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Abstract 

Organizational Capacity Domains of United States Olympic and Paralympic National 

Governing Bodies in the United States: An Integrated Review and Framework  

Mary Elizabeth Chambers 

Globally, national sport governing bodies (NSGBs) are undergoing enormous pressure to 

make transformational change due to the acceleration of technology, changes in societal 

values and other environmental forces.  Profitable financial models are fading into 

obsolescence as the sport product, its related content and revenue streams migrate to a 

digital space.  Communication and governance strategies must adapt to accommodate 

increased demand for diversity, inclusion, transparency and authenticity as technology 

gives key stakeholders the ability for two-way dialogue, commanding a greater voice and 

influence on these highly visible, high profile sport organizations.  Given the diverse set 

of stakeholders that NSGBs serve, acquiring the organizational capacity (OC) to set and 

achieve goals and sustain a competitive position is a complex task.  This project 

addresses the dearth of knowledge on nonprofit NSGBs in the United States.  It identifies 

and describes dimensions of OC currently found in the literature. Using capacity models 

from multiple disciplines, USOPC governance documents, Congressional commissions 

and independent legal reports, this enquiry proposes an extended, reconceptualized 

interpretation of OC domains, contextualized to US NSGBs.  It is a foundation for future 

studies by identifying domains which most strongly contribute to fulfilling purpose and 

achieving goals.   Keywords:  integrated review, organizational capacity, NGB, national 

governing body, NSGB, nonprofit sport organization, United States Olympic Committee, 

United States Olympic and Paralympic Committee, USOC, USOPC. 
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I. CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

Introduction 

“Do what you can, with what you’ve got, where you are” (Roosevelt, 1913, p. 

327).  These words of wisdom, penned by the 26th President of the United States (US), 

Theodore Roosevelt, over 100 years ago in the context of building a nation, reflect the 

importance that government leaders have given to the idea of building organizational 

capacity.  Presidents and politicians repeatedly have acknowledged the value that sport 

brings to society – as a means for personal development; as a means for team building 

and camaraderie among neighbors or employees of an organization; as a means of 

building a sense of community for municipalities; as a means for showing national pride 

for a country; and as a vehicle to foster global peace for the world.   

Leaders have long taken an interest in sport due to its impact on life for these 

reasons, but also for its ability to influence ideologies, economies and political 

relationships at individual, municipal, state, national and international levels.  In founding 

the National Collegiate Athletics Association (NCAA) in 1904, President Roosevelt 

sought to establish a governing body which could serve as an ethical overseer of 

collegiate athletics.  JFK acknowledged the unique needs of the sport industry when he 

signed into law the Sports Broadcast Act of 1961.   By doing so, he authorized legal and 

financial structures which enabled the sport industry to begin collectively building 

capacity within its sector.  This presidential action was the first of many others which 

provided sport governing bodies financial and other mechanisms which solidified 

financial inputs, increased league stability by fostering parity among teams within a 

league, and enabled sport organizations to generate stable sources of long-term income.   
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By signing Title IX in 1972, Richard Nixon kicked open the door of sports 

organizations to women and to those with disabilities, marking a significant milestone for 

diversity and inclusion.  Jimmy Carter, in an act of political opposition to the Soviet 

Empire, used his presidential authority to boycott the 1980 Moscow Olympics, and 

subsequently was joined by 60 countries across the globe in their unified expression of 

disapproval for Soviet conduct at the time.  During the Regan years, legislators and the 

President passed laws such as the 1984 Cable Act and the 1986 Tax Act, which further 

fortified financial mechanisms in sport.  Likewise, the Olympic movement within the US 

has been heavily impacted and influenced by Congressional action when it enacted the 

Amateur Sports Act in 1978, giving the US Olympic and Paralympic Committee 

(USOPC) its charter, along with full authority over amateur sport in the US.  As one can 

well note, issues connected to the organizational capacity of sport organizations have 

been at the top echelons of leadership decisions in the US for a very long time.   

As nonprofit, membership-based sport organizations, the USOPC and its member 

National Sport Governing Bodies (NSGBs) touch millions of people every day.  The 

sports governed by NSGBs represent a component of modern life which is as common to 

society as politics, religion and the weather.  Their activities serve as a means for families 

and friends to connect; their special events are a mechanism for communities to come 

together, to generate publicity and generate economic impact.  NSGBs recognize that 

sport is a powerful means to impart valuable life lessons to the next generation and to 

achieve individual, local, regional and national goals (Shilbury and Ferkins, 2011). 

Together, US NSGBs sanction hundreds of thousands of local, regional and national 

programs that develop individual abilities and foster participation and interest of millions 
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of Americans – from the beginner or casual participant to the most elite and dedicated 

athletes – our Olympic heroes.  Herein lies the capacity challenge.  As members of the 

USOPC, these NSGBs are charged with the duty to ethically and effectively govern their 

membership, sanction local, regional and national competitions, quickly and fairly 

resolve conflicts, develop elite level talent, and promote and grow their respective sports 

among the general population.  As apical organizations, these NSGBs function at the top 

of a domestic sport governance hierarchy and they must effectively cater to an entire 

spectrum of participation, from the youngest of children enrolled in grassroots programs, 

to athletes who compete at the pinnacle of global achievement (Norlander, 2018).  They 

must successfully navigate relationships with global organizations like the World Anti-

Doping Agency (WADA) and International Federations (IFs) which globally govern their 

respective sports.  Also, many NSGBs within the US have strategic, formal connections 

to national professional sport leagues and collegiate governing bodies as a means to 

acquire and develop resources and athletic talent.  Such relationships place demands (at 

times unexpectedly) upon these NSGBs (Norlander, 2018).  To exhibit sustained success, 

NSGBs require exemplary leadership, governance, networking, collaboration, resource 

acquisition and information sharing.  Since NSGBs in the US receive little, if any, 

government funding, they must also procure the financial and other resources and capital 

required to achieve these goals. 

