt board effectiveness can assist
with understanding how board activities may influence nonpréfit organizational
performance of SO chapters.

Boarci member competencies and board effectiveness. Reseafch has be;n
condilcted to aésess how recruitment, orientat_ion, and the evaluation of board members
impact the competencies of board members, and in turn board performance (Brown,
2007). For example, Brown developed a survey to assess board activities and the
perception of board performance at nonprofit credit unions. Two surveys were sent to a
sample of 1,600 chief executive officers of credit unions, who were asked to complete

one and also send the survey to their board chairperson (Brown), and responses were

received from 713 (45%) credit unions. The survey addressed board development



54

practices, including recruitment, orientation, and evaluation, to the performance of
individual board members and the overall board of directors (Brown).

Overall, Brown (2007) concluded that strong development practices led to more
competent board members and improved board performance. Specifically, reeruitment
and orientation practices had greater impact on perceived board effectiveness, compared
'to evaluation practices (Brdwn). However, there are limitations with Brown’s research, as
it did not assess the performance of the nonprofit organizations themselves. Furthermore,
the effectiveness of board performance was based on perceptions of board merﬁbers,
limited to a segment of the nonprofit sector, and did not address the ongoing training and
education of _bbard members — a key component of development (Brown, 2007). While
Brown’s research provided insight to perceived levels of board effectiveness, the current
research has been designed to expand upon the assessment of board effectiveness by
examiniﬂg relationships between board practices and actual measures for both the
financial performance of SO chapters and the delivery of SO programs to athletes.
Furthermore, current study was also designed to investigate how SO chapter board
members balance and prioritize objectives to improve multiple organizational
performance measures at the same time.

Board effectiveness and organizational performance. In the nonprofit sector,
there is a need to demonstrate organizational effectiveness in order to attract ﬁnaﬁeial
resources and advance its mission (Keller, 2010; Vaughan, 2010). Economic dovlvntums
can lead donors of nonprofit organizations, including both government agencies and
private donors, to increase their focus on identifying successful organizations even

further (Eschenfelder, 2010; Ridder et al., 2012; Vaughan, 2010). Nonprofit boards must
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ensure the adequacy of resources and monitor program effectiveness (Brown & Guo,
2010), as affirmed by the resource dependency and agency theories. The result is a
greater need for nonprofit boards of directors to be effective in their oversight,
management of scarce resources, and achievement of nonprofit missions and goals
(Hartarska & Nadolnyak, 2012; Vaughan, 2010).

Herman and Renz (2008) provide a theoretical assértion in théir research that the
effectiveness of nonprofit organizations is, among other things, a social construction that
is defined by the views and perceptions multiple stakeholders and observers. The
_stakeholdg:rs, which may come from the public, private, or nonprofit sectors, have
‘multidimensional views that may include a wide variety of performance success factors,
including financial and non-financial information (Herman & Renz, 2008). As ,sucﬁ, the
authors suggest that it is important to differentiaté organizational effectiveness measures
based on stakeholder views, from the actual organizational performance reflected by
measures of financial performance and program effectiveness underlying mission of the
nonprofit organization (Hérman & Renz, 2008). The need to accurately measure
nonprofit organizational performance is underscored by Lecy et al. (2012), who conduct a
comprehensive, interdisciplinary review of nonprofit effectiveness using citation analysis.
The authors conducted a structured literature review within citations, rather than a
conventional content-based literature review (Lecy et 51., 2012). The review affirmed that
(a) upi~dimensional measures of nonprofit perfbnnancAe are not useful, (b) there is a lack
of consensus regarding how to operationalize measures of nonprofit org;«mizational
effectiveness, and (c) there remains a need for more empirical research with expanded

measures of board effectiveness (Lecy et al., 2012). The design of the current study is
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aligned with the conclusions of Lecy et al. (2012) by using broader measures of financial
performance and program delivery relative to each SO chapter.

Views of the public sector. Governmental agencies support many nonprofit
organizations in advancing their respective missiohs (Eschenfelder, 2010; Vaughan,
2010). To gain an understanding of how they evaluate and identify successful nonproﬁt
organizations, Vaughan (2010) conducted a survey to review government administrators’
perceptions regarding nonprofit effectiveness in advancing their missions and managing
their finances. The survey was sent to 61 local governments that were members of the
Alliance fqr Innovation, a collaborative association of 300 cities and counties that share
information to help address challenges faced by local governments (Vaugﬁan). The

rese'ércher investigated alte;native means of evaluating nohproﬁts: reporting on
expenditures, on-site reviews, self—e\}aluations, or e‘xtemal evaluations (Vaughan).
Multiple means of assessing nonproﬁt organizations are used by government agencies,
including the use of funds and the achievement of mission (Vaughan). This concept |
supports the design approach of the current study, which focused on financial and non-
financial measures of assessing SO chapters’ financial performance and delivery of SO
programs, respectively.

Techniques used by government agencies to evaluate nonprofit organizations
included the reporting on how funds were spent, on-site reviews, self-evaluations by
nonprofit staff, or external evaluations (Vaughan, 2010). While financial reporting
techniques were frequently used to evaluate nonprofit organizations,'alternative and
multiple means for assessing nonprofit organizations were preferred by various

respondents (Vaughan). Regardless of the evaluation format, preferences reflected the use
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of funds and nonprofit outcomes — or the achievement of their missions (Vaughan, 2010).
In contrast to the agency theory, efficiency in use of funds v;/as not cited as a key factor
for government agencies in deciding whether to fund nonprofit organizations; rather,
Vaughan asserted that the achievement of nonprofit mission-based goals was perceived to
be more important by government agencies.

The research has limitations, as only 21 valid responses were received, 15 of
which were from the southern United States — a small respondent pool that could reflect
biases in that region (Vaughan, 2010). Furthermore, the research reflects views of -
government administrators — not the views of beneficiaries. However, the importance of
nonprofit board monitoring of both financial and non-financial performancé of nonprofit

" organizations is underscored relative to both the resource dependency and agency
theories (Brown & Guo, 2009; Jackson & Holland, 1998; Mwenja & Lewis, 2010;
- Vaughan, 2010). |
Views of the private sector. Other stakeholders intérested in the performance of
nonprofit organizations come from the private sector (Herman & Renz, 2008).
Assessments of board effectiveness are evaluated by Brown and Guo (2010) relative to
the financial performénce of nonprofit organizations, which is considered a key measure
of pefformance by private donors (Eschenfelder, 2010; Keller, 2010, Vaughan, 2010).
Further, other stakeholders include community leaders and beneficiaries of nonprofit
organizations (Eschenfelder, 2010; Herman & Renz, 2008; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009).
Eschenfelder (2010) asserts that the basis for guiding and ultimately evaluating
nonprofit organizations should lie in conducting an assessment of ,coxﬁr‘nunity needs,

which would then shape the mission and priorities of nonprofit organizations. The
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purpose of the assessments are to better understand the number and type of services
needed, the relative need for services across different communities, the capacity and
coordination of existing service providers, and the appropriateness of services provided
(Eschenfelder, 2010). While such activities are often left to government agencie;
(Vaughar.x, 2010), the author asserts that community needs assessments have been de-
prioritized as public service departments have been financially constrained due to current
economic downturn (Eschenfelder, 2010; Ridder et al., 2012). Furthermore, the economic
downtumn has led to an increasing need for human services and a reduced level of
government resourcés to meet those needs (Eschenfelder, 2010; Ridder et al., 2012). The
resulting environment places even greater pressures on nonprofit organizations to
prioritize limited resources and services in pursuing their missions and priorities
(Eschenfelder, 2010).

The study focﬁses on the Clearwater Salvation Army, which sought to improve
their services in Pinellas County in Florida (Eschenfelder, 2010). The author conducted a
survey of various stakeholders — an approach advocated by Herman and Renz (2008) — -
including 334 Salvation Army clients, six focus groups of 52 social service providers, 25
interviews of community leaders and health and human services administrators, and 104
surveys of community residents (Eschenfelder, 2010). The involvement of numerous
stakeholders of the nonprofit organization is crucial to gaining knowledge of the
multi~dimensional views involving a variety of performance success factors, including
financial data, non-financial data, and the subjective perceptions of numerous individuals

(Eschenfelder, 2010; Herman & Renz, 2008).
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The needs assessment provided insight as to the most pressing health care (e.g.,
medical, dental, vision, prescription drugs) and financial needs (e.g., housing assistance,
homeless services, transportation) of the community (Eschenfelder, 2010). The study also
provided insight to the ofgamiational effectiveness of the Clearwater Salvation Army
(Eschenfelder, 2010), while challenging it to revisit its mission-based priorities based on
the services provided by an array of other nonprofit service providers in the area. The
multidimensional approach of the research is aligned with the views advocated by
Herman and Renz (2008).

There are limitations with the research in that it involves a single case study of
one health and hurﬁan services organization in Florida. Nevertheless, the study
underscores the increasing need for nonprofit organizations and their boards of directors
to understand community needs in setting mission and pﬁorities, optimizing performance,
and moni‘toring effectiveness. It also aligns with research (Brown, 2007; Callén e¥ al.,
2009; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009) and the literature in Laughlin and Andringa (2007),
regarding roles and responsibilities of boards of directors for nonprofit organiéations.

With regard to the current study, the contextual, analytical, and strategic
dimensions of board competency outlined in Jackson and Holland’s (1998) BSAQ, which
were used in the study of SO chapters, support the need for boards to understand the
environment and community needs as suggested by Eschenfelder (2010). These concepts
are underscored by the contingency theory, which asserts that governance structures and
board activities should be adapted to changes and contingencies in the internal and
external environments (Bradshaw, 2009; Brown & Guo, 2010). Finally, Eschenfelder

(2010) highlights the need for nonprofits to effectively manage finances while also
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delivering programs in line with their mission — a component of the current research. This
is further heightened amid the economic downturn, which has resulted in an increasing
need for human services and reduced level of resources to meet those needs.

Views of the nonprofit sector. Based on the theoretical assertion of Herman and
Renz (2008) — that the effectiveness of nonprofit organizations 'is defined by the
perceptions multiple stakeholders and observers — views of the nonpublic sector itself
should be considered. The stakeholders have multidimensional views that include a
variety of performance success factors, including financial and non-financial information
(Henﬁan & Renz). The concept is underscored by Williams and Taylor (2012), who
assert that defining accountability and the attainment of specific goals of nonprofit
organizations may vary among the constituents and stakeholders of the nonprofit
organization. The research conducted by Bfov(m and Guo (2010) of 677 community
foundations concluded that b(;th internal and external forces influenced roles of boards,
and ﬁlthnately their effectiveness. Examples include: (a) nonprofits facing resource
constraints would more likely emphasize fundraiéing, and (b) organizations operating in
complex external environments tended to prioritize strategy-setting activities (Brown &
Guo, 2010). Brown and Guo’s (2010) research provides insight to relationships between
board effectiveness and financial pérformance — the key area of focus for foundations and -
private donors (Eschenfelder, 2010; Keller, 2010, Purdy & Lawless, 2012; Vaughan,
2010). The current research extends beyond measures of financial performance —
exploring how board practices relate to the delivery of nonprofit programs in SO
chapters, as well as how board members balance priorities to improve multiple measures

of nonprofit performance.
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Board effectiveness and organizational performance: Stakeholder views. There
are views that underscore the benefits of research that go beyond the perceptions of board
members may, in part, reflect the nature of nonprofit organizations (Herman & Renz,
2008; Laughlin & Andringa, 2007). Specifically, nonprofit organizations have objectives
beyond those of for-proﬁt organizations, which seek to provide financial returns to |
owners and shareholders (Epstein & McFarlan, 2011; Laughlin & Andringa, 2007).

'Herman and Renz (2008) prqvide a theoretical assertion in their research that the
effectiveness of nonprofit organizations is, among other things, a social construction that
is defined by the perceptions multiple stakeholders and observers. The stakeholders have
multidimensional views, which may include wide variety of performance success factors

" including financial and non-financial information. As such, the authors suggest that it is -

important to differentiate organizational effectiveness measures based on stakeholder
views and the actual financial performance and program effectiveness that reflect the

underlying mission of the organization (Herman & Renz, 2008; Lecy et al., 2012;

Tuckman & Chang, 1991).

For example, Bradshaw (2009) investigated nonprofit board practicés relative to
multiple theories and vaﬁous organizational factors. The author asserted that board
practices are most effective when they are uniquely tailored to the needs of the nonprofit
organization (Bradshaw, 2009). Yet conclusions could be limited if based on board
members’ perceptions of the effectiveness of board practices, rather than on thé
effectiveness of nonprofit organizations themselves (Bradshaw, 2009; Herman & Renz,
2008). In a separate study, the research of Brown (2007) focused on evaluating the

impacts that board recruitment, orientation, and training have on the competency of board
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members and efféctiveness of boards of directors. Similar to Bradshaw’s (2009) research,
Brown’s (2007) conclusions regarding the competency of board members and the
, effectiveness of boérds are based on the perceptions of board members, rather than more
specific measureé. of nonproﬁf organizational performance, such as financial performance
. or program delivery. The impact that gender differences have on board practices and
board effectiveness has also been studied, with conclusions based on board members’
perceptions on the effectiveness of board practices (Nielsen & Huse, 2010).

While these types of studies can be useful in researching the effecti\;eness of
boards and their individual directors, the studies fall short of the potential to understand
relationships between the effectiveness‘of nonprofit boards and both financial
performance and program délivery. The desire to understand linkages Between the
effectivenessnof nonprofit board practices and the performance of nonprofit organizations
has led to research involving additional measures of financial performance and program
delivery capabilities.

Nonprofit boards are responsible for ensuring the adequacy of resources and
monitoring the effectiv¢ness of programs (Brown & Guo, 2010; Laughlin & Andringa,
2007; Lecy et al., 2012; Marx & Davis, 2012), W'hich‘are affirmed by the resource
depe;ldency and agency theories. Research has continued to focus on exploring the
effectiveness of nbnproﬁt boards, relative to both theories, by measuring either the
financial 'performance (Brown & Guo, 2010; Callen et al., 2010) or the delivery of
mission-based programs of nonprofit organizations (Gazley et al., 201.0; Jiang et al.,
2009). Seldom does research analyze quantitatively how board practices relate to both

financial performance and program delivery of nonprofit organizations. The current
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‘research was designed to address this gap by investigating relationships among a broader
array of organizational performance measures — by quantitatively identifying how board
effectiveness relate to both financial and program delivery measures simultaneously. To
provide additional insight to understanding the effectiveness of nonprofit boards and the
application of fheory, the study was also designed to qualitatively explore how SO
chapter board members balance and prioritize objectives to simultaneously improve
financial and non-financial measures.

Board effectiveness and nonprofit financial performance. Assessments of
nonprofit board effectiveness in the literature are often based on subjective data, such as
perceptions of how well boards of directors function or nonprofit organizations operate,
which may limit their effectiveness (Bradshaw, 2009; Brown, 2007; Jackson & Holland,
1998; Nielsen & Huse, 2010). Perceived limitatioﬁs of research conclusions based on
subjective views of nonprofit board members or stakeholders led Jackson and Holland |
(1998) to dev_elbp the BSAQ to provide a valid, reliable, and sensitive tool for assessing
nonprofit boards. The BSAQ was designed to help assess the overall effectiveness of
board practices, although it can also be used to evaluate six distinct dimensions of board
competency, including: contextual, educational, interpersonal, analytical, political, and
strategic dimensions (Jackson & Holland, 1998).

Development of the BSAQ. Although the initial research dates to 1998, the
foundational research resulted in the development of the BSAQ (Jackson & Holland,
1998) that others have continued to use more recently (Hopkins et al., 2007; McDonagh,
2006; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). The BSAQ was designeoi to assess board pérformance

overall and among six dimensions of competency that reflect highly effective boards
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(Jackson & Holland, 1998). The dimensions of board competency include: contextual,
-educational, interpersonal, analytical, political, and strategic dimensions (Jackson &
Holland, 1998). The dimensions of board competency are further defined by Jackson and
Holland (1998) as:

e Contextual: The board understands and takes into account the culture, norms, and
values of the organization it governs. '

e Educational: The board takes the necessary steps to ensuré that members are well
informed about the organization and the professions working there as well as the
board’s own roles, responsibilities, and performance.

o Interpersonal: The board nurtures the development of its members as a group,
attends to the board’s collective welfare, and fosters a sense of cohesiveness.

e Analytical: The board recognizes complexities and subtleties in the issues it faces,
and it draws on the multiple perspectives to dissect complex problems and to
synthesize appropriate responses.

e Political: The board accepts as one of its primary responsibilities the need to
develop and maintain healthy relationships among all key constituencies.

e Strategic: The board envisions and shapes institutional direction and helps to
ensure a strategic approach to the organization’s future. (p. 160)

Using the resource dependency and agency theories as a basis for research, the
BSAQ has continued to be used by other resea;chers to investigate rg:lationshil)‘s between
nonprofit board effectiveness and financial performance (Brown, 2005; Hodge & Piccolo,
2012; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). The research has also affirmed the BSAQ’s usefulness,

reliability, and validity as a means of assessing board effectiveness (Brown, 2005; Hodge
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& Piccolo, 2012; Hopkins et al., 2007; McDonagh, 2006; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). While
Jackson and Holland’s (1998) study was useful in this regard, it was not designed to
investigate hovs; board effectiveness may rélate to — or how boards may balance —
multiple measurements associated with nonprofit organizational performance as outlined
in the current research.

In assessing the strategic leadership of nonprofits, Phipps and Burbach (2010)
also address leadership concepts in six areas. Specifically, strategic leaders can influence
an organization’s: capacity to learn, ability fo change, agility to innovate, ability to
perform, and sustained focus on the organization’s mission (Phipps & Burbach, 2010).
The context of the organizaﬁon also impacts a strategic leader’s performaﬁce (Phipps &
Burbach, 2010). While the study by Phipps and Burbach (2010) relates directly to the
executive leaders of nonprofits, there are implicaﬁons regarding board activities and

.practices, as McDonagh (2006) and Mwenja and Lewis (2009) investigate dimensions of
organizational context, learning/educétion, and strategic focus, which also relate to areas
of stratégic Ieadership cited by Phipps and Burbach (2010). These studies are
conceptually aligned with evaluating specific dimensions of board competency as
advocated by Jackson and Holland (1998).

Alternative board assessment tools and techniques. Other tools and teéhniques
have been developed to assess the effectiveness of nonprofit boards of direcfors (Callen
et al., 2010; De Andrés-Aloﬂso, Azofrz_l-Palenzue‘la, & Romero-Merino, 2010; Gill,
Flynn, and Reissing, 2005; McDonagh, 2006). While considered an important

governance practice (Hannah, 2011), in some cases, the tools have not been statistically
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tested for validity and reliability and thus were not considered for use in the current
research.

The Governance Self-Assessment Checklist (GSAC). For example, Gill et al.
(2005) developed a GSAC that was based on a review of other boérd assessment tools.
The GSAC was developed with 144 sﬁrvey items in 12 areas that are assessed self-
assessed by board members using subjective scales (Gill et al., 2005). The authors
extended invitations to use the GSAC broadly to nonproﬁt_ organizations in Canada,
however, the number of invitations was not disclosed (Gill et al., 2005). In response, 32
nonprofit organizations agreed to participate, and valid 312 responses were obtained from
Zél board members and 31 executive directors (Gill et al., 2005).

The GSAC was used to identify strengths and weaknesses in organizational
governance, help educate board members about effective governance, and improve board
practices (Gill et al., 2005). Both the content and structure of the GSAC share many
similarities with the BSAQ (Jackson & Holland, 1998), as the tools are statistically
proven to be valid, reliable, and aligned with effective bo.ard practices outlined by
Laughlin and Andringa (2007). The results of the study indicated that GSAC was
effective at identifying and discriminating between strong and weak aspects of board
activities and effectiveness. The study has limitations, however, in that the number of
organizations was relatively small and the 32 organizations were all from Canada and
voluntarily chose to participate, which could result in selection bias.

While the GSAC fepresents a valid research tool and aligns well with the BSAQ,
it is a lengthy tool of 144 questions, more than twice the length of the BSAQ’s 65

questions. This may be necessary as, unlike the BSAQ, the GSAC was also designed to
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be an educational tool to inform participating respondents. Thé factors within the GSAC
are relevant for researching the effectiveness of nonprofit boards. However, the length of
the GSAC could negatively impact response rates of the research, given the busy
schedules and time constraints faced by many board members and éhief executives of
nonprofit organizations (Laughlin & Andringa, 2007). Because the BSAQ and GSAC
share many similarities in content and structure, and there is no purpose to directly
educate individual survey respondents in the study, thg BSAQ was identified as the
preferréd tool for the resgarch. .

Additional survey tools. Other research involving the development of customized
surveys. has been conducted to assess board effectiveness, including the correlation of
results to nonprofit financial performance. However, the validity, reliability, and
sensitivity of the tools have not been statistically tested. As a result, the tools were not
. considered for use in the current research. For example, Callen et al. (2010) developed a
survéy to investigate resource development and board monitoring for nonprofit
organizations in New York, and correlate those results to financial data. The authors
confirm hypotheses that board monitoring practices (i.e., the agency theory) are more
likely to‘be effective for stable organizations, and efforts to collect resources (i.e., the
resource dependency theory) are more effective for less stable organizations (Callen et
al., 2010). '

Surveys were also used by McDonagh (2006) in researching the relationship of
board effectiveness to the organizational effectiveness of hospitals. While the study

demonstrated that higher performing boards had better financial performance (e.g.,

profitability, lower expenses), the research has limitations in focusing only on healthcare
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induétry ﬁngncial performance, and not the effectiveness of programs (e.g., quality of
healthcare, risk-adjusted mortality rates).

Subjective quantitative assessments. Additional studies have involved the use of
uniquely tailored quantitative analyses of measures involving board characteristics and
practices, as well as the financial performance of nonprofit organizations. In the context
of both the agency and resource dépendency theories, De Andrés-Alonso et al. (2010)
investigate the extent that nonprofit board characteristics influence organizational
performance »in Spain. De Andrés-Alonso et al. study nonprofit Spanish foundations, |
which raise revenue from both public and private resources to help advance their
respective missions. The researchers draw a sample to quantitatively investigate
demographic characteristics of boards (e.g., age, experience on other boards, executives,
expeﬂs in fundraising). Of an estimated 645 nonprofit foundations in Spain, De Andrés-
Alonso et al. conducted a survey and reqeived 119 (18%) complete responses. They
gained insight regarding organizational relationships and decision-making processes,
while also assessing the nonprofits’ ability to advance their rﬁissidns at minimal costs
using various financial ratios, such as the percentage of revenues that are dedicated to
programs (De Andrés-Alonso et al.).

The authors conclude their primary research by asserting that board size aﬂd
independence do not influence organizational financial performance significantly; rather,
board members’ knowledge, ex;)erience, and active participation in decision-making
impact nonprofit performance (De Andrés-Alonso et al., 2010). The study has limitations
in focusing primarily on financial measures to assess organizational perfonnaﬁce De

Andrés-Alonso et al.). However, the article was relevant to the current study, as the.
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dimensions of board competency outlined by Jackson and Holland (1998) in the BSAQ
include elements of the collective I;nowledge, experience, and active participation in
decision-making among boards.

Using a unique approach for reviewing the activities and practices of boards of
directors, Kirk and Beth Nolan (2010) explored relationships between the mission
statements of nonprofit organizations and the respective financial performance. The
approach was based on the authors’ assertion that mission statements can guide and
improve financial performance (Kirk & Beth Nolan, 2010). Mission statements provide a
framework for decision making within organizations, while guiding the construct of
communications with external stakeholders and donors outside the orgahization. The
researchers limited their study to women’s rights organizations as reported in annual
filings to the IRS (Kirk & Beth Nolan, 2016). The approach yielded a sample size of 138
organizatiens, from which various mathematical ratios were calculated to assess the
financial efficiency and performance of fundraising for the organizations. Kirk and Beth
Nolan (2010) used annual IRS Form 990 filings (IRS, 2010) as a source of the financial
data in the research. The researchers conclude that nonprofit mission statements with
concentrated geographic focus had lower overhead, while mission statements with large
groups of targeted beneﬁciaries received relatively higher contributions from donors
(Kirk & Beth Nolan, 2010).

Overall, the statistical relationships in this primary research were weak and thus
raised some question regarding the importance of mission statements (Kirk & Beth
Nolan, 2010). Nevertheless, the study is relevant for considering alternative techniques to

test relationships between board praetices to set mission statements and the financial
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performance that helps to sustain the organizations. Other limitations are a result of the
research being restricted to a single type of nonprofit, and the narrow dimension of
organizational performance being restricted to financial measures only. The authors
recognized the need for more multidimensional methods of assessing organizational
performance (Kirk & Beth Nolan). The current study is designed to broaden the
assessment of organizational performance measures by including vmeasurements for both
financial performance and the delivery progranis in SO chapters.

Financial performance measureménts. Annual filings that nonprofit
organizations are required to file with the IRS are often used to identify and assess
ﬁnancial measures among nonproﬁ;s, which may have very diverse missions and
measures of success (Brown, 2005). The review of relationships between board practices
and the financial performance of nonprofit organizations using IRS filings is a common
and valid technique for evaluating boards of directors (Callen et al., 2010; Mwenja &
Lewis, 2009). However, within the literature, there is a lack of consensus regarding
which specific measures may best reflect the financial performance of nonprofit
organizations (Brown, 2005; Callen et al., 2010; Doherty & Hoye, 2011; Kirk & Nolan
2010; McDonagh; 2006; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009).

Tuckman and Chang (1991) conducted foundational research to develop a model
that assesses the financial vulnerability of nonprofit organizations, based on threats to |
funding sources and increased demands for services during times of economic stress. The
FVI reflects the risk of cuts in programs and services in the event of a financial shock,
such as the current economié slowdown. The FVI is composed of four vulnerability

criteria: equity balances, revenue concentration, administrative costs, and operating
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margins, and is designed to consider the relative vulnerability of nonprofit organizations
within their segment of the nonprofit sector (e.g., religious, health care, education).
Financial data to complete the FVI were obtained from annual tax filings via IRS Form
990 (Tuckman & Chang, 1991). The FVI model provides a more comprehensive measure
of a nonprofit organization’s fmanciél condition, performance, and vulnerability than a
single measure of financial performance (Cordery & Baskerville, 2010; Hodge &
Piccolo, 2012; Tuckman & Chang, 1991).

Tuckman and Chang (1991) aéserted that eqﬁity balances (e.g., assets minus
liabilities) can serve as collateral to borrow funds or can be converted to cash to replace
revenues. Revenue concentration reflects the reduced risk that can result from
~ diversifying revenue sources. High administrative costs can help nonprofits that have
greater opportunity to cut back on internal expenses without negatively impacting
programs. Operating margins (e.g., revenues minus expenditures) can provide surplus
cash flows ini the event of short-term revenue shortfalls. The model was developed based
on a sample of 4,730 charitable nonprofit organizations that covered several segments of
the nonprofit sector. Financial data to complete the FVI were obtained from annual tax
filings via IRS Form 990. | |

Within the literature, there continues to be a lack of consensus regarding which
specific measures may best reflect the financial performance of nonprofit organizations
(Brown, 2005; Callen et al., 2010; Hodge & Piccolo, 2012; Kirk & Nolan 2010;
McDonagh; 2006; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009), and most of the research considers only
elements of the financial measures that comprise the FVI. As such, it was advantageous

to use the FVI in the current study because it reflected a composite view of a nonprofit
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organization’s financial condition, fundraising capabilities, and expense management.
Further, the FVI reflects the risk of cuts in programs and services in the event of a
financial shock, which makes in quite relevant to use during the current economic
slowdown (Hodge & Piccolo, 2012; Tu-ckmén & Chang, 1991).

Cited as pioneering work, Hager (2001) reviewed the FVI model (Tuckman &
Chang, 1991) relative to various arts organizations to assess the validity and reliability of
the FVI. By correlating results for the entire-sample of arts organizations as well as sub-
groups such as visual arts organizations, museums, performing arts centers, dance
organizations, theatres, music, and other groups, Hager (2001) affirmed the FVI model’s
financial components to for different types of nonprofit arts organizations. Distinct
differences exist in varying types of nonprofit organizations (Cordery & Baskerville,
2010? Hager, 2001, Tﬁckman & Chang, 1991), whic;h aligﬁed with Hager’s (2001)
conclusion that the FVI was more effective as a tool within each segment of thevnonproﬁt
sector, rather thaﬁ across all types of nonprofit orgénizations. Because the FVI was
applied to a common nonprofit oréanization across SO chapters in the United States, such
multi-sector differences are not relevant.

More recently, Cordery and Baskerville (2010) have affirmed the FVI model in
research of financial vulnerability among different types of amateur sports clubs in New
Zealand. The researchers underscored the need to consider the diversity of the nonprofit
sector when evaluating performance, as financial vulnerability can Vary across different
types of sports organizations due to varying characteristics and accounting structures of
different amateur sports structures (Cordery & Baskerville, 2010). While less valuable

when compared across an array of varying types of nonprofit organizations, the FVI
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provides a more consistent measure for organizations within common segments of the
nonprofit sector with shared characteristics (Cordery & Baskerville, 2010). This is also
the case for the study of SO chépters, which operate in a common segment in the
nonprofit éector ~ in fact, it 1s a common organization that shares a single mission,
étrategic plan, and set of operating rules (SO Official General Rules, 2010; SO Strategic
Plan, 2010). As such, the FVI1 is an appropriate and valuable tool for comprehensively
measuring SO chapters’ ﬁnancial ‘condition and performance.

Further, drawing on a study of 112 nonprofit organizations in central Florida,
Hodge and Piccolo (2012) examined rel‘ationships among three areas of interest: board
effectiveness, private phiianthropy, and ﬁnancial vulnerability, including the use of the
BSAQ and FVI measurements. Research results suggested that nonprofit board
effectiveness is related to financial performance measures in a significant way, and
affirmed the use of the FVI as an effective measurement of financial performance (Hodge
& Piécolo, 2012). The authors identified a clear link between board effectiveness and the
overall financial health of a nonprofit organization (Hodge & Piccolo, 2'012).
Specifically, wﬁen boards were perceived as effective along six dimensions of board
competency, the nonprofit organizations were less vulnerable to interruptions in funding
or catastrophic changes in the economic landscape (Hodge & Piccolo, 2012).

Other research has been completed to compare models that forecast bankruptcy |
filings within the corporate sector (Keating, Fischer, Gordon, & Greenlee, 2005). The
authors compare tools developed by Altman (1968) and Ohlson (1980) with the FVI
model that was developed by Tuckman and Chang (1991) for the nonprofit sector

(Keating et al., 2005). The Ohlson corporate financial vulnerability model had higher
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explanatory power than either Tuckman and Chang's or Altman's in predicting financial
vulnerability (Keating et al.., 2005); however, the conclusion was drawn at an aggregate
level across all nonprofit organization types, rather than within types or segments (e.g., .
education, health care, arts). Tuckman and Chang (1991) developed the FVI model for
nonprofit organizations on a relative basis within sector segments, making it a more
appropriate tool for assessing financial performance among SO chapters that are within a
common nonprofit sector. Furthermore, the FVI represents a tool that was specifically
designed for the nonprofit sector, which has different accounting rules from the corporate
for-profit sector (Tuckman & Chang, 1991) and thus made the FVI more appropriate to
use for the current study. |
In addition, Keaﬁng et al. (2005) proposed an alternative model to assess the
-financial vuinerability of nonprofit organizations. Specifically, additional variables were
considered to represent commercial types of activity that may geﬁerate revenues and the
sufficiency of endowments (Keating et al., 2005). Because SO does not engage in
-cémmerciai activities to generate revenue, such as program fees, commercial sales of
goods and services, (SO Official General Rules, 2010) and endowment balances are
considered m the FVI equity balance calculations for SO, the additional factors are not
relevant for the current research study. As such, the FVI model was the most appropriate
means of asseséihg the financial performance of the SO chapter organizations.
Expanding research bej’ond financial performance measures. While the
research can be useful in understanding relationships between effective board practices
and the financial performance of nonprofit oréanizations, the studies do not incorporéte

other non-financial measures of organizational performance. Within the nonprofit sector,
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universally accepted measures of success are difficult to identify (Brown, 2005; Herman
& Renz, 2008) given the broad diversity in the types of nonprofit organizations that exist
and their varying missions and goals. Because nonprofit boards are responsible for '
monitoring the effectiveness of programs (Brown & Guo, 2010; Laughlin & Andringa,
2007) in line with the agency thedry, there are benefits to expanding research to also -
include the delivery of mission-based programs (Gazley et al., 2010; Jiang et al., 2009).
There is a continuing need for research to expand knowledge of theory and more fully
understand relationships between the effectiveness of nonprofit boards of direcfors and
organizational performance (Bradshaw, 2009; Baruch & Ramalho, 2006; Herman &
Renz, 2008; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009; Vaughan, 2010; Williams, 2010), using both
financial and npn-ﬁnancial measures.

Board effectiveness and the delivery of programs. Nonprofit organizations are
taking on an increasing share of society's work and face increasing pressure from
stakeholders to show results in achieving their stated missions (Bradach et al., 2008).
However, many studies of nonprofit board effectiveness rely heavily on evaluations of
nonprofit financial performance, given the lack of a common measure to reflect program-
related performance across the numerous types of nonprofit organizations (Brown, 2005;
Callen et al., 2010; Herman & Renz, 2008; Jackson & Holland, 1998; Mwenja & Lewis,
2009). Unlike for-profit companies where organizational performance can be measured
across many organizations relative to financial performance, the nonprofit sector has a
broad array of missions and very diverse goals (Callen et al., 2010; Epstein & McFarlan,

2011; Herman & Renz, 2008; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). Therefore, nonprofit objectives
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can be difficult to measure and may be measured differently by various stakeholders
(Herman & Renz, 2008).

Furthermore, focusing on relationships between board effectiveness and financial
performance alone can limit the boundaries of research if broader measures of
organizational effectiveness are not considered when evaluating nonprofit boards (Callen
et al., 2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). This was confirmed by Herman and Renz (2008),
whp present several theses and conclusions regarding the effectiveness of nonprofit
organizations in a theoretical paper, and suggested that further research be performed
regarding the effectiveness of nonprofit organizations. Herman and Renz (2008) asserted
that organizational effectiveness is (a) related to board effectiveness; (b) comparative in
nature — relative to previous performance or other comparable organizations; (c) a social
construction ~ defined by multiple stakeholders and observers; (d) multidimensional —
including financial and non-financial organizational data. Herman and Renz (2008)
suggest it is useful to distinguish among organization typés, given the wide variety of
nonprofits that exist. Their final conclusion is that it is important to differentiate
organizational effectiveness} — the organization as an entity that most studies assess, from
program effectiveness — the underlying mission of the 6rganization (Herman & Renz,
2008). Researchers have begun to.push beyond the traditional financial measures that are
frequently used in research to focus increasingly on the delivery of mission-based
programs of nonprofit organizations (Gazley et al., 2010; Jiang et al., 2009).