Technology, Transformational Change and Sport  

As more and more elements of life migrate to a digital platform, sport 

organizations like the US NSGBs must adapt and embrace change to develop new 

systems, structures, and financial models just to survive.  Social media has enhanced and 
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diversified the means by which members communicate within their organization and to 

external stakeholders, so the internet’s innate values of trust, transparency, authenticity, 

and decentralized control (Berners-Lee, 2010; Wheeler, 2013) have become critical 

elements for companies of all kinds to accept and embrace to realize sustained success.  

 Web 2.0 and social media have redefined how sport organizations attract, retain, 

grow and manage their customers, members, business partners, board members, staff and 

other key stakeholders.  Effective deployment of information technology using analytics 

and big data have enabled organizations to institute variable ticket pricing practices to 

maximize ticket income and develop complex customer relationship management 

practices.  At one point not long ago, resale of tickets was deemed scalping, however 

Stub Hub (and companies like this who operate within the secondary ticket market) have 

legitimized this practice and have redefined how organizations package, price and sell 

ticket inventory.  Additionally, they have redefined how and with whom sport 

organizations compete for ticket sales.   As technology and digital capabilities enable 

sport entities (and fans for that matter!) to produce their own content and bypass 

traditional forms of media content delivery such as television, print and radio, an erosion 

is taking place of non-digital, established primary revenue streams that the sport industry 

in the US has relied upon for well over half of a century.  The emergence of e-sports, 

along with changes in various state laws to permit sports betting, are just two ways sport 

organizations are influenced by technology as they work to embrace change, innovate and 

find new money in these enormous, global consumer markets.  Television and cable 

companies that pay rights fees to sport organizations such as the US NSGBs are seeing 

customers cut expensive cable subscriptions in search of more affordable, a la carte 
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content, or content on mobile devices, and as a result it has sent sport media organizations 

searching far and wide to develop digital ways to recapture these customers (Lombardo 

& Broughton, 2017).  With costs of attendance skyrocketing, many people are opting to 

consume sporting events at locations outside a venue.  Content is migrating to the 

internet, which up until now has been an evasive revenue stream for organizations to 

monetize.  Amazon, DAZN and YouTube are now vying with traditional media outlets to 

bid for the global broadcast rights for content delivery.   

In addition to a voracious appetite for digital content, the Millennial and iGen 

generations have also heightened pressure on companies they patronize to demonstrate a 

corporate social responsibility element regarding how they do business (Yim, 2015).  

Consequently, the US NSGBs and their elite athletes have realized that they can monetize 

this desire by serving as highly visible, emotionally engaging community relations 

platforms for corporate America.  This ability, however, requires a value system and 

actions which are consistent with peak performance and void of scandal and controversy.  

To sustain success over time, US NSGBs and their athletes must exemplify an upstanding 

reputation and demonstrate an authenticity and a transparency which withstands 

considerable public scrutiny.  Monetizing intellectual property assets based upon 

Millennial and iGen fan base preferences, new ticket sales models and new trends in 

content delivery represent key revenue streams for high profile sport entities such as the 

USOPC and the larger NSGBs (USA Gymnastics, USA Track and Field, etc.).   

It is a daunting task for NSGBs to successfully develop, deliver and sustain 

programs and activities to such a diverse spectrum of stakeholders.  US NSGB leaders 

acknowledge that a disconnect exists within and among their stated values, policies, 
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organizational systems and stakeholder needs.  Unfortunately, when gaps occur, 

participant risk increases, programs are delivered at less-than-optimal levels and goals are 

less likely to be achieved.  Given the disruptive changes that technology and other 

environmental forces are exerting, NSGBs are being coerced both internally and 

externally to seek a means to innovate business practices and improve governance, 

organizational structures, program delivery and mission fulfillment to better serve and 

protect its members.  NSGBs which exhibit poor capacity for decision making, display 

weak leadership or lack the ability to implement policy and uphold ethical standards will 

negatively impact clubs, members, and elite athletes across the entire country.  Such 

organizations are also at risk of failure, should poor decisions become egregious, leaders 

seek self-serving motives, or weak policies fail to protect those most vulnerable.  For 

example, as a result of policy failure, poor leadership and dismal decisions made by USA 

Gymnastics (USAG) and USOPC leaders, the safety and well-being of hundreds of USA 

Gymnastics members were compromised by predatory individuals within the system who 

went unchecked for an extended period of time.  As a result of the public outcry from 

actions of the former USAG team doctor and lack of investigation and corrective 

measures by leaders in place at the time, both the USOPC and USA Gymnastics (USAG) 

fired top executives and purged their board of directors (Fischer, 2018b).  The fallout 

from this policy failure impacted hundreds of thousands of current USAG members 

across the US because USAG was at risk to lose its status as a USOPC NSGB (US 

Olympic and Paralympic Committee, 2018).  There are few (if any) entities who possess 

the OC to assume the role to govern gymnastics within the US.  In response to this 

scandal and subsequent coercive change mandates from Congress and key stakeholders, 
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the USOPC established a subcommittee within its board of directors with the express 

purpose to rethink the structure of the relationships that it holds with its NSGBs (Fisher, 

2018a).  Other capacity-related problems experienced by smaller NSGBs – such as USA 

Canoe/Kayak (USACK) for example – while not due to corruption or abuse, are equally 

as detrimental to an organization’s success and risk organizational failure or 

decertification (which happened in the case of USACK; now American Canoe is the 

officially recognized canoe and kayak NSGB in the US).  Such negative outcomes take 

place when top executives and board members fail to demonstrate effective leadership, 

succumb to power struggles, fail to develop and implement strong policy and fail to 

effectively govern.  Negative outcomes occur when senior executives fail to acquire or 

appropriately deploy scarce resources, strengthen weak structures, or fail to improve the 

efficiency of poorly functioning processes (Buchanan, 2017).  In both of the above-

mentioned instances, the programs and events that NSGBs facilitate touch millions of 

fans, participants and members across the US.  When NSGBs fail to effectively set goals 

and achieve their purpose and mission, stakeholders across the organization are 

negatively impacted. In many situations, the search for scarce resources devolves to 

infighting among stakeholders, power struggles among leaders and a toxic culture within 

the organization emerges as members lose trust and group identity as an organization.  

Organizational Capacity and Sustained Success 

The USOPC and its member NSGBs are under immense pressure to quickly 

implement change at this very moment; a transformation being demanded by key 

stakeholders due to violations of trust which senior executives and board members have 

made.  One only need look at the Sports Business Journal front cover to see that 
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organizational capacity, organizational change, strategic leadership, strategic 

communications and emerging media, and training and development of the USOPC and 

its member NSGBs are truly front-page news (Fischer, 2019).  In addition, several 

related, unfortunate news stories demonstrate that these issues need to be addressed in a 

systemic way, as similar abuses are taking place in multiple NSGBs (Betz, 2018).   As a 

consequence of the USA Gymnastics complaint, a transition in the CEO and Board Chair 

leadership roles occurred, and newly appointed executives are under immense pressure to 

change the organizational culture and functions within this organization to influence 

change to prevent such future occurrences.  Maximizing OC is a means by which the 

USOPC member NSGBs can fulfill their mission, achieve goals and sustain positive 

outcomes for members, clubs, and the communities in which they participate and operate.  

It also reduces risks connected to inefficient acquisition and use of resources and lessens 

the probability of negligent, or worse, intentionally unethical decisions.   

Technology is ushering in third-order, transformational change in financial models 

and operating practices.  In other words, organizations are changing how they change and 

innovate.  Such technological trends greatly impact how sport organizations operate, who 

their competitors are, how they generate revenue, how they keep current fans engaged 

and attract new fans; these trends impact each and every facet of how a sport organization 

is structured, the goals it sets, values it holds, people it hires, financial decisions it makes, 

technology it uses, social capital and stakeholder relationships it builds, collaborative 

efforts it pursues and with what entities it pursues collaboration.  US NSGBs have 

traditionally been patriarchal, male-dominated, inflexible, and non-transparent.  As such, 

these organizations are ill equipped to adapt to mounting pressures and demands from 
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these nascent internal and external constituents.  New stakeholders are emerging, 

requiring a shift in values and business practices across every business industry and every 

sector (public, private, nonprofit).  To endure, sport managers must take action to develop 

their company’s OC to achieve goals.  They must master new abilities to attract and 

develop resources, turning these resources into sustained competitive outcomes.  Unlike 

their global peers, US NSGBs do not receive federal funding or infrastructural support.  

They must rely on emerging revenue streams in order to generate income, adding 

considerable pressure from new stakeholders for transformational, third order change.   

NSGBs can be a powerful means for individuals, communities, regions and 

countries to achieve goals when high levels of OC are successfully sustained.   Due to 

their mission, purposes and organizational structure, these specialized entities can be 

viewed as capacity builders of US sport.  NSGBs are chosen by the USOPC because they 

are organizations which display the greatest ability to most effectively govern, promote 

and grow their respective Olympic sport in the US and deliver elite athletes for 

competition in the Olympic Games.  These organizations are expected to possess the 

required capacity, resources and infrastructure to consistently deliver favorable outcomes 

on specifically agreed upon purposes and goals.  These favorable outcomes require an 

ability to effectively manage a complex stakeholder network and require certain levels of 

OC.  US NGBs also require an ability to learn and change as an organization.  Change 

efforts thus far have had limited success due to organizational inertia, inflexible 

hierarchical structures and the promulgation of value systems and norms which reflect a 

priority on athletic achievement above other elements such as athlete safety, diversity, 

inclusion, and broader stakeholder needs.  Also, those seeking to improve an 
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organization’s capacity must first have an awareness of the current circumstances. OC is 

a complex construct to assess due to its multi-dimensional nature (Winand, Zintz, Bayle 

and Robinson, 2010).  

USOPC Reform and Its Influence on NSGB Organizational Capacity  

One would be remiss in discussing NSGB OC without acknowledging the 

substantial transition that is taking place at the very top of the US Olympic system, since 

ultimately this reform is designed to also transform and reorient the values, culture, 

priorities and organizational structures within all US Olympic member organizations.  