Board practices and the delivery of programs. To build knowledge regarding the
relationship between board practices and the delivery of mission-based programs, Jiang et

al. (2009) investigated these relationships in lime with the underlying mission of a single
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type of nonprofit organization: hospitals. The authors reviewed efforts of hospital
governing boards that sought to improve their oversight of the quality of healthcare, as
measured by performance in healthcare delivery procesées and risk-adjusted mortality
rates.

The focus on quality in hospitals stems from legal, regulatdry, and accreditation
standards that place legal responsibility for program quality on the board of directors
(Jiang et al., 2009). The authors found that the effectiveness of board practices, such as
the use of quality committees, correlated with better performance in healthcare delivery
and lqwer patient mortality rates. While relationships between board effectiveness a\md
program delivery were identified amid legal responsibilities to oversee program quality,
the financial performance of hospitals was not investigated as part of the research (Jiang
et al., 2009).

Based on a previous survey of 3,800 hospitals conducted by The Governance
Institute in May 2006, data were reviewed bésed on the responses of 490 responding -
hospital presidents and chief executive officers (Jiang et al., 2009). The quality of
healthcare was measured by performance in healthcare delivery processes and risk-
adjusted mortality rates, aﬁd J iang et al. fouﬁd that several board practices were
correlated with better performance in healthcare delivery and mortality rates. The board
practices associated with improved performance included: having a board quality
committee, developing strategic goals to improve quality, helping to establish quality as
an objective, and addressing quality at full béard meetings (Jiang et al.). Good practices
also included monitoring performance relative to national quality benchmarks and linking

executive performance evaluations to quality-related measures, and those organizations
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1

with physicians on board quality committees achieved evén higher measures of quality
performance (Jiang et al.).

Although the secondary research of Jiang et ‘al. (2009) focuses on a single
industry, it is useful in exploring relationships between board practices and the delivery
of programs by nonprofit organizations; however, the study does not incorporate financial
measures of performance. In contrast, much of the research on nonprofit board
effectiveness in the literature tends to focus on relationships of board activities and
financial performanée. The research is relevant as it aligns with aspects of the current
research in exploring relationships betvx;een the effectiveness of SO chapter boards and
the delivery of programs, although financial performance of SO chapter boards was also
be explbred.

Similarly, Bradach et al. (2008) cite the success of nonp’roﬁt' family centers in
employing a framework focused on clearly stating nonprofit missions, and evaluating
organizations based on achievements relative to those missions. Based on case studies of
more than 150 nonprofits with which the authors have worked, family centers that
revisited and clarified mission statements discontinued activities that were not aligned
with the specific outcomes outlined in their mission statement, and undertook new
initiatives that would better focus the nonprofit organization to achieve their stated goals
(Bradach et al.). While the research is not based on statistically based sampling
techniques (Bradach et al.), it provides insight on the importance of measuring and
improving the performance based on the missions of nonprofit organizations. The study

by Bradach et al. is important for understanding relationships of effective board practices
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(e.g., setting mission statements and monitoring results) and mission-oriented
performance metrics.

Nonprofit organizations including SO are highly dependent on the support and
assistance of volunteers to help deliver mission-based programs (Herman & Renz, 2008;
SO Strategic Plan, 2010). Accordingly, Studer and von Schnurbein (2012) examine the
literature of volunteers and volunteer management related to nonprofit organizations. The
qualitativé review was designed to survey organizational factors affecting volunteers, as
well as the recruitment, training, management, and retention of volunteers suppérting
nonprofit organizations (Studer & von Schnurbein, 2012). The authors systematically
reviewed and selectively coded the abstracts of 386 publications that were relevant to
volunteer coordination to identify key organizational constructs and additional areas of
research.. |

Three propositions were identiﬁed in the literature, which reflect that volunteer
engagement was influenced by (a) nonprofit instruments and techniques of volunteer
management, (b) organizational attitude toward volunteers, and (c) the structural features
that define the scope and approach of volunteer coordination (Studer & von Schnurbein,
2012). While the authors did not conduct empirical testing, they noted that studies
generally focused on the volunteers themsélves — few examined organizational methods
and constructs, or the organizations themselves, and only a limited number included
quantitative methods (Studer & von Schnurbéin, 2012). The authors called for more
empirical research involving quantitative methods as well as studies that may investigate
tradeoffs among the various nonprofits’ organizational needs or the needs of the

volunteers (Studer & von Schnurbein, 2012). Although the current research was not
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designed to investigate the interests and needs of volunteers, the design does help build

knowledge regarding the application of theory and éhe linkages between board practices

and the desired growth of SO voluﬁteers (SO Strategic Plan, 2010).

Board characteristics and the delivery of programs. Similar research has been

. performed linking board characteristics and the effectiveness of board practices to the
delivery_ of programs and services in community mediation centers (Gézley et al., 2010).
Researchers have hypothesized that board diversity and the representativeness of
stakeholders can impact the organizaﬁonal performance of community mediation ceﬁters

| (Gazley et al., 2010). The composition of nonprofit Boards of directors can often feﬂect
those who can secure financial support for the organization, which can lead boards to
focus on financial performance father than the delivery of mission-based programs
(Keller, 2010). Nonprofit boards can benefit by having a balanced composition that
reflects the organizations (Keller, 2010). In liné with this concept, Gazley et al. (2010)
conducted surveys to investigate the demographic characteristics of boards of directors
(e.g., gender, racial/ethnic, stakeholder diversity).

In their study of community mgdiation centers, Gazley etal. (2010) drew a
sample from a population of 392 community mediation centers from across the United
States that were current or eligible members of the National Association for Community
Mediation and received 174 (44%) responses. The researchers obtained quantitative
measures of orgahizational performance relétive to social cases opened, cases settled,
budget siie, apd other factors relative to the delivery of mission-based services of
community mediation centers (Gazley et al.). In their primary res_earch, the authors found

that board diversity and representativeness led to more cases being opened and settled,
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and relatively larger budgets and scopes of service provided by the community mediation
centers (Gazley et al., 2010). While there was a positive association between the diversity
of stakeholder representation on boards and some of the organizational accomplishments,
Gazley et al. concluded that there was no clear association between racial/ethnic or
gender diversity. |

The study provides insight on how board diversity and representativeness of
stakeholders can impact the delivery of mission-based programs and services of
community mediation centers (Gazley et al., 2010). Measures of gender or racial/ethnic.
diversity were more easily quantified, yet precise measures of stakeholder
representativeness were less quantitative, and more subjective of board members (Gazley
ét al., 2010). While the research of Gazley et al. may have limitations focusing primarily
on a single service industry, the study identifies relationships between board |
. characteristics and the delivery of programs to assess organizational performance. The
current study expanded research of board practices by correlating factors of board
effectiveness to both financial performance and program delivefy nonprofit SO chapter
boards simultaneously. |

Similar to the study by Jiang et al. (2009), Gazley et al. (2010) did not explore
how board effectiveness c‘ould.impact the financial performance of community mediation
centers. Nonprofit boards of directors are facing increased difficulty in discharging their
responsibilities and there is an emerging need for nonprofit organizations to improve both
financial performance and program delivery capability. Accordingly, there is a need for
more empirical research to investigate quantitatively how board effectiveness is

explained by the-resource dependency and agency theories, (Bradshaw, 2009; Herman &



82

Renz, 2008; Vaughan, 2010; Williams, 2010). This is particularly relevant at
organizations, including SO, that pursue objectives to simultaneously improve financial
performance and program delivery (SO Strategic Plan, 2010).

Need for additional research on board effectiveness. There are multiple
theories in the literature that relate nonprofit board practices and effectiveness to both
financial performance and program délivery (Brown & Guo, 2010; Callen et al., 2010;
Miller-Millesen, 2003). Despite the extent of theory-based literature, there has been little
empirical research to analyze quantitatively how nonprofit board practices may

.simultaneously relate to both financial performance and program delivery relative to the
resource dependency and agency theqn'es. There is a need for more empirical research .to
investigate quantitatively how board effectiveness is explained by the resource
depeﬁdency and agency theories, including the use of broader measures of nonprofit
organizational performance (Bradshaw, 2009; Baruch & Ramalho, 2006; Herman &
Renz, 2008; Lecy et al., 2012; Mwenja & Lewis, 2.009; Studer & von Schnurbein, 2012;
Vaughan, 2010; Williams, 2010). Consequently, there are benefits of conducting the
quantitative research to analyze the concurrent relationships between effective board
practices and organizational performance using both financial and non-financial
measures. The current research helped to address this gap.

Furthermore, the understanding of how board effectiveness leads to the desired
outcomes of nonprofit organizations remains elusive (Hermém & Renz, 2008; Lecy et al.,
2012). Identifying those board practices that lead to board effectiveness and ultimately
the achievement of nonprofit missions may vary over time as the environment and

expectations of stakeholdefs evolve (Herman & Renz, 2008; Miller-Millesen, 2003). A
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more complete understanding involves a multi-dimensional measure of organizational
performance and deeper insight to processes that influence board effectiveness (Herman
& Renz, 2008; Lecy et al., 2012; McDonagh, 2006; Miller-Millesen, 2003), including
board trade-offs among measures of performance (Studer & von Schnurbein, 2012). The
current research was designed to exp}ore how SO chapter board members balance and
prioritize objectives to simultaneously improve financial and non-financial measures.
Theoretical drivers for more research. Research related to the effectiveness of
nonprofit boards has been extensive, yet there are opportunities to expand knowledge
further with respect to both the resource dependency and agency theories. In their
research, Herman and Renz (2008) explored the effectiveness of nonprofit organizations
and presented nine theses and conclusions. The authors asserted that nonprofit
effectiveness is (a) comparative in nature — relative to performance of other organizations
and (b) multidimensional — including financial and non-financial data (Herman & Renz,
2008; Lecy et al., 2012). Organizational effectiveness is also related to (c) board
effectiveness — but how is not fully clear, and (d) good management practices, yet is (e) a
social construction that is defined by each stakeholder (Herman &-Renz, 2008). Also,
Herman and Renz (2008) assert that (f) there unlikely to be best practices that can be
prescribed for all nonprofits, which Lecy et al. (2012) affirm in their research, (g)
perceived organizational responsiveness is a relevant measure of effectiveness, and (h)
distinguishing among organizational types is useful, giveﬁ the wide variety of nonproﬁfs
that exist. Lastly, (1) it 1s important to differentiate organizational effectiveness — the
organization as an entity that most studies assess, from program effectiveness — the

underlying mission (Herman & Renz, 2008; Lecy et al., 2012).
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Nonprofit boards are responéible for ensuring the adeqﬁacy of resources provided
to organizations and monitoring management to advance their respective missions
(Brown & Guo, 2010; Laughlin & Andringa, 2007) in line with the resource dependency
and agency theories. Therefore, there are benefits to expanding research to
simultaneously measure nonprofit financial and non-financial performance (Brown &
Guo, 2010; Callen et ai., 2010). The nine theses (Herman & Renz, 2008) provide relevant
foundations for researching relationships between effective practices for nonprofit boards .
of directors, and measurements for both financial performance (e.g., the resource
dependency theory) énd delivery of nonprofit programs (e.g., the agency theory). The
current research addressed the application of theory while addressing gaps that reflect the
need to broaden the use of measurements for nonprofit 6rganizational performance
(Bradshaw, 2009; Herman & Renz, 2008; Lecy et al., 2012; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009,
St@der & von Sichnurbein, 2012). The current study is also designed to address continuing
needs to investigate those board processes that contribute to nonprofit board effectiveness
(Herman & Renz, 2008; Lecy et bal., 2012; Miller-Millesen, 2003), while exploring how
board members make trade-offs to prioritize and balance the pursuit to improve various
measures of organizational performance (McDonagh, 2006; Studer & von Schnurbein,
2012). The current reéearch was designed to ¢xplore how SO chapter board members
balance and prioritize objectives to simultaneously improve financial and non-financial
measures relative to the resburce dependency and agency theories — while also addressing
the research problem, questions, and hypotheses. 4

Empirical drivers for more ‘rese_arch. There are several possible reasons why

empirical research has not investigated quantitatively how effective board practices may
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relate to both the financial performance and program delivery of nonprofit organizations.
First, research of nonprofit boards in -the literature are often based on subjective data or
limited to theoretical assessments, as nonproﬁt board or program effectivéness can be
considered a social construction that varies based upon the constituent’s point of view
(Bradshaw, 2009; Brown, 2007; Herman & Renz, 2008; Jackson & Holland, 1998;
Nielsen & Huse, 2010). Criteria for board or program effectiveness may be defined véry
differently by board members, management, donors, volunteers, and beneficiaries
(Herman & Renz, 2008).

Second, many studies of nonprofit board effectiveness rely heavily on the
evaluation of organizational financial performance, given the lack of a common measure
of program-relatgd performance across the numerous types of nonprofit organizations
(Brown, 2005, 2007; Callen et al.a 2010; Herman & Renz, 2008; Jackson & Holland,
1998; Lecy et al., 2012; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). >Third, in other research of nonprofit
board effectiveness, assessments that are based on nonprofits’ delivery éf mission-based
programs often reflect the organizational obj'ectives to attain public funding or
accreditatién within segments of the nonproﬁt‘ sector, such as hospitals or community
centers (Gazley et al., 2010; Jiang et al., 2009; Lecy et al,, 2012)v. In such céées, the
research may concentrate more on measures for program delivery, rather than a
combinatién of financial and non-financial perforrhance measureé (Gazley et al., 2010;
Jiang et al., 2009). This may be attributable, in part, to the assertion that government
agencies that provide funding to these nonprofit organizations often see the achievement

of stated goals as more important than financial performance (Vaughan, 2010).
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The approach for the current study addréssed the continuing need for research to
expand knowledge of theory and more fully understand relationships between the
effectiveness of nonprofit boards of directors and multiple measures of organizational
performance (Bradshaw, 2009; Baruch & Ramalho, 2006; Herman & Renz, 2008; Lecy
et al., 2012; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009; Vaughan, 2010; Williams, 2010) using both |
financial and non-financial measures. The api)roach of the study also addressed calls for
additional research regarding volunteer activities (Studer & von Schnurbein, 2012).
Influences that organizational practiées may have on volunteer management, and
specifically how practices of SO chapfer board members may influence the growth and '
retention of volunteers as well as other measures of organizational performance, can
develop knowledge for both theory and practice.

The approach for the current research was designed to provide new insights -
regarding nonprofit boards of directors relative to both the resource depéndency theory
using measures of financial performance, as well as the agency theory using measures of |
program delivery in SO chapters. The effectiveness of independently run nonprofit
boards of SO chapters was assessed relative to other nonprofit organizatipns that sharea
common mission (e.g., other SO chapters). The approach could help identify board
practices that were perceived to improve the effectiveness of nonprofit boards in -
achieving desired improvements in measures of financial performance and program
delivery (SO Strategic Plan, 2010). The approach helped eliminate variability in fesearch
results that could result from a study of nonprofit boards of organizations with varying

missions, objectives, and expected outcomes. The relationships between effective board
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practices and measures for both financial performance and the delivery of mission-based
programs were examined.

Practice-related drivers for more research. ’The need for the research is
accentuated as nonprofit organizations encounter shrinking revenues and increasing
demands for services, and boards of directors face greater difficulties in discharging their
duties (Eschenfelder, 2010; Vaughn, 2010). In the nonpfoﬁt sector, there is also a need to
demonstrate organizationai effectiveness in order to attracf financial resources and
advance its mission (Keller, 2010; Vaughan, 2010). During economic downturns,
expectations of nonprofits are heightened further as donors increase their focus on
identifying successful organizations that are worthy of financial support (Ridder et al.,
2012; Vaughan, 2010). Moreover, the need for understanding is uﬁderscored by the
concept that stakeholders of nonprofit organizations have multidimensional views, which
include wide variety of performance success factors, including both financial and non-
financial information (Herman & Renz, 2008; Lecy et al., 2012). )

As it relates to SO specifically, there is a need for SO chapter boards to improve
board effectiveness and both financial performance and program delivery capabilities, as
SO is encountering decreased funding levels and fewer volunteer coaches to support tile
delivery of programs (SO Strategic Plan, 2010). SOI has established goals to a:;celérate
fundraising and increase athlete rolls and coaches to improve organizational performance
(SO Strategic Plan, 2010). There is need for, and a lack of, formal research on the
effectiveness of SO chapter board activities and how board practices relate to the

~ financial performance and program effectiveness within each chapter. The lack of SO-

specific research and the benefits of conducting research were confirmed by R. Markey,
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SO’s Director of Organizational Development (R. Markey, personal communication,
March 17, 2011). Expanding the study with qualitative analyses focused on how board
members balance simultaneous to improve financial and program measures, the research
results that may help SO chapters to improve board effectiveness, strengthen financial
performance, and enhance the delivery of program (SO Strategic Plan, 2010).
Unaddressed trends of reduced funding and fewer volunteer coaches could jeopardize the
viability and sustainability of SOI, its mission, and its ability to serve SO athletes.
Summary |

Nonprofit boards are responsible for ensuring the adequacy of resources and
monitoring program effectiveness (Brown & Guo, 2010; Callen et al., 2010). The
resource dependency and agency theories affirm these responsibilities, yet research of
nonprofit boards have often been based on subjective data, limited to theoretical
assessments, or limited to evaluating either financial or non-financial pérformance
(Bradshaw, 2009; Baruch & Ramalho, 2006; Gazley et al., 2010; Herman & Renz, 2008;
Jiang et al., 2009; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009; Vaughan, 2010; Williams, 2010).
Furthermore, research that addresses financial measures alone may be attribut‘ed to
difficulties in identifying common program measures across numerous types of
nonprofits (Brown, 2007; Herman & Renz, 2008; Jackson & Holland, 1998). Research of
board effectiveness relative to program measurements pﬂen reflect needs for public
funding or accreditation (Gazley et al., 2010; Jiang et ai., 2009), as public agencies often
see programs as more important than financial perfonﬁance (Vaughan, 2010). Such
research approaches limit understanding of honproﬁt board effectiveness, as they do not

simultaneously consider measures of both financial performance and program delivery —
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beth cﬁtical to nonprofit organizations (Bradshaw, 2009; Herman & Renz, 2008; Lecy et
al., 2012; Studer & von Schnurbein, 2012; Vaughan, 2010).

There is a continuing need to expand knowledge and the application of theory by
more fully understanding relationships between the effectiveness of nonprofit boards of
directors and orgaﬁizational performance — using measurements of both financial
performance and non-financial measures such as the delivery of mission-based programs
(Bradshaw, 2009; Baruch & Ramalho, 2006; Herman & Renz, 2008; Lecy et al., 2012;
Mwenja & Lewis, 2009; Studer'& von Schnurbein, 2012; Vaughan, 2010; Williams,
2010). Authors have cited a need fof more quantitative studies to build upon previous
theoretical research (Herman & Renz, 2008; Lecy et al., 2012; Miller-Millesen, 2003) to
more fully understand how board effectiveness relates to various measures of
organizational performance (Bradshaw, 2009; Hodge & Piccolo, 2012; Lecy et al., 2012;
Vaughan, 2010). Qualitative research is also needed to build an understanding of how
board members balance simultaneous SO objectives to improve both financial and
progrdm delivery measures (Herman & Renz, 2008; Lecy et al., 2012; Miller-Millesen,
2003; Studer & von Schnurbein, 2012).

The need for research is heightened as nonprofit boards of directors face inereased
difficulty in discharging their responsibilities, as the nonprofit sector faces shrinking
revenues and increasing demands for services duying periods of economic contraction or
slow growth (Eschenfelder, 2010; Ridder et al., 2012; Vaughn, 2010). Several theories in
the literature provide a basis for the extensive research that has been done on nonprofit
boards.of directors (Callen et al., 2010; Herman & Renz, 2008; Jackson & Holland, 1998;

Miller-Millesen, 2003). The resource dependency and agency theories are among the
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most prevalent in the literature (Herman & Renz, 2008; Jackson & Holland, 1998; Miller-
Millesen, 2003) and provide the mdst suitable basis for the current research.

The criticality of assessing theoretical relationships of effective board practices
lies in balaﬁcing SO chapter objectives as ndnproﬁt organizations. Each chapter’s
primary role is to deliver programs (SO Strategic Plan, 2010), but must-also maintain
finances to sustain the organization to provide programs in the future (Hartarska &
Nadolnyak, 2012; Herman & Renz, 2008; Laughlin & Andringa, 2007). Yet SO chapter
boards were not fully providing adequéte resources and ménitoring management’s
delivery of mission-based programs in line with the resource dependency and agency
theories (SO Strategic Plan, 2010). As such, it is imperative to undgrstand how theories
of effective board practices concurrently relate to SO éhdpter financial performance and
program delivery, as well as how board members balance simultaneous objectivebs to
imbrove both the financial and program delivery measures of SO chapters. Such efforts
could help sustain SO and its ability to provide valued services to SO athletes.

This mixed method study builds upon and expands the existing theory by
simultaneously investigating relationships between effective board practices and
measures of nonprofit financial perforrﬁance and program delivery. By understanding
how effective nonprofit board practices concurrently relate to both financial performance
and program delivery ~ and how board members balance objectives to improve both
measures when SO has established simultaneous objectives to improve both — researchers
and pracfitioners can expand knowledge and theory. The study helps add to both the
resource dependency and agency theories by using the BSAQ (J ackson & Holland, 1998)

and expanding on proven research techniques to complete quantitative research in a new
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manner — to simultaneously investigate quantitative relationships between SO board
effectiveness and both financial performance and program delivery measurements, while
also conducting qualitative assessments of board priorities and practices. The additional
qualitativé research can enhance the depth of knowledge by understanding how board
members mgke trade-offs to balance SO objectives to impro‘ve ﬁna;lcial and program
delivery measures simultaneously. SO chapter board members can benefit by improving
board practices that maximize the effectiveness of chapter financial performance and
program delivery. Fiuthermore, unaddressed trends of reduced funding and fewer

coaches could jeopardize the sustainability of SO and its mission.
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Chapter 3: Research Method

Nonprofit boards of directors are responsible for ensuring the adequacy of
resources and monitoring the delivery of missioﬁ-based programs, as affirmed by the
resource dependency and agency theories (Bradshaw, 2009; Brown & Guo, 2010;
Herrﬁaﬁ & Renz, 2008). However, boards of directors are not coﬂsist,ehtly fulfilling these
responsibilities (Eschenfeider, 2010; Vaughan, 2010). The specific problem examined in -
the current study is that SO boards were not fully providing adequate resources and
monitoring management’s delivery of missién-based programs (SO Stratégic Plan, 2010)
in line with the resource dependency and agency theories, which could impair SO's
sustainability and its ability to provide valued services to athletes.

The purpose of this mixed method study was to evaluate SO chapfer board
effectiveness relative to multiple measures of organizational performance and explore
how board members balance and prioritize concurrent objectives to improve financial and
progfam—rélated performance measures in 52' SO chapters across the United States. If
boards do not reverse recent trends or are unable to provide adequate résources and
moﬁitor the delivery of programs (SO Strateg;‘c Plan, 2010), then the long-term
sustainability of SO and its mission could be at risk. Consequently, it is important to
understand how SO chapter board effectiveness relates to multiple measures of
organizational pérfdrmance simultaneously, and how board members balance the two
obj eétives to both provide financial resources and monitor the delivery of programs in 52
SO chapters across the United States. The study was conducted relative to botﬁ the

resource dependency and agency theories.
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Chapter 3 inclﬁdes a summary of the research metl;od and design of the study,
including the identification of the research participants. The instruments used in the study
are described, as well as the operational definition of variables. Data collection,
processing, and analysis procedures are outlined. Assumptions made in the methodology,
limitations, and delimitations are also summarizéd. The chapter concludes with the
ethical assurances taken in the research, including protections of participants‘in the study.

Based on the purpose of this mixed method study, several résearch questions and.
hypétheses were established. Collectively, they were designed to address the problem and
purpose that underlie the current study. The first three questions were addressed by the
quantitative component of the study and the remaining five questioﬁs were addressed via
the qualitative corﬂponent of the study.

Q1. To what extent, if any, is thereAa relatiohship between ovefall board
Aeffectiveness és measured by the BSAQ and the financial performance of the SO chapters
measured by the FVI?

Q2. To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between overall board
effectiveness as measured by the BSAQ and the program delivery of SO chapters
measured by the 12-month percentage changes in athlete rolls? |

Q3. To what extent, if any, is there a.relationship between overall board
effectiveness as measured by the BSAQ and the program delivery of SO chapters
measured by the 12-month percentage changes in volunteer coaches?

Q4. How do board members balance and prioritize three concurrent objectives to
improve financial performance, expand athlete rolls, and increase the number of coaches

in their SO chapters?
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Q5. What are the perceptions of board members regarding their boarZi’s actﬁal
ability to improve measures of financial perfofmance, expand athlete rolls, and increase
the number of coaches simultaneously in their SO chapters?

Q6. What specific actions do board membefs most commonly take to help
improve the financial performance measures for their SO chapter, relative to the six
dimensions of board competency?

Q7. What specific actions do board members most commonly take to help
achieve the growth of athlete rolls within their SO chapter, reiat_ive to the six dimensions
of board competency?

Q8. What specific actions do board members most éommonly take to help
achieve the growth of volunteer coaches within their SO chapter, relative to the six
dimensions of board competency?

The following hypotheses were developéd to address the first three research
questions — the quantitative component of the study.

H1,. There is no statistically-significant relationship between the overall board
competency measured by the BSAQ and the financial performance of SO chapters
measured by the FVL

H1, There is a statistically-significant relationship between the overall board
competency measured by the BSAQ and the financial performance of SO chapters
measured by the FVL

H2,. There is no statistically-significant relationship between the overall board
competency measured by the BSAQ and the program delivery capability of SO chapters

measured by the percentage change in athlete rolls.
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H2, There is a statistically-significant relationship between the overall board
competency measured by the BSAQ and the program delivery capability of SO chapters
measured by the percentage change in athlete rolls.

H3,. There is no statistically-significant relationship between the overall board
competency measured by the BSAQ and the program delivery capability of SO chapters
measured by the percentage change in volunteer coaches.

H3, Thereisa statisti?:ally-’signiﬁcant relationship between the overall board

competency measured by the BSAQ and the program delivery capability of SO chapters
measured by the percentage change in volunteer coaches.
Research Method and Design

Research can be conducted using the methodologies of quantitative, qualitative, or
inixéd methods (Black, 1999; Shank, 2006; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010). Quantitative
research is concerned with the collection and statistical analysis of numerical data used to
describe current conditions, relations, or cause-effect phenomena (Gay, Mills & Airasian,
2009). The quantitative research procedure involves a defined population of participants;
data collection is usually in the form of tests or questionnaires with little interaction
between researcher and participénts; the process defines limits and can be completed in a
relatively short time frame; and validity and reliability measures are used to ensure data
trustworthiness (Black, 1999; Creswell et al._, 2009; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010).
Thomas and Brubaker (2000) indicated quantitative research methods were “merely
extensions of qualitativg, representing an effort to determine Qifh some precision (1) the
amount or frequency of existing characteristics (incidence) or (2) the degree of

relationship among characteristics (correlation)” (p. 141). A quantitative research method
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is often used when the researcher is focused on obtaining data that can be coded (Black,
1999; Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2005; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010) and is useful when
determihing relationships between variables (Black, 1999).

Qualitative research methods are used to explore “(1) how people interpret theif
experienées (2) how they construct their worlds, and (3) what meaning they attribute tov
their experiences” (Merriam, 2009., p. 23). Bogden and Biklen (1992) indicated |
qualitative research utilized natural settings as the data source with the researcher as the -
key data collection instrument; the study primarily described and only analyzed as a
secondary focus; utiliz%:d inductive methods, and focused on what things meant, why
events occurred as well as what happened. Qualitative research provides depth and
breadth to the i)articipants’ perceptions of experiences relayed in the quantitative
responses of the survey instrument. |

After careful review (;f quantitative and qualitative methodologies, it was
determined a mixed methodology approach utilizing a combination‘of quantitative and
qualitative research meihodologies should be conducted to obtain the data needed to
address all the reséaxch questiéns of this study. A mixed methodology utilizes both
quantitative and qualitative methods “to collect more vafied data and strengthen the
validity of the final conclusions” (Butin, 2010, p. 76). This study utilized quantitative
numerical assessment and statistical procedures to test hypotﬁeses and to evaluate
relationships to determine how effective board practices relate.to measures of financial
performance and program delivery in SO chapters. In addition, the qualitative resear;:h

method provided more in-depth insight into how board members balance objectives to
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improve both financial performance and program delivery in SO chapters across the
United States through open response questions.

For the current study, a mixed method design was the most appropriate because
the research objectives include aspects that are both quantitative and qualitative in nature.
Quantitative, correlational research is suitable for the current study because it is designed
to identify relationships between variables and investigate the degree to which the
variables are related (Black, 1999; Gazley, 2010; Vogt, 2007; Yaremko, Harari, Harrison
& Lynn, 1986). The quantitative, correlational compbnent of the current study was
designed to investigate relationships between SO chapter board effectiveness and
multiple meésures of financial and programmatic organizational performance. In
addition, the qualitative component of the study involving multiple case studies was
appropriate for exploring héw bqard members balance and advance concurrent 6bj ectives
to improve fmqncial and progfam-related performance measures simultaneously (Black,
1999; Leedy & Ormrod, 2005; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010). The multiple case study
included the use of semi-structured interviews and additional quantitative descriptive data
from BSAQ surveys that pertained to SO chapter board effectiveness. Using a mixed
method approach, the researcher addressed the quantitative and qualitative research
questions, and enabled testingA of the related hypotheses (Black, 1999; Tashakkori &
Teddlie, 2010). The use of multiple data sources in research, including both qualitative
and quantitative elements, can strengthen the rigor of the approach and the conclusions
drawn (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010).

Quantitative aspect of study. For the quantitative coiﬁponent of the research, the

design was a non-experimental, correlational study that investigated relationships
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_ between effective board practices and multiple measures of financial performance and
program delivery 'in SO chapters. Board chairpersons of each SO chapter in the United
States were asked to complete the BSAQ (Jackson & Holland, 1998). If the board
chairperson was unable or unwilling to complete the survey, a member of the board with
at least one year of board service was alternatively permitted to complete the survey
(Brown, 2007).

The BSAQ (Jackson & Holland, 1998) surveys were scored to measure the
overall effecti;/enesé of each SO chapter board. The overall BSAQ (Jackson & Hollaxj1d,I
1998) score was considered the independent variable; it was correlated to three dependent

variables to test several hypotheses. The FVI (Tuckman & Chang, 1991), which
represents a composite indicator of SO chapters’ financial condition and performance,
was calculated for each SO chapter frpm publicly available IRS filings. Additional
dependent variables were the program delivery measures for eaéh chapter that aligned
with the mission and strategyuof SOLI: to increaée‘ the number of SO athletes and certified
coaches (Grossmeier et al., 2010; SO Strategic Plan, 2010). The annual percentage
inérease of SO athletes and certified coaches were appropriate for the SO-specific
research because the variables aligned with SO goals and a common or universal measure
of programs does not exist for nonprofit organizations (Callen et al., 2010; Grossmeier et
al,, 2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009).

Correlational designs enable researchers to collect and analyze data from a éample
during a designated timeframe, often conducted over a period of several weeks (Vogt,
2007; Tashakkpri_& Teddlie, 2010; Yaremko, Harari, Harrison, & Lyn, 1986).

Correlational research was appropriate for this study as it was designed to identify
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associations between variables and inveétigate the extent to which the variables were
related (Black, 1999; Gazley, 2010; Vogt, 2007). The quantitative research method and
correlational dgsign were appropriate and specifically tailored to address the research
qﬁestions and enable testing of the hypotheses. In current study, the independent vanable
was defined by the BSAQ score of SO board effectiveness, and the dependent variables
include three measures of SO chapter organizational performance: (a) financial
performance, measured by the FVI; (b) program delivery, measured by the percentage
change in athlete rolls; and (c) program delivery, measured by the percentage change in
voluntet;r coaches. While correlations do not prove causation, Jackson and Holland
(1998) and Mwenja and Lewis (2009) assert that improvements in board effectiveness
appear to be related to improvements in the nonprofit organizations that they oversee and
govern. A non-experimental research approach involves variables that are studied as they
exist which are not manipﬁlated by the researcher (Belli, 2008), and was appropriate for
this study because the researcher is seeking to understand what is happening or has
happened without changing the parameters. The small population size of 52 SO chapters,
and thus a small sample size, limits the use of more sophisticated statistical tests and
analyses (Yin, 2009).

Qualitative aspect of study. For the qualitative component of the research, a
multiple case study and embedded design was used. The qualitative research included the
use of semi-structured interviews and additional quantitative descriptive data regarding
SO chapter boards; the use of multiplé data sources involving both qualifative and
quantitative da;ta in research can help strengthen the logic of conclusions drawn in

research (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010). Specifically, a sub-population of BSAQ



100

respondents were invited to participate in semi-structured interviews to gain insight to
how they may balance and prioritize SO’s concurrent objectives to improve chapter
finances and program delivery measures (Herman & Renz, 2008; Mi_ller-Millesen, 2003;
SO Strategic Plan, 2010). Because SOI management classifies SO chapters into five sets
of peer groupings across the United States, subjectively based on athlete rolls, finances,
and geography, m"o BSAQ respondents were selected from each of the peer groupings.
This sub-population of interview participants represents a nested subset of the larger
group of all BSAQ respondents who participated in the quantitative component of the
study (Johnson & Christensen, 2008). Additional research on the sub-population of
BSAQ participants can provide rich data and additional insight in investigating the
research objectivcs and questions (Johnson & Christensen, 2008).

To assist with the qualitative component of the study, the BSAQ (J acksqp &
Holland, 1998) was used to provide additional data. Specifically, the BSAQ was designed
to assess board practices within six distinct dimensions of board competency, in addition
to the overall BSAQ score used for the quantitative component of the study. The six
dimensions include: contextual, educational, interpersonal, analytical, political, and
strategic dimensions (Jackson & i—Iolland, 1998). The BSAQ (Jackson & Holland)
surveys were scored and the six dimensions of board competency were calculated to
provide descriptive data regarding the effectiveness of each SO chapter board. The data
were shared with individuals who participated in the semi-structured interviews for their
respective chapter. The approach provided insight to how board members balance
multiple objectives to improve organizational performance of SO chapters relative to the

six dimensions of board competency. The use of descriptive quantitative data in case
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studies, in addition to the qualitative data derived from the semi-structured interviews,
can enhance analyses to better understand how board members may prioritize their
activities based on perqeived ne‘eds of the noilproﬁt organization (Miller-Milleéen, 2003,
Shank, 2006; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010).

The multiple case study approach was used because case studies can be used to
describe, explore, or explain a case (Yin, 2009). Thé case study allows the researcher to
evaluate in-depth “how” and “why” questions — the intent of the current research —
through an assessment of a case or cases for a defined period of time (Black, 1999; Leedy
& Ormrod, 2005; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010). Case studies are typically used when the
goal of the research is to explore and understand the unique attributes of a case or
program being studied (Black, 1999). Case studies are less defined and more open-ended
in approach; theréfore a semi-structured inte&iew was used in the data collection of
qualitative data (Black, 1999; Yin, 2009). Furthermore, the use of a case study is
appropriate when the goal is to investiéate outcomes and describe the connections
between actions and 6utcomes, such as “examining differences among cases to help the
reader better understand how outcomes are achieved” (Black, 1999; Leedy & Ormrod, p.
308). The researcher used both quantitative and qualitative methods to examine the data
(Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010). The inclusion of many situations from respondents on
their experiences of how board members may balance SO’s concurrent obj ectives to
improve finances and expand the delivery of pfograms, based on the resource
‘dependency and agehcy theories, necessitated the use of a multiple case study approach.

The use of descriptive data — the scores for the six dimensions' of board

competency — to support the qualitative analysis of how levels of SO board effectiveness
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may concurrently relate to multiple measures of organizational performance supported
the use of a mixed methodoloéy approach, because it allows the researcher a chance to
in;:rease the precision of the research results (Creswell, 2009; Yin, 2009). The mix of
qualitative and quantitative data provided alternative viewpoints as a result of cross-
comparison of the findings of the two data sets and generalizations can be formed during
data analysis as a result of the comparison. According to Collins and O’Cathain (2009),
the rationale for merging multiple methodologies is to permit the results of qualitative
data to inform the development of quantitative data. The quantitative data answered the
“what” questions peﬁaining to the relationship between variable while the qualitative
methods addressed the “how and why” questions to collect more varied data and
strengthen the validity of the final conclusions. The quantitative analysis provided the
ability to quantify the results of the data gathered (e.g., BSAQ surveys, FVI, athlete_ and
coach data) and described relationships between variables to establish correlations, but
were of limited utility in defining causation or accounting for diverse human interactions
in complex social settings (Cronlgach,_ 1975). On the other hand, qualitative analysis is

much more useful than quantitative methods in attempting to understand the attitudes,

behaviours, motivations and concerns of a targeted research group (Babbie & Benaquisto,
2009).

Overall, the research method and design addressed the specific problem of the
study and research questions to provide _insight to the difficulties that SO chapter boards
are facing in discharging their responsii)ilities (SO Strategic Plan, 2010). Relationships
between SO chapter board effecfiveness and multiple aspects of organiz:f:ltional

performance can be quantitatively identified as SO revenues, non-cash donations, and
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coaches-per-athlete have declined, while gthlete rolls have expanded (SO Strategic Plan,
2010). Within SO chapters, the qualitative research involving semi-structured interviews
was designed to provide insight regarding how board members balance and prioritize |
SO’s concurrent objectives fo improve both financial and program delivery measures in
each chapter (Herman & Renz, 2008; Miller-Millese;n, 2003; SO Strategic Plan, 2010).
Descriptive data regarding the effectiveness of each SO chapter board, relative to the six
dimensions of board competency, provided additional data for more in-depth analyses
and insight régarding the effectiveness of specific board practiceé relate to those efforts
(Jackson & Holland, 1998; Johnson & Christensen, 2008; Herman & Renz, 2008; Millgr-
Millesen, 2003; SO Strategic Plan, 2010)

Furthermore, the research method and design addressed gaps in the literature
regarding the application of the resource dependency and-agency theories (Herman &
Renz, 2608; Miller-Millesen, 2003). The current study was designed to incorporate
multiple measures of organizational performance — both financial and non-financial
variables — simultaneously. Prior resgarch of nonprofit boards has often Been subjective
(Jackson & Holland, 1998), or limited by evaluating either financial performance
(Brown, 2007; Callen et al., 2010; Herman & Renz, 2008) or program delivery (Jiang et
al., 2009). These approaches limit understanding of nonprofit board effectiveness, as they
do not simultaneously consider measures of both financial performance and program
delivéry — both critical to nonprofit organizations (Bradshaw, 2009; Herman & Renz,
2008). |

The current research method and design addressed calls for more studies that

consider measures of both financial performance and program delivery in investigating
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board effectiveness (Bradshaw, 2009; Herman & Renz, 2008; Miller-Millesen, 2003;
Vaughan; 2010). Continuing reseafch can build knowledge regarding the application of
the resource ‘dependency and agency theories (Herman & Renz, 2008; Miller-Millesen,
2003). The approach was also designed to enrich our knowledge for nonprofit
organizations such as SO, whose board members must balance efforts to improve both
financial and progrmatic measures of nonprofit organizational performance
simultaneously (Miller-Millesen, 2003; SO Strategic Plan, 2010).
Population |

The population of the study was composed of 52 SO chapter boﬁds of directors,
based in states or geographié regions across the United States. Given the relatively small
size of the populafion of SO chapters, all SO chapters were invited tq participate in the
survey and research. In the literature, there are studies involving surveys of board
effectiveness that are sent to either chief executive officers (Gazley et al., 2010;‘J iang et
al., 2009; Nielsen & Huse, 2010), board members (Jackson & Ho_lland, 1998), or both
grqups'(Brown, 2005, 2007). With regard to the current study of SO chapter‘board
effectiveness, the board chairpersons were invited to participate in completing the BSAQ
(Jackson & Holland, 1998). The chairperson has the overall accountability for presiding
over board meetings, developing meeting agendas (in conjunction with the chief
executive officer), appointing committee membership, and generally overseeing the
operation of the board of directors (BoardSource, 2007; SO Official General Rules,
2010). If the chairperson of the boérd was unable or unwilling to complete the survey, a
member of board of directors was.altematively permitted to complete thé sufvey (Brown,

2007). In such cases, the participating member of the board was required to have
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experience of at least one year of service on the SO chapter board, to ensure that
responses may reflect ongoing workings of the board (e.g., annual budget cycles,
financial statement audits, year-end reporting). Thjs épproach helped to ensure that
respondents were able to complete the BSAQ based on relevant experience on the SO
chapter board (Brown, 2007).

The chief executive officer also participates in SO board meetings and could
provide insight and informed responses regarding the operation of the SO chapter board
of directors (SO Official General Rules, 2010). However, the chief executive officer has
primary day-to-day responsibilities for overall management of the SO chapter,
fundraising and financial management, and deiivery of SO programs to athletes in the
chapter (Bradshaw, 2009; SO Official General Rulés, 2010). As such, the chief executive
ofﬁc;ar may not represent an objective source to respond to the BSAQ survey (Brown,
2007). Overall, ihe approach to request board chairpefsons to complete the BSAQ can
help minimize any response bias that may occur as a result of receiving responses from
those serving as a paid staff member — the chief executive officers (Brown, 2007).

The targeted participants of the BSAQ survey were asked to voluntarily complete
the survey. The approach of distributing surveys to nénproﬁt board chairpersons via their
respective chief executive officers was acceptable as it was used successfully in previous
research (Brown, 2005, 2007). While alternative approaches to provide BSAQ surveys
directiy to chapter board chairpersons were explored, the approach was not acceptable to
SO in light of objectives to protect the privacy of board chairpersons and adhere to SO’s
long-standing customary practices of communicating with board chairpersons via their

respective chief executive officers (R. Markey, Director of Organizational Development
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for SO North America, personal communication, March 17, 2011). This approach was
also in line with other research in the literature (Brown, 2005, 2007; Jackson & Holland,
1998).

Sample ~

For the quantitative, correlational component of the research, the BSAQ (Jackson
& Holland, 1998) was used to assess board effectiveness for the population of 52 SO
chapters across the United States. A power analysis was performed using G*Power
software (Faul, Erdfelder, Buchner, & Lang, 2009) to confirm the minimum required
sample size, which can reduce the likelihood of rejecting a false null hypothesis due to
the sample size being too small. By collecting at least the minimum required sample size
computed from the power analysis, the probability of rejecting a false null hypothesis,was
greatly reduced (Keuhl, 2000; Vogt, 2007). Several factors were considered when
calculating a sample size: the statistical analysis power, the statistical analysis effect size,
and the level of significance (Faul et al., 2009). The possibility of a rejection of a false
null hypothesis in the statistical results is dictated by the power of the statistical analysis
(Keuhl, 2000; Vogt, 2007).

For the first faétor, the statistical analysis power of at least .80 was used for this
study. Second, the measurement of the extent of the relationship with the independent
and dependent variables is the effect size, of which this study considered a medium-high
scale effect size of .40 notéd in similar studies that have been conducted (Jackson &

"Holland, 1998; McDonagh, 2006). The third factor is the level of significance, of which
this study aimed for a 95% confidence level, with a confidence inte;'val of +5%, therefore

providing a level of significance of .05. Additionally, the number of independent



107

variables per statistical analysis should be considered in a power analysis: 1 for this study
(Keuhl, 2000).

Considering the parameters above, the minimum required sample size as
computed using G*Power was 47 for conducting bivariate correlations, which achieved a
power of .833. For this study, the BSAQ surveys were sent to the board chairpersons ‘at
each of the 52 SO chapteré. While the individuals targeted to receive the survey could
have resulted in a potential risk of oversampling slightly above the required minimum
sample size of 47, the effort of compiling 52 survey responses would not have been
excessive, particularly because the BSAQs were completed onlipe. The Director of
Organizational Development for SO North America indicateci that a high response rate —
47 of 52 chapters, or 90% — was reasonable, as SO chapters were accustomed to
answering surveys that typically resulted in very high response rates (R. Markey,
personal communication, March 17, 2011). Furthermore, the Organizational
Develdpment function of SO North America endorsed the completion of the research
project, and had agreed to encourage participation to help achieve the required response
rate (R. Markey, personal communication, March 17, 2011). In respohse the distribution
of the 52 BSAQ online surveys for the current study, 47 responses were received — the
minimum required sample size as computed from the power analysis.

For the qualitative component of the study, a multiple case study was performed
using an embedded design that involved a sub-population of individuals who responded
to the BSAQ (Jackson & Holland, 1998; Yin, 2009). Semi-structured interviews were
performed to gain insight regarding how board members balance and prioritize SO’s

concurrent objectives to achieve improvements in SO chapter finances and program
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delivery measures (Herman & Renz, 2008; Miller-Millesen, 2003; SO Strategic Plan,
2010). SOI management classifies SO chapters across the United States into five sets of
peer groupings, subjectively based on athlete rolls, finances, énd geography. Two
interview participants were selected from each of the five peer groupings by requesting
phone-based interviews. The iﬁdividuals were selected from among the five peer
groupings bas'ed on (a) first, those who submitted BSAQ responses and (b) second, those
who agreed to participate in the interviews. The interview participants represented a
nested subset of the largef group of all BSAQ respondents who participated in the
quantitative componeht of the 'study (Johnson & Christensen, 2008). The target group for
the qualitative component was 10 respondents in total. According to Polkinghorne
(2005), small purposive selections between five and 25 are usually seleqted from the -
target populations to take part in interviews of qualitative case studies. The selection éf
10 participants was acceptable for case study approaches and it was also enough for the
responsesrnot to be saturated and still distinct across the SO peer groupings and
participants. |

Because board composition and perfor@mce can be influenced by organizational
characteristics (De Andrés-Alonso et al., 2010) and other external factors and
contingencies (Herman & Renz, 2008; Miller-Millesen, 2003), selecting interview
participants from each peer group helped avoid bias in the test results. Individuals wére
asked to participate in the interviews in order of those whé first submitted BSAQ
responses and agreed to participate in the interviews. The sub-population of interview

participants from diverse peer groupings represented a nested subset of the larger group
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of BSAQ participants involved in the quantitative component of the research (Johnson &
Christensen, 2008).

The research approach aligned with a replication design and can advance
reliabiiity (Shank, 2006) as well as validity of the study (Shank, 2006; Yin, 2009). First,
the theoretical conditions and relevance of the resource dependency and agency theories
applied consistently to all SO chapter boards as nonprofit organizations, which reinforced
alignment with a replication design (Herman & Renz, 2008; Shank, 2006; Yin, 2009).
Further, all SO chapter boards are subject to the same exact cénditions associated with
the macro economy and nonprofit tax code in the United Stateg, as well as the common
mission, purpose and rules governing SO (IRS, 2011; SO Official General Rules, 2010;
SO Strategic Plan, 2010; Yin, 2009).

Séco.nd, it was important to gain insight from multiple parties in conducting semi-
structured interviews (Shank, 2006; Pat_ton, 2002). Selecting two case studies from each
of the five peer groupings alloweci the researcher to complement the theoretical
replications that applied to all nonproﬁ.ts with “literal replications within each subgroup”
(Yin 2009, p. 59). Furthermore, the value of selecting two participants from each of SO’s
five peer groupings was that it allowed the researcher to compare common research
results that could be replicated within peer groupings or noted across the peer groupings
(Shank, 2006; Yin, 2009). The researcher could contrast research results across pee'r
groupings — understanding the different experimental conditions that differentiate peer
' groupings — to gain additional insighf to address the research problem and questions

(Shank, 2006; Yin, 2009).
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Materials/Instruments
Board Self-Assessment Questionnaire. For the quantitative component of the
study, the BSAQ (Appendix A) developed by Jackson and Holland (1998) was used to
evaluate boards and to calculate BSAQ measures regarding the effectiveness of each SO
chapter board (Appendix B). (The researcher requested and received written approval
from the publisher to use the tool; Appendix C & D.) The overall BSAQ score was the
~ independent variable for each SO chapter, whieﬁ were then correlated to dependent
_variables pertaining to the financial condition and delivery of progrems in each respective
SO chapter. The six dimensions of board competency were also scored and compiled, and
used as descriptive data to assist in conducting qﬁalitative analyses and help address the
research questions.

The authors developed the BSAQ with 65 statements designed to assess board
practices relative to the six distinct dimensions of board competency (Jackson & Holland,
1998). Respondents were asked to respond to each survey question usiné_Likert-type
scale responses, with a range of strongly agree, agree, diségree, and strongly disagree
(Jackson & Holland). The Likert-type design of the BSAQ allowed the researcher to
assign weights to different responses in order to facilitate analysis. Using the BSAQ,
overall board effectiveness of each SO chapter could then be assessed.

‘ .To »dev'elop, test, and refine the BSAQ, extensive data were collected from 623
b/oard members (60% of the 1,036 questionnaires sent) belonging to 34 nonprofit
organizations to conduct primary research (Jackson & Holland, 1998). While the
population of all potential nonprofit erganizations was not disclosed, the 34 organizations

represented small private colleges and seminaries (Jackson & Holland, 1998). This was to
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provide a common, consistent group of participants that can provide meaningful
comparisons; the authors asserted that the group shared common financial reporting
practices, patterns, and measures of board performance (Jackson & Holland, 1998).
Using several statistical tests during and at the conclusion of the BSAQ’S
development, Jackson and Holland (1998) verified the reliability, validity, and sensitivity
of the BSAQ. To analyze the reliability of the BSAQ, Jackson and Holland used
Cronbach’s alpha, citing if as a commonly used statistical procedure for assessing the
consistency and repeatability of responses provided to items on a given scale. The authors
used Cronbach’s alpha among the individual board ‘Corhpetencies, for the BSAQ in total
and in an iterative manner to refine questions within the BSAQ as it was being developed
| (Jackson & Holland). Initial alpha statistics ranged from .53 to .79 for the six board
competencies, with an overall statistic of .70, which led the authors to further refine the
BSAQ. When the BSAQ was finalized, the alpha statistics among the six board
competencies had increased to a range of .69 to .87, with an overall alpha statistic of .77
for the entire; BSAQ (Jackson & Holland). These were deemed to be good results for the
individual competencies and BSAQ overall (Jackson & Holland).
To further confirm reliability and validity, Jackson and Holland (1998) assessed
the consistency among raters and the equivalence of scores under common conditions.
Scores among board members may vary somewhat as they have individual experiences of

tenure on boards. In testing the BSAQ, the average scores of responses received from

_ - various members of the same board agreed 79.6 % of the time within Jackson and

Holland’s (1998) sample. Among the six competencies measured, the average scores

among raters were in agreement between 70.5% and 87.4% of the time, which were also
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deemed to be good results reflecting consistency and reliability of the BSAQ (Jackson &
Holland).

“Jackson and Holland (1998) also used factor analyses to assess whether the six
dimensions were in fact unique and valid, or whether they could be described using a
smaller number of categories. The Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin (KMO) statistical procedure was
used to confirm the appropriateness of factor analysis with the data collected. Among the
six competencies measured, the KMO statistics ranged from .80 to .92, which confirmed
the appropriateness of using factor analysis (Jackson & Holland). This led J acl\cson and

Holland to conduct scree tests; the resulting scree plots confirmed that each of the six
dimensional scales measured a unique, distinct construct. The analyses for each of the six
dimensions of board competency resulted in factor loadings of BSAQ items that were all
greater than the minimum of .3, and theta reliability coefficients ranging from .75 to .86,
which affirmed the reliability of the BSAQ (Jackson & Holland). Further assessments of
validity were conducted with external input from consultants who independently assessed
the effectiveness of boards that were selected in Jackson and Holland’s study, and
comparing the results to BSAQ results using Spearman’s coefficient. As a result, the
BSAQ was determined to be a sufficiently reliable and valid instrument to use in the
current study.

To assist with the qualitativé component of the study, the BSAQ (Jackson &
Holland, 1998) was again used because it was also designed to assess board practices
within six distinct dimensions of board competency. The six dimensioﬁs include:
contextual, educational, interpersonal, analytical, political, and strategic dimensions

(Jackson & Holland, 1998). The BSAQ (Jackson & Holland, 1998) surveys were scored



113

and the six dimensions of board competency were calculated to provide descriptive data

for each SO chapter board. Because the quantitative variables and qualitative research

were collected at approximately the same time, the results can be compared and

contrasted for similarities and differences (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009). The approach

allowed for the collection of a richer and stronger set of evidence to more fully assess

how board members balance and prioritize concurrent SO objectives to influence and

. improve both financial performance and program delivery measures in SO chapters (Yin;
2009).

Financial Vulnerability Index (FVI). Given the diversity of nonprofit

" organizations and the realization that a single measure is neither comprehensive nor
sufficient to assess financial performance, Tuckman and Chang (1991) developed the FV1
(Appendix E) to provide a composite indicator of financial condition and economic
health. Tuckman and Chang (1991) conduct foundational research to develop a model
that assesses the financial vulnerability of nonprofit organizations, based on threats to
funding sources and increased demands for services _during times of economic stress. The
FVI reflects the risk of cuts in programs and services in the event of a financial shock,
such as the current economic slowdown.

Considered foundational Work (Cordery & Baskerville, 2010; Hager, 2001;

Hodge & Piccolo, 2012; Keating, Fischer, Gordon, & Greénlee, 2005), the FVI is
composed of four Vulnerabil.ity criteria: equity balances, revenue concentration,
administrative costs, and operating margins, and is designed to consider the relative

vulnerability of organizations within their segment of the nonprofit sector (e.g., religious,

health care, education). Tuckman and Chang (1991) assert that equity balances (e.g.,
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assets minus liabilities) can serve as collateral to borrow funds or can be converted to
cash to replace revenues. Revenue concentration reflects the reduced risk that can result
from diversifying revenue sources. High administrative costs can help nonprofits that
have greater 6pportunity to cut back on internal expenses with(;ut negatively impacting
programs. Operating margins (e.g., revenues minus expenditures) can provide su@lus
cash flows in the event of short-term revenue shortfalls. The model was developed based
on a sample of 4,730 charitable nonprofit organizations that covered several sector
segments.

| Financial data to calculate thé FVI were obtained from annual tax filings via IRS
Form 990 (Tuckman & Chang, 1991) and démonstrated to be predictive in measuring
financial strength or vulnerability: as FVI scores increase, organizations face greater risk
that they may not sustain themselves (Tuckman & Chang). Approximately 41.% of the
nonprofit organizations tested by Tuckman and Chang were determinéd to be at-risk,
with less than 1% of the 6rgMzations being deemed severely-at-risk. The FVI was
relevant to the research as it reflected the financial performance, fundraising, and equify
building of SO chapters, while also reflecting resiliency to ﬁnéncial shock in the event of
an economic downturn.

Within the literature, there continues to be a lack of consensus regarding'whjch
specific measures may best reflect the financial performance of nonprofit organizations
(Brown, 2005; Callen et al., 2010; Hodge -& Piccolo, 2012; Kirk & NQlan 2010; |
McDonagh; 2006; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009), and most of the research considers only
elements of the financial measures that comprise the FVI. The FVI model provides a

more comprehensive measure of a nonprofit organization’s financial condition,
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performance, and vulnerability than a siﬁgle measure of financial performance (Cordery
& Baskerville, 2010; Hodge & Piccolo, 2012; Tuckman & Chang, 1991). As such, it was
advantageous to use the FVI in the current study, because it represented a composite view
of a nonprofit organization’s ﬁnéncial condition, fundraising capabilities, and expense
management.

For the current research, the overall FVI score for each SO chapter was calculated
using annual tax filings on IRS Form 990 (IRS, 2010), which were considered dependent
variables pertaining to the financial condition of each respective SO chapter. (The |
researcher requested and received written approval from the publisher to use the FVI;

" refer to Appendix F & G.) The IRS Form 990 filings were available from public web

- sites, SO chapters, and SO’s national headquarters in Washington D.C. The calculated
result‘s were included in the bivariate correlational analyses with BSAQ scores to assess
relationships between BSAQ scores and the financial performance of SO chapters.

| -Annual Percentage Change in Athletes. Due to the diverse missions among -
nonprofit organizations that have very different operations, goals, and objectives (Kjrk &
Nolan, 2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009), vthere is a lack of a universal measure that may
best reflect the program delivery of nonprofit organizations. For SO, a chapter scorecard
(Appendix H) was develol;éd for. SO management to monitor the delivery of chapter-
based programs. The scorecard data were available and obtained from SO’s national
headquarters in Washington, D.C. The researcher megsured program delivery using two

variables that were based on the mission and strategy of SOI: increasing the number of

SO athletes and certified coaches (SO Strategic Plan, 2010).
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The two separate measurements of program delivery were considered dependent
van'ables pertaining to the program delivery of each respective SO chapter. The first
program variaﬁle was the full-year percentage change in athlete rolls for each SO chapter.
The variable reflects an output in(iicator (i.e., athletes involved in sports training or
competitions), which was considered valid and reliable measurement of nonprofit
organizational performance (Grossmeier et al., 2010; LeRoux, 2010). As such, the data
provided appropriate and valid measures to assess program delivery in SO chapters
across the United States. The calculated results were included in the bivariate
correlational analyses with BSAQ scores to assess relationships between BSAQ scores
and annu.al athlete growth of SO chapters.

Annual Percentage Change in Coaches. Similar to the approach used for
ideqti%g and caléulating the annual percentage change in athlete rolls, SO chapter
scorecards (Appendix H) were used for calculating the annual percentage change in
certified volunteer coaches in each SO chapter. The fneasUrement reflects a component of
the mission and strategy of SOI: increasing the number of certified coaches (SO Strategic
Plan, 261 0).

The variable feﬂects the workload of SO chapters,‘ and having sufficient numbers
of trained coaches can help enable the delivery of SO’s mission-based programs (SO
Strategic Plan, 2010). As such, full-year pefcentage chénge in certified voluntéer éoaches
was considered a valid and reliable measure of performance (Grossmeier et al., 2010;
LeRoux, 2010). The full—jear percentage changes in certified voluntegr coaches were
used in the bivariate correlational analyses with BSAQ scores to assess relationshiés

- between BSAQ scores and the program delivery of SO chapters.
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Case study interviews. For the qualitative component of the study, a set of
interview questions was created (Appendix I) to develop insight with respect to how
individual board members may balance and prioritize SO’s concurrent objectives to
influence and achieve the desired improvements in SO chapter finances and program
delivery measures (Herman & Renz, 2008; Miller-Millesen, 2003; SO Strategic Plan,
2010).‘The interview questions were developed t.o allow the researcher to gain insight and
a deeper undefstanding of previously unexplored perspecﬁves regarding the research
problem and purpose statements (Shahk, 2006). The interview questions begin with the
words ‘how’ or ‘what’ that are appropriate for qualitative research (Tashakkori &
Teddlie, 2010). Specifically, the semi-structured interview questions were designed to
address the research questions (Q4-Q8) regarding how board members prioritize
concurrent, multiple objectives to improve financial performance and program delivery '
measures, how they perceive their ability to influence that pg:rformance, and how they
specifically work (e.g., ‘speciﬁc actions that board members take) to improve those
measures.

The research and interview questions were developed and then reviewed by
experts involved in nonprofit organizational managemént research as well as leadership
within SO North America. Specifically, the research questions were developed in
consultation with Dr. Gary F. Keller, a professor of management at the University for
Graduate Studies in Management at the Monarch Business School of Switzerland, who

" has conducted research of nonprofit organizational management and governance (2010).
In addition, the Director of Organizational Development for SO North America has

granted permission to conduct the study (Appendix J) and has confirmed that the research
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questions (Q4-Q8) designed for the semi-structured interviews align with the strategic
objectives of Special Olympics and their interests and objectives as a nonprofit
organization (Appendix J). All interview questions were asked of all participants. The
interview participants were also requested to provide their informed consent in
conjunction with the interviews (Appendix K).

The first four interview questions were designed to collect basic demographic
information to identify the individual being interviewed to confirm that a signed consent
form was on record (APA, 2010). The questions included: (a) the participant’s name — in
order to verify that an informed consent form was on record; (b) the participant’s SO
chapter to enable data analysis; as well as (c) the role of the participant and (d) the
participant’s length of service in that role, which collectively served to confirm the

_participant’s eligibility in the interview (APA, 2010; Jackson & Holland, 1998; De
Andrés-Alonso et al., 2010). Beginning with the introductory demographic questions also
set a conversational tone to help the interview participant and the researcher to feel
relaxed, comfortable, and ready to address the research questions (Shank, 2006).

The remaining open-ended questions were each directly aligned to the research
problem, purpose, and objectives (Shank, 2006; Yin, 2009). Specifically, the fifth
interview question was “How do board members balance and prioritize three concurrent
objectives to improve financial performance, expand athlete rolls, and increase the
number of coaches in their SO chapters?” (Appendix J). The question reflects the
underlying resource dependency and agency theories which assert that board members
are responsible for ensuring the adequacy of resources and monitoring the effectiveness

of delivering mission-based programs (Herman & Renz, 2008). However, the
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effectiveness of SO chapter boards lies in balancing SO objectives as nonprofit
organizations: each chapter’s primary role is to deliver programs (SO Strategic Plan,
2010), but they must also maintain finances to sustain the organization to provide
programs in the future (BoardSource, 2007). Miller-Millesen (2003) asserts that board
members may prioritize behaviors, activities, and outcomes over others, depending upon
the needs and context of the nonprofit organization. Therefore, the interplay of balancing
the tradé—offs in prioritizing the multiple objectives well may impact the effectiveness of
SO chapter boards (BoardSource, 2007, Callen et al., 2010; Miller-Millesen, 2003; SO
Strategic Plan, 2010).

The sixth interview question was “What are the perceptions of board members
regarding their board’s actual ability to improve measures of financial performance,
expand athlete rolls, and increase the number of coaches simultanéously in their SO
chapters?” (Appendix J). The question was relevant because boards face trade-offs in
pursuing concurrent objectives to raise resources and monitor the effe‘ctiveness of
mission-based programs simultaneously (Callen et al., 2010). Similar to the ﬁfth
interview question, the interplay of bal;cmcing these trade-offs may impact the
effectiveness of SO chapter boards, or possibly result in difficulties in achieving the
outcomes reflected in the unique needs of SO chapters (BoardSource, 2007; Callen et al.,
2010; Miller-Millesen, 2003; SO Strategic Plan, 2010). Both the fifth and sixth research
questions also addressed an aspect of the study’s purpose: to explore how board members
balance and prioritize concurrent objectives to improve financial and program-related

performance measures in SO chapters.
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The next three interview questions were designed to assess how board members
help to improve the three organizational perfonnance measures in each chapter — the FVI
score, annual percentage change in athletes, and the annual percentage change in coaches.

A These measures were established in line with SO’s mission and strategies, and are
affirmed by the resource dependency and agency theories (BoardSource, 2007; Herman
& Renz, 2008; Jackson & Holland, 1998; Miller-Millesen, ‘20_03; SO Strategic Plan,
2010). Relative to the reséurce dependency theory, the seventh interview question was _
“What specific actions do board members most commonly take to help improve the
financial performance measures for their SO chapter, relative to the six dimensions of
board competency‘f’ (Appendix J). With respect to the agency theory, the eighth and
ninth questions addressed what actions that board members take to help achieve growth
of athlete rolls and volunteer coaches, respectively, within their SO chapter.

For each of the three measures éf organizational performance explored in
interview questions 7-9, the data gathered were relevant, as the data aligned with the
resource dependency and agency theories and relate directly to the specific problem an&
purpose of the study. The questions fundamentglly addressed how — with what specific
actions — board members can help to improve organizational performance measures in
line with SO’s mission (SO Strategic Plan, 2010). The questions were broad, open-ended
questions that proyided the ﬂexibility to explore an array of board actions or activities,
but narrow enough to explore board activities that can distmétly influence the issues
under investigation (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010) — the three distinct measures of
organizational performance. Questions 7-9 also contained language seeking specific

actions of board members, which provides a focus for the interview participants as to the
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nature of the information sought, while giving them opportunities to describe activities in
their own words (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2010). The questions also contained language
seeking the actions that are most commonly taken by board members to guide the
investigator to the most relevant and meaningful information of interest (Tashakkori &
Teddlie, 2010), while narrowing the discussion away from an exhaustive list all possible
actions that boerd members could possibly ever take to improv-e board effectiveness in-
practice (BoardSource, 2007).

Furthermore, analyses were performed in conjunction with the BSAQ results,
which provided descriptive data relative to the six dimensions of board competency
(Jackson & Holland, 1998). Views and perceptions of board.members are valid means of
assessing board practices and performance (Nielsen & Huse, 2010), and the BSAQ
descriptive data complemented .the quantitative component of the research. The results
were also irltended te help address an aspect of the purpose of the study: to evaluate SO
chapter board effectiveness relative to multiple measures of organizational performance.
To gain insight from semi-structured interviews, Shank (2006) asserts that it is optimél to
include such data from descriptive questions. The use of descriptive data, coupled with
data derived from various other sources can enrich research analysis and may converge to
corroborate the same fact, phenomenon, or conclusion (Shank, 2006; Yin, 2009). It can
also add rigor to a study and strengthen the conclusions drawn (Mertens & McLaughlin,
2004; Shank, 2006).

The final interview question was “Are there any other comments that you woulci
like to make regarding the research topic or the efforts of your board to help improve the

orgarﬁzational performance of SO chapters?” (Appendix J). This provided the participant
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the opportunity to discuss related topics, add additional comments, or address relevant
issues that the research questions may not have addressed, which the interview
participant believes to be imponaut (Shank, 2006; .Yin, 2009). This brdad, open-ended
question provided the researcher with the opportunity to obtain more combrehensive data
and gain‘ additional insights to address the research obj ectiv?:s (Shank, 2006; Yin, 2009).
Operational Definition of Variables

Several variaﬁles wére'used in the study. First, measures of SO chapter board
effectiveness were calculated using the BSAQ (Jackson & Holland, 1998). Measures
included an overall scure of board effectiveness, as well as descriptive data involving six
distinct dimensions of board competency and effectiveness (Jackson & Holland, 1998).
Separate measures wsre also calculated to reflect the overall financial performance of
each SO vchapter, as well as measures that reflect the SO programs delivered in each SO
chapter across the United States.

BSAQ: Effectiveness of boards of directors. For the quantitative component of
the study, the oversll board effestiveness was msasured using the BSAQ (Appendix A),
where results from the BSAQ survey were scored (Appendix B:) to establish BSAQ
overall measures regarding the effectiveness of .SO chaptér boards (Jackson & Holland,
1998). SO chapter board chairpersons were asked to respond to each of the 65 survey
questions using a 4-poiﬁt Likert-type scale. Each of the 65 items in the BSAQ were
scored by assigning 3 to a response of strongly agree, 2 to a response of agree, 1 to a
response of disagree, and 0 to a response of strongly disagree (Jackson & Holland,
1998). For 22 of the 65 items in the survey, the responses were reverse-scored based on

how the questions are worded (Jackson & Holland, 1998). As such, the total of the board
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effectiveness score for each SO chapter can range from a high of 129 to a low of -66. The
total score was then divided by the number of items answered by the respondent (a
potential of 65 items) and divided that number by 3, which provided the final overali
BSAQ score — with a range of .00 to 1.00 (Appendix B). The overall BSAQ score wz;s
treated as an interval scale measurement (Jackson & Holland, 1998). The higher the
BSAQ score received by the SO chapter overall, the more effective the board of directors
was considered to be functioning (Jackson & Holland, 1998). The overall scores
regarding the effectiveness of SO chapter boards were then used for addressing the
research questions and testing the hypotheses.
In addition, the six dimensions of board competency that comprise the overall

BSAQ score were also measured as distinct variables to provide descriptive data in
conjunction with the qualitative component of the study (Jackson & Holland, 1998). The
scoring for each dimension of board competency (Appendix B) was conducted m a
similar manner as the dverall score of SO chapter board competencytl. The total scores for .
each dimension of board competency provided descriptive data for answering research
questions for the qualitative component of the study (Q4-Q8), and can range as follows
(Jackson & Holland, 1998): |

. Contextuai: score may rahge from a high of 24 to a low of -12.