Transformational change is happening at the apex of this system as a result of coercive 

external forces following the controversy surrounding USA Gymnastics and from 

subsequent Congressional reports and legal findings of various forms of athlete abuse 

(Energy and Commerce Committee, 2018; Ropes and Gray, 2018; U.S. Senate 

Committee on Commerce, Science and Transportation, Subcommittee on Manufacturing, 

Trade and Consumer Protection, 2019).  Because Congress is the entity that created the 

USOPC by virtue of the Amateur Sports Act of 1978, signed into law by then President 

Jimmy Carter, it has the authority to modify the USOPC charter and dictate the means by 

which the Olympic movement is implemented within the US.  These powerful 

stakeholders are demanding immediate and permanent systemic change – compelling the 

USOPC to completely reform itself and all its related members, from the top down and 

from the inside out, or face severe consequences.  These key stakeholders are calling for a 

complete shift of the organization’s culture, values, structures, and the very way that the 

Olympic movement functions within the US.  Ultimately these external, coercive forces 

will also greatly impact the values, structure and systems of its member NSGBs, as these 
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key stakeholders are demanding greater oversight and increased accountability measures 

of all facets of the Olympic system within the US – NSGBs included.  An early result of 

these coercive change initiatives transitioned the top USOPC staff and USOPC board 

leadership.  The new leaders within the USOPC took heed of these key voices and 

commissioned its own inquiry in an effort to initiate change. They put into place a 10-

member commission – led by a sport management practitioner expert and comprised of 

an Athlete Advisory Council (AAC) member, current Olympians and Paralympians, 

Olympic alumni, summer and winter NSGB representatives, a youth organization 

representative, independent counsel and a USOPC board member.  The Athlete and NGB 

Engagement Commission – also known as the Borders Commission – was created in 

2018 with the purpose to develop tactical recommendations for systemic change.  The 

USOPC instructed the Commission to examine the various Congressional and legal 

reports, make inquiries of their own among the Olympic community and forward its own 

findings in terms of the status of the Olympic movement within the US.  The Borders 

Commission (2019) final report expressed the need – and made specific tactical 

recommendations – for transformational change of the USOPC and its member NSGBs, 

calling for increased oversight, accountability, reporting and for a culture and values shift 

of the USOPC and its NSGB members and affiliates.  In July of 2019, after nine months 

of inquiry and deliberation, the Borders Commission (2019) forwarded recommendations 

to the USOPC, including suggested modifications to the TSOASA.  These suggestions, if 

accepted and implemented, will transform organizational culture and values, structures 

and internal operations of the USOPC.  Due to the nature of the recommendations, these 

changes will also initiate transformative change upon the USOPC members and affiliates.  
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Some of the strongest recommendations involve shifting the focus of the USOPC to 

center around athlete well-being and safety, and in doing so, these recommendations 

propose to elevate the governance role of the USOPC within the system to protect these 

primary stakeholders.  As an example, the Borders Commission (2019) recommended 

that the USOPC go beyond recognizing NSGBs, proposing that a certification process be 

created for NSGBs to submit to, adhere to, and document compliance to in order to 

maintain its membership status as an NSGB within the USOPC system.  It seems as 

though members of the Borders Commission came to a similar conclusion as Chelladurai 

(1987) and Chelladurai and Chang (2000), when they forwarded recommendations which 

direct the organization’s focus on the group for whose benefit an organization primarily 

exists.  This perspective is known as the multiple-constituency model of effectiveness of 

organizations, and most highly values measures based on preferences and values of 

internal and external organisational participants (Papadimitriou, 2001).   

Shortly after the Borders Commission report was released in July of 2019, the 

USOPC proposed and approved bylaw amendments effective January 1, 2020 which 

delineate certification processes, procedures and policies which NSGBs must adhere to 

and/or develop by or before January of 2021.  These proposed amendments were released 

in August of 2019, thus giving NSGBs an 18-month notice to implement changes.  

NSGBs that do not comply to these increased oversight and policy revisions prior to the 

deadline risk decertification and expulsion from the USOPC.  Coercive external forces 

such as these are certain to transform NSGBs in terms of the means by which their 

purposes and core functions are lived out.  Due to the USOPC’s power to revoke NSGB 

membership status, these certification standards changes will impact and transform 
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NSGB organizational values, priorities and organizational capacities needed to retain 

their status as a USOPC member organization. 

In addition to bylaw amendments which strengthen USOPC oversight and 

governance its system, the USOPC revised its vision and mission statements and 

incorporated core principles as part of its strategic plan moving forward (USOPC, 2019).  

These revisions center the words and language of the organization around servicing 

athletes and protecting their well-being and safety.  Success in making these deep 

changes will depend upon tactics utilized to implement the changes, as it can be an uphill 

challenge for new leaders to modify processes which have become institutionalized and 

change deeply seated beliefs and values of long-term followers.  Given the internal and 

external stakeholder pressures to reform, the USOPC has begun a massive effort to 

overhaul itself inside and out in many ways – in governance, its organizational culture, its 

structural relationships with NSGBs, its revision of strategic plans, establishment of 

individual, organizational and systemic accountability procedures and institutions, levels 

of transparency, and more – any one of which is a substantial feat to effectively 

accomplish, let alone all at once.  It certainly seems as though an updated, contextually 

relevant model which NSGB leaders could look to for best practices to hone strengths 

and shore up weaknesses to set and achieve goals and fulfill its purpose would be of 

value, which is why this research project has been undertaken. 
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Why an Integrated Literature Review? 