» Educational: score may range from a high of 27 to a low of -9.

e Interpersonal: score may range from a high of 21 to a low of--12.

e Analytical: -score may range from a high of 15 to a low of -15.

) 4Politi¢al: score may range from a high of 18 to a low of -6.

e Strategic: score may range from a high of 24 to a low of -12.
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The total score was then divided by the number of items answered for each
dimension of board competency, and then divided by 3 to provide the final BSAQ score
for each dimension of board competency — with a range of .00 to 1.00 (Appendix B). The
higher the BSAQ score reéeived for each of the dimensions of board competency, the
more effective the board of directors is considered to be functioning relative to that
dimension of board competency (Jackson & Holland, 1998).

FVI: Financial performance of SO chapters. The financial performance of SO
chapters was measured through Ehe FVI (Appepdix E), of which the data elements are
publicly available through the annual SO chapter filings on IRS Form 990 (IRS, 2010).
The FVI provided a score based on five variables (Appendix E), which represented an
interval measure regarding the financial position, performance, and vulnerability to
financial shock on a relative basis (Tuckman & Chang, 1991). The FVI scores were
calculated based on the most recent tax filings were available for SO chapters, and then
were correlated to BSAQ scores.

The FVI represents a composite measurement of the relative financial position of
nonprofit organizations within a common sector, such as among SO chapters (Tuckman
& Chang, 1991). The FVI was developed to be evaluated on a relative basis: nonprofit
organizations that score higher on the FVI measure were considered to be more
vulnerable than others, and would be less able to recover from a financial disruption
(Tuckman & Chang, 1991). There is no reported range of the FVI score, given the vast
array of variables that comprise the FVI score (Cordery & Baskerville, 2010; Hager,
2001; Hodge & Piccolo, 2012; Trussel, Greenlee, & Brady, 2002; Tuckman & Chang,

1991)
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The assessment methodology for the FVI was advanced further by Trussel et al.
(2002) through research involving regression analysis. The researchers developed a
formula including coefficients for each of the variables that comprise the FVI scoré,
weighting the individual influence of each variable of FVI (Trussel et al., 2002). The
variables that comprise the FVI score include: equity balances, revenue concentrations,
administrative costs, operating margin, and size of the nonprofit organization (Tuckman
& Chang, 1991). Based on the work of Trussel et al. (2002), the following decision rule

in Table 1 was used to interpret the FVI scores:

Table 1
FVI Decision Rule

‘Value of FVI Financial condition of nonprofit organization
> .20 nonprofit organization is financially vulnerable
<.10 nonprofit organization is not financially vulnerable
.10-.20 the result is deemed inconclusive

For the presenf study, the overall FVI score was relevant for the quantitative,
correlational analysis to the BSAQ score for SO chapters across. The decision rule of
Trussel et al. (2002) provides a useful means of classifying the financial vulnerability of
SO chapters for both the quantitative and qualitative components of the study.

Annual percentage chahge in athletes. For SO chapters across the United
States, a chapter scorecard (Appendix H) has been developed for SO management to
. monitor the delivery of chapter-based programs. The scorecards track chapter-level

program measures, including the number of athletes in each chapter for each calendar
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year. The data have been recorded for at least two years, and for many chapfers the data
are available for more than two years. From thé data, the full-year percentage change in
athiete rolls was calculated for the same calendar year (e.g., 2011) for which the FVI was
calculated (Appendix H).

The percentage change in the numbers of athletes was more relevant than the
absolute numbers of athleteé and coaches for this study, as percentage changes reflect the
stated growth plans of the SO Strategic Plan (2010). A ratio scale, the calculation of a
percentage reflects relative performance regardless of the varying size of SO chapters, as
SO chapters vary in size considerably. The absolute growth of athletes for chapters that
operate in more populous states are difficult to compare athlete growth in less populous
states, without the use of percentages. As a result, the full-year annual percentage
changes in athlete rolls for éach chapter provided appropriate measures for correlational
analyses to BSAQ scores.

Annual percentage change in coaches. Similar to the approach used for
identifying and calculating the annual percentége change in athlete rolls, SO chapter
scorecards (Appendix H) were used for calculating the annual percentage change m
certified volunteer coaches in each SO chapter. From the data, the full-year percentage
change in volunteer coaches was calculated for the same calendar year (e.g., 2011) for
which the FVI and the full-year percentage change in athlete rolls was calculated
(Appendix H). A ratio scale, the full-year percentage change in certified volunteer

coaches provided appropriate measures for correlational analyses to BSAQ scores.
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Data Collection, Processing, and Analysis

Several activities were performed to conduct the current research of SO chapter
boards, address the research questions, test each hypothésis, and conduct additional data_l
analyses. The data collection and analysis involved the evaluation and scoring of SO
éhapter board effectiveness, and correlating results to measures of SO chapter financial
performance and program delivery. A

Data collection and processing. As boardveffec‘tiveness and competencies were
measured through the BSAQ (J ackson & Holland, 1998), the BSAQ was sent
eleétronically via e-mail to the chief executive officers of the 52 SO chapters, with an |
automated link the survey using Survey Monkey. Each chief executive ofﬁ-cerAwas asked
to forward the BSAQ survey to their respectiize board chairperson, an approach that has
been used successfully in research conducted by Brown (2005, 2007). Informed consent
was incorporated into the survey cover letter (Appendix L) and was reiterated in the
online survey cover message (Appendix M). 'fhe SO chapter was also recorded in the
BSAQ online survey (Appendix A) in order to conduct follow-up phone calls for non-

. responses, and conduct related quantitative coxjelational analyses and select individuals
for interviews. The researcher followed up with a reminder e-mail to those who had not
responded three weeks after the initial e-mail request was sent.

The researcher made additional telephone requests for non-responses at
approximately four and five weeks aftér the initial survey request was sent via e-mail.
The investigator reminded board chairpersons that if they were unable or unwilling to
complete the BSAQ survey, then alternatively, it was permissible for a board member

with at least one year of service to complete the survey. As needed, the Directors of
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Organizational Development for SO North America agreed to make telephone calls to
encourage completion of the survey in order fo ensure that the minimum number of
BSAQ responses was obtained from board members (R. Markey, personal
_commurﬁcat_ion, March 17, 2011). When 47 responses were obtained and the response
due date had passed, the researchér comi)iled survey responses from board chairpersons
via the Survey Monkey tool, downloaded the results into an Excel spreadsheét, and
calculate the overall BSAQ scores (Appendix B).
| Archived data were collected to compute for the variables of financial

performance of SO chapters and program delivery in SO chapters (for SO athletes and |
| certified voluhtéer coaches). Specifically, IRS 990 Form§ were 6btained from public web
sites for 2011 — the most recent yeaf available — to calculate for the FVI score
(Appendix E) for each SO chapter, which represented the financial performance of SO
chapters. The program delivery of SO chapters for SO athletes, and program delivery of
certified volunteer coaches were presented as percentage changes. For each of the SO
chapters across the United States, chapter scorecards were used to track chapter-level
program measures. The researcher obtained the chapter scorecards f:rom SO’s national
he.adquaners in Washington D.C. and calculated the ‘ﬁlll-.year percentage change in
athlete rolls, as well as for certified volunteer coaches, for 2011.

The primary data collection method for the qualitative aspect of stﬁdy was semi-
structured, open-ended quesﬁons that were asked during in-person or telephone
interviews with respondents. The use of open-ended Questions in in-depth interviewing
aliows the individuals being interviewed to basically shape their own interviews

(Horrocks & King, 2010). With open-ended questions being asked, the discussion was
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allowed to proceed in such a way as to pérmit free expression by the participants
regarding personal feelings and experiences. This method was ideal for collecting
detailed information about an individual’s thoughts and behaviours (Shank, 2006; Yin,
2009).

The selection of case studies fér the qualitative component of the study — the
semi-structured interviews — were 10 respondents, composed of two interview
participants from each of the five peer groupings of SO chapters. The individuals were
selected based on those who first submitted BSAQ responses and also agreed to
participate in the interviews. For the recruitment of the interview participants, all
individuals who completed the online BSAQ survey were invited to voluntarily self-
select themselves by requesting to participate in the interviews. As respondents
completed_ the BSAQ survey,‘they were invite;d tq optionally and confidentially provide
their name, telephone number, and/or e-mail address to be contacted to échedule an
interview.

If there was an insufficient number of volunteers who requested to parficipate in
the interviews at the time that the BSAQ was completed, then the researcher would have
confaéted individuals via e-mail to request. their participation in the semi-structured
interviews uhtil two individuals have been selected from each peer grouping of SO
chapters. Because there was an insufficient number of volunteers from one of the five
peer groupings, then an alternative intefview was sought from one other peer grouping —
in order to maintain the objecfive to conduct 10 semi-structured intervieWS. This effort
was not necessary, as there were insufficient BSAQ respondents from one peer group

who volunteered to be interviewed. Since there were more volunteers than the required
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number of interv,iew participants, then out of courtesy the researcher notified those who
were not selected that a sufficient sample of interview participants had been obtained.

For the BSAQ respondents who were selected to participate in the interviews, the
iﬁdividuals were e-mailed a letter that provided a short description of the purpose and
benefits of the interview, their anticipated involvement, the voluntary nature of the
interviews, and description of their informed coﬁsent in relationship to the survey they
have answered (Appendix K). The list of questions was also attached in the letter
(Appendix I). The participants were asked to sign the consent foﬁn prior to the start of
the interview or send an e-mail reply agreeiflg to the terms of the informed consent form.
Participants who were unwilling to sign the consent form would imply withdrawal from
the study. (This did not occur.) Participants were not contacted following the study to
assure confidentiality.

During the actual interview, following a few introductory questions to identify
demographic information of the interviewee, the researcher asked open-ended questions
that aligned with research questions (Q4-Q8). The in-depth interviews were conducted
with the use of Appendix I to guide the interview. The six distinct dimensions of board
competency were calculated to provide descriptive data relative to the effectiveness of
each SO chapter board. The data were shared wifh individuals who participated in the
semi-structured interviews for their respective chapter (Appendix I).- A face-to-face
interview was conducted in the data collection if possible; however, given the expansive
geography of SO chapter across the United States; many interviews occurred via
telephone. The interviews were held in a private, quiet place of mutual agreement of the

researcher and interviewee.
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During the interview, the researcher asked follow-up questions, as needed, to
confirm understanding of interviewee responses to the structured interviewed questions.
It was important that the research created an environment where the people interviewed
became comfortable and relaxed. The researcher asked questions on how levels of board
effectiveness may relate to organizational performance in SO chapters across the United
States. If permitted by the interviewee, the interview was tape recorded for the purpose of
data collection. Each tape recorded interview and telephone interview lasted
approximately 45-60 minutes. In addition to a simple digital recorder, paper and pen was
used to record observations and any relevant information that presented itself in the
interview. |

| In line with the ethical considerations, permission of the interviewee was
necessary prior to any recording taking place. In the event that an interviewee refused to
be recorded, written options would have been employed; however, each of the
interviewees agreed to have the interviews be tape recorded. Nevertheless, the researcher
took notes during all interviews in case a technical failure occurred with the recording
device. Also, the researcher made a concerted effort to build a rapport with each
interviewee. It is preferable not to ask leading or complicated questions, although it may
be necessary to aék probing or follow-up questions to gain a clear understanding of
interviewee responses to the established questions (Appendix I). For example, in most of
the interviews, Board chairpersons described the existence of Finance Committees,
Developmént Committees, and other committees of the Board regarding the influence
that they have on financial performance in their respective SO chapters. The researcher

inquired about the role and purpose of each committee, to understand the specific
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functions of each committee and the responsibilities of Board members who served on
those committees. Answers to these follow-up questions revealed a variety of responses,
as committee roles varied among SO chapters. The responses helped to clarify what
actions that Boards and Board members took to improve the financial performance of SO
chapters. The researcher took a similar approach when Board Chairpersons described the
existence and purpose of Program Committees and task forces used by Boards in varying
ways to improve the organizational pcrforﬁmnce of SO Chapters.

Data analysis. The first threé research questions and related hypotheses pertain to
the quantitative component of the mixed method study. The overall BSAQ scores for
each SO chapter were ranked to identify levels of effectiveness among SO chapters on a
relative basis. Aggregate results of FVI scores and prog@ delivery scores were also
presented. Histograms were prepared to determine the normality of their distributions for
the BSAQ scores, FVI scores, and program delivery scores measured by percentage
change in athlete rolls and percentage change in certified coaches. Normélity of the data
collected was reviewed initially through visual inspection of histograms. If the normality
of distributions were unclear from the visual inspection of histograms, then SPSS
software could be used to conduct Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) statistical tests for
normality, (Norusis, 2006). Based on visual inspéction of the histograms, which did not
definitively reflect normal distributions for the current study, K-S statistical tests were
performed, and the skewness and kurtosis of the data were assessed. The tests 'afﬁrmed
that all the data of the four study variables were normally distributed.

The final five research questions pertained to the qualjtative component of Ithé

mixed method study. The multiple case study design included the conduct of semi-
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structured interviews to gain insight from participants who previ;)usly responded to the
BSAQ (Jackson & Holland, 1998). Interview results were recorded, and answers related
to board member activities and practices were coded and categorized relative to the six
dimensions of boara ;:ompetency (Jackson & Holland, 1998), where feasible. While the
researcher made an effort to code the data relative to the six dimensions of board
competency, other coding categories and data classifications were considere& and used
based on the matching of patterns that emerged from the interviews (Yin, 2009). The
NVivo 9 software program was utilized to assist in the effort.

Additionally, board effectiveness scores for each of the six dimensions of board
competency within the BSAQ (Jackson & Holland, 1998) were calculated (Appendix B)
and quantitative research results were reviewed in conjunction with the interview results.
The data relative to contextual, educational, interpersonal, analytical, political, and
strategic - dimensions (Jackson & Holland, 1998) were shared with individuals who
participated in the semi-structured interviews for their respective chapter. Grouping the
data relative to the six dimensions of board competency provided insight to how the
effectiveness of board practices may relate to and influence nonprofit organizational
perfonhénce using financial and programmatic measures. The data were analyzed to
invesﬁgate how SO chapter board members may balance and prioritize SO’s concurrent
objectiveé to improve financial measures while also growing program-related activiti;as,
such as athlete rolls and the number of certified volunteer coaches.

Separate hypotheses wer.e not tested regarding the relationships between the six
dimensions of board competency and the three measures of organizational performance.

The complexity of testing 18 additional hypotheses for the 18 different relationéhips



134

among the various combinations of variables had the potehtial to create a Type 1 error;
such an approach represents a quantitative technique tﬁat was not necessary for
addressing the research questions (Q4-Q8). Nevertheless, the analysis of this descriptive
data provided depth in understanding how board effectiveness relates to organizational
performance. The analysis also provided insight to how board effectiveness can be
explained by the resource dependency and agency theories (Jackson & Holland, 1998;
McDonagh, 2006; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). In addition, the study identified additional
areas of future research, and may also provide board members with knowledge to
improve board practices in SO chapters (Brown & Guo, 2010; Jackson & Holland, 1998;
Laughlin & Anaﬁpga, 2007; Marx & Davis, 2012). |

Addressing research question 1. Bivariate correlational analysis was used to
examine how the variables for board effectiveness and financial performance may relatg
~ to each other (Brown, 2005; Jackson & Holland, 1998; Mwenja & Lewié, 2009).
Specifically, a Pearsoﬁ’s correlation test was conducted to measure the correlation
between variables for research question one. The Pearson’s correlation statistical test uses
the r-moment coefficient to measure the strength of direction of association existing
betWeen two variables. To determine the relaﬁonship, correlation coefficients describe
nature and relat{ve strength of relationships between measures of board effectiveness and
financial performance: correlation coefficients (), which may range from -1 to 1, reveal
the degree to which variables may relate positively or negatively to each other (Black,
1999; Brown, 2005; Jackson & Holland, 1998; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009).

The Pearson’s correlation test first computes for the p-value ;)f the Pearson’s »

coefficient to test the significance of the relationship. P-value is significant if it is equal
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or less than the level of significance of .05, implying that there is a linear relationship
existing between the variables. If the p-value is significant, the direction (positive or
negative) of the correlation can then be investigated with the value of the correlation
coefficient. A positive correlation between the variables exists when the correlation
coefficient is positive while a negative correlation exists when the value is negative.
Positive correlation means that that change of independent variable results to the same
direction of change for the dependent variable (i.e., variable B increases if variable A
increases). On the other hand, a negative correlation means that the relafionship is
opposite (i.e., variable B decreases if variable A increases, or the other way around). In
addition, the correlation coefficient also measures the strengtl\u of correlation which is
summarized in Table 2.

Table 2

Strength of Correlational Relationships

Value of »  Strength of correlational relationship
Oto—30r0to.3 Weak
-3to—-7o0r.3t0.7 Moderate

~.7 and above or .7 and above  Strong

The first null hypothesis (H1p) indicated that there was no statistically-significant
relationship between the -overall board competency measured by the BSAQ and the
financial performance of SO chapters measured by the FVI. To test the hypothesis, the
- researcher assessed whether tﬁe coefficient of the Pearson’s correlation test was

statistically significant. The null hypothesis would be rejected only if the coefficient of
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the Pearson’s correlation test was statistically significant. Results of the test are detailed
in chapter 4.
Addressing research question 2. To assess the relationships between effective
board practices and program del_ivery of SO chapters, BSAQ measurements of overall
-board effectiveness (Jackson & Holland, 1998) were analyzed relative to two separate
measurements of program delivery. The measurements included the full-year percentage
change in athlete rolls and full-year percentage change in certified volunteer coaches.
Bivariate correlational analysis, specifically a Pearson’s correlation test, was used to
examine how the variables for board effectiveness and the percentage change in athlete
rolls may relate to each other (Brown, 2005; Jackson & Holland, 1998; Mwenja & Lewis,
2009).

The second null hypothesis (H2,) indicated that there was no statistically-
significant relationship between the overall board competency measured by the BSAQ
and the program delivery capability of SO chapters measured by the percentage change in
athlete rolls. The null hypothesis would be rejected only if the coefficient of the
Pearson’s correlation test was statistically significant; results are detailed in chapter 4.

Addressing research question 3. Bivariate correlational analysis, specifically a
Pearson’s correlation test, was used to understand how the variables for board
effectiveness and peréentage change in certified coaches may relate to each other
(Brown, 2005; Jackson & Holland, 1998; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). |

- The third null hypothesis (H3() indicated that there was no statistically-significant
relationship between the overall board competency measured by the BSAQ and the

program delivery capability of SO chapters measured by the percentage change in
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certified coaches. The null hypothesis would be rejected only if the coefficient of the
Pearson’s correlation test was statistically significant; results are detailed in chapter 4.

Addressing research questions 4-8. The fourth research question was designed to
explore how SO chapter board members prioritize concurrent, multiple objectives to
improve ﬁnancial performance and program delivery measures in SO chapters. Data were
collected from semi-stfuctured interviews to gain insight from participants who
previously responded to the BSAQ (Jackson & Holland, 1998). Additionally, board
effectiveness scores for each of the six dimensions of board competency within the
BSAQ (Jackson & Holland, 1998) were calculated (Appendix B). This data along with
other research results from the quantitative component of the study were analyzed in
conjunction with the semi-structﬁred intérviews.

The fifth research question was designed to explore how SO chapter board
members describe their SO chapter board’s ability to improve financial performance,
growth of athlete rolls, and growth of volunteer coaches in SO chapters. Data were
collected from both semi-structured interviews and as well as board effectiveness scores
for each of the six dimensions of board competency (Appendix B) embodied within the
BSAQ (Jackson & Holland, 1998).

The sixth research question was designed to explore how SO chapter board
members influenced and helped achieve improvements in financial performance
measures of SO chapters. Data were collected from both semi-structured interviews as
well as board effectiveness scores for each of the six dimensions of board competency

(Appendix B) embodied within the BSAQ (Jackson & Holland, 1998).
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The seventh research question was designed to explore how SO chapter board
members influenced and helped achieve growth of athlete rolls within SO chapters. Data
were collected from both semi-structured interviews and as well as board effectiveness
scores for each of the six dimensions of board competency (Appendix B) embodied
within the BSAQ (Jackson & Holland, 1998).

The eighth research question was designed té explore how SO chapter board
members influenced and helped achieve growth of volunteer coaches within SO chapters.
Data were collected from both semi-structured interviews and as well as board
effectiveness scores for each of the six dimensions of board competency (Appendix B)
embodied within the BSAQ (Jackson & Holland, 1998).

To analyze the interview results for research questions 4 to 8, the answers
recorded in the semi-structﬁred intérviews were structurally coded to obtain thematic
categories as a summary of the interview data collected. Coding to create categories to
group together relevant information by topic was used. The six dimensions of board
competency served as a basis for coding the results (Jackson & Holland, 1998); however,
the researcher coded and categorized data beyond these six classifications as needed.
Open coding of interview responses was conducted to obtain various themes or categories
that summarized the interview data:. According to Strauss and Corbin (1990), using the
“open coding process, by breaking down, examining, comparing, conceptualizing, and
categofizing data, often, in terms of materials and measurements, then pouring over of
data in order to sunder it and produce codes could proceed line by line” (p. 61). This was
accomplished by segregating the interview data into words, phrases, sentences, or

paragraphs that emphasized the functional relation between parts and the whole of the
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entire interview conversation. Coding is the process of analyzing the data that moves data
from diffuse text to organized ideas about Qhat is going on (Morse & Richards, 2002). At
this point in the research, the researcher must differentiate and combine the response
retrieved and make reflections about the information. Codes are labels for assigning
meaning to the descriptive information éompiled so far during the study. They are usually
words or phrases that ‘chunk’ sections of information together. They may be a
straightforward category, or it could be a metaphor. Using the codes the researcher
retrieves relevant information from the text (Miles & Huberman, 1994).

Once developed, codes for this research were grouped at an abstract level, which
is called categorization (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). Then, these categories were analyzed
in a similar manner as the groups of ideas or themes that were coded. Specifically, the
phrases, conéepts; or ideas that were looked for in the transcripts and notes from the
iﬁterviews were those related directly to the research questions.

The analysis of the qualitative data and the quantitative research results for the
respective chapters consisted of organizing the data into themes and categories, including
the six dimensions of board competency. A software program, NVivo .9, was employed to |
assist in categorizing the data into manageable themes for analysis and interpretation. The
NVivo software was used to store and organize the themes and topics that were
discovered, as they were located. In addition,\ it was used for searches and re-coding to
help identify vaﬁous relationships in the data. Finally, NVivo was useful not merely the
analysis of data, but also in the process of report writing.

With regard to analyzing the case study evidence, data were available from

multiple sources to address the research questions and provide insight on the application
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of the resource dependency and agency theories. The case study evidence included data
from (a) the semi-structured interviews, (b) descriptive data of BSAQ scores for the six
dimensions of board competency, (c) research results from the quantitative component of
the study, and (d) the researcher’s interview notes and observations. Similar to data
triangulation that involves numerous sources of data, the data derived from various
sources in the current study may converge to corroborate the same fact, phenomenon, or
conclusion (Yin, 2009). Conversely, non-convergence of evidence may result in multiple |
conclusions being drawn from the various data sources (Yin, 2009). Combining the
quantitative ‘research componént with the qualitative research component allowé
triangulate exploration and examination of several different possible relationships, and
can add rigor to a study and strengthen the conclusions drawn (Mertens & McLaughlin,
2004; Shank, 2006). Conversely, non-convergence of evidence may result in multiple
conclusions being drawn from the various data sources (Yin, 2009). The importance of
triangulation in research designs is that the strengths of one research method can
counterbalance the Weaknesses of the other research metfxod (Black, 1999; Mertens &
McLaughlin, 2004).

Although hypotheses were not specifically tested within the qﬁalitative
component of the study, the observations or conclusions from the case studies may — or
may not — align with results of the quantitative component of the study. Alternatively, the
observations or conclusions may reveal additionai areas that warrant further research.
Assumptions

The study was intended td provide insight to relationships between effective

board practices and organizational performance measures, including financial
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perforrﬁance and program delivery. It was designed to benefit both practice and theory.
Precautions have been taken to maintain validity of the study by using an appropriate
correlational design that includes tools that have been validated statistically through
empirical research. The tools have been proven to be effective across the nonprofit sector
(e.g., BSAQ) and within common segments of th¢ nonprofit sector (e.g., FVI). The use of
additional measures has been aligned with SO’s strategic plans and mission-based
objectives (Grossmeier et al., 2010; LeRoux, 2010; SO Strategic Plan, 2010). However,
the study was based on several _assumptions, and thus subject to various limitations and
delimitations. The assumptions, limitations, and delimitations should be considered
carefully, and caution used, when interpreting and applying the research results and
findings (Brown & Guo, 2010; Callen et al., 2010; Laughlin & Andringa, 2007; Norusis,
2006; Vogt, 2007).

With respect to the assumptions of this study, it was assumed that survey -
respondents would complete the BSAQ honestly and accurately. Precautions were taken
to communicate to targeted BSAQ participants the voluntary nature and confidential
nature of the survey. Privacy and the confidentiality of survey and interview responses

-can help improve the integrity ?ssociated with those responses (Vogt, 2007). Using the
informed consent forms (Appendix L, M, & K) helped mitigate potential concerns for
confidentiality. It was also assumed that only individuals who were targeted to respond to
thé survey (e.g., SO chapter board chairpersons, or board members with tenure of one
year or more if the board chairperson was unable to complete the survey) were the ones
who actually completed the BSAQ and semi-structured interviews, and that duplicates

were not received. Because the survey were sent to known SO chapter representatives,
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includes notations of role (e.g., chairperson, board member), the possibility of improper
or duplicate surveys was somewhat mitigated — although not fully mitigated.

The study was also based on the assumption that IRS filings of SO chapters,
which were used as a basis for FVI calculations, were accurate. There are incentives for
SO chapters to ensure the accuracy of data filed on IRS Form 990s (IRS, 2010), as
penalties can be imposed for inaccurate filings. Further, many nonprofit organizations
have financial statements and tax filings independently audited for accuracy and
comi:leteness (Callen et al., 2010; IRS, 2010; Tuckman & Chang, 1991). Finaliy, Form
990 filings are required to be made publicly available (IRS, 2010), and Form 990
includes an indication as to whether the nonprofit organization was subject to an
independent audit, which create incentives for chapters to provide accurate aﬁd audited
financial and tax records. Similarly, the data on SO chapter scorecards that were used to
calculate variables for program delivery was assumed to be accurate. The data were
reviewed and monitored by SO management at SO’s national headquarters, which may
help ensure that data anomalies or inaccuracies are detected and corrected (SO Official

General Rules, 2010).
Limitations

The study was limited by the bivariate correlational design, which can effectively
highlight the relationships between board effectiveness and the organizational
performance measures included in the study. However, correlation does not prove
causation (Callen et al., 2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). While improvements in board
effectiveness may appear to be related to improvements in the organizations they govern

(Jackson & Holland, 1998; Callen et al., 2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009), more research
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continues to be needed to assess and prove causation between board effectiveness and
organizational performance. The qualitative component of the study explored how board
members balance priorities to improve organizational performance, but was limited by
the scope of a single nonprofit organization. A major limitation was that the sample sizes
for this study were relatively small, which precludes the use of more sophisticated
statistical analyses. However, the sample adequately addressed the population of SO
chapters and provided appropriate power to the study while covering each of the SO
chapter peer groups across the United States.

The use of a Likert-type scale of the BSAQ created an inherent limitation, as
Likert type scales can be imprecise, subject to interpretation, and are based on perception
that may vary over time (Jackson & Holland, 1998; Vogt, 2007). Nevertheless, views of
board chairpersons and board members regarding the effectiveness of nonprofit boards of
directors provide valuable perspectives (Brown, 2007; Callen et al., 2010; Mwenja &
-Lewis, 2009). Furthermore, the BSAQ has been statistically tested extensively and
confirmed to be a tool that provides reliable, valid, and sensitive measures of nonprofit
board effectiveness (Jackson & Holland, 1998; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009).

Additionally, the percentage changes in athlete rolls and certified volunteer
coaches for each chapter provided useful measures regarding the effectiveness of
program delivery (e.g., athletes) and program delivery capability (e.g., certified éoaches)
that align with the mission of SO chapters across the United States. As such, the
measures were appropriate for the study (Grossmeig:r etal., 2010; LeRoux, 2010).

However, the measures did not reflect the qualitative assessments of various stakeholders
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that other résearch has highlighted (Herman & Renz, 2008), which were also considered
valid.

Finally, the study’s validity was limited by the bias created if board members
were self-conscious 6r concerned to the point that they provided false or incomplete
“information. Board membérs could have potentially felt concerned with revealing
information about board failures, if perceived as a blemish to their own reputétion. The
researcher was responsible for creating a comfortable environment for research
participants to respond comprehensively and hom;stly (Moustakas, 1994). Participants
who were comfortable with the researcher and the environment were more likely to share
information and express candid and complete perceptions (Patton, 2002). Open
communications occurred with participants to indicate the purpdse and processes of the
study, describe the rese‘arch methods and deéign, provide assurance that questions need
not be answered if participants were not comfoﬁable in doing so, and that they were
permitted to withdraw at any time. These measures, along with efforts to communicate
the confidentiality of information supported positive relations and a comfortable
environment with respondents (Guthrie & Anderson, 2010). To further mitigate this
threat, the researcher complied with all ethical standards for preserving the confidentiality
of research information.
Delimitations

The study was delimited in that it focused on a single segment of the nonprofit
sector with a single mission and purpose. It also was limited to nonprofit activities within
the Um'ied States. While the research design provided a basis for assessing organizational -

performance using various financial and program measures simultaneously, additional
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studies in other segments of the nonprofit sector and alternative measures of program
delivery could reveal different results and alternative insights (Gazley et al., 2010; jiang
et al., 2009).

Furthermore, the use of the FVI provided a relevant composite score regarding the
financial position, performance, and vulnerability to financial shock on a relative basis
(Tuckman & Chang, 1991). Nevertheless, it should be recognized that the current study
was conducted following an economic recession and during a subsequent period of
relatively slow economic recovery. Board practices could have alternative impacts on
nonprofit organiiations amid differing macroeconomic climates.

Continued study in this. field provides an opportunity for researchers to contribute
to both theory and practice, and can benefit nonprofit boards of directors and the
organizations that they serve. In turn, impfoved effectiveness of nonproﬁt‘ boérds can
benefit those who utilize nonprofit-driven programs and services, their families, and their
communities with the continued delivery and expansion of programs in society.

Ethical Assurances

There are four areas of ethical considerations in scholarly research including: (a)
protection from harm, (b) informed consent, (c) right to privacy, and (d) honesty with
professional colleagues. The current study has been designed to maintain integrity and
ethics in planning, conducting, and concluding on the research. The research was
conducted in line With the American Psychological Association (APA) standards within
the ethical principles and code of conduct (APA, 2010). This helped to ensure the safety,

welfare, rights, and dignity of all research participants. Furthermore, the Institutional
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Review Board’s (IRB) approval of Northcentral University was obtained prior to any
collection of data. |
Protection from harm. The first component of research involved an assessment
SO chapter board effectiveness using the BSAQ (Jackson & Holland, 1998). Respondents
were asked to express their personal views by responding to each survey and interview
question. Because completion of the survey or interview was voluﬁtary and would not
involve stress on the participant, the research involved minimal risk. The information did
not deal with personal information of athletes, individual board members, or members of
the staff; however, theré were ethical considerations regarding the fiduciary
responsibilities of board merﬁbers.
All members of the board of directors have an implicit and often explicit
expectation that they fulfill a fiduciary role m profecting the financial condiﬁoh and
- records of the orgénization (Laughlin & Andringé, 2007). Whether in an empirical or
theoretical context, the fiduciary responsibilities of board ﬁxembers are evident in the
" literature (Brown & Guo, 2010; Léughlin & Andringa, 2007; Marx & Davis, 2012;
Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). Failure to exercise due professional éare or fulfill expected
ﬁduciaq duties, which could potentially be revealed during the survey, interview, or data
analysis processes, could.pose reputational risks of chief executive officers, board
chairpersons who completed the BSAQ survey or interview, a;ld potentially other SO
chapter board members who did not complete the BSAQ survéy or interview. To
minimize such risk, no specific names of board members nor SO chapters were disclosed
" in the research manuscript, as readers could be familiar with the respondents of specific

SO chapters. As such, the data collected and the results of the study were considered
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confidential. Data had either been reported only in aggregate for all SO chapters, or was
presented in a manner such that no specific SO chapters or board members can be
individually identified in the manuscript. The approach is in line with the APA ethical
principles and code of conduct and the Belmont Report’s principle of beneficence, which
refers to the need for research to both maximize benefits and minimize harmful effects to
participants (APA, 2010).

Informed consent. In line with the principles of the Belmont Report and
guidelines of the APA (2010), informed consent of the respondents was requested,
‘completed, and received both electronically and in writing using cover letters that
‘accompanied the survey and structured interviews (Appendix L, M, & K). The cover
Tetter for the BSAQ survey included informed consent language (Appendix L), and the
online survey included an electronic means of providing info}rmed consent or exiting the
online survey (Apﬁendix M). Additionally, a letter including informed consent was used
for iﬁterview participants (Appendix K). The two letters also ‘included language that
addressed several considerations. The considerations included: (a) the expected benefits
of the research; (b) that participation was voluntary and individuals could withdraw from
participation at any time, without cbnsequence; (c) that individuals’ names, respbnses,
and SO chapter data would be considered strictly confidential; (d) that the ;‘esearcher may
use data and results in a manner that maintains confidentiality and does not diéclose
individual responses or individually-identifiable SO Program information in the final
manuscript; and (e) contact information of the researcher should partiéipants have
questions (Grossmeier, 2010). By providing a cover leﬁer with the BSAQ survey and

interview, the intended respondents were informed of ethical and integrity considerations
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of the rese.ar,ch when considering completion of the survey. The approach was in line
with the principles of the Belmont Report and guidelines of the APA (2010).

Right to privacy. With respect to privacy, much of the data associated with the
study is publicly available information, including financial and program delivery data
(IRS, 2010; SO Strategic Plan, 2010). With respect to the BSAQ (Jackson & Holland,
1998), the research questions and content of the survey do not deal with individuals or
private personal information, and the answers to questions in the survey reﬂecf personal
perceptions of board activities, attributes, and efff:ctiveness. To help protect the
anonymity of BSAQ survey respondents, the researcher did not request that names of
individuals be disclosed in completing the survéy or interview. However, information
was requested to identify the name of the SO chapter and role of the respondent (e.g.,
board chairperson or board member) in order to monitor the completeness of responses,
facilitate follow-up efforts to obtain responses, and enable analyses of the data. Consent
forms for the semi-structured interviews included signatures and e-mail confirmations,
and were secured in a confidential location. The cover letter to the survey also stated the
confidentiality of the survey to minimize potential concern of participants and encourage
honesty and transparency in participants completing the survey (APA, 2010).

Regarding the financial performance and program delivery data for each SO
chapter, the data reflected common and consistent means of measuring performance for
all SO chapters across the United States (SO Strategic Plan, 2010). The data were a}ready
collected and disclosed by the IRS in accordance \;vith their filing and operating
requirements (IRS, 2010) and by SOI in conjunction with their publicly stated goals and

global mission (SO Strategic Plan, 2010). Such data has often been used by nonprofit
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organizations to demonstrate their effectiveness when soliciting financial contributions
(Keller, 2010). No data were collected regarding individual athletes, their names,
physical and medical needs, or their intellectual disabilities, providing protection of
athlete’s non-public, personal information. Summary data of SO chapter populations of
athletes and volunteef coaches were sought to facilitate data analyses, eliminating any
-concerns associated with the privacy and protection of individual athletes.

Honesty with professional colleagues. There are fundamental expectations that
integrity and ethics be maintained by adheﬁng to professional standards that ensure the
accuracy, rig(;r, and appropriateness of research methodologies, while also helping to
ensure that knowledge gained is accurate, responsible, and complete (Committee on
Science, Engineering, & Public Policy, 2009). Adherence to professional standards are
grounded in researchers’ obligations to (a) honor the trust in each other by conducting
accurate and reliable research; (b) themselves to build and maintain personal in‘t.egrity;
and (c) act in ways that serve and protect the public by conducting and concluding studies
in safe, accurate, and reliable ways (Committee on Science, Engineering; & Public
Policy, 2009). - |

Conducting a comprehensive literature review helped té lay the foundation for
éonducting research in an ethical manner (Ellis & Levy, 2008). The researcher has taken
care to properly cite others’ work in tﬁe literature and use peer-reviewed articles to
advance the ethics and integrity of research, while also fostering professional standards of

" research methodology and researchers’ conduct (Committee on Sciencé, Engineering, &

Public Policy, 2009).
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The review of relationships between board p?actices and the financial
performance of nonprofit organizations using IRS filings is both an e.thical and valid
technique for evaluating the effectiveness of boards of directors (Callen et al., 2010;
Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). The data among all 47 SO chapters were subjected to equal
treatment, analyses, and caloulation of the FVI using the methodology of Tuckman and
Chang (1991), which helped to maintain the integrity of the study and minimize the
potential for bias (APA, 2010).

The third area of the research has been designed to measure progfam delivery in
each SO chapter based on the mission and stated strategy of SOI: increasing the number
of SO athletes and certified coaches in each chapter (SO Strategic Plan, 2010). The
recommendations of Herman and Renz (2008) and the research by Jiang et al. (2009)
support the efforts of this author’s research to assess the impact that board practices can
have on the delivery of non-profit prograols us.ing non-financial measures. The review of
relationships Between board practices and the program cielivery of nonprofit
organizations, using their missions and stated goals, is both an ethical and valid technique
for evaluating the effectiveness of boards of directors (Herman & Renz, 2008; Jiang et

al., 2009).

Conclusion on ethical considerations. The investigator’s research focused

principally on data pertaining to organizational entities — SO chapter boards of directors,
_ financial performance and condition of SO chapters, and programs delivered within SO
chapters. To a large degree, the data are institutionally-focused, and are not based on

private, personal information of individuals. Nevertheless, because ethical concerns could
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potentially surface in mémy different phases of a research project, each aspect of data
collectioﬁ and analysis was conéidered from an ethical perspective.

The data collection risk was minimal relative to the assessment of board practices
withiﬁ the BSAQ (Jackson & Holland), with no risk associated with the collection and
analysis of publicly available data related to SO chapter financial performance (IRS,
2010) and program delivery measurements (SO Strategic Plan, 2010). Nevertheless, the
researcher conducted the study in line with APA’s principles of beneficence to do no
harm, fidelity to build trust, integrity in the conduct of work, justice and respect for
people’s rights and dignity (APA, 2010).

The data among the SO chapters Were'subj ected to equal treatment and analyses
using the BSAQ (Jackson & Holland) and other measﬁ'res of organizational performance,
which maintained the integrity of the research and minimized bias that could otherwise
surface within a sample selection process. The research wés conducted in line with the
American Psychdlogical Association (APA) standards relative to the ethical principles
and code of conduct (APA, 2010). This helped to ensure the safety, welfare, n'ghts, and
dignity of all research partic;,ipants.

Summary

. Nonprofit boards of directors are responsible for overseeing organizational
performance by ensuring the adequacy of resources and monitoring the effectiveness of
mission-based prograrﬁs (Brown & Guo, 2010; Laughlin & Andringa, 2007). These |
résponsibilities are affirmed by the resource dependency and agency theories,
respectively (Bradshaw, 2009; Brown & Guo, 2010; Hennan & Renz, 2008). However,

boards of directors across the nonprofit sector are experiencing increased difficulty in



152

discharging their duties, particularly as they encounter shrinking financial resources and
increasing demands for serviceS" during the current economic downturn (Eschenfelder,
- 2010; Vaughn, 2010). The specific problem examined in the current study was that SO
boards were not fully providing adequate resources and monitoring management’s
delivery of mission-based programs (SO Strategic Pfan, 2010) in line with the resource |
dependency and agency theories, which could impair SO's sustainability and its aBility to
provide valued services to athletes. Since the start of the 2007 recession, SO revenues,
non-cash donations, and the number of coaches per athlete supporting programs have
fallen, while demands for programs have grown rapidly (SO Strategic Plan, 2010).
' Unaddressed trends of reduced funding a'nd fewer coaches per athlete could jeopardize
the sustaiﬁability of SO and its mission.

Previous research of nonprofit boards have often been subjective (Jackson &
Holland, 1998), or limited by evaluating either financial performance (Brown, 2007;
Callen et al., 2010; Herman & Renz, 2008) or program delivery (Jiang et al., 2009). Such
research approaches limit ﬁnderstandiﬁg of nonprofit board effectiveness, as théy do not
simultaneously consider measures of both fmanciai performance and program delivery —
both éritical to nonprofit organizations (Bradshaw, 2009; Herman & Renz, 2008).
Authors have cited a neéd for more éuantitative studies to build upon pre\?ious theoretical
reseérch (Herman & Renz, 2008; Miller-Millesen, 2003) to more fully understand how
board effectiveness—relates to various measures of organizational performance (Bradshaw,

-2009; Vaughan, 2010). Furthermore, qualitative research is also needéd to build an

understanding of how board members balance simultaneous SO objectives to improve
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both financial and program deliveryAmeasures H(Herman & Renz, 2008; Miller-Millesen,
2003).

| The burpose of this mixed metﬁod study was to evaluate SO chapter board
effectiveness relative to multiple measures of organizational performance and explore
how board members bélance and prioritize concurrent objectives to improve financial aﬁd
program-related performance measures in 52 SO chapters across the United States. Eight
research questions and three null and three alternative hypotheses were formulated to
address the research problem.

For the quantitative cor.nponent of the study, bivariate correlational analyses were
conducted. Board chairpersons of SO chapters across the United States were asked to
complete the BSAQ surveys (Jackson & Holland, 1998). The surveys were scored to
measﬁre the overall effectiveness of SO chapter boards, and were considered an-
independent variable for each SO chapter to test several hypotheses. The overall BSAQ
(Jackson & Holland, 1998) scores were correlated to three dependent variables..’l;he FVl
(Tuckman & Chang, 1991) was calculated to reflect a composite indicator of SO
chapters’ financial condition and performance. Program delivery measures for each
chapter éligned with the mission and strategy of SOI to increase the number of SO
athletes and certified coaches (Grossmeier et al., 2010; SO Strategic Plan, 2010).

For the qualitative component of Ithe study, a multiple case study was performed.
A sub-population of BSAQ respondents were asked to participate in semi-structured
interviews to gain insight regarding how they may balance and prioritize SO’s concurrent
objectives £o influence and achieve improvements in SO chapter finances and program

delivery measures (Herman & Renz, 2008; Miller-Millesen, 2003; SO Strategic Plan,
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2010). Two BSAQ respondents were selected from each of the five peer groups, based on
those who first submitted BSAQ responsc;s and volunteered for the interviews. To assist
with the qualitative componc;,nt of the study, the BSAQ (Jackson & Holland, 1998) was
used to provide descriptive data for each SO chapter board, because the BSAQ was also
designed to assess and score board practices within six distinct dimensions of board
competency (Jackson & Holland, 1998). Because the quantitative variables and
qualitative research are collected at approximately the same time, the results can be
compared and contrasted for similarities and differences (Teddlie & Tashakkori, 2009).
Overall, a mixed method approach was optimal as it could help identify
differences in the financial performance and the program delivery of SO chapter boards
of directors in relation to BSAQ scores. The criticality of assessing the effectiveness of
nonprofit board practices lies in balancing SO chapter objectives as nonprofit
organizations. Each chapter’s priméry role is to deliver programs (SO Strategic Plan,
2010), but must also maintain finances to sustain the organization to provide ﬁrograms
(BoardSource, 2007). The quantitative component of this study also addressed gaps in the
literature and to expand our knowledge of how effective board practices simultaneously
relate to thé financial performance and program delivery of SO chapters in the United
States. Th¢ qualitative component of the study also helps build kﬁowledge of how board
members may balance and prioritize SO’s concurrent objectives to improve finances and
expand the delivery of programs (Jackson & Holland, 1998; Herman & Renz, 2008;
Miller-Millesen, 2003; Special Olympics Official General Rules, 2010; SO Strategic

Plan, 2010). Collectively, both components help build knowledge of how the resource
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dependency and agency theories are applied to SO’s nonprofit boards of directors
(Bradshaw, 2009; Herman & Renz, 2008; Miller-Millesen, 2003).

Finally, SO chapter board members can benefit by gaining insight on improving
board practices that may maximize the effectiveness of chapter financial berformance and
program delivery. Furthermore, unaddressed trends of reduced funding and fewer
coaches could jeopardize the quality of SO programs and sustainability of its mission. As
SO chapter board members work to improve board effectiveness and organizational
performance, individual athletes, families, and communities can benefit from the

continued delivery and expansion of SO’s programs across the United States.
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Chapter 4: Findings
The objective of this mixed method study was to investigate how nonprofit board
' practices relate to multiple measures of organizational performance, and explore how
board members balance and prioritize concurrent objectives to improve both financial
and program-related performance at SO. For the quantitative aspect of the study, overall
board effectiveness was measured using the BSAQ (Jackson & Holland, 1998) and
financial performance was measured for each SO chapters using the FVI (Tuckman &
Chang, 1991). Additional measures of organizational performance in each SO chapter
aligned with SOI’s purpose, mission, and priorities (SO Strategic Plan, 2010). The
variables included the annual percentage change in athletes and the annual percentage
chz;nge in coaches, and were calculated using SO chapter scborecards (Api)endix H).
Statistical analysis of the data was conducted using Pearson’s correlation test to
investigate any possible relationships between overall board effectiveness and the
variables of financial performance, athlete rolls, and changes in volunteer coaches. For
the qualitative aspect of the study, BSAQ desériptive data were analyzed and. semi-
 structured interviews were conducted with a sub-popuiation of BSAQ respondents to gain
insight as to how board members balanced concurrent objectives to improve financial and
program delivery measures.
Results
Quantitative component of the study. This chapter begins with the quantitative
component of the study and a sum:ﬂary of descriptive statistics of the study variables.
Tests of data normality were conducted for the study variables because the Pearson’s

correlation test is a parametric test and requires the data to be normally distributed.
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‘Following that, r'esults of the Pearson’s correlation test are presented to address the
research questions.

The online BSAQ survey was disseminated electronically to the chief executive
ofﬁcers of 52 SO chapters, whé were asked to distribute the surveys to their respective
nonprofit board chairpersons. Of the- 52 chapters, 47 responses were received — the
required minimum sample — after conducting follow-up “reminder” telephone calls. The
47 responses were collected, recorded, and BSAQ scores were the calculated and .
analyzed. All other data were collected and variables were calculated in line with tﬁe

research methods described in chapter 3.

Descriptive statistics of study variables. Th¢ descriptive statistics of the study
variables are presented in this section, including the mean and standard deviation. The
study variables include overall board effectiveness measured by the BSAQ scores,
financial performance measured by the FVI scores, 12-month percentage change‘in
athlete rolls, and 12-month percentage change in volunteer coaches af SO chapters
(Appendix N). These variables were central to addressing the hypotheses of this study.
The narﬁes of SO chapters were randomly changed to “A,” “B,” “C,” etc. by the
researcher in order to maintain anonymity.

The overall BSAQ board effectiveness scores among the 47 SO chapters had a
score range of .59 and .93, while the mean score was .72. ;I'he mean score was in the
lower end of the .59 to .96 range of overall board effectiveness scores among the 47 SO
board directors. For the financial performance of the SO, the 47 SO chapters had an FVI -
scdre range of .1499 to .2910, while the mean score was .1927. The mean score was in

the higher end of the .1499 to .2910 range of financial performance scores (the lower the
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score, the higher the performance) among the 47 SO chapters. For the percentage change
in athletes of the SO chapters, the athlete score range of -0.39 and 0.54, while the mean |
score was 0.05 (5.88%). The mean score was in the lower end of the -0.39 to 0.54 range
of percentage of change in athleté among the 47 SO chapters. For the percentage change
in coaches of the SO, the 47 SO chapters had a score range of -0.80 and 1.82, while the
mean score was 0.08 (8.01%). The méan score was in the lower end of the -0.80 to 1.82
range of percentage of change in coaches arhong the 47 SO chapters. Based on a
comparison of means, it was determined that the mean scores for overall board
effectiveness was low, financial performance was high, percentage change in athletes was
low? and the percentage change in coaches was low.

Tests of normality. Prior to conducting the statistical analysis of Pearson’s
correlatioh test to address the three research quéstions and hypotheses, preliminary
screening of the data Was conducted to ensure the integrity of the findings from the
analysis. This was important in order to assure that the results of each statistic were
acceptable and reasonable. The data set for each study variable should reflect a normal
distribution since it is the required assumption for the Pearson’s correlation tést.

Tests of normality were conducted on the study variables. First, visual inspections
of histograms for each of the study variables were conducted (Figure 1). The histograms
did not precisely reflect normal bell-shaped curves, and thus did not defmitely
demonstrate that all the variables (e.g., BSAQ scores, FVI scores, percentage change in
athletes, and percentage change in coaches) wére all normally distributed. As such,
additional statistical tests were performed to assess the normality of distributions for each

of the variables.
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Figure 1 Histograms of study variables.

Because the histograms did not definitely illustrate that variables were normally
distributed, Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) tests were conducted and skewness and kurtoSis
statistics 6f the data were assessed to assess the normality of distributions. The results of
the K-S tests are summarized in Table 3. The resulting K-S statisticsA showed that all the
p-value (significance level) of the variables were all less than .05, suggesting that all the

data of the four study variables were normally distributed (Kline, 2005).
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Table 3

Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test of Normality

Kolmogorov-Smirnov

Statistic df Sig.
BSAQ 0.14 47 0.03
FVI 0.18 47 0.00
Athletes 0.22. 47 0.00
Coaches 0.18 47 0.00

In addition to the K-S tests, skewness and kurtosis statistics of the data were also
investigated for each of the study variables in order to validate the normality of the
distributions. To determine whether the data follows normal distribution, skewness
statistics greater than three indicate strong non-normality while kurtosis statistics between .
10 and 20 also indicate non-normality (Kline, 2005). As indicated in Table 4, the
skewness statistic values of the study variables enumerated ranged between 0.62 and 2.21
while the kurtosis values ranged between -0.65 and 6.03. The skewness and kurtosis
statistics of all study variables>fell within the criteria enumerated by Kline (2005),A

indicating that all the data of the study variables were normally distributed.
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Table 4

Skewness and Kurtosis of Variables

N Skewness Kurtosis
_ Statistic Std. Error Statistic  Std. Error
Overall BSAQ scores 47 0.62 0.35 -0.65 0.68
FVI1scores ' 47 2.21 - 0.35 7.19 0.68
Percentage change in athletes 47 0.73 0.35 2.87 0.68

Percentage change in coaches 47 1.46 0.35 6.03 0.68

Thus, the investigation of the skewness and kurtosis statistics confirmed the
results of the K-S test for normality. The test results confirmed that the Pearson’s
correlation test could be conductéd since all the data of the four study variables exhibited
normal distributions.

Research question 1. The first research question of this study was “To what
extent, if any, is there a relationship between overall board effectiveness as measured by
the BSAQ and the financial performance of the SO chapters measured by the FV1?” The
corresponding null hypothesis was that there is no statistically-significant relationship
between the overall boérd competency measured by the BSAQ and the financial
performance of SO chapters measured by the FVI.

To answer Research Question 1, a Pearson’s correlation test was conducted to
determine the extent of ény relationship between overall board effectiveness as measured
by the BSAQ and the variable of financial performance measured by the FVI in SO
chépters. A level of significance of .05 was used in the hypothesis testing. A significant

relationship would exist if the probability value of significance was less than or equal to
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the level of significance value. The Pearson’s correlation test also investigated the degree
of the correlation (positive or negative) and the étrength of the correlation. The test
results provided in Table 5 showed that there was no significant correlation between
overall board effectiveness and the financial performance of the 47 SO chapters (r = -.1 1,
p= .45-). There was no significant relationship since fhe'p-value was greater than the level
of significance value of.05. Therefore, the first null hypothesis was not rejected, and it
was concluded that was no statistically-signiﬁcant relationship between the overall board
competency in SO chapters measured by the BSAQ and the financial performance of SO
chapters measured by the FVI.

Table 5

Pearson Correlation Tests for Board Effectiveness (Overall BSAQ Score)

Financial Percentage Change Percentage Change
, Performance in Athletes ~ in Coaches
Pearson Correlation (r) . -.11 -.02 -15
Significance (p), 2-tailed 0.45 - 090 . 0.30

N 47 47 - 47

Research question 2. The second research question of this study was “To what
extent, if any, is there a relationship between overall board effectiveness as measured by
the BSAQ and the program delivery of SO chapters measured by the 12-month
percentage changes in athlete rolls?” The corresponding null hypothesis was that there
was no statistically-significant relationship between the overall board competency
measured by the BSAQ and the program delivery capability of SO chapters measured by

the percentage change in athlete rolls.
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To answer Research Question 2, a Pearson’s correlation test was conducted to
determine the extent of any relationship between overall board effectiveness and the
percentage change in athlete rolls in SO chapters. A level of significance of .05 was used
in the hypothesis testing. The test results provided in Table 5 showed that there was no
~ significant correlation between overail board effectiveness and the change in athlete rolls
(r=-.02, p = .90), since the p-value was greater than the level of significance value of
.05. fhereforé, the second null hypothesis was not rejected, and it was concluded that
there was no statistically-significant relationship between the overall board competency
in SO chapters measured by the BSAQ and the program delivery of SO chapters
measured by the percentage change in athlete rolls.

Research question 3. The third research question of this study was “To what
exteﬁt, if any, is there a relationship between overall board effectiveness as measured by
the BSAQ and the program delivery of SO chapters measured by the 12-month
percentage changes in volunteer coaches?” The corresponding null hypothesis was that
there was no statistically-significant relationship between the overall board competency
‘ measured by the BSAQ and the program delivery capability of SO chapters measured by
the percentage change in volunteer coaches. - -

To answer Research Question 3, a Pearson’s correlation test was conducted to
determine the extent of any relationship between overall board effectiveness and the
percentage change in volunteer coaches in SO chapters. A level of significance of .05 was
used in the hypothesis testing. The tést results provided in Table 5 showed that there was
* no significant correlation between overall board effectiveness and the changé in volunteer

coaches (r = -.15, p = .30), since the p-value was greater than the level of significance
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value of .05. Therefore, the third null hypothesis was not rejected, and it was concluded
that there was no s;atistically—signiﬁcant relationship between the overall board
competency in SO chapters measured by the BSAQ and the program delivery.of SO
chapters measured by the béréentage change in volunteer coaches.

Qualitative component of the study. This multiple case study was conducted in
order to explore hqw SO chapter board members balance concurrent objectives to
improve financial and program-related performance measures in SO chapters across the
United States. This section outlines the data collected from ten semi-structured interviews
conducted via telephone and face-to-face Iﬁeetings. The qualitative component of the
study was perfofmed to complement the results of the quantitative aspect of the research.
Ten interviews with board chairpersons were conducted; results were coded, categorized,
and organized into themes to aid in understanding better the overall effectiveness of the
board and its organizational performance at SO. |

Demographic information of interview participants. Of the 10 interview
participants, all 10 were board.chairpersons and classified themselves as white, and 9
(90%) were male. The average age of participants was 57.1 years; ages of participants
ranged from 48 years to 71 years. Ali of the respondents were required to have board
experience (in any capacity) of at least one year in order to participate in the interviews;
the researcher verified each participant’s eligiBility. The average experience of interview
vparticipants was 8.0 years, and tenure as board chairperson averaged 2.1 years.

Descriptive information for chapters bf interviewed participants. For the ten
individuals who participated in the interviews, results from the quantitative component of

the study are depicted in Table 6 as descriptive data for the qualitative component of the
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study. The peer groupings of SO chapters were randomly changed to “a.,” “B,” “y,” etc.
by the researcher in order to maintain anonymity, similar to what was done to change SO
chapter names to “A,” “B,” “C,” etc. Because only one individual from peer group “&”
volunteered to be interviewed, a volunteer was selected from peer group “B” to achieve
the desired number of 10 interviews. In the ten chapters where interviews were
conducted, the BSAQ scores averaging .74 comp‘ared favorably to the average results of
.72 for all 47 chapters. The average FVI score of .1892 compared favorably to the
average FVI score of .1927 for all 47 chapters. Two (20%) of the chapters interviewéd
were considered financially vulnerable, similar to 21% those considered ﬁnancially
vulnerable among the 47 SO chapters. Among those interviewed, average program scores
involving changes in athletes (1.22%) compared unfavorably to the average for all 47
chapters (5.88%). Average scores for coaches (— 12.28%) compared unfavorably to the
47 chapters (8.01%) in the quantitative component of the study. Due to these differences
in variables, the semi-structured interview data and results may not be fully reflective of
the population of SO chapters. The interview results may reﬂéct more effecti?e board
practices (e.g., BSAQ scores) and p‘ositive financial performaﬁce (e.g., FVI scores),
relative to those chapters that were not intefviewed. Conversely, the interview data results
may reflect less positive growth of athletes or more negative changes in the number of"

coaches, relative to those chapters that were not interviewed.



Table 6

BSAQ, FVI, and Program-related Scores — Interviewed Chapters

Peer Chapter BSAQ FVI Percentage A in Percentage A in
Groups Score Score Athletes Coaches

o AA - .66 2212 -19.18 -0.89
a Y .61 .1656 2.16 8.93
B FF .90 .1856 4.54 0.62
B N 74 2249 ~8.14 ~3.80
B A 73 1833 5.26 -33.33
Y LL .86 .1805 —39.31 6.34
Y R .65 .1703 5.32 0.08
A E .80 .2000 3.28 - 80.12
A HH .63 1774 4.09 -9.73
€ A% 81 - .1835 54.17 —10.87

Totals 74 1892 1.22 ~12.28

BSAQ scores for the six dimensions of board competency are also depicted as
descriptive data in Table 7 for the SO chapters of interview respondents, which was used
to éssist in the completion of the multiple case studies. Among the interview respondents,
the average scores for the educational (.65) and analytical (.70) dimensions were |
relatively lower among than the scores for the other dimensions. Similar phenomena weré
observed when considering all 47 chapters, where average scores for the educational (.63)
and analytical (.72) dimensions lagged the other dimensions, which ranged from .73 to
.78. Additional insights to these relatively lower measures were also revealed during the
semi-structured interviews that were conducted. BSAQ scores for the six dimensions of

board competency were calculated for all 47 SO chapters (Appendix O).
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BSAQ Scores for Six Dimensions of Board Competency

167

Peer Chapter Contextual Educational Interpersonal Analytical Political Strategic
Groups

o AA .69 .56 73 .70 71 .61
o Y .64 58 .58 .57 .67 .64
B FF 1.00 .86 91 .80 92 .89
B N .83 72 .79 .70 .67 .69
B A .86 53 79 .67 67 .83
Y LL .81 72 .88 .83 .96 .92
Y R .70 .61 .61 .63 .67 .69
A E .89 72 82 .67 71 .94
A HH .64 .53 .67 .67 .67 .61
£ \'% .76 .69 .85 .80 .96 .85
Totals .78 .65 .76 70 .76 .76

Addressing qualitative research questions. To analyze the interview results for

each of the research questions 4 to 8, respondents’ answers from the semi-structured

interviews were recorded and structurally coded to summarize data and obtain thematic

categories. Coding was used to create categories to group together relevant information

by topic. The six dimensions of board competency were considered to serve as a basis for

coding the results (Jackson & Holland, 1998); however, the researcher coded and

categorized data beyond these six classifications as needed. Open coding of interview

responses enabled the researcher to identify various themes to summarize the interview

data. The analysis of the qualitative data and the descriptive quantitative research results -

for the respective chapters consisted of organizing the data into categories and themes.

The researcher used NVivo 9 software to encode and program the interviews of all ten
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participanté to organize the data, categorize and code responses, and effectively identify
the concepts and themes.

Data were available from multiple sources to address the research questions and
provide insight on the application of the resoufce dependency and agency theories. The
multiple case study evidence included data from (a) the semi-structured interviews, (b)
deséﬁptive data of BSAQ scores for the six dimensions of board competéncy, (©)
research results from thé quantitative component of the study, and (d) the researcher’s
interview notes and observations. Similar to data tﬁangulation that involves numerous
sources of data, the data derived from various sources in the current study may converge
to corroborate the same fact, phenomenon, or conclusion (Yin, 2009). The importance of
triangulation in research designs is that the strengths of one research method can
counterbalance the weaknesses of another research method (Black, 1999; Mertens &
McLaughlin, 2004). Y

Research question 4. The fourth research question of this study was “How do
board members balance and prioritize three concurrent objectives to improve financial
performance, expand athlete rolls, and increase the number of coaches in their SO
chapters?”

The fourth research question was designed to explore how SO chapter board
members prioritize concurrent, multiple objectives to improve financial performance and
program delivery measures in SO chapters in line with SOI’s global mission (SO
Strategic Plan, 2010). The board chairpersons indicated that for them, fméncial
performance was the most significant objective that was given attention and priority most

of the time. Thematically, this emefged from seven of the ten (70%) interviewed
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respondénts. The remaining three board chairpersons interviewed had other, varied
responses that did not reflect a meaningful theme or trend.

In addition to the interview responses, other data from the quantitative component
of the study were collected from semi-structured interviews to gain insight from
participants who pre\;iously responded to the BSAQ (Jackson & Holland, 1998). BSAQ
scores and program-related variables are depicted in Table 8. The seven interview
participants who indicated that financial performance was the highest priority represented
SO chapters that had a higher average FVI score (. i951) compared to the collective group
of SO chapters for which interviews were conducted and when compared to all 47
chapters. These séven chapters included two chapters that were financially vulnerable
(FVI scores > .2000). This phenomenon aligns with the resource dependency theory, and
may reflect the board members’ realizations that the need to improve financial
pérformance was critical to the SO chapters’ long-term viability and sustainability of its
mission (BoardSource, 2007; Brown & Guo, 2010; Callen et al., 2010; Mwenja & Lewis,
2009). |

Among the seven interview participants who indicated that financial performance
was the highest priority, the average program scores were also negative for both athletes
(- 6.95%) and coaches (; 15.87%). Both measures were lower for these seven chapters,
when compared to athlete scores and coach scores for the collective group of the 10

chapters interviewed and relative to all 47 chapters.
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Table 8

Board Priorities and the BSAQ, FVI, and Program-related Scores

Groups BSAQ - FVI Percentage Ain  Percentage A in
No. peer groups Score Score Athletes Coaches
Seven respondents for which financial performance is top priority:
4 peer groups .76 1951 - 6.89 -15.87

All 10 interviewed respondents:

5 peer groups 74 .1892 : 1.22 —-12.28
“All 47 chapters: ‘
5 peer groups 12 o .1927 5.88 8.01

Additionally, boarci effectiveness scoreﬁ for each of the six dimensions of board‘
competency within the BSAQ (Jackson & Holland, 1998) were calculated (Appendix B).
This data is presented in Table 9. Those who indicated that financial performance was the
highest pfiority had relatively higher contextual (.83) and strategic (.80) scores compared
with the collective group of 10 interview respondents or all 47 chapters. This group also
had relatively lower educational (.67) and analytical (.71) dimensions, in line with the
results for the 10 chapters debicted in Table 7. |

In three of these chapters, board chairpersons indicated that strategic planning was
efnphasized as a high priority for the board to be effective, and foﬁnal stmctureswere.
developed to maintain a forward-looking focus. Strategic or long-fange planning .
committees as well as retreats were highlighted as key board entities. For example, one
chairperson emphasized the importanpe of strategic planning by saying “Let’s step back
and evaluéte: What are the events that we’re doing? What are the ones that are valuable?

Where are we invested in, and are we getting the return that we want?”” The concept
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underscores the prominence of the agency theory, where the board monitors management
to ensure that resources are used efficiently for the advancement of the mission (Callen et
al., 2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). In discussion nonprofit boards of directors, another
chairperson stated “they should be futgristic in their thinking and envision what the
organization should look like down the road — almost think about what the organization
could become — and then provide the help to get there.” The view aligns with the resource
dependency theory to provide the right resources to advance the mission (Callen et al.,
2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009).

Table 9

Board Priorities and Dimensions of Board Competency

Group Contextual Educational Interpersonal Analytical Political Strategic

Seven respondents for which financial performance is top priority:

Averages: .83 .67 .79 71 .76 .80

All 10 interviewed respondents:

Averages: .78 65 76 70 76 76
All 47 chapters:
Averages: .78 .63 73 .72 13 75

Research question 5. The fifth research quesﬁdn of this study was “What are the
perceptions of board members regarding their board’s actual ability to improve measures
_of financial performance, expand athlete rolls, and increase the number of coaches
simultaneously in their SO chapters?”
The fifth resea;ch question was designed to explore how SO chapter board

members describe their SO chapter board’s ability to improve financial performance,
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growth of athlete rolls, and growth of volunteer coaches in SO chapters. Results are
summarized in Table 10.

Table 10

Perceptions of board abilities to improve financial performance, expand athlete rolls,
and increase coaches in their SO chapters

Number of  Percentage of
occurrences occurrences

Invariant Constituents

Board members believe that they have the ability

to improve the three measures by getting

personally engaged and actively participating in 7 70%
SO activities and board meetings.

Board members believe that they provide

resources and tools to their CEO or staff members,

who have the greatest influence in advancing the 5 50%
three organizational performance measures.

Data were also collected from semi-structured interviews to gain insight from
participants who previously responded to the BSAQ (Jackson & Holland, 1998). BSAQ
scores and program-related variables are depicted in Table 11. Collectively, the seven
respondenté who indicated that they have the ability to improve organizational
performance by getting personally engaged and actively participating in SO activities and
board meetings had, on average, a higher FVI score of .1939. This score was relatively
higher compared to the collective group of SO chapters for which interviews were
conducted and when compafed to all 47 chapters. The average score indicated that the
collective group of chapters with this view was not considered financially vulnerable
(FVI scores > .2000); however, two of these chapters were financially vulnerablé.
Programmatic scores were also negative, on average, for athletes (— 6.95) and coaches (—

17.35). Overall, the interview responses reflect a collective view among board
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chairpersons that actions taken by board members can impact SO chapter financial
performance.
Table 11

Perceptions of Board Abilities and the BSAQ, FVI, and Program-related Scores

Groups BSAQ FVI Percentage Ain  Percentage A in
No. peer groups Score Score Athletes Coaches
The 7 respondents who can improve performance through personal engagement:
4 peer groups 72 1939 -6.95 -17.35

The 5 respondents who can improve performance by providing tools/resources:
4 peer groups 7 .1836 13.88 —22.95

All 10 interviewed respondents:

5 peer groups .74 .1892 1.22 -12.28
All 47 chapters:

5 peer groups 72 1927 5.88 ‘ 8.01

Notwithstanding the chairpérsons’ views that SO chaptér performance can be
improved by getting personally engaged and actively participating, results for the BSAQ,
FVI, and athlete scores all compared unfavorably to the other response group (e.g., which
indicated performance can be improved by providing tools an’d. resources), the collective
group of SO chapters for which interviews were conducted, as well as all 47 chapters.
The chairpersons’ respons_eé align with the resource dependency theory to provide
resources to nonproﬁf organizations, and the agency theory to monitor perfonn@nce of
management during SO activities and board meetings (Brown & Guo, 2010; Mwenja &

Lewis, 2009).
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The five additional responses reflected a theme that directly aligns with the
resource dependency theory (Callen et al., 2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). There were
five respondents who indicated that organizational performance can be improved by the
board providing the CEO gnd staff with sufficient tools, resources, and empowenﬂent to
drive performance. One board chairperson indicated “That’s what we need to do —
provide them the tools to be successful.” Overall BSAQ scores for this group was
relatively higher (.77) than other groups, and FVI scorés reflected that the SO chapters
were not financially vulnerable.

With respect to the dimensions of board competency (Jackson & Holland, 1998),
~ results for the interview participants are outlined in Table 12. Qverall, the educational
dimension scored the lowest among all of the dimensions for each of the response groups.
Among the respondents who indicated that board members can improve performance by
providing tools and resources to the CEO and staff, this group also had relatively high
score for the contextual (.83) and strategch (.83) dimensions. This trend was evident
among the response groups, and compared with the collective group of 10 interview

respondents as well as all 47 chapters.
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Table 12

Perceptions of Board Abilities and Dimensions of Board Competency

Group Contextual Educational Interpersonal Analytical Political Strategic

The 7 respondents who can improve performance through personal engagement:

Averages: 77 .63 .76 .70 72 .76

The 5 respondents who can improve performance by providing tools/resources:

Averages: .83 .68 .79 .70 .79 .83

All 10 interviewed respondents:

Averages: .78 .65 76 .70 .76 .76
All 47 chapters:
Averages: .78 .63 73 72 T3 75

Research question 6. The sixth research question of this study was “What
specific actions do board members most commonly take to help improve the financial
performancé measures for their SO chapter, relative to the six dimensions of board
competency?”