 According to scholars, (Boote and Beile, 2005; Cooper, 1998; Snyder, 2019; 

Torraco, 2005, 2016, Webster and Watson, 2002), integrated literature reviews are a 

useful tool when scholars are seeking to reconceptualize former models or extend 

knowledge and introduce new ideas.  According to Snyder (2019), integrative reviews 

can form the foundation of a new conceptual model; they are a unique breed of research 

method in which new knowledge is created (Torraco, 2005).  And, when studying more 

widely researched topics, integrative reviews expand a theoretical foundation to foster 

further development of a topic (Snyder, 2019).  Development of theory is a central 

activity in organizational research (Eisenhardt, 1989, p.532).  In her article, she 

articulates the inductive process of theory development and the pivotal role of literature 

in this activity.  As the subject of organizational capacity has gained attention from 

various fields, in parallel, the knowledge base has also grown, evolved and diversified.  

Researchers from a myriad of disciplines have studied the fundamental elements of 

organizational capacity, some forwarding new conceptual models, and others seeking to 

map specific models to a new context.  As a result, research on organizational capacity 

has become diversified and segmented.  Integrated literature reviews offer a means by 

which scholars can reconcile and clarify variation, discord, and divergent research within 

the literature (Cooper, 1988; Snyder, 2019; Torraco, 2005, 2016). The tactics used in an 

integrative review enable new frameworks and perspectives to emerge from more mature 

topics (Torraco, 2005).  Using various forms of synthesis, integrative reviews create new 

understandings and perspectives around a subject matter – in this case that of OC of US 

NGBs.  Sport scholars have raised the idea that an extant literature review of this topic is 
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due (O’Boyle and Hassan, 2014).  It is for these primary reasons why the author wrote an 

integrated literature review of organizational capacity within a sport context.   

Need for an Updated, Contextually Relevant Organizational Capacity Model 

Given the disruptive changes that both internal and external forces are exerting, 

NGB leaders are seeking a means to coordinate, innovate and improve program delivery, 

internal processes and communications to grow its member base and better service and 

protect current members.  In one sense, these specialized, unique organizations can be 

viewed as capacity builders of sport, and therefore an OC model contextually relevant to 

this industry would be of great value to aid efforts to fulfill their mission.  Several non-

profit OC models exist, each of which define capacity using different dimensions.  Some 

models have emerged from the non-profit sector, some from management and business, 

some from public administration, and still other models emerged from governmental 

studies and education.  Each defines capacity differently, as some place the greatest 

emphasis on resources, some place priority on processes, some on outcomes, and others 

define organizational capacity in an entirely distinctive way, choosing instead to view 

capacity as a collection of abilities which are put into action.  Very few of these models 

have been contextualized to sport, and none of which to a US context.  Sport 

management scholars have sought to create their own models to articulate the specific 

and unique capacities needed by NSGBs across the globe that produce elite level talent 

and achieve goals for international sporting success (De Bosscher and De Knop, 2003).  

Prior studies in sport that do exist generally have not examined NSGBs needs from a 

multi-level perspective, targeting only the IF, NOC, or NSGB level or else they focus 

their study at the grass roots level of individual clubs and members.  A broader 
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framework is needed which accounts for the apical nature of this network and defines the 

contexts, components, and capacity needs which are unique to sport, and further, unique 

to each level within the network.  A need exists to model the requisite capacities of local, 

regional and national entities, which depicts the organizational capacity domains of an 

entire NSGB system within the United States.  The framework must not only take into 

consideration prerequisites, needs and contexts that are specific to non-profit 

organizations, but it must also incorporate the nuances of the sport industry within the 

US.  Specifically, this model must reflect the structures of the sport system within the US, 

and more important, it must factor in constraints, mandates and compliance requirements 

put into place by Congress and the USOPC.  Meeting performance standards of these two 

key stakeholders are of utmost importance to establishing and sustaining a designation as 

an NSGB within the United States.  An OC model that reflected such contexts would help 

NSGBs to attract and retain the millions of Americans and tens of thousands of clubs that 

start to participate in organized sport in the United States.   A model contextually specific 

to US NSGBs and that connects gaps between levels would be of great benefit for US 

NSGBs to initiate needed transformational change and sustainable growth.   

Project Purpose 

The pandemic of 2020 has instigated disruptive, transformational change on the 

sport industry, in every industry segment and along the entirety of the Olympic sport 

development pipeline.  As a result, a framework of how sport organizations along this 

pipeline function within the US is needed.  In addition, US Olympic and Paralympic 

Committee stakeholders in the last 36 months have ushered in a tidal wave of change 

upon the entirety of this apex organization, demanding change to organizational 
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leadership, values, structure, and the ways and means by which resources are allocated 

among members.  It is a time of intense organizational change and reformation for the US 

Olympic and Paralympic system.  To a much greater degree, society is demanding that 

organizations become more open, transparent, diverse, and able to adapt to changing 

circumstances.  This expectation requires organizations to aspire to become values-

driven, learning organizations, capable of successfully adapting to changing environs.  An 

updated, contextually specialized model of OC that helps foster the organizational 

development of US NGBs would be an extremely helpful tool.  US NGB leaders could 

use such a model as a best-practice comparison to aid self-assessment and strategic 

efforts for sustained success.  Drawing upon ideas in sport management, education, 

management, public administration and the non-profit sector, this integrated review 

proposes various capacities which are relevant to NGBs in the US; it proposes an 

integrated and extended model of USOPC and member NGBs’ needed capacities, to set a 

starting point from which to develop these special organizations for sustained success.   