The sixth reséarch question was designed to explore how SO chapter board
members influenced and helped achieve improvements in the financial performance of
SO chapters. Respopdénts often indicated that multiple techniques were commonly used
to hélp imp’rove the financial performance measures for their respective SO chapters. One
of the themes depicted in Table 13 strongly aligns to the agency theory for monitoring
management (Brown & Guo, 2010). Speciﬁcally, 80% of the respondents indicated that
oversight and monitoring fhrough board committees were critical to improving the

financial performance of SO chapters. Despite the prevalence of this view, the
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observation was not revealed in the quantitative component of the study. In fact, 80% of -
the SO board chairpersons cited the use of a finance committeé of the board to monitor
budgets and spending, and/or a developmeﬁt committee to monitor fundraising activities.
The ﬁﬁéncial skills and expertise of board members were cited as being critical to the .
effectiveness of these comrrﬁttees, which has been recommended in the literature
(BoardSource, 2007; Jackson & Holland, 1998).

Table 13

Actions Board Members Take to Improve Financial Performance.

Number of  Percentage of

Invariant Constituents
: occurrences occurrences

Board members recruit other board members with
deep experience in financial management, or work
through board committees in order to help improve 8 : 80%
their fiscal performance.

Board members focus on public relations and

publicity via fundraising activities, conducting

capital campaigns, and events to engage supporters 6 : 60%
and prospective supporters. '

Board members maintain a "give or get" philosophy
and formally encourage all board members to

o,

donate directly to the SO chapter. 6 60%
Board members hire staff members who have deep
knowledge on fundraising or ﬁngncxal 5 50%
management.
The board members cultivate relationships through
their connections and interactions with the 5 50%

(V]

community to generate funds.

Many of the board practices revealed in the interviews align with the resource

dependency theory — to provide sufficient resources for nonprofit management to be
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successful (Brown & Guo, 2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). The practices include the
direct, active involvement of board members in fundraising activities (60%), donating
directly to the chapter (60%), and hiring dedicated staff members for fundraising (50%).
One board chairperson indicated “If you want more athletes and you want more to
improve the quality of your programming, you have to have the funds to be able to do it.”
Another statéd “We are here to provide for the athletes, and you have to be ﬁscally
responsible in order to achieve that. You can’t just offer something and then not havc‘any
money to pay for it.” Several SO chapters also focus on the cultivation of relationships
with board members’ constituencies to raise funds (50%). One board member indicated
“Board members who are employees at larger corporations are typically good advocates
‘for us in petitioning their employer’s foundation or employer’s charitable giving arm for
funds.” Howeuver, as illustrated in Table 6, results of interviews may reflect more positive
financial performance (e.g., FVI scores) relative to those chapters that were not

~ interviewed.

It sﬁould be noted that two board chairpersons cited competition with SOI in
fundraising efforts, which created a challenge for local SO chapters. According to these
chairpersons, SOI has designated certain nation-wide cofporations across the United
States as national dénors or prospective fundraising targets of SOI, for which local SO
chapters are not permitted to interact with or conduct fundraising efforts. The restriction
leaves a smaller pool of potential donors for SO chapters, even when there are personal
relationships between SO chapter board members and corporate representatives of the
local operations of the SOI donor or prospect; Also, it could potentially help explain, in

part, the lack of correlation between the BSAQ and FVI scores among SO chapters.
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Research question 7. The seventh research question of this study was “What
specific actions do board members most commonly take to help achieve the growth of
athlete rolls within their SO chapter, relative to the six dimensions of board
competency?”

The seventh research question was designed to explore how SO chapter board
members influenced and helped achieve growth of athlete rolls within SO chapters.
Although 80% of the interview participants indicated that increasing athlete rolls was a
responsibility of the local SO staff members, only 30% of respondents cited the use of
board meetings or attendance at Vathletic events and competitibns to oversee the growth of
athlete rolls in line with the agency theory (Brown & Guo, 2010; Mwenja & Lewis,
2009). As outlined in Table 14, additional techniques cited that reflect the involvement of
‘board members. Specifically, board members indicated that they were indirectly involved
with athlete recruitment by attending or showing involvement at athletic events (50%)
and by cultivating relationships or promoting partnerships with school systems (50%). In -
this case, through board member relationships, school administration officials can
provide sources of athletes as well as facilities for athletic training or competition.

This observation aligns with the resource dependency theory, which calls for
board members to provide sufficient resources for nonprofit management to be successful
(Brdwn & Guq, 2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). However, as illustrated in Table 6,
results of interviews may reflect less positive. growth of athletes relative to those chapters

that were not interviewed.
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Table 14

Actions Board Members Take to Achieve Growth in Athlete Rolls.

Number of  Percentage of
occurrences  occurrences

Invariant Constituents

Board members are involved in the local programs
and this is how they can actively impact . :
recruitment on athletes by showing their 5 50%
engagement in various athletic events. ‘

Board members focus on getting the athletes more
involved directly by promoting partnerships with

0,
and activities in local school systems. 3 0%
Board members get engaged at board meetings and
overseeing SO athletic events and competitions. 3 30%

Research question 8. The -eighth research question was “Whaf specific actions do
board members most commonly take to help achieve the growth of volunteer coaches
within their SO chapter, relative to the six dimensions of board competency?”

The eighth research question wés designed to explore how SO chapter board
members influenced and helped achieve growth of volunteer coaches within SO chapters.
Results are summarized in Table 15. Although 80% of the interview participants
indicated that increasing the nurhber of volunteer coaches in SO chapters was a
responsibility of the local staff members, several chairpersons (60%) indicated that they
were involved with increasing coaches by attending and monitoring athletic events,
which aligns with the agency theory (Brown & Guo, 2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009).
Respondents also indicated that board members were engaged by personally serving as a
coach for athletes (40%), in line with the resource dependency theory through the

provision of coaching resources (Brown & Guo, 2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009).
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Underscoring the relevance of the resource dependency theory, board members
also developed partnerships with universities for staff to cultivate the development of
more coaches (40%). The activity aligns well with the resource dependency theory,
which calls for board members to provide sufficient resources for nonprofit management
to be successful (Brown & Guo, 2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). In contrast to research
question 6 where 80% of the respondents indicated that oversight and monitoring through
board committees were critical to improving the financial performance of SO chapters,
only 20% of the chairpersons cited a subcommittee of the board for monitoring the

. growth of coaches. The observation does not align well with the agency theory, yet was
mitigated by the 60% of board chairpersons who indicated that they monitor activities
first-hand at atl;letic competitions. However, as illustrated in Table 6, results of
interviews may reflect mofe negative changes in the number of coaches relative to those

chapters that were not interviewed.
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Table 15

f

Actions Board Members Take to Increase Volunteer Coaches.

Number of  Percentage of
occurrences  Occurrences

Invariant Constituents

Board members encourage coaching by attending
programs and competitions, monitoring activities

. o/ -
first-hand, and soliciting feedback from coaches. 6. 60% "

Board members are personally involved in
coaching athletes, and thus foster the growth of

0,
volunteer coaches by setting an example. 4 40 A)

Board members engage in building relationships
and partnerships with universities, which represent

4]
a valuable source for volunteers and coaches. 4 40%

Board members monitor the growth of coaches via
a subcommittee of the board. 2 20%

Additional findings. During the conduct of the semi-structured interviéws, the
researcher identified additional findings that were not directly related to the established
research questions. The additional findings are relevant and useful to the investigation of
boafd effectiveness, the specific reséarcil problem, and the purpose of the study. The
findings also led to practical recommendations, as well as recommendations for potential
future research that are detailed in chapter 5.

‘Board member respo!;sibilities and engagement. Six board chairpersons
interviewed revealed a desire for greater engagement of board members. Notwithstanding
the ability of board members to influence perfohnance, interviewees in four (40%)
.chapters indicated the existence of some or several members of their respective boards
who contributed relatively little in time, effort, or financial contributions — and reduced

the potential effectiveness of the board and potentially the performance of the respective
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SO chapters. One chairperson cited recent progress in this area, stating “We have
recruited better board members and have been ‘terming out’ unproductive board
members.” Respondents in two (20%) additional chépters cited a need for board members
to be more consistently involved, active, and engaged. Among the six SO chapters which
sought greater engagement of board members, ﬁve-chairpersons disclosed a need to
improve governance practices regarding board member responsibilities or engagement.
Specifically, three chairpersons indicated that the expectations and responsibilities of
board membérs were not formalized, a commonly suggested board practice
(BoardSource, 2007). One board chairperson indicated that responsibilities were
formalized, but not followed. Another chairperson indicated that board member
expectations and responsibilities had been formalized, but commented that board
members were nbt evaluated periodically as to whether they met expectations. A lack of
clarity in board member expectations and responsibilities appeared as a common trait
among SO chapteré where board members wefe not actively involved to influence
organizational performance. This could be a factor contributing to the research problem
that has resulted in a lack- of consistent board effectiveness in providing resources and
advancing mission-based programs. -

Furthermore, for research questions 7 and 8, the interview data was further
nuanced. For example, board members in eight chapters (80%) viewed the recruitment of
athletes and/or coaches to be primarily a staff function, and that board members spent
relatively little time on those activities, despite them being key priorities of SOI’s global
mission (SO Strategic Plan, 2010). Participants in two of those eight chapters specifically

emphasized the importance of clearly delineating the distinct roles and responsibilities of
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board members vs. paid staff members. One board member indicated that ﬁﬂancial
performance functions were split between board members and staff: that investment
management was a board responsibility and fundraising was more of a staff function to

be monitored by the board. The observations aligned with benefits of formalizing the
responsibilities of board members, which could be used to both clarify the expectations of
board members and help delineate the distinct roles and responsibilities of board

members vs. paid staff members.

Board member education. In five of the SO chapters, board chairpersons cited the
need fqr more education, orientation, or mentoring pfograms to help board members to be
more effective, a frequently prescribed practice (BoardSource, 2007). One chairperson
indicated that they had received excellent training on nonprofit board governance from
BoardSource (2007), a Widely—recognized authority in the nonprofit sector. Conversely,
another chairperson indicated. that “New people on th; board seem deficient, have an
educétion gap, and it’s hard to get younger members at sporting events.” Individuals from
only three SO chapters cited the existence of effective orientation programs to help new |
board bmembers become effective in influencing the performance of the organization. The
low scores for the educatiénal dimension outlin;:d in Table 7 aligned with the interview
data calling for more education, orientation, and mentoring. ﬂowever, among those
interviewed, the average program scores invol?ing changes in athletes (1.22%) and
coaches (— 12.28%) compared unfavorably to the averages for all 47 chapters. As a result,
results of the interview data may not be reflective of board practices or SO chapter

performance for those chapters that were not interviewed.
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Diversity of board members. Seven (70%) board members indicated that the
diversity of board members’ skills hgs helped the board of directors to be collectively
more effective in providing resources and monitoring SO chapters. One individual
indicated that “Diversity of skills of board members has been helpful to the board.”
Another board chairperson stated that “Our ability to influence [SO chapter] performance
depends on the times and the skills of the individual board members.” This finding was in
line with other research that explored the impact that board composition had on nonprofit
organizations (Gazley et al., 2010; Kim et al., 2009).

Three chairpersons also indicated a desire for enhanced board membership, with
high-level, high-profile, senior-level people with connections to philanthropies, charitable
foundations, and corporate sponsors. Chairpersons also suggested that additional
publicity could result from the effort, helping to spread the word about the mission,
benefits, and resource needs of SO, as well as contribute to the advancement of its
mission overall. Researchers have confirmed that board diversity and the
representativeness of stakeholders can positively impact the organizational performance
of nénproﬁt organizations (Gazley et al., 2010; Kim et al., 2009). However, Keller (2010)
warns that the composition of nonprofit boards of directors can often reﬂe(‘:t those who
can secure financial support for the organization, which can lead boards to focus on
fmancial performance rather than the delivery of mission-based programs. Keller (2010)
asserted that nonprofit boards can benefit by having a balanced composition that reflects
the organizations.

The additional findings provided insight to the research problem and led to areas

for potential future research, which are detailed in chapter 5.
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Evaluation of Findings

The purpose of this mixed method study was to evaluate SO chapter board
effectiveness relative to multiple measures of organizational performance and explore
how board members balance and prioritize concurrent objectives to improve financial and
program-related performance measures in 52 SO chapters across the United States. The
resource dependency and agency theories served as a basis for the study.

Quantitative component of the study. For the quantitative component of the
study, bivariate correlational analyses were conducted to investigate felationships
between SO chapter board effectiveness and both financial and program-related measures
of organizational performance. To measure board effectiveness, 47 overall BSAQ scores
(Jackson & Holland, 1998) were correlated to three dependent variables: FVI scores
(Tuckman & Chang, 1991), the annual percentage changes in the number of athletes, and
~ annual percentage changes in,the number of certified coaches. The results of the
Pearson’s correlation test (Table 5) showed that there were no significant correlations
between overall board effectiveness and the variables of financial performance or the two
program-related scores (e.g., 12-month percentage changes in athletes and coaches) at
Spec-ial'Olympics. There were no significant relationships since the p-values were greater
than the level of significance value of .05. The results of the Pearson’s correlation test
showed that the null hypothesis for research questions one, two, and three were not
rejected.

| The results of the quantitative component of the study did not align with what is
~ reflected in theory and the literature regarding board effectiveness and the financial

performance of SO chapters. The resource dependency theory asserts that the abilities of
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nonprofit organizations to acquire and maintain resources are critical, and that‘ boards of
directors are responsible for ensuring the adequacy of those resources (Laughlin &
Andringa_, 2007; Miller-Millesen, 2003). Numerous authors advocate use of resource
dependency theory (Brown, 2007; Callen et al., 2010; McDonagh, 2006). The resources a
provided by board members include iﬂdividuals’ skills, knowledge, and expertise (e.g.,
human resources), networks of constituents (e.g., relationship resources), and
contributions (e.g., financial resources) in nonprofit organizétibns (Miiler-Millesen,
2003). The quantitative test results of this study showed no significant correlation
between overall board effectiveness and financial performance measured by the FVI,
however, resources needed by and provided to nonprofit organizations extend beyond the
financial resources.

Similarly, the results of the qhahtitative component of the study did not clearly
align with theory and the literature with respect to board effectiveness and the program-
related performance of SO chapters, measured by changes in athlete rolls and coaches.
The agency theofy asserts that boards of direétors serve as agents of stakeholders to
continuously monitor manag\ement’s actions taken and operational decisions made, to
ensure that actions taken advance the missions of nonprofit organizations (Callen et al.,
2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). Insights to the quantitative results were revealed in the
qualitative aspect of th'e- study. Specifically, several chairpersons indicated that SO boards
spent relatively little time inﬂgencing the growth of athletes or coaches. While certain
monitoring activities were revealed during the semi-structured interviews, 80% of the
board chairpersons indicated that they viewed the growth of athletes or coaches to be

responsibilities of hired staff members in SO chapters.
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Qualitaﬁvé component of fhe study. For the qualitative, multiple case study
component of the study, semi-structured interviews were conducted to go beyond the
descriptions of phenoména that could be discerned from the quantitative component of
the study. A sub-popule;tion of ten BSAQ participants were asked to participate in the
interviews. The interviews were conducted to gain insight into how board members
balanced‘ and prioritized concurrent obj ectivés to improve financial performance, growth
in athlete rolls, and increase volunteer coaches in SO chapters. To assist with the
qﬁalitative analysis, BSAQ scores for the six dimensions of board competency were
calculated to provide descriptive data relative to the effectiveness of SO chapter boards.

With regard to the interview results and priorities of board members, 70% of the
board members interviewed indicated that financial performance Qas the most significant
objective that received their attention most of the time. While the obsefvation aligns with
the resource dependency theory (Brown & Guo, 2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009), the
finding was significant in contrast to the quantitative component of the stgdy, which
showed no correlation bretween board effectiveness and the financial performance of SO
chapiers. Further, the SO chapters that indicated that financial performance was the most
significant objective had relatively unfavorable FVI scores of .1951 (Table 8), which may
have reflected a need to improve finances; however, those chapters also had significant
declines in athlete rolls and volunteer coaches. |

Collectively, most respondents (70%) also indicated that they believed that board
members actually can influence SO’s finahcial performance by getting personally
engaged and actively participating in SO activities and board meetings (Tables 10 & 11).

On average, they had a lower BSAQ score of .72 and a higher FVI score of .1939 and
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were not considered fmancialiy vulnerable as a group; however, two of the chapters were
financially vulnerable. In addition, programmatic scores were negative, on average, for
athletes and coaches, which align with interview responses that financial performance
was the most significant objective (70%) and that growth in athletes and coaches tended
to be viewed as a staff function (80%). The observations also align with the resource
dependency theory to provide resources to nonprofit orgapizatibns, and the agency theory
to monitor performance of management (Brown & Guq, 2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009).
Other results reflected themes that directly align with the resource dependency
theory (Brown & Guo, 2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). Five respondents indicated that
organizational performance can be improved by the board providing sufficient resources
and tools to the CEO and staff. On average, they had a high BSAQ score of .77 and a -
lower FVI scére of .1836 and were not considered financially vulnerable as a group.
Regarding the activities of boards to improve financial performance (Table 13),

'80% of the respondents indicated that 'oversight and monitoring through board
committees were critical to improving the financial performance of SO chapters. This
observation strongly aligns with the agency theory (Brown & Guo, 2010; Mwenja & -
Lewis, 2009). The direct, active involvement of board members in fundraising activ_itiés '
(60%), use of a “give or get” philosophy to formally encourage Board members to d;)nate
(60%), the hiring of dedicated staff members for fundraising or financial management
(50%), and the cultivation of‘relationship to raise funds (50%) all strongly align with the
resource dependency theory — to provide sufficient resources for nonprofit management

to be successful (Brown & Guo, 2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009).
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The interview data also revealed that board members in eight chapters (80%)
viewed the recmiﬁnent of athletes and/or coaches to be primarily a staff function, and
that board members spent little time on those activities. Furthermore, only 30% of
respondents cited the use of board meetings or attendance at athletic events and
competitions to oversee the grth of athlete rolls in line with the agency theory (Brown
& Guo, 2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). Several chaiqSersons (60%) indicated that they

“were involved with increasing coaches by attending and monitoring athletic events
- (60%), or m(;njtoring activities via board subcomnﬁttees (20%), which both align with
the agency theory (Brown & Guo, 2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009).

However, board members indicated that they were involved with athlete
recruitment (Table 14) by showing ihvolvement at athletic events (50%) and promoting
partnerships with school systems (50%) in line with the resource dependency theory
(Brown & Guo, 2010). Similarly, board members indicated that they were involved with
increasing coaches (Table 15) by attending athletic events and monitoring activities
(60%), which aligns with the agency theory to monitor management agd the advancement
of mission-based programs (Brown & Guo, 2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). Reépondents
commented that board members were engaged by personally serving as a coach for
athletes (40%), and developing partnerships with universities for staff to cultivate more
coaches (40%) in line with the resource dependency theory (Brown & Guo, 2010).

" Additional findings were also noted, which led to recommendations for practice or future

research.
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Summary

In chapter 4, the results of the quantitative and qualitative aspects of the research
were presented, along with potential meanings of the observations, and relevance to the
resource dependency and agency theories. Potential explanations for unexpected results
were explored, along with noteworthy trends and observations.

With respect to the quantitative component of the study, the purpose was to
examine the relationships between board effectiveness and three measures of
organizational performance in SO chapters across the United States. This was conducted
by examining whether a statistically significant relationship existed between overall
board effectivenesg and the variables of financial performance. Descriptive statistics of
study variables and tests of normality were presented. As a result of the Pearson’s
correlation tests that were conducted, none of the null hypotheses were rejected for the
research questions. First, the results showed that there was no statistically-significant
relationship between the overall board competency measured by the BSAQ and the
financial performance of SO chapters measured by the FVI. Second, there was no
statistically-significant relationship between the overall board competency measured by
the BSAQ and the program delivery capability of SO chapters measured by the
percentage change in athlete rolls. Third, there waé no statistically-significant relationship
between the overall board competency measured by the BSAQ and the program delivery
cépability of SO chapters measured by the percentage change in volunteer coaches.

The results of the quantitative component of the research wére not in line with
what is reflected in theory and the literature regarding board effectiveness and the

financial performance of SO chapters. The resource dependency theory has been
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advocated by numerous authors and it asserts that boards of directors are responsible for
ensuring the adequacy of those resources (Brown, 2007; Callen et al., 2010; Laughlin &
Andringa, 2007). The quantitative test results of this study showed no significant
correlation between overall board effectiveness and financial performance measured by
the FVI; however, resources needed by and provided to nonprofit organizations extend
beyond the financial resources, such as skills, knowledge, expertise, and networks of
constituents (Millér-Millesen, 20035. Further observations within the qualitative
component of the study reflect that board members perceive that they influence the
financial performance of SO chapters, but the extent of that phenomenon was not fully
clear.

With regard to the qualitative analysis component of the study, the data gathered
and findings collected from ten semi-structured interviews were presented. The purpose
of the qualitative aspects of the research was to explore how board members balance and
prioﬁtize concurrent objectives to improve financial and program-related performénce’
measures. During the multiple case study, the researcher conducted and documented
interviews, and then examined and analyzed the perceptions aﬁd experiences of the
members of the boards from the different SO chapters in the United States. Demographic
information of interview participants, and descriptive information for the chapters of
interviewed were also presented. The researcher developed key themes and observations
central to the five research questions that were formed earlier for the qualitaﬁve
component of the study.

Interviewed board members indipated that financial performance was the most

significant objective (70%). On average, these seven SO chapters had a relatively higher
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FVI score of .1951. This phenomenon aligns with the resource dependency theory, and
may reflect the board members’ realizations of their need to improve financial
performance and that it was critical to the SO chapters’ long-term viability and
sustainability of its mission. Separately, most respondents (70%) indicated that
organizational performance can be improved by getting personally engaged, reflecting a
view that direct actions taken by board members can impact SO chapter performance.
With respect to boards’ influence of SO financial performance, one theme strongly aligns
- to the agency theory for monitoring management (Brown & Guo, 2010). Specifically,
80% of respondents indicated that oversight and monitoring through board cofnmittees
were critical to improving the financial performance of SO chapters. This observation
was not revealed in the quantitative component of the study, yet was prevalent among SO
chapter boards. Interview responses align with the resource dependency theory, such as
.with board members’ fundraising activities, direct donations, récruitment of dedicated
fundraisers, and the cultivation of outside relationships to raise funds.

Regarding boards’ influence of SO athlete growth, board members inaicated a
level of involvement (e.g., 'attending events, partnerships with local school systems).
Similar to the observations regarding athletes, a mofe significant observation was the
overarching view that board members reiterated their views that increasing coaches was
considered a staff responsibility (80%). Respondents cited the use of board meetings to
oversee and monitor athletic events, athlete activities, and the growth of athlete rolls.

_These obsérvations strongly align with the ageﬁcy theory to monitor management and the

advancement of mission-based programs (Brown & Guo, 2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009).
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With respect to boards’ influence of SO on increasing volunteer coaches, board
members indicated a level of involvement (e.g., involvement at athletic events, serving as
coaches, cultivating relationships with school systems). Yet board members reiterated
their views that the growth of athlete rolls was considered a staff responsibility (80%).
Participants indicated that they would also use board meetings to oversee and monitor the
level of coachés, p_rimarily at athletic events and competitions, and to a much lesser
degree at board meetings. These observations strongly align wifh the agency theory to
monitor management and the advancement of mission-based programs (Brown & Guo,
2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009).

Finally, additional findings were noted that led to recommendations for practice
or future research that are detailed in chapter 5. Also included in the next chapter,
implications of the research results are more fully investigated. The researcher’s

conclusions are also presented.
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Chépter 5: Implications, Recommendations, and Conclusions

The boards of directors of nonprofit organizations are responsible for ensuring the
adequacy of resoﬁrces and monitoring mission-based programs; these duties are affirmed
by the resource dependéncy and agency theories, respectively (Brown & Guo, 2010;
Callen et' al., 2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). As"dema'nds for nonprofit services had
grown and resources shrank amid the recent economic downturn, boards of directors
across the nonprofit sector faced increased difficulty in fulfilling their responsibilities
(Eschenfelder, 2010; Vaughn, 2010). The specific problem exgmined in this study was
that local SO chapter boards were not fully providing adequate resources and monjtorjng
management’s delivery of mission-based programs, which éould potenti‘ally impair SO's
future sustainability and its al;ility to provide valued services to athletes. As athlete rolls
have increased round the world, both revenues Aand coaches per athlete have declined at
SO (SO Strategic Plan, 2010). While causes of the trends were unclear, SO established
goals to accelerate fundraising and increase athlete rolls and coaches (SO Strategic Plan,
2010).

The purpose of this mixed method study was to evaluate board effectiveness
~ relative to multiple measures of organizational performance, and explore how board
members balance and prioritize concurrent objectives to imprové financial and program-
related performance measures in 52 SO chapters across the United States. For the
quantitative component of the study, SO chapter board chairpersons were asked to
complete the BSAQ survey to evaluate board effectiveness. The BSAQ has been tested
extensively to confirm the validity, reliabi'lify, and sensitivity of the survey tool (Jackson

& Holland, 1998). BSAQ results were then correlated to financial measures (e.g., FVI
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scores) and programmatic data (e.g., annual percentage changes in athletes and coaches).

For the qualitative aspect of the study, ten semi-structured interviews were conducted

with a sub-population of BSAQ respondents to gain insight as to Bow board members

balanced concurrent objectives to improve financial and program related measures.

BSAQ descriptive data were analyzed in multiple cases studies. The use of both

quantitative and qualitative data revealed both convergent and divergent observations.

There were several limitations associated with the study.

The study was limited by the scope of a single world-wide organization with a
common mission, purpose and global strategic plan (SO Strategic Plan, 2010),
and focused only on local chapters that operate in the United States.

Another limitation was also the sm.all population of 52 SO chapters across the
United States, and thus the resulting sample sizes for this study. This precludea
the use of more sophisticated statistical analyses; however, the sample on 47
chapters édequately addressed the population of SO chapters in the United States.
While the BSAQ has been statistically tested extensively and confirmed to be a
tool that provides reliable, valid, and sensitive measures of nonprofit board
effectiveness across many types of nonprofit organizations, similar tests had not
been performed ¢xtensively on a single, nonprofit orgarﬁzation with a common
mission, purpose and global strategy (Jackson & Holland, 1998; Mwenja &
Lewis, 2009).

The use of the BSAQ’s Likert-typeAscale created an inherent limitation in
research, as Likert type scales can be imprecise, subject to interpretation, and are

based on individuals’ perceptions that may vary over time (Vogt, 2007).
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Nevertheless, subjective views of the effectiveness of nonprofit boards can
provide valuable perspectiveé (Brown, 2007; Callen et al., 2010).

The research was designed to highlight potential relationships between board
effectiveness and the organizational performance measures; however, correlation
analyses and various qualitative data do not prove causation (Callen etal., 2010;
Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). Improvements in board effectiveness may be related to
improvements in the organizations they govern (Callen et al., 2010; Mwenja &
Lewis, 2009), but more research is needed to assess and prove causation between
the effectiveness of board practices and organizational performance.

The current study was conducted following an economic recession and during a
subsequent period of relatively slow economic recovery. Board practices could
have alternative impacts on nonprofit organizations amid differing
macroeconomic environments (Bradshaw, 2009; Brown & Guo, 2010).
Dependent variables (e.g., the annual percentage changes in athlete rolls and
certified volunteer coaches for each chapter) provided useful measures that align
with SO’s mission (Grossmeier et al., 2010; LeRoux, 2010; SO Strategic Plan,
2010). However, they did not reflect the other equally-valid qualitative
assessments such as program quality, value, and effectiveness that other research
has highlighted (Herman & Renz, 2008).

The study’s validity could be limited by any biases created if board members
were self-conscious or concerned to the point that they provided false or
incomplete information. Compliance with all ethical standards for preserving the

confidentiality of research information, the use of informed consent disclosures



197

and forms, as well as efforts to communicate the confidentiality of research data
- were used to mitigate such threats (Guthrie & Anderson, 2010).’

e The §mdy was also limited by any inaccuracies that that may have existed within
the IRS filings of SO chapters that were used as a basis for FVI calculations, or
errors within the SO chaptér scorecards used to calculate program variables.

The researcher complied with established ethical standards throughout the study,
including fhe APA standards embodied within the ethical principles and code of conduct
(APA, 2010). The research involved minimal risk and was conducted on a voluntary
basis. Participants received, acknowledged, a;ld signed informed consent forms prior to
participating in any aspect of the study, which helped to ensure the safety, welfare, rights,
and dignity of all participants (APA, 2010). Much of the data associated with the study
were publicly available information, including financial and program deli'very data (IRS,
2010; SO Strategic Plan, 2010) and the research questions and survey content did not
deal with individuals’ or private personal information. Nevertheless, the study’s method,
design, and data retention and security procedures have provided fbr rthe anonymity of
participants and the confidentiality of all research data. Finally, the approval of
Northcentral University’s In\stitﬁtional Review Board was obtained in advance to
collecting data for the study.

This chapter includes a discussion of implications of the. findings for each of the
research questions and related hypotheses in this study. Recorhmendations for the
practical application of findings and potential areas of future research are outlined. The
chapter concludes with key findings in relation to both the theoretical framework of the

study as well as other research in the literature.
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Implications

While there were limitations with the study, the research design and questions
were aligned with underlying problem and purpose of the study, which also revealed
several additional findings. Some of the findings diverged from previous studies, and
other findings were aligned with both theory and prior research.

Research question 1. To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between
overall board effectiveness as measured by the BSAQ and the financial performance of
the SO chapters measured by the FVI? |

H1y. There is no statiétically—sigrﬁﬁcant relétionshjp between the overall board
competency measured by the BSAQ and the financial performance of SO chapters
measured by the FVL

H1, There is a statistically-significant relationship between the overall board
competency measured by the BSAQ and the financial performance of SO chapters
measured by the FVL

The Pearson’s correlation test revealed that there was no significant correlation
between overall board effectiveness and the financial performance of the 47 SO chapters
(r= -1 1, p = .45). Therefore, the first null hypothesis was not rejected, and it was
concluded that there was no statistically-significant relationship between the overall
effectiveness of SO chapter boards measured by the BSAQ and tﬁe financial performance
of SO chapters measured by the FVI.

The lack of statistically—signiﬁcant correlation between the overall BSAQ and
FVI scores was uncommon in the literature and was not e);pected relative to the resource

dependency theory (Cordery & Baskerville, 2010; Hodge & Piccolo, 2012; Tuckman &
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Chang, 1991). However, there Were limitations in current study: (a) population and thus
sampie sizes for this study were relatively small and focused on a single segment of the
nonprofit sector; (b) the Likert-type scale of the BSAQ can be imérecise, subject to
interpretation, and based on perceptions that may vary over time (Jackson & Holland,
1998; Vogt, 2007); and (c) correlation does not prove causation (Callen et al., 2010;
Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). Also, (d) the potential for errors in IRS filings, which were used
as a basis for calculating FVI scores for each (;hapter, could have impacted the results.
Among SO’s chapters, individual board chairpersons may view effective board practices
and success in different wayé, and thus pfovide inconsisteﬁt views. These limitations also
impact research questions 2 and 3.

The lack of correlation between the overall BSAQ and FVI scores impiies that
improvements in SO chapter board effectiveness would haye no relationship to
improvements the financial performance of SO chapters. Boards face. trade-offs in |
pursuing objectives to raise resources and advance mission-based programs
simultaneously (Callen et al., 2010). Thus, as SO board members work to improve
multiple measures of organizational performance (SO Strategic Plan, 2010), it was
possible that other non-financial performance measures may have been prioritized by
some SO boards. In terms of tﬁeory, the impact of the agency theory may outweigh that
of the resource dependency theory among the 47 SO chapters evaluated in this stl_de; In
addition, other internal or external forces rﬁay be more relevant to the financial
| performance of SO chapters, such as fundraising efforts of chapter CEOs and staff
members or broader societal fbfces impacting donations to SO chapters, which were not

reflected in the BSAQ scores. However, these quantitative findings regarding the lack of
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correlation between the overall BSAQ scores and FVI scores diverged with the
qualitative component of the study. The qualitative findings are discussed further with the
implications for research questions 4, 5, and 6.

Board chairpersons also made comments that may help explain the lack of
correlation. For example, one stated “When I did the BSAQ survey and looked at these
intérview questions, I didn’t see anything that we did perfectly, ahd 1 didn’t see anything
that we did poorly. That’s why the scores are kind of middle-of-the-road. Iv see a lot of
areas for enhancement to be more effective as a board, and that’s what I’'m pushing for"
this year. All board members are expected to donate and seek funds.” This .SO chapter
had a low overall BSAQ scdre (.67, third quartile) — below the mean score (.70) for the
47 SO chapters. Yet the SO chapter in quéstion was relatively high performing: with a
low FVI score (.1703, top quartile ambng 47 chapters) reﬂectﬁng relatively low financial
vulnerability, and positivé growth in athletes (+5.32%, second quartile) and coaches
- (+0.08%, third quartile).

In addition, while the FVI has be¢n extensively tested and found to be an effective
financial measure, particularly in a single industry withinvthe nonprofit segxﬁeht (Cordery
& Baskerville, 2010; Hodge & Piccolo, 2012), the resources provided to nonprofit
organizations may include non-financial resources, such as board members’ personal
skills, knowledge, and expertise, as well as ties to external relationships and networké of
. constituents (Brown, 2007; Callen et al. 2010). These were nqt reflected in the FVI, and
may partially explain a lack of correlation. For example, the qualitative aspects of the
study revealed that board members also focus on nonfinancial resoﬁrces for the staff (e.g.,

relationship-building with constituencies) in research questions 7 and 8.
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Finally, the compétition that SO chapters face with SOI in fundraising efforts could also
partially explain the lack of correlation between SO chapter board effectiveness and
| financial performance measures. Even highly effective boards were not permitted to raise
- funds at large national corporations designated by SOI, restricting potentially lucrative
sources of revenues for the local SO chapters. The extent of the financial impact of these
restrictions; however, was not ﬁllly clear from the current research.