Research is non-existent in the context of US Olympic and Paralympic sport, and 

an integrated framework is needed from which to advance knowledge within this area.  

This literature review examines several models being used within sport and updates, 

integrates and extends the domains of those found in recent use. Many models currently 

in use are in need of revision, as they do not include, or address elements related to the 

emergence of social media and technological advancements of the last 20 years.  They do 

not fully articulate the technological capabilities and impacts of two-way stakeholder 

communication, nor do they explain the nature of collaboration that is subsequently 

required, based on all the above.   The purpose of this integrated literature review is to 
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address the dearth of knowledge surrounding the OC needs of nonprofit NSGBs within 

the US.  It seeks to review, critique and synthesize OC literature and reconceptualize the 

topic to include domains found in related social disciplines, modernizing the model and 

placing it in the context of modern sport.  It identifies, defines, categorizes and describes 

contextually relevant dimensions of OC and proposes an updated model for nonprofit 

Olympic sport in the United States. This effort assimilates knowledge from an academic 

and practitioner world and forwards an updated perspective of the context and ecosystem 

that the USOPC and its member NGBs are currently navigating.  Concepts from public 

administration, management, education and health care have been drawn into this model 

to explore how best practice from these disciplines are of value in a non-profit sport 

context.  The model is formed using information not only from academic research over 

the past 20 years; it also integrates information and research pertaining to OC from 

management, public administration, information technology and other industries to 

reconceptualize and modernize a model and framework of OC upon which future studies 

can emerge.  USOPC governance documents, Congressional reports and independent 

investigative reports of the USOPC guide the formation of US-specific key success 

factors and establish a sport-specific context to the model.  This outcome of this effort is 

a proposed model of OC domains required by nonprofit sport governing bodies in the US 

to set and achieve goals and fulfill their mission.  It hopes to serve as a first step of many 

to establish an instrument which helps the USOPC and its member NSGBs examine 

systemic strengths and weaknesses and formulate strategy for future sustained success.  
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II.  CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Review of Literature 

What is Organizational Capacity, and Why is it Important? 

Business and management scholars, public administration scholars, academicians 

and practitioners in many disciplines have studied organizational capacity for decades 

(Baser and Morgan, 2008; Christensen and Gazley, 2008; Connolly and York, 2002; Hall, 

et al., 2003; Honadle, 1981; Krishnaveni and Aravamudhan, 2013; McKinsey, 2001).  It 

is important to understand the nuances of organizational capacity because knowledge of 

these constructs helps more readily identify and benchmark a company’s strengths and 

weaknesses, surpluses and deficits in various dimensions of personnel and corporate 

function. Strategically building an organization’s capacity enables it to adapt to and 

survive changes in its internal and external environments, fulfill its mission and sustain a 

competitive advantage over time.  Organizational capacity has become particularly 

important to non-profit organizations as funders and stakeholders require ever-increasing 

accountability for their investments, seeking benchmarked progress and evidence of an 

ability to successfully follow through with the intent of grant awards, fulfill its mission 

and meet goals (Andersson, Faulk and Stewart, 2015; Christensen and Gazley, 2008).  

When leaders identify an organization’s capacities, they more clearly visualize potential 

and develop better strategies which define, build, measure and sustain what it views as 

success.  They can assess effectiveness and sustain competitive performance.  Knowledge 

of capacities enables leaders to develop the skills, processes, structures and systems 

within, among and between organizational dimensions and levels; managers can better 

coordinate company functions to strengthen and unify efforts to achieve its mission. 
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Importance of Organizational Capacity in Sport 

Organizational capacity is also important in the sport industry.  Much is changing 

in this industry’s ecosystem, requiring leaders to innovate new ways of doing business.  

Digital technologies – for example virtual and augmented reality – and the emergence of 

e-sports are redefining how, where and when people experience and engage in sport 

activities.  The collaborative capacity of Web 2.0, along with social media and other 

emerging technologies has changed how fans support their teams and has given them a 

greater voice.  Web 2.0 has given businesses an important marketing tool as big data and 

analytics technology improves.  Millennial fans have proven difficult for sport 

organizations to predict and aging fan bases are less appealing to corporate sponsors 

(Lombardo and Broughton, 2017).  COVID-19, in just mere weeks, brought this entire 

industry to its knees.  These are just a few of the many trends currently impacting global 

sport organizations, inducing an era of uncertainty and transformational change to all the 

traditional means of doing business and revenue streams.  As technology escalates the 

rate and nature of change, capacity-development is becoming an increasingly important 

concept for survival for nonprofit organizations (NPOs).  NPOs within the sport industry 

are not exempt from these pressures.  These unique NPOs are experiencing the same 

pressures as their professional sport counterparts, however they must navigate these 

challenges while striving to effectively govern heterogeneous state, regional, and local 

club organizations.  These organizations must effectively deliver services to members 

within their system who represent the entire spectrum of athletics performance and 

participation.  At the same time, these NPOs must effectively interact with global sport 

governing bodies and international sport federations, as well as international 
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organizations such as the World Anti-Doping Agency (WADA), which oversees drug 

testing on elite athletes.  This wide variety of stakeholders requires sport NPOs to set 

goals which at times seem dichotomous to one other and as a result, the USOPC and its 

member NSGBs have a difficult challenge ahead.  To survive this transition, they are 

being forced to develop new capabilities, capacities, and capacity-development strategies 

in response to almost daily technological advances which, in prior generations, were mere 

fragments of a sci-fi television show.  The exogenous and endogenous forces exerted on 

NSGBs as a result of technology are here to stay and have caused a permanent, seismic 

shift in how effective companies operate.  It is important to understand an organization’s 

capacity to deal with these forces, and thus strategize and evaluate ways to build and 

fortify an organization’s capacity to sustain successful outcomes over time.  

Theories Used to Explain Organizational Capacity 

Scholars use various theories to understand and examine organizational capacity.  

Researchers such as Kanfer (1990) have explored organizational behavior using 

motivation theory, seeking to recognize differences between behavior and performance.  

In her study, Kanfer (1990) attempted to predict or explain the impact of an individual’s 

motivation to complete complex duties over time.  The theory of the firm, used by Lam 

and Lundvall (2006), helps understand why learning is an integral and critical component 

of an organization’s ability to form strategy.  Shumpeter’s (1911) theory of economic 

development articulates the interdependence and impact of political, economic, social and 

technological influences on organizational capacity, while Reade (2010) used agency 

theory, and Pirson and Milhotra (2011) used stakeholder theory to understand the 

influence of collaboration and organizational trust on organizational performance.  
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Complexity theory, as found by Mischen and Jackson (2008), can help companies 

implement intra- and interorganizational policy to improve performance.   Process theory 

and structuration theory, used by Pettigrew, (1992) and Sminia, (2009) respectively, are 

metatheories employed to explain innovation and change within an entity.  Performance 

theory, used by Kanfer, (1990) offers managers opportunities to include a larger number 

of performance indicators that identify individual differences such as abilities and task 

comprehension, as well as environmental factors such as task demands and situational 

restrictions; which according to Franks (1999), task demands and situational restrictions 

are a key constraint of an organization (or person’s) ability to succeed.   

According to Golensky, (2016), two theories which are commonly utilized by 

NPOs to examine organizational capacity and frame the context of the situation include 

political economy theory and stakeholder theory.  Both theories have relevance to the 

context at hand for the USOPC member NSGBs.  Political economy theory considers an 

organization’s goals and structure and stresses the importance of interrelationships of 

exogenous and endogenous political and economic forces on the organization (Golensky, 

2016).  In addition, political economy theory recognizes the impact of an organization’s 

culture on decisions that are made, as in some cases decisions are made not based upon 

opportunity cost, or some politically neutral criteria, but instead upon patterns of 

ingrained behavior, norms of the company, or assumptions made of the organization; 

thus, this phenomenon reflects organizational inertia within a system.  Political economy 

theory also takes into account formal and informal authority and examines behaviors of 

the internal actors using leadership, authority and influence to make decisions.  Finally, 

political economy theory factors in the external political and economic dynamics that 
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influence key decisions and strategy regarding essential resources.  According to 

Golensky, (2016), “This approach postulates that economic and political forces, 

structures, pressures and constraints are among the most significant motivators of change 

and are key factors shaping directions of change” (p.24).  In contemplation of the current 

status of the USOPC member NGBs, one certainly recognizes a highly political 

environment which involves strong internal and external forces – from the IOC, 

international sport federations, the US government, its own member NGBs, the athletes 

and clubs of such organizations, each with specific needs.  In addition, we see that in the 

case of USAG, past decisions were influenced by values held, organizational structures, 

organizational culture, and decision making based upon patterns of behavior, not 

necessarily what was in the best interest (or safety) of key constituents or of its 

requirement to uphold its commitment to effectively serve its stated purposes.   

Another theory that is utilized by sport management academics to examine 

organizational capacity is stakeholder theory (Ferkins, Shilbury and McDonald, 2009). 

Stakeholder theory is commonly cited in the nonprofit literature as well (Golensky, 

2016).   Using this theory, clients, staff, board, funders, regulatory agencies, partners each 

give something to – and receive something from – the organization (Golensky, 2016, 

p.27).  In this situation, each stakeholder influences decision making based upon what it 

gives and receives. According to Golensky, (2016), the primary stakeholders of an NPO 

include clients, staff, the board, funders, regulatory agencies, and nonprofit community 

partners.  In Golensky’s (2016) view, clients give purpose to and receive services from an 

organization.  Staff give loyalty and productivity and receive employment and 

professional growth.  The board gives legitimacy to an external environment and receives 
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recognition and reward.  Funders give financial support and receive efficiency and 

effectiveness.  Regulatory agencies give approval when they perceive quality.  Nonprofit 

community partners give resources in exchange for resources.  A diagram which reflects 

what each stakeholder group gives and receives can be found in Figure 2 below.   

 

 

 Figure 1 Stakeholder Relationships (Golensky, 2016, p. 27) 
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According to Geeraert, Alm and Groll, (2013), the key constituents of sport 

organizations include the general public; players, athletes and members; leagues and 

clubs; fans; sponsors and business partners; partner organizations and member 

organizations and the government.  A depiction of these stakeholders can be viewed in 

Figure 3.  

 

Figure 2 Stakeholders of Sport Organizations- Geeraert, Alm, & Groll, (2013) 
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In reviewing the directives given by Congress to the USOPC, and by extension its 

member NGBs via the Amateur Sports Act (1978) (also known as the Ted Stevens Act), 

one recognizes the mandate to incorporate relevant stakeholder needs into the mission 

and purpose of these organizations.  From a political economy theory perspective, it 

seems as though these external and internal forces are stepping forward as “significant 

motivators” of change, and these forces are joining together (Congress, the athletes, the 

general public) to demand reforms that seem to be greatly needed. 