Research question 2. To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between
overall board effectiveness as measured by the BSAQ and the program delivery of SO
chapters measured by the 12-month percentage changes in athlete rolls?

H2,, There is no statistically-significant relationship between the overall board
competency measured by the BSAQ and the program delivery capability of SO chapters
measufed by the percentage change in athlete rolls.

H2, Thereisa statistically—signiﬁcaht relationship between the overall board
competency measured by the BSAQ and the program delivery capability of SO chapters
measured by the percentage change in athlete rolls.

The Pearson’s correlation test demonstrated that there was no significant
correlation between overall board effectiveness and the percentage change in athlete rolls
(r=-.02, p =.90). As a result, the second null hypothesis was not rejected, and it .was
concluded that there Was no statistically-signiﬁéant relationship between the overall
effectiveness of SO chaptér boards measured by the BSAQ and the annual percentage
change m athlete rolls in SO chapters.

The lack of correlation between the overall BSAQ and the peréentage change in

athlete rolls was unexpected relative to the agency theory. However, limitations in the
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current study that impacted research question 1 also impacted question 2, including: (a)
the small population and sample sizes of SO as a nonprofit in the United States; (b) the
imprecision, subj éctivity, and variability of a Likert-type scale in the BSAQ (Vogt,
2007); and that (c) correlation between variables does not prove causation (Callen et al.,
2010). Furthermore, (d) the percentage change in athlete rolls did not reflect any
qualitative assessments of stakeholders, which are also considered valid for assessing the
advancement of nonprofit missions and goals (Herman & Renz, 2008). Lastly, () the
potential for errors in SO chapter scorecards, which were used as a basis for calculating
the percentage change in athlete rolls for each chapter, could have impacted the results.

The lack of correlation between the overall BSAQ and the percentage change in
athlete rolls implies that improvements in SO chapter board effectiveness would have no
relationship ;o increased numbers of afhletes in SO éhapters. Because boards face trade-
offs in simultaneously pursuing dual objectives to raise resources and advance mission-
based programs (Calleﬂ et al., 2010), other board activities or SO chapter performance
measures may be considered to be more important in at least some SO chapters. However
this would not be expected because increasing athlete rolls is central to SO’s mission and
strategic goals (SO Strategic Plan, 2010).

Unlike the observations for the FVI in research question 1, there was a degree
convergence with the quantitative and qualitative components of the study for research
question 2. Specifically, 80% of the SO board chairpersons stated that they viewed
increases in athlete rolls as a responsibility of local SO staff members, which may also
help to explain, in part, the lack of correlation for research question 2. These qualitative

findings are discussed further with the implications for research questions 4, 5, and 7.
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Research question 3. To what extent, if any, is there a relationship between
overall board effectiveness as measured by the BSAQ and the program delivery of SO
chapters measured by the 12-month percentage changeé in volunteer coaches?

H3,. 'fhere 1s no statistically-significant relationship between the overall board
- competency measured by the BSAQ and the program delivery capability of SO chapters
measured by the percentage change in volunteer coaches.

H3, Thereis a statistically-signiﬁcant relationship between the overall board
competency measured by the BSAQ and the program delivery capability of SO.chapters
measured by the percentage change in Voluﬂteer coaches.

To answer research question 3, a Pear_son’s correlation test showed that there was
no significant correlation between overall board effectiveness and the change in certified
volunteer cogches (} = -.15, p = .30). Therefore, the third null hypothesis was not
rejected, and it was cqnciuded that there was no statistically-significant relationship
between the overall effectiveness of SO chapter boards measured by the BSAQ and the
percentage change in volunteer coaches.

The lack of correlation between the overall BSAQ and the percentage change in
volunteer coaches was not expected. Similar to the observations for research questions 1
and 2, the lack of statistical correlation between the overall BSAQ and change in
volunteer coaches may have reflected limitations with the current study. Research
limitations included: (a) the small population and sample sizes of the SQ organizatioh;
(b) the imprecision, subjectivity, and variability of the Likert-type scale used in the
BSAQ (Vogt, 2007); and that (c) correlation does not prove causation (Callen et al.,

2010). In addition, (d) the percentage change in volunteer coaches did not reflect
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qualitative assessments of stakeholders — also considered valid measures for assessing
nonprofit organizations (Herman & Renz, 2008). Finally, (e) the potential for errors in
SO chapter scorecards, used to calculate the percentagé change in volunteer coaches for
each chapter, could have impacted the results.

‘ The lack of correlation between the overall BSAQ and the percentage change in
certified volunteer coaches implies that improverhents in SO chapter board effectiveness
would have no relationship to increased numbers of volunteer coaches in SO chgpters.
Boards face ﬁade-offé when pursuing multiple objectives to raise resources and advance
mission-based programs concurrently (Callen et al., 2010). As such, other various board
activities or alternative performance measures ma& have been considered to be more
important than increases in certified coaches in at least some SO chapters, despité the fact
that increasing coaches wés a key goal of SO (SO Strategic Plan, 2010).

In contrast to the observations for the FVI in research question 1, there was a
degree convergence with the quantitative and qualitative components of the study for
research question 3. Specifically, most (80%) of the SO board chairpersons indicated that
they typically viewed the increase in volunteer coaches as a responsibility of the local SO
staff. This observation may also help to explaih, in part, the lack of correlation for
research question 3. These qualitative findings are discussed further with the implications
for research questions 4, S5, and 8.

Research question 4. How do board members balance and prioritize three

concurrent objectives to improve financial performance, expand athlete rolls, and

increase the number of coaches in their SO chapters?
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The majority of board members — 70% of the interviewed respondents — indicated
that financial performance was the most significant objective that receives most of their
time and attention for their respective SO chapters. Because of limitations in fhe current
Study, which involved small population and sample sizes, focused on a single
organization, and éssumed that board chairpersons provided complete and accurate
information, this finding may not be broadly applied for the entire nonprofit sector.
However, for SO, the fmding was in line with the resource dependency theory (Mwenja
& Lewis, 2009) and is commonly prescribed responsibility of nonprofit boards in the
literature (BoardSource, 2007; Brown & Guo, 2010; Callen et al., 2010; Hentz, 2009).

The finding implies that SO board chairpersons are strongly influenced by the
resource dependency theory to provide adequate resources, which are commonly
prescribed board practices (BoardSource, 2007; Brown & Guo, 2010; Callen et al., 2010;
Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). In relative terms, the boar(i chairpersons are less influenced by
the agency theory for ensuriﬂg and monitoring the advancement of mission-based
programs, despite the fact that SO’s global objectives include improvements in.all thre;e
measures (SO Strategic Plan, 2010). The vast rhajority of the SO board chairpersons
interviewed stated that they .viewed increases in athlete rolls and volunteer coaches to be
responsibilities of local SO staff members.

The seven board chairpersons who indicated that financial performance was the
highest briority represented SO chapters with a higher average FVI score (.1951) and
were relatively more financially vulnerable compared with the average FVI score of the
47 chapters (.1927). From a practical standpoint, this may reflect the board members’

understanding of the need to improve financial performance, which is critical to the SO
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B chapters’ long-term viability and sustainability df its mission (BoardSource, 2007; Brown
& Gub, 2010; Callen et al., 2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). Those chapters also had
relatively higher contextual (.83) and strategic (..80) scores: strategic planning was cited
in tﬁe literature as a high priority for boafds to be effective (BoardSource, 2007; Brown
. & Guo, 2010; Callen et al., 2010; Jackson & Holland, 1998; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009).
The findings were in line with research conducted by Brown and Guo (2010),

which conciuded that internal and external forces inﬂuénced rolgs of nonprofit boards,
and ultimately their effectiveness. Examples include: (a) nonprofits facing resource
constraints would more likely emphaéize fundraising, and (b) organizations operating in
complex external environments fended to prioritize strategy-setting. activities (Brown &
Guo, 2010). Brown and Guo’s (2010) research provides insight to relationships between.

board effectiveness and financial performance — a key area of focus for foundations and
private donors (Eschenfelder, 2010; Keller, 2010, Purdy & Lawless, 2012; Vaughan,
2010).

The results of the data reflect the prominence of both the resource dependency

theory in the literature related to board effectiveness (Brown & Guo, 2010; Callen et al., .
2010; Jackson & Holland, 1998; Callen et al., 2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009), as well as
the research problem A‘and purpose of the study. Results also align with the contingency
theory found elsewhere in the literature. The contingency theory suggests that nonprofit
board structures and practicgs should dynamically evolve as internal and external
environments evolve for each nonpfoﬁt organization (Bradshaw, 2009; Brown & Guo,
2010). Therefore, a single approach to governance — and thus a single priority of

organizational performance — would not be optimal for all SO chapters, which vary

N
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considerably across the noﬁproﬁt sector and evolve over time (Bradshaw, 2009; Brown &
Guo, 2010).

Since boards face trade-offs in pursuing concurrent objectives to raise resources
and monitor programs simultaneously (Callen et al., 2010), the data suggests that SO
chapter boards tend to prioritize financial performance improvements over other goals to
improve SO programmatic measures, despite the fact that both types of measures are
critical to SO’s mission (SO Strategic Plan, 2010). While the study was not based on the
contingency theory (Bradshaw, 2009; Brown & Guo, 2010), there was evidence of it in
the pﬁoﬁties among SO chapters — a noteworthy finding.

Research question 5. What are the perceptions of board members regarding their
- board’s actual ébility to improve measures of financial performance, expand athlete rolls,

and increase the number of coaches simultaneously in their SO chapters?

Two key themes were revealed for research question 5: (a) board members
perceive that they have the ability to influence organizational performance directly, and
(b) board members believe they’can influence organizational performance indirectly. bue
to limitations in the éurrent study, which involved small population and sample sizes,
focused only on SO, and assumed that SO board chairpersons-provided complete and
accurate in'terview résponses, these findings may not be applicable to all nonprofit
organizations.

First, board chairpersons indicated that they have the ability to influence

-organizational performancé directly. Data collected from semi-structured interviews
revealed that seven (70%) respondents indicated that they have the ability to improve

organizational performance by getting personally engaged and actively paxﬁcipating in
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SO activities and board meetings. It reflects a view that direct actions taken by board
members can be impactful. However the finding implies that more action is needed to
improve the organizational performance of these SO chapters as these seven chapters had
greater financial vulnerability (.1939) than the collective group of 47 SO chapters

| (.1927), and also had negative programmatic scores for both athletes (— 6.95) and coaches
(—17.35).

Second, board chairpersons asserted they can influence organizational
performance indirectly. In five (50%) instances, board chairpersons also indicated that
they can improve organizational performance by providing resources and tools to their
chapter’s CEO or staff members, who have the greatest influence in advancing the three
organizational pe’rformance measures. The SO chapters for these five respondents had the
lowest average FVI scores (.1836) and had much higher athlete growth (+13.88) than the
collective 47 chapters, although they had much lower coach scores (—22.95). These
responses ‘strongly align with the resource dependency theory (Mwenja & Lewis, 2()09),
and imply that board actions can be effective in providing resources, as the chapters had
the lowest average FVI scores and high growth of athletes. A reliance on CEOs and staff
members converged with observations that 80% of board chairpersons indicated that the
recruitment of athletes and/or coaches were primarily staff functions, which is discussed
further in research questions 7 and 8.

The findings underscore the relevance of both the resource dependency and
agency theories at SO (Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). These SO chapters also had relatively
Ahigh BSAQ scores for the contextual and strategic dimensions, suggesﬁng the importance

of strategic planning that is found in the literature (BoardSource, 2007). The findings are
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also in line with other research and guidance for practitioners in the literature that suggeét
that strong, engaged boards can improve performance of nonprofit organizations
(BoardSource, 2007; Brown & Guo, 2010; Callen et al., 2010; Jackson & Holland, 1998;
Hentz, 2009).

Research question 6. What specific actions do board members most commonly
take to help improve the financial perforrﬁance measures for their SO chapter, relative to
the six dimensions of board competency?

Data for the sixth research question revealed that board members commonly use
multiple techniques — in line with both the resource dependehcy and agency theories — to
help improve the financial performance measures for their respective SO chépters.
Overall, 80% of the respondents indicated that it was critical to have skilled and
experienced board members to provide oversight and monitoring through board
committees in order to improve the financial performance of SO chapters. In light of
limitations in the current study, such as small population and sample sizes, a focus only
the SO organizétion alone, and assumptions that SO board chairpersons provided
complete and accurate interview responses, the finding may not reflect other nonprofit
organizations. Nevertheless, the finding was broadly noted by most SO board
chairpersons and thus was considered significant among SO chapters.

The observation implies that board members’ skills, knowledge, and expertise on
financial matters are viewed as key success factors in ensuring the effectiveness of
monitoring via board finance and development committees — a good practice within the
literature (BoardSource, 2007). The finding reflects a strong alignment with the agency

{
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theory, where a highly experienced and skilled board monitors management to ensure the
advancement of the mission (Callen et al., 2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009).

Several other practices align _strongly with the resource dependency theory — to
provide sufficient resources for nonprofit management to be successful (Brown & Guo,
2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). The practices include the direct, active involvement of
board members in fundraising éctivities (60%), donating directly to the chapter through
“give or get” practices (60%), hiring dedicated staff members for fundraising (50%), and
cultivating relationships wifh ’board merﬁbers’ constituencies to raise funds (50%). The

| prominence of these respbﬁses was well grounded in theory (Brown & Guo, 2010;
Mwenja & Lewis, 2009) and practice (BoardSource, 2007).

- The number of interview responses pertaining to the provision of resources
implies that board members view the resource dependency theory as a significant
ixiﬂu\ence that guides their activity toward various means of providing financial support.
However, the specific research problem — SO chapter boards were not fully providing
adequate resources and monitoring managemenf’s delivery of mission-based programsv——
suggests that practices were not fully adequate, effective, or consistent, and that
improvements are warranted. Additional observations beyond those addressed by the
research questions were revealed auﬁng the semi-structured interﬁews, and are discussed
ina section belo§v for additional findings.

Research question 7. What specific acfions do board members most commonly

take to help achieve the growth of athlete rolls within their SO chapter, relative to the six

dimensions of board competency?
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Results for the seventh research question revealed that 80% of the interview
participants indicated that increasing athlete rolls was a responsibility of the local SO
staff members, yet only 30% of respondents cited the use of board meetings or attendance
at athletic events and competitions to oversee the growth of athlete rolls in line with the
agency theory (Brown & Guo, 2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). This observation —
considered to be significant finding in the study — may in part explain the lack of
statistical correlation of the overall BSAQ and athlete variables in the quantitative

~component of the study. It also provides insight to the research problem; as board
chairpersons tsllpically view the SO chapter staff as the primary factor that impacts athleté
growth. Despite the fact that athlete growth is a strategic priority for SO (SO Strategic
Plan, 2010), this finding implies that the focus to increase athlete rolls is highly
dependent upon the effectiveness of the SO chapter staff members. Tﬁe potential for
inconsistencies iﬁ the rigor of board monitoring could help explain why the overall
BSAQ measure did not strongly correlate to athlete growth. In light of the research
problem, the finding also implies.that there is a need for boards to improve the
monitoring of management in advancing the growth of athletes in line with the agency
theory. These are also commonly prescribed board practices found in the literature
(BoardSource, 2007; Brown & Guo, 2010; Callen et al., 2Q10; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009).
It may also provide an area to strengthen practices among SO chapters in line with the
agency theory (Brown & Guo, 2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009).

In light of limjtatiohs in the current study (e.g., small population and sample sizes,
a fdcus only on SO, and assumptions that interview respondents provided‘= éomplete and

accurate answers), the finding may not reflect practices in other nonprofit organizations.
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Although SO board chairpersons indicated that boards spent relatively less time in the
area of a_lthlete recruitment, there were several techniques cited by board members that
reflect their indirect involvement. Board members indicated that they attended or showed
involvement at athletic events (50%), and cultivated relationships or promoting

- partnerships with school systems (50%).

Research question 8. What specific actions do board members most commonly
take to help achieve the growth of yolunteer coaches within their SO chapter, relative to
the six dimensions of board competency?

Similar to the results for research question 7, data revealed t}iat 80% of the
interview participants indieated that increasing volunteer coaches in SO chapters waé a
responsibility of the local SO staff members. Again, this finding was considered
significant and it may help explain, in part, the lack of statistical correlation of the overall
BSAQ and coach-related variables in the quantitative component of the study. Like the
observation for' athletes, it also provides insight to the research problem, as board
chairpersons view the SO chapter staff to be the primary factor that impacts increasing
the number of volunteer coaches in SO chapters. Since increasing the number of
volunteer coaches is also a strategic priority for SO (SO Strategic Plan, 2010), this
finding implies that the focus to increase volunteer coaches is highly dependent upon the
effectiveness of the SO chapter staff members. Similarly, due to the limitetions of the
current study, including small population and sample sizes, a focus only on SO chapters,
and assumPtions that interview respondents provided complete and accurate answers, the

finding may not reflect practices in other nonprofit organizations.
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Unlike the results for research question 7, a total of 70% of SO board
chairpersons cited various techniques for monitoring the growth of coaches in line with
the agency theory (Brown & Guo, 2010; Callen et al., 2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009).
Specifically, 60% of the chairpersons indicatéd that they monitored increases in coaches
at athletic events and competitions, and 20% cited thel use of board meetings to monitor
increases in coaches. The active monitoring of management by SO boards also aligns
with widely prescribed board practices found in the literature (BoardSource, 2007).

In aggregate, there was a higher level of monitoring activities pited among SO
chapters for coaches (70%) compared with the monitoring of athletes (30%) in line with
the agency theory (Brown & Guo, 2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). This implies that SO
chapter boards may be more interested in increasing coaches, which also represent
resources for SO management in conducting athletic competitions, in line with resource
dependency theory (Brown & Guo, 2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). Potential |
inconsistencies in the rigor of board monitoring could explain, at least in part, why the _
overall BSAQ measure did not strongly correlate to changes in volunfeer coaches. It may
also provide an area to strengthen practices among SO chapters in line with the agency
theory (Brown &-Guo, 2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009).

Although several interview participants indicated that increasihg the number of
volunteer coaches in SO chapters was a staff responsibility, there wére various éctions
taken by boafd members that reflect their indirect involvement. For example, board
members indicated that they were personally serving as a coach for athletes (40%), thus
providing resources to the SO chapters in line with the resource dependency theory

(Brown & Guo, 2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009).
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Additional Findings. During the conduct of the semi-structured &tewiews, the
researcher identified additional findings that were relevant to the res;earch problem and
purpose of the study. Although the findings were not directly relgted to answering the
specific research questions, the additional findings relate to the investigation of board
effectiveness, the specific research problem, and the purpose of the study. The findings
also led to practical recommendations for SO and recommendations for potential future
research.

Board member responsibilities and engagement. During the semi-structured
interviews that were completed, six board chairpersons revealed a need for greater
engagement among board members. Although chairpersons asserted that board members
can influence organizational performance, 40% indicated that some or several members
of their respective boards contributed little time, effort, or financial donations, and 20%
cited é need for board-members to be more consistently involved, active, ahd engaged.
The observations imply that the effectiveness of SO chapter boards — and possibly the
organizational performance of SO chépters — may be limited by the lack of engagement
of at least some of the board members, thus contributing to the research problem. One
chairperson cited efforts to improve in this area, stating “We have recruited better board
memberé and haye been ‘terming out’ unproductive board members.”

Within these six SO chapters where board members were not fully engaged, five
chairpersons also revealed a need to improve governance practices regarding the
expectations and responsibilities of board members, which are commonly suggested
board practices (BoardSource, 2007). Specifically, the expectations and responsibilities

of board members were either not formalized, monitored, or consistently followed in
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these chapters. This implies that a lack of full understanding of, or adherence to, the
expectations and responsibilities of board members may contribute to their lack of
engagement and involvement. This could also be a contributing factor to the research
problem regarding a lack of consistent board effectiveness in providing resources and
- advancing mission-based programs.

Finally, 80% of board chairpersbns viewed the recruitment of athletes and/or
coaches to be primarily é staff function, and that board members speni relatively little
time on those activities, despite them being key priorities of SOI's global mission (SO
Strategic Plan, 2010). Participants in two chapters specifically emphasized the-
importance of clearly delineating the distimct roles and responsibilities of board members
vs. paid staff members, and another indicated that financial management functions were
split between board rnembers'and staff. This reinforced the benefits of formalizing the
responsibilities of board members to help address the research problem. The effort could
also potentially help delineate the distinct roles and responsibilities of board members vs.
paid staff members.

Board member education. In ﬁv¢ of the SO chapters, board chairpersons cited the
need for more education, orientation, or mentoring programs to help board members to be
more effective. Ongoing educational prograxhs for board members are frequently
prescribed board practices (BoardSource, 2007). Brown (2007) also concluded that
strong development practices led to more competent board members and improved board
performance for nonprofit organizations. Specifically, recruitment and orientation
practices had greater impact on perceived board effectiveness, compared fo evaluation

practices (Brown).
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The need for additional educatioﬁ ﬁnplies that board members may not be
equipped with basic knowledge or skills to be effective board members. The finding
could be more concerning in light of the need to clarify the expectations and
responsibilities of boardl members cited by SO chairpersons. The low scores for the
educational dimension outlined in Table 7 reinforced the interview data calling for more
education, orientation, and mentoring.

Diversity of board members. Seven (70%) board members indicated that the
diversity of board members’ skills has helped the board of directors to be collectively
more effective in providing resources and monitoring SO chapters. One individual
indicated that “Diversity of skills of board members has been helpful to the board.”
Another board chairperson stafed that “Our ability to influence [SO chapter] performance
depends on the times and the skills of the individual board members.” This was in line
with other research that explores the impact that board composition and configurations
can have on nonprofit organizations (Gazley et al., 2010; Kim et al., 2009).

Three chairpersons also iﬂdicated a desire for enhanced board membership, with
high-level, high-profile, senior-level people with connections to philanthropies, charitable
~ foundations, and cdrporat¢ sponsors. Chairpersons also suggested that additional
publicity could result from the effort, helping to spread the word about the mission,
benefits, and resource needs of SQ, as well as’ contribute to the advancement of its
mission overall. Researchers have confirmed that board diversity and the
representativeness of stakeholders can positively impéct the organizational performance
of nonprofit organizations — and even relatively larger budgets and scopes of service

provided by the nonprofit organizations (Gazley et al., 2010; Kim et al., 2009). Further,
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erller (2010) warns that the compositidn of nonprofit boards of directors can often
reflect those WilO can secure financial support for the organization, which can lead boards
té focus on financial performance rather than the delivery of mission-based programs.
These concepts can provide areas for potential future research for SO chapters and other
nonprofit organizations.

The additional findings ﬁnply that (a) more consistent board member engagement
is needed in at 1eas£ some SO chapters; (b) more education, orientation, and mentoring is
needed to help board members to be effective; and (c) there is a need to forrnalizé and
adhere té documented expectatiohs and responsibilities for board members — all have the
potential to improve the consistency of board pracﬁces and effectiveness. Together, .these
have the potential to improve consistency of board practices relative to the research
problem, and relative to the resource dependency and agéncy theories.
Recommendations |

Practical r‘ecommendations. There are several practical recommendations that
may assist SO chapters in improving the consistency of board practices and effectiveness
in providing adequate resources and monitoring the delivery of programs. Practical
. recommendations are inherently constrained by the limitations of the study. Therefore,
SOI and SO officials, board chairpersons, board members, and chief executive officers
should coﬁsider the following recomrﬁendations, Which are based on the results of the
study, within the context of the limitations of the study.

e Ensure that SO chapter boards discuss and agree upon the relative importance and
priority of various strategic and performance objectives, including financial

performance, athlete growth, increasing coaches, and other measures, of SO
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chépters, as well as means to achieve them. The discussion and setting of strategic
objectives and prioritizing the use resources wés cited as particularly useful to
advance SO’s mission; this was accomplished in three chapters via strategic, long-
range planning sessions or retreats.

Ensure that SO chapters have formalized the expectations and responsibilities of
board members for providing resources, monitoring SO chapter activities, and
defining levels of engagement in line with commonly prescribed practices
(BoardSource, 2007). The effort should aim to inform board members and also
increase engagement, as re\;ealéd in the study. The effort should also aim clanfy
the roles and responsibilities of 5oard members \}s. locél SO staff members, cited
as particularly important by board chairpersons. Specifically, the document
should include expectations of board members related to (a) personal donations
and descriptions of expected fundraising activities; (b) the developmeﬁt of
relationships and partnerships with corporate sponsors or school/university
systems; and (c) attendance at, and monitoring of, SO athletic programs.

As part of this, evaluate the responsibilities of board committees within SO
chapters in light of agreed financial and program-related priorities and relative to
best practices. This can help improve the monitoring of program-related activities
that were typically viewed z.ls staff resi)onsibilities. This could also help provide
the right level and cbnsistency of board-level strategy setting and moniton'ng.
activities to assess various techniqﬁes to advance SO chapter goals, resource
needs, progress being made, milestones achigved, and problems éncountered -

collectively cited as valuable activities by SO chairpersons.
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Assess current board education, orientation programs, and mentoring activities
relative to the expectations and responsibilities of board members. Strengthen
and/or provide additional orientation and mentoring brograms for new board
members, as well as ongoing education for all board members, in line with the
expressed need for more education.

Monitor or p'eriodically assess board members’ adherence to ‘documentec!
expectations and responsibilities of board members. Where there is a need to
increase the engagement and involvement of individual board members, provide
education and mentoring, or take other actions, such as allowing individﬁals to
“term off” the board.

Foster more strategic recruitment more consistently in light of the perceived
financial and program-related benefits derived from (a) the diversity of board
members’ skills in discharging board responsibilities (b) the publicity SO chapters
may receive froni high-profile, widely recognized athletes, celebrities, public
officials, or community leaders.

Recommendations for future research.

- The relationship, interplay, and causality between nonprofit board effectiveness

and nonprofit organizational performance is complex and dynamic, and thus continuing

research is warranted to advance the development of knowledge and understanding of

both theory and practice (Herman & Renz, 2008; Miller-Millesen, 2003). Based on this

study, the following areas are recommended for further research:

Continued quantitative research is warranted regarding relationships between

board effectiveness and measures of organizational performance, which may
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advance both theory and practice. Alternative tools and additional measures (e.g.,
the number of athletic events, quality of programs, athlete satisfaction or impact)
should be considered, as well as investigating causality. Increasing sample sizes
should also be considered to overcome one of this study’s limitations — perhaps
by involving additional SO chapters globally or other nonprofit organizations
supporting individuals with intellectual disabilities (e.g., Best Buddies
International).

The effectiveness of SO chapter board oversight and monitoring should be
evaluated relative to both the agency theory and practice, including the use and
effectiveness of committees. This could prove insightful in light of the varied
board committees and activities that were revealed among SO chapters.

The provision of resources provided by boards beyond financial components
measured by the FVI could add to our understanding of the resource dependency
theory. Resources could include board members skills, knowledge, and expertise
(e.g., human resources), networks of constituents (e.g., relationship resources),
and personal contributions (e.g., financial resources) in SO chapters (Millér-
Millesen, 2003). |

The application of the contingency theory and how board priorities and practices
may vary based on the perceived needs of SO chapters that may also vary over
time (Bradshaw, 2009; Brown & Guo, 2010). In addition, it would be constructive
to understand how the financial or programmétic needs of a chépter may affect
priorities, goal setting, and strategic planning relative to both the resource

dependency and agency theories as well as to SO board practices.
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e The manner in which the diversity of SO chapter boards impact board practices,
board effectiveness, and organizational performance could build upon previous
research én diversity and board composition (Gazley et al., 2010, Keller, 2010;
Kim et al., 2009; Nielsen & Huse, 2010). This was particularly relevant, given the
extent to which SO chapter board chairpersons cited the benefits of diversity
among board members and their continued focus on increasing diversity of board
membership.

Conclusions

The purpose of this mixed method study was to evaluate SO chapter board
effectiveness relative to multiple measures of organizational performance and explore
how board members balance and prioritize concurrent objectives to improve ﬁnanciél and
program-related performance measures in 52 SO chapters across the United States. The
resource dependenéy and agency theories served as a basis for the study (Callen et al.,
2010; Herman & Renz, 2008). »

Results of the study did not reveal statistically-significant correlations between
composite measures of SO chapter board effectiveness (e.g., overall BSAQ scores) and
three measures of SO chapter organizational performance (e.g., FVI scores, changes in
athletes, changes in coaches). These quantitative results did not align with the resource
dependency or agency theories as has been seen in prior research — where board
effectiveness typically correlated positively with measures of financial performance or
the delivery of programs (Bradshaw, 2009; Brown, 2007; Callen et al., 2010;4Herman &
Renz, 2008; Jiang et al., 2009). However; this study of SO was uncommon in

quantitatively assessing how board effectiveness related concurrently to various measures
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of ﬁnancial performance and the delivery of programs. The lack of correlation was
noteworthy as SO is a nonprofit organization seeking to éimultaneously improve the
outcomes of financial performance and mission-based programs. Potential explanations
and additional insights were revealed in the qualitative component of the study.

With respect to financial performance, 70% of the board chairpersons interviewed
indicated that financial performance was the most significant objective that receives most
of their time and attention in SO chapters — a significant finding. Collectively, these SO
chapters had a higher average FVI score ( 1951) and were more financially vulnerable
com;iared with the average FVI score of all 47 chapters (.1882). This may reflect board

| members’ recognition that financial performance was stressed and that they needed to
improve financial performance to sustain their SO cﬁapters’ long-term viability and SO’s
mission (BoardSource, 2007; Brown & Guo, 2010; Callen et al., 2010; Mwenja & Lewis,
2009).

Notwithstanding SO’s objectives to simultaneously improve Aall three measures of
ﬁnéncial performance, athlete growth, and volunteer coaches, >SO chapter bdards with
relatively higher financial vulnerébility chose to focus on financial performance (i.e., the
resource dependency theory), and admitted spending less board time on advancing-
mission-based programs (i.e., the agency theory). These findings revealed that the
boards’ prioritization of financial performance and the prevalence of the resource
dependency theory prevailed in chapters where financial vulnerability was relatively
higher compared to other SO chapters. Although not a basis for this study, the findings
also reflected the relevénce of the contingency theory at Sd, where board structures and

practices dynamically evolved based on internal factors and external environments
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(Bradshaw, 2009; Brown & Guo, 2010).-Therefore, a single approach to governance —
and thus a single priority of organizational performance — would not be optimal for all
SO chapters (Bradshaw, 2009; Brown & Guo, 2010).

In addition, 20% board chairpersons indicated that SO chapters faced competition
with SOI in fundraising efforts. Even highly effective boards were restricted from raising
funds at large national corpora;cions designated and targeted by SOI, which could partially
explain the lack of correlation between SO chapter board effectiveness and financial
performance measures. With regard to the agency .theory, 80% of board chairpersons
indicated that oversight and monitoring acti\}ity via board committees was critical to
improving the financial performance of SO chapters. Yet the effectiveness of monitoring
activity was unclear in light of the quantitative results of the study as well as additional
findings from the qualitative component of the research — in the semi-structured
interviews.

With regard to improving program-related measures of organizational
performance, 80% of the board chairpersons indicated that boards tended to spend less
time on the recruitment of athletes and/or coaches, given the financial priorities of the
respective SO chapters. Board chairpersons indicated that the recruitment of athletes
and/or coaches were primarily staff functipns, even though improving these program
related measurements were key priorities for SO globally (SO Strategic Plaﬁ, 2010).
Further, only 30% of respondents cited the use of board meetings or attendance at athletic
events and competitions to oversee the growfh of athlete rolls. In contrast, there was a
higher level of monitoring activities cited among SO chapters for coaches at athletic

events or board meetings (70%) in line with the agency theory (Brown & Guo, 2010;
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Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). This may suggest that board members may be more interested
in increasing coaches in line with resource dependency theory (Brown & Guo, 2010;
Mwenja & Lewis, 2009), as coaches also represent resources for SO management in
conducting atMetic competitions. Howevcr, the effectiveness of board monitoring, and
thus the prevalence of the agency theory, was unclear as there was no statistically-
signiﬁcant correlation between the overall BSAQ écores of board effectiveness and the
percentage changes in étMetés or percentage change in coaches among SO chapters.

Although SO bogrd chairpefsons indicated that boards spent relatively less time in
the area of athlete recruitment, there were several techniques cited by board membg:rs that
.reﬂect their indirect involvement. Board members showed involvement at athletic events
and cu}tivated relationships or promoting partnerships with school systems in line with
the resource dependency theory (Brown & Guo, 2010; Mwenja & Lewis, 2009). Various
actions were also taken by board members that reflect their indirect involvement in
increasing the number of volunteer coaches, such as by serving as a coaches or building
relationships and partnerships with universities, which represent a valuable source for
volunteers and coaches.

Additional findings were identified relevant to the research problem and purpose
of the study. While these findings were not directly related to the established research
questions, they related to the investigation of board effectiveness, the specific research
problem, and the purpose of the study. Thé findings also led to practical
recommendations for SO and recommendations for potential future research. For
example, six board chairpersons revealed a need for greater engagement among board

members. The lack of full board member engagement provided further insight relative to
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the specific problem and purpose of the study regarding boards not fully providing
adequate resources and monitoring management’s delivery of mission-based programs in
line with the resource dependency and agency theories. A factor that may have
contributed to inconsistencies in SO chapter board effectiveness was that 50% of the SO
chapters did not have documented board member expectations and responsibilities, a
frequently prescribed practice (BoardSource, 2007), or monitoring of the documented
expectations and responsibilities. The need to clarify roles and responsibilities between
board members and SO staff members was also viewed as important to effective of SO
board practices.

" Additionally, in 50% of the SO chapters, board chairpersons sought more
education, drientafion, or mentoring programs té help board members to be more
effective, as 1s often found and prescribed in the literature (BoardSource, 2007; Brown &.
Guo, 2010; Callen et al., 2010; Jackson & Holland, 1998). Collectively, the converging
observations regarding a desire fqr more consistent board member engagement, formal )
expectations and responsibilities, and education were considered signiﬁcam relative to
the ‘research problem. Finally, the impact of diversity of board membership was cited as
an area of critical importance and ongoing focus to improve board effectiveness, but the
impact was unclear as the topic went beyond the means of this study.

Overall, the prioritization of financial performance in SO chapters, the
prominence of the reséurce dependency theory, and the relevance of the agency and
qohtingency theories at SO led to various practical recommendations for SO chapters that
have the potential to improve board practices and organizational effectiveness. In light of

limitations in the current study, the findings and recommendations may not apply equally
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to all 47 chapters, and may not reflect the needs qf other organizations across the
nonprofit sector. However, the practical recommendations should be considered as SO
chapter board members work to improve board effectiveness and organizational
performance. In turn, individual athletes, families, and communities can benefit from the
continued delivery and expansion of SO’s programs across the United States. Finally,
there was evidence of the resource dependency, agency, and contingency theories that
impact SO chapter boards across the United States, and the interplay among those

theories also revealed areas for further research.
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Completed by: Board Chairperson___ Board Member____ (Please indicate with “X” in the designated space.)

ST beibaiaang Sl R | Strongly | e - Sl - | Strongly
Stat,erp_e"n’_tA R A | Agree... ).,Agvl;ee‘. Disagree Disagree

1. This board takes reguiar steps to keep infonned)aboui i’rhpdrtant 4
trends in the larger environment that might affect the organization.

2. 1have participated in board discussions about what we shouid do
differently as a result of a mistake the board made.

3. I'have had conversations with other members of this board regarding
common interests we share outside this organization.

4. | have been in board meetings where it seemed that the subtleties of
the issues we dealt with escaped the awareness of a number of the
members.

5. Our board explicitly examines the “downside” or possible pitfalls of any
important decision it is about to make.

6. Orientation programs for new board members specifically include a
segment about the organization’s history and traditions.

7. This board is more involved in trying to put out fires than in preparing
for the future.

8. The board sets clear organizational priorities for the year ahead.

9. This board communicates its decisions to all those who are affected by
them.

10. At least once every two years, our board has a retreat or special
session to examine our performance, how well we are doing as a
board. '

11. Many of the issues that this board deals with seem to be separate
tasks, unrelated to one another. ’

12. In discussing key issues, it is not unusual for someone on the board to
tatk about what this organization stands for and howthat is related to
the matter at hand.

13. Values are seldom discussed explicitly at our board meetings.

14. If our board thinks that an important group or constituency is likely to
disagree with an action we are considering, we will make sure we learn
how they feel before we actually make the decision.

15, Differences of opinion in board decisions are more often settled by
vote than by more discussion.

16. This board delays action until an issue becomes urgent or critical.

17. This board periodically sets aside time to learn more about important
issues facing organizations like the one we govem.

18. | can recall an occasion when the board acknowledged its
responsibility for an ill-advised decision.
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b Strongly ' . . | Strongly
- Statement. Agree Agree |Disagree n. - %

19. This board has formed ad hoc committeés or task forces that inciude
staff as well as board members.

20. This board is as attentive to how it reaches conclusions as it is to what
is decided.

21. Most people on this board tend to rely on observation and informal
discussions to learn about their role and responsibilities.

22. | find it easy to identify the key issues that this board faces.

23. When faced with an important issue, the board often “brainstorms” and
tries to generate a whole list of creative approaches or solutions to the
problem.

24. When a new member joins this board, we make sure that someone
serves as a mentor to help this person learn the ropes.

25. | have been in board meetings where explicit attention was given to the
concerns of the community.

26. | have participated in board discussions about the effectiveness of our
performance.

27. At our board meetings, there is at least as much dialogue among
members as there is between members and administrators.

28. When issues come before our board, they are seldom framed in a way
that enables members to see the connections between the matter at
hand and the organization's overall strategy.

29. | have participated in discussions with new members about the roles
and responsibilities of a board member.

30. This board has made a key decision that 1 believe to be inconsistent
with the mission of this organization.

31. The leadership of this board typically goes out of its way to make sure
that all members have the same information on important issues.

32. This board has adopted some explicit goals for itself, distinct from
goals it has for the total organization.

33. The board periodically requests information on the morale of the
professional staff.

34. | have participated in board discussions about what we can learn from
a mistake we have made.

35. Qur board meetings tend to focus more on current concerns than on
preparing for the future. .

36. At least once a year, this board asks that the executive director
articulate the vision for the organization’s future and strategies to
realize that vision.

37. I have been present in board meetings where discussions of the
history and mission of the organization were key factors in reaching a
conclusion on a problem.
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Strongly . Strongly
Statement Agree Agree |Disagree|p. . " "

38.1 have never received feedback on my performance asa member of
this board.

39. Itis apparent from the comments of some of our board members that
they do not understand the mission of the organization very well.

40. This board has on occasion evaded responsibility for some important
issue facing the organization.

41, Before reaching a decision on important issues, this board usually
requests input from persons likely to be affected by the decision.

42. There have been occasions where the board itself has acted in ways
inconsistent with the organization's deepest values.

43. This board relies on the natural emergence of leaders, rather than
trying explicitly to cultivate future leaders for the board.

44. This board often discusses where the organization should be headed
five or more years into the future.

45. New members are provided with a detailed explanation of this
organization's mission when they join this board.

46. This board does not allocate organizational funds for the purpose of
board education and development.

47. Recommendations from the administration are usually accepted with
little questioning in board meetings.

48. At times this board has appeared unaware of the lmpact its decisions
will have within our service community.

49. Within the past year, this board has reviewed the organization’s
strategies for attaining its long-term goals.

50. This board reviews the organization’s mission at least once every five
years.

51. This board has conducted an explicit examination of its roles and
responsibilities.

52. 1 am able to speak my mind on key issues without fear that | will be
ostracized by some members of this board.

53. This board tries to avoid issues that are ambiguous and complicated.

54. The administration rarely reports to the board on the concems of those
the organization serves.

55. 1 have been in board meetings where the discussion focused on
identifying or overcoming the organization's weaknesses.

56. One of the reasons | joined this board was that | believe strongly in the
values of this organization.

57. This board does not recognize special events in the lives of its
members.

58. The board discusses events and trends in the larger environment that
may present specific opportunities for this organization.
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O - Strongly .o 1 Strongly
‘Statement Agree Agree |Disagree (o, -0

59. Former rhembers of this board have participated in special evénts
designed to convey to new members the organization’s history and
values.

60. This board provides biographical information that helps members get
to know one another better.

61. This board seeks information and advice from leaders of other similar
organizations.

62. This board makes explicit use of the long range priorities of this
organization in dealing with current issues.

63. This board understands the norms of the professions working in this
organization.

64. Members of this board seldom attend social events sponsored by this
organization.

65. More than half of this board's tme is spent in discussions of issues of
importance to the organization’s long-range future.
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Appendix B:
BSAQ Scoring Guidelines

The BSAQ (Jackson & Holland, 1998) is composed of 65 items, which constitute
six dimensions of board competency of Mgh-ﬁerfoming boards. The items are randomly
ordered and should be groups for scoring as follows:

e Competency no. 1: Understands context: 6, 12, 13, 30, 37, 39, 42, 45, 50, 56, 59,

63. |

e Competency no. 2: Builds learning: 2, 10, 17, 18, 21, 24, 26, 29, 34, 38, 46, 51.
e Competency no. 3: Nurtures group: 3, 15, 20, 27, 31, 32, 43, 52, ﬂ, 60, 64.

. Competency no. 4: Recognizes complexity: 1, 45, 11,22,23,28,47,53,61.

e Competency no. 5: Respects process: 9, 14, 19, 25, 33, 41, _4_8, 54.

s Competency no. 6: Shapes direction: 7, 8, 16, 35, 36, 40, 44, 49, 55, 58, 62, 65.

Items are scored by assigning 3 to a response of strongly agree, 2 to a response of
agree, 1 to a response of disagree; and 0 to a response of strongly disagree. For those
items that are underscored ébove, the ;esponses should be reverse-scored (based on how
the question is worded).

Once the responses are scored, each respondent’s scores are summed for each
competency set, and divided by the number of items composing each competency set
(e.g., there are 12 items in competency number 1). After completing the steps noted
above, add up each respondent’s scores in each competency set, then divide that number

by 3, which gives the average score for the set.
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Request to use Board Self-Assessment Questionnaire
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Request to use Board Self-Assessment Questionnaire

Results: 1 to 2 of 2 for Title: Measuring the Effectiveness of Nonprofit Boards
Date Range: From: Jan 1998 To:Dec 1998

1. Measuring the Effectiveness of Nonprofit Boards '

Author(s): Jackson, D. K. ; Holland, T. P.
DOI: 10.1177/0899764098272004

Date: Jun 1, 1998

Volume: 27

Issue: 2

Start Page: 159
End Page: 182

2. Measuring the Effectiveness of Nonprofit Boards

Author(s): Jacksen, Douglas K. ; Holland, Thomas P.
DOI: 10.1177/0899764098272004

Date: Jun 1, 1998

Volume: 27

Issue: 2

Start Page: 159
End Page: 182
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Copyright 2012 Copyright Clearance Center
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Permission to use Board Self-Assessment Questionnaire
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Financial Vulnerability Index

FVI Components

The following components of the FVI (Tuckman & Chang, 1991) outline the key data
sources from IRS Form 990 (IRS, 2010) and detailed calculations confirmed by

regression analyses of Trussel et al. (2002).

Equity balances (Debt): liabilities / assets
a. Liabilities: part X, line 26
b. Assets: part X, line 16

Revenue concentrations (Concen): Y (revenue source / revenues)

a. Private funding (contributions): part VIII, lines 1h-1e
b. Government funding: part VIII, line le
c. Commercial (program) funding: part VIIL, line 2g
d. Indirect private funding: part VIII, lines 3-11
Administration costs (Admin): administrative expenses / total expenses
a. Administrative expenses: part IX, line 25(C) |
b. Total expenses: part IX, line 25(A)
Operating margin (Margin): (revenues — expenses) / revenues
a. Revenues: part I, line 12
b. Expenses: parf I, line 18
Size of the organization (Size): natural logarithm of total assets
a. Total assets: part X, line 16

FVI Equation Calculation

245

Based on detailed regression analyses conduc;ted by Trussel et al. (2002), the calculation

for FVI = 1/(1+e-Z), where

Z = 7754 + 9272 Debt + .1496 Concen — 2.8419 Margin +.1206 Admin —.1665

Size, and
e=2.718.
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Request to use Financial Vulnerability Index
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" Request to use Financial Vulnerability Index

Results: 1 to 2 of 2 for Title: A Methodology for Measuring the Financial
Vulnerability of Charitable Nonprofit Organizations Date Range: From: Jan
1991 To:Dec 1991

1.A Methodology'for Measuring the Financial Vuinerability of
Charitable Nonprofit Organizations

* Continue _

Author{s): Tuckman, Howard P. ; Chang, Cyril F.
DOI: 10.1177/089976409102000407

Date: Dec 1,1991

Volume: 20

Isgue: 4

Start Page: 445
End Page: 460

2. A Methodology for Measuring the Financial Vulnerability of
Charitable Nonprofit Organizations

Author(s): Tuckman, H. P. ; Chang, C. F.
DOI: 10.1177/089976409102000407
Date: Dec 1, 1991

Volume: 20

Issue: 4

Start Page: 445
End Page: 460
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Appendix G:

Permission to use Financial Vulnerability Index
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Copyright © 1991, Association For Research On
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Copyright © 2012 Copyright Cl'eargnce Center, Inc. All Rights Reserved. Privacy staterment.
Comments? We would like to hear from you. E-mail us at customercare@copyright.com



mailto:customercare@coovrioht.com

249

Appendix H:

Example SO Chapter Scorecard

% Difference:

Average Peer Group . 2010 Self &

Annual | Average Peer Group | Peer Group

2007 2008 2008 2010 Growth 2009 Average 2010 Average

Athletes (less non-competing Participants) 330 273 273 273 -4.63% - 4,887 4,936 -179.0%
Participants 50 64 62 62 5.53% 600 622 -163.7%
Athlete Total 380 337 335 335 -3.10% 5,487 . 5,558 -177.3%
Coaches . 37 35 43 43 3.83% 719 833 -180.4%
Competitions 6 10 10 10 13.62% 65 60 -142.9%
Paid staff o 1 0 Q N/A 4 3 -200.0%
Athlete to Participant 7 4 4 4: -9.62% 17 14 -104.3%
Athlete and Participant to Coach 10 10 8 8 -6.67% 10 10 -24.8%
Athlete and Participant to Staff N/A 337 N/A NAL  3.83% 1,708 1,231 N/A]

SO Chapter Scorecards are developed and maintained by (and obtained from and
with the permission of) the Office of Organizational Development for Special Olympics
" North America.
The SO Chapter Scorecards for 2011 were obtained upon approval of the study by

the Graduate School and Institutional Review Board of Northcentral University.

Calcuiation for Annual Percentage Change in Athletes (A,)
The calculation was as follows:

AA= (2011 Athlete Total) — (2010 Athlete Total)
(2010 Athlete Total)

Calculation for Annual Percentage Change in Coaches (Ac)
The calculation was as follows: '

Ac= (2011 Coaches Total) — (2010 Coaches Total)
(2010 Coaches Total)
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Appendix I:

Nonprofit Board Member Interview Questions

Demographic Information

What is your name? (%o confirm that a signed consent form is on record)

2. What local SO chapter do you serve? (e.g., state, region)
3. What is your role? (e.g., board chairperson, board member)
4. How long have you served in that role? (fo confirm eligibility to participate)
' Board Member Activities
5. How do SO chapter board members balance and prioritize three concurrent objectives

to improve financial performance, expand athlete rolls, and increase the number of
coaches in their SO chapters?

What are the perceptions of board members regarding their board’s actual ability to
improve measures of financial performance, expand athlete rolls, and increase the
number of coaches simultaneously in their SO chapters?

a. Is your board able to influence any of these outcomes more than others?
b. If so, how?

What specific actions do board members most commonly take to help improve the
financial performance measures for their SO chapter, relative to the six dimensions of
board competency?

a. Which activities do you consider to be the most effective i in improving
financial performance of your SO chapter?

What speciﬁc actions do board members most commonly take to help achieve the
growth of athlete rolls within their SO chapter, relative to the six dimensions of board
competency?

a. Which activities do you consider to be the most effective in growing athlete
rolls within your SO chapter?

What specific actions do board members most commonly take to help achieve the
growth of volunteer coaches within their SO chapter, relative to the six dimensions of
board competency?

a. Which activities do you consider to be the most effective in growing the
number of volunteer coaches within your SO chapter?

10. Are there any other comments that you would like to make regarding the research

topic or the efforts of your board to help improve the organizational performance of
SO chapters?
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Appendix I:
Nonprofit Board Member Interview Questions

Six Dimensions of Board Competency

The six dimensions of board competency (Jackson & Holland, 1998) as well as the
BSAQ scores for the SO Chapter of the interview participant were presented below, for
reference purposes during the interview. The higher the score (ranging from 0 to 1.00),
the board’s effectiveness is considered to be relatively stronger for that dimension of
board competency. :

Contextual: .

The board understands and takes into account the culture,
norms, and values of the organization it governs.

Educational:

The board takes the necessary steps to ensure that members are
well informed about the organization and the professions
working there as well as the board’s own roles, responsibilities,
and performance.

Interpersonal:

The board nurtures the development of its members as a group,
attends to the board’s collective welfare, and fosters a sense of
cohesiveness.

Analvtical:

The board recognizes complexities and subtleties in the issues it
faces, and it draws on the multiple perspectives to dissect
complex problems and to synthesize appropriate responses.

Political:

The board accepts as one of its primary responsibilities the need
to develop and maintain healthy relationships among all key
constituencies.

The board envisions and shapes institutional direction and helps
to ensure a strategic approach to the organization’s future.

* The SO Chapter Score for each dimension of board competency were calculated and
shared with the interview participant for reference during the semi-structured
interview.
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Appendix J:

SO North America Permission to Conduct Research

&
Special Olympics

Be a fan

To: Peter Bakkala, Student at Northcentral University
and To Whom It May Concern at Northcentral University

From: * Chris Hoyles
Director of Organizational Development, Special Olympics North America

Date: . November 15, 2012
Subject:  Dissertation / Research Project involving Special Olympics

I am writing to provide you with the permission and endorsement of your dissertation
research at Northcentral University, which involves Special Olympics Boards of
Directors across the United States.

We understand that the purpose of this mixed method study is to explore how levels of
SO board effectiveness relate to financial and program-related measures of
organizational performance simultaneously, and how board members balance objectives
‘to improve both financial performance and program delivery in 52 SO chapters across
the United States. As you have described:

¢ the quantitative component of the research will involve a survey of board
chairpersons — using the statistically validated Board Self Assessment Questionnaire
(BSAQ). In addition, we understand that you will conduct additional quantitative
‘correlational research “behind-the-scenes” by reviewing chapter financial records
(IRS Form 990s) and program information (Chapter Scorecards from SONA).
e the qualitative component of the study will involve semi-structured interviews with a
" sub-population of BSAQ respondents. The idea is to gain insight regarding how they
may balance and prioritize SO’s concurrent objectives to influence and achieve
- improvements in SO chapter finances and program delivery méasures:

While all nonprofit organizations have differing missions, the qualitative research
questions (Appendix I) are fully in line with our interests and goals, and the
interview questions (Appendix II) are appropriate based on the objectives of our
organization. '

We understand that you will maintain the confidentiality of SO chapters and survey
participants. With any data/results included in your dissertation manuscript, you will not
disclose the geographic location of individual chapters or names of individual survey
respondents. (You may include chapter-level data, provided confidentiality is
maintained.) ~

We look forward to the results of the research!
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SO North America Permission to Conduct Research

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Qs.

Appendix I

Qualitative Research Questions

How do SO chapter board members balance and prioritize three concurrent
objectives to improve financial performance, expand athlete rolls, and increase the
number of coaches in their SO chapters?

What are the perceptions of board members regarding their board’s actual ability to
improve measures of financial performance, expand athlete rolls, and increase the
number of coaches simultaneously in their SO chapters?

What specific actions do board members most commonly take to help improve the -
financial performance measures forr their SO chapter, relative to the six dimensions
of board competency?

What specific actions do board members most commoniy take to help achieve the
growth of athlete rolls within their SO chapter, relative to the six dimensions of
board competency?

What specific actions do board members most commonly take to help achieve the
growth of volunteer coaches within their SO chapter, relative to the six dimensions

of board competency?
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Appendix 11

Nonprofit Board Member Structured Interview Questions

Demographic Information

I.

2
3.
4

What is your name? (to confirm that an informed consent form is on record)
What local SO chapter do you serve? (e.g., state, region)
What is your role? (e.g., board chairperson, board member)

How long have you served in that role? (fo confirm eligibility to participate)

Board Member Activities

5.

10.

How do SO chapter board members balance and prioritize three concurrent objectives
to improve financial performance, expand athlete rolls, and increase the number of
coaches in their SO chapters?

What are the perceptions of board members regarding their board’s actual ability to
improve measures of financial performance, expand athlete rolls, and increase the
number of coaches simultaneously in their SO chapters?

a. Is your board able to influence any of these outcomes more than others?
b. If so, how?

What specific actions do board members most commonly take to help improve the
financial performance measures for their SO chapter, relatlve to the six dimensions of
board competency? »
a. Which activities do you consider to be the most effective in improving financial
performance of your SO chapter?

What specific actions do board members most commonly take to help achieve the
growth of athlete rolls within their SO chapter, relative to the six dimensions of board
competency?
a. Which activities do you consider to be the most effective in growing athlete rolls
within your SO chapter?

What specific actions do board members most commonly take to help achieve the
growth of volunteer coaches within their SO chapter, relative to the six dlmensxons of
board competency?

a. Which activities do you consider to be the most effective in growing the number of
- volunteer coaches within your SO chapter?

Are thereiany other comments that you would like to make regarding the research
topic or efforts of your board to improve organizational performance of SO chapters?
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Appendix II .

Nonprofit Board Member Structured Interview Questions (continued)

Six Dimensions of Board Competency

The six dimensions of board competency (Jackson & Holland, 1998) as well as the

BSAQ scores for the SO Chapter of the interview participant will be presented below,
for reference purposes during the interview. The higher the score (ranging from 0.00 to
1.00), the board’s effectiveness is considered to be relatively stronger for that dimension

~ of board competency.

Contextual:

The board understands and takes into account the culture, norms, and
values of the organization it governs.

Educational:

The board takes the necessary steps to ensure that members are well
informed about the organization and the professions working there as
well as the board’s own roles, responsibilities, and performance.

Interpersonal:

The board nurtures the development of its members as a group,
attends to the board’s collective welfare, and fosters a sense of
cohesiveness. :

Analytical:

The board recognizes complexities and subtleties in the issues it
faces, and it draws on the multiple perspectives to dissect complex
problems and to synthesize appropriate responses.

Political:
The board accepts as one of its primary responsibilities the need to

develop and maintain healthy relationships among all key
constituencies.

Strategic:
The board envisions and shapes institutional direction and helps to
ensure a strategic approach to the organization’s future.

The SO Chapter Score for each dimension of board competency will be calculated and
shared with the interview participant for reference during the semi-structured interview.
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Appendix K:
Informed Consent Form for Interviews

Examining Relationships between Board Effectiveness and Organizational Performance
at Special Olympics

Dear Special Olympics Board Member:

Thank you for completing the Board Self-Assessment Questionnaire recently. As you
may recall, the survey is part of a dissertation research project that I am completing a
doctoral student at Northcentral University. The project is being conducted with the
endorsement of the Executive Committee of NASOP (National Association of SO
Professionals) and the Directors of Organizational Development across SO North
America (SONA).

The Study and Interview: In addition to the survey that you have completed, you have
been invited to participate in a brief interview — at a time of your convenience — as part of
the project.

e Purpose: The purpose of the interview is to gain insight regarding how board members may
balance and prioritize SO’s global objectives to simultaneously improve SO’s financial
performance while also growing program-related activities, such as athlete rolls and the
number of certified volunteer coaches.

e Interview: You will be asked to provide verbal responses to interview questions, which I
would ask you in person or via telephone. The interview session will be documented and it
will last less than 30 minutes.

There are minimal risks in this study — all responses will be treated in a confidential, secure
manner. You will not be asked to divulge proprietary or confidential information. You may
choose not to answer any question that you feel uncomfortable in answering, and you may
withdraw from the interview at any time.

o  Confidentiality: Participation in the study is completely voluntary and responses are strictly
confidential. All data will be coded such that your name is not associated with them. The
coded data will be made available only to the researcher associated with this project.

Benefits of the Study: By understanding relationships between board activities,
financial performance, and the delivery of SO programs, we will benefit by
understanding how to these activities relate to each other, and seek to help board
practices may be improved over time. In turn, athletes, families, and communities that
benefit from SO programs across the United States can also enjoy the continued delivery,
expansion, or improvement of US Programs.

Page 1 of 2
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Appendix K:

Informed Consent Form for Interviews

Interview Consent: I have read the description of the study, understand the conditions
of my participation, and my signature indicates that I agree to participate in the study. By
participating in the interview, you provide your informed consent and permission to use
results in a manner that maintains confidentiality and does not disclose individual
responses or individually-identifiable SO Program information in the final manuscnpt
You may withdraw from participation at any time, without consequence.

Participant's Name:

Signature: Date:

If you have any questions or concerns about this survey, please contact me at 508-562-
2122 or prbcod@gmail.com.

Thank you for your participation in this important study.
Sincerely,

Peter R. Bakkala, Student and long-time supporter of Special Olympics
Northcentral University, School of Business & Technology Management

Page 2 of 2
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Appendix L:
BSAQ Survey Cover Letter

Peter R. Bakkala,

. Student, Northcentral University’s School of
Business & Technology Management, and
Long-time supporter of Special Olympics
508-562-2122 or prbcod@gmail.com

April 20, 2013
Dear Chief Executive Officer and Board Chairperson:

I am contacting you regarding an important project involving all Special Olympics (SO)
chapters across the U.S. and would like to seek your help in completing a survey. The
project is being conducted with the endorsement of the Executive Committee of NASOP
(National Association of SO Professionals) and has been approved through the survey
issue process of the USLC (United States Leadership Council).

I am a doctoral student at Northcentral University’s School of Business & Technology
Management and a long-standing volunteer and fan of SO. I am completing a
dissertation project regarding relationships between nonprofit board practices and
organizational performance, including both financial conditions and the delivery of SO
programs to athletes. :

The Study:
The project involves the attached online, web-based survey related to board practices,

which I am asking each Board Chairperson to please complete. The study also includes
quantitative research that I will conduct “behind-the-scenes” using financial records (IRS
Form 990s) and program information (Chapter Scorecards from SONA).

The project will involve interviews for a selection of individuals who agree to participate.
I will analyze the results and make the dissertation results available to yow upon request.

Benefits of the Study:

By understanding relationships between board activities, financial performance, and the
delivery of SO programs, we will benefit by understanding how to these activities relate
to each other, and seek to help board practices may be improved over time. Inturn,
athletes, families, and communities that benefit from SO programs across the United
States can also enjoy the continued delivery, expansion, or improvement of US Programs.

~

Survey Request:

Please forward this memo and internet survey link to your Board Chairperson, and
ask him or her to complete the survey by May 30, 2013 at
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/Board-Survey-for-SQO.



mailto:orprbcod@gmail.com

259

Appendix L:

BSAQ Survey Cover Letter

If the Chairperson is unable to complete the survey, please forward to survey to a board
member with at least one year of board service to request completion of the survey —
ideally, someone who is in line to be the next Chairperson, if possible. .

Voluntary Consent:
Participation in the study is completely voluntary. All data will be treated in a

confidential and secure manner and the confidentiality of your individual responses and
SO chapters will also be maintained, thus involving minimal risk. In addition, you are
not expected nor required to respond to any survey questions that you do not wish to
answer. By completing the survey, you give me your informed consent and permission to
use results in a manner that maintains confidentiality and does not disclose individual
responses or individually-identifiable SO Program information in the final manuscript.
You may withdraw from participation at any time, without consequence.

Separately, I may ask some individuals to participate in an interview in conjunction with
the research, which would strictly be done on a voluntary basis. The data derived from
the interviews will also be strictly confidential.

If you have any questions or concerns about any aspect of the research project, please
contact me at 508-562-2122.

Thank you! I thank you very much for your participation in this important study.
Sincerely,

~ Peter R. Bakkala,

Student, Northcentral University, School of Business & Technology Management

Long-time supporter and fan of Special Olympics
508-562-2122 or prbcod@gmail.com

Other contacts: Faculty Advisor: Dr. Stephanie Wallio, 785-760-2655 or swallio@ncu.edu
Northcentral University Institutional Review Board Office: 888-327-2877
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Appendix M:

BSAQ Online Cover Message and Informed Consent Disclosure

Board Self-Assessment Questionnaire for Special Olympics
P18 |

| 1%

Welcome!

As outlined in the attached cover letter, please complete the attached survey
regarding the study of nonprofit organizations. The research is being conducted with
the endorsement of the Executive Committee of NASOP (National Association of
Special Olympics Professionals) and the Directors of Organizational Development
across Special Olympics North America.

Statements in the survey may represent your own experiences, others may not.. For
each of the items, please select the response which most accurately describes your
experiences. There are no "right" or "wrong" answers; your personal views are what
is important. The survey instrument has been used in other nonprofit industries, and
has been statistically validated in academic research. There are 65 questions, and
the survey should take approximately 15 minutes to complete.

Voluntary Consent -- Participation in the study is completely voluntary. All data will .
be treated in a confidential and secure manner and the confidentiality of your
individual responses and SO chapters will be maintained. In addition, you are not
expected nor required to respond to any survey questions that you do not wish to
answer. ‘ _

By completing this survey, you give me your informed consent and permission to use
results in a manner that maintains confidentiality and does not disclose individual
responses or individually-identifiable SO Program information in the final manuscript.
You may withdraw from participation at any time, without consequence.

Please complete the survey by April 15, 2013.

If you have any questions or concerns about any aspect of the research project,
please contact me at 508-562-2122 or prbcod@gmail.com.

Thank you again for your participation!

Peter R. Bakkala, Student and long-time supporter of Special Olympics
Northcentral University, School of Business & Technology Management
508-562-2122 or prbcod@gmail.com

Other contacts: Faculty Advisor: Dr. Stephanie Wallio, 785-760-2655 or swallio@ncu.edu
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Appendix M:

BSAQ Online Cover Message and Informed Consent Disclosure

Board Self-Assessment Questionnaire for Special Olympics
{ 276 g " B " N -

33%

I. State Chapter / Progrém:_

ll. Completed By:

(This survey has been sent to the CEO of each Chapter / Program, who was asked to forward
it to their Board Chairperson to complete the survey. If the Chairperson is unable or unwilling
to complete the survey, a Board Member with at least one year of service has been asked to
complete it.) : '

Board Chairperson & Board Member (with 1 or more years of
Board Service)
lll. Gender:
e Male . e Female e Prefer not to answer
IV. Age:

V. Years of Service to Special Olympics:

a. As a Board Chairperson: ' :

e yeQT(S).

b. As aBoard Member (in any capacity): i year(s).

c. As a Volunteer in any capacity, including on the Board: i e YEAI(S).

d. As a paid employee or staff member: iw year(s).

V1. Race: (choose one or more that you consider yourself to be)

= White | I Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander

Black or African American Other

n

American Indian or Alaska Native Prefer not to answer

Asian
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Appendix N:

BSAQ, FVI, and Program-related Scores

Chapter ~ BSAQ Score FVI Score Percentage A in Percentage A in
: Athletes Coaches

A 73 1833 5.26 —33.33
B 69 1700 1.16 —14.29
C 64 1882 2966 3.91
D 88 1969 9.38 ~26.66
E .80 2000 3.28 —80.12
F 85 1972 ~1.12 61.72

G 69 1897 53.82 ~3.74
H 68 2910 ~9.35 ~17.32
I 72 © 1920 0.74 —40.94
] 75 1887 16.70 7.79
K 79 1852 4.39 0.00
L 73 1776 5.94 ~10.76
M. 65 1710 ~3.99 49.79
N 74 2249 ~8.14 ~3.80
0 72 | 2037 33.18 30.96
P 89 1843 1.02 38.28
Q- 64 1846 ~823 7.11
R 65 1703 5.32 0.08
S .61 L1732 3.42 22.92
T 82 1784 5.11 - 68.16
U 59 1930 8.40 ~22.31
\Y 81 1835 54.17 ~10.87
W 70 1849 2.99 20.70
X 69 1499 ~4.56 12.67
Y 61 1656 2.16 8.93
z

76 1714 6.83 181.82
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Appendix N:

BSAQ, FVI, and Program-related Scores

Chapter BSAQ Score FVI Score Percentage A in  Percentage A in

Athletes Coaches

AA 67 2212 ~19.18 ~0.89
BB 62 2094 ~1.76 57.02
cC 74 | 1773 13.85 79.20
DD 79 1869 10.57 6.43
EE 86 1868 567 ~4.51
FF 90 1856 4.54 | 0.62
GG 67 2060 44.30 2.93
HH 63 1774 4.09 ~9.73
g 1 1843 105 56.59
b} .69 2138 5.89 ~7.30
KK .60 1958 4.96 —2.02
LL .86 1805 ~3931 6.34
MM .64 1884 9.84 19.95
NN 68 2212 2468 11.33
00 76 .1880 149 10.56
PP .63 1986 0.53 ~3.25
QQ 93 | 1891 5.14 ~61.65
RR 64 - 2016 .69 3.46
SS 65 2678  =29.10 73.56
TT 67 1882 701 24.82

Uu .88 1919 917 - - 1.47
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Chapter Contextual Educational Interpersonal = Analytical Political Strategic

A

N < X 2 < cHwnuw®OWO2ZIZIMAR——~DI QQmmDODO W

0.86
0.72
0.63
0.89
0.89
0.92
0.81
0.67
0.75

0.83 .

0.94
0.89
0.75
0.83
0.75
0.92
0.69
0.70
0.67

.83

0.64
0.76
0.75
0.75
0.64
0.86

0.53
0.44
0.61
0.91
0.72
0.72

- 0.53

0.72
0.75
0.64
0.50
0.61
0.52
0.72
0.64
0.81

- 0.56

0.61
0.53
0.69
0.53
0.69

0.61

0.64
0.58
0.72

0.79
0.70
0.60
0.83
0.82
0.88
0.73

10.73
0.70
0.73

10.70

073
0.64
0.79
0.88
0.82
0.67
0.61
0.58
0.88
0.55
0.85
0.76
0.70
0.58
0.76

0.67
0.80
0.70
0.93
0.67
0.80
0.70
0.63
0.73

0.83 -

0.80
0.70
0.63
0.70
0.67
0.93
0.67
0.63
0.67
0.90
0.50
0.80
0.70
0.67
0.57

0.63

0.67
0.75
0.58
0.76
0.71
0.92
0.75
0.67
0.67
0.75
0.83
0.67
0.67
0.67
0.63
0.92
0.67

1 0.67

0.63
0.83
0.58
0.96

0.63

0.67
0.67
0.75

0.83
0.78
0.64
0.89
0.94
0.89
0.67
0.64
0.69
0.70
0.97
0.78
0.67
0.69
0.72
0.94
0.61
0.69
0.61
0.89
0.72
0.85
0.75
0.72
0.64
0.81
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Chapter Contextual Educational Interperéonal Analytical Political Strategic

AA
BB
CcC
DD
EE
FF
GG
HH
II
1
KK
LL
MM
NN
00
PP
QQ
RR
SS
TT
.Uu

0.69
0.69
0.83
0.92
0.94
1.00
0.75
0.64
0.78
0.75
0.67
0.81
0.67
0.64
0.89
0.67
1.00
0.72
0.75
0.61
1.00

0.56
0.56
0.61
0.82

0.69.

0.86

- 0.53

0.53
0.61
0.64
0.42
0.72
0.58
0.61
0.58
0.53
0.94
0.53
0.39
0.61
0.83

0.73
0.64
0.82
0.70
0.88
0.91
0.61
0.67
0.64
0.67
0.58
0.88
0.67
0.76
0.76
. 0.64
0.94
0.64
- 0.70
0.70
0.88

0.70
0.53
0.73
0.8
0.83
0.8
0.8
0.67
0.80
0.67
0.63

083
0.60
0.67

0.77

 0.63

0.90
0.63
0.73

0.63

0.73

0.71
0.67
0.67

0.83

0.83
0.92
0.67
0.67
0.75
0.71
0.63
0.96
0.63

- 0.75

0.83
0.67
0.92
0.67
0.71
0.79
0.79

0.61
0.64
0.78
0.69
0.94
0.89
0.64
0.61
0.72
0.69

10.69

0.92
0.67
0.67
0.78
0.67
0.89
0.64
0.61
0.72
1.00