Systems theory, used by Baser, et al., (2008) to examine organizational capacity, 

is a grandiose lens through which to integrate many theories and view the organization as 

a whole.   Underlining this point, as recent as December 20, 2018, the House of 

Representatives’ Energy and Commerce Committee released its report of its findings on a 

year-long investigation related to ‘system-wide’ policy and governance failures by both 

the USOPC and its member NSGBs to protect athletes.  The executive summary of this 

133-page report noted widespread abuse in the Olympic community and also 

acknowledged “a system that had failed them (the athletes) – regardless of the sport” 

(p.3).  In addition to the strongly condemning statements concerning the systemic failures 

and misdirected values, it specifically identified inconsistencies in policy throughout the 

NSGBs and a struggle the USOPC had in its efforts to maintain minimum standards of 

diversity within NSGBs.  In this brief excerpt we see familiar organizational capacity 

terms.  We see a conception of the Olympic community (i.e. the USOPC and its member 

NGBs) as a system which must effectively collaborate and integrate its processes and 

systems; we see the critical importance of a value system that must align with governance 

and decision making; we see the vital importance of strong policies throughout the 



www.manaraa.com

 

 27 

system, and a strong belief by an influential external constituent of an organization’s 

responsibility to protect its key stakeholders from harm.   

Truly the USOPC and its member NSGBs are under immense pressure to change 

their ways and means of fulfilling their missions.  It seems as though organizational 

capacity is an increasingly important concept for these organizations to evaluate and 

assess as a means to implement meaningful, sustainable, and permanent third-order 

change in how they operate.  Together, use of such a wide variety of theories as those 

mentioned above to understand dimensions of organizational capacity and organizational 

performance paints a descriptive picture of organizations and offers explanations for how 

they function at macro, meso and micro levels.  Combined, findings from the studies 

mentioned above can begin to articulate individual elements and features contained 

within an organization as it is an open system.    

Organizational Capacity from a Systems Theory Perspective 

Many scholars now interpret organizational capacity using a systems theory 

perspective (Baser, et al., 2008; Honadle, 1981; Harsh, 2012; Krishnaveni and 

Aravamudhan, 2013), defining it not only based upon types of capital and the resources 

or technical aptitudes needed for sustained success, but also based upon traits exhibited 

within a dynamic, intricate system.  These scholars forward a much more complex 

interpretation of the construct, defining capacity in terms of both individual and 

collective technical skills, behaviors, motivations, values, structures, processes and 

outcomes displayed within a multi-dimensional, multi-level system (Andersson, Faulk 

and Stewart, 2015; Aragón, 2010; Baser, et al. 2008; Connolly and York, 2003; Harsh, 

2010; Honadle, 1981).  It is such an interpretation that this integrated review proposes for 
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a sport context.  Krishnaveni and Aravamudhan (2013) reference a paradigm shift in 

capacity building which occurred during the mid-1990s, linking initiatives to systems 

thinking, and recommend that capacity building be examined “in the background of 

interlinked levels” (p. 30).  Interpreted as a paradigm, systems theory offers much insight 

to those examining organizational functions and behaviors.  When seeking to understand 

organizational capacity, systems theory sheds light on the reasons why and how 

companies evolve and sustain themselves over time.  First forwarded by biologist von 

Bertalanffy (1975), management scholars identified with systems theory by analogizing 

an organization to a living organism.  Systems theory can be used to explain many facets 

of organizational capacity by looking to the properties of an open system which von 

Bertalanffy (1975) identified.  From a management perspective, systems theory 

recognizes the organization as an open, human system that operates like a living 

organism.  It recognizes that the organization requires resources (inputs) which move 

through the system (throughputs) and end up as outputs (or byproducts) and performance 

is measured by assessing outcomes.  It acknowledges that to survive, the organization 

must use feedback to adapt to changes or forces in the environment.  Biological 

organisms use DNA, among other mechanisms, as a coding structure which determines 

how to respond to environs and inputs; in organizations, this coding structure is its 

organizational culture (values, beliefs, behaviors, artefacts, etc.) and the policies, 

procedures and systems put into place by leaders.   

The characteristics of open systems, which if examined and deconstructed in a 

sport context relative to the USOPC and its member NSGBs, give leaders key guideposts 

for building and strengthening successful organizations which are more able to adapt to 
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its environs and successfully compete and survive over time.  There are five primary 

attributes of an open system, all of which can be observed in organizational function 

regardless of the industry, and all of which influence levels of organizational capacity in a 

context specific to the organization.  These five primary attributes include: a) dynamic 

morphology – cycles of activity which perpetually open and close due to internal and 

external triggers; b) dynamic homeostasis –internal balancing mechanisms which work to 

keep the organization stable; c) negative entropy, meaning that the organization’s systems 

specialize and become more complex over time (we are certainly seeing this trend as 

technology advances); d) equipotentiality – which states that systems within an 

organization begin as undifferentiated and similar, each equally capable and ready to take 

on specific functions and over time able to transform into specialized subsystems which 

enable adaptation and success; and e) equifinality – the organization as an open system is 

aiming for a defined outcome and will compensate and reconfigure itself from forces 

which disrupt its inputs (Voss, 1997a).   

As systems become more complex, iterations of systems theory – complexity 

theory and chaos theory – can be recognized.  Using complexity theory, one observes 

increased resilience within an adaptive system, and also emergence, a greater ability for 

new attributes to appear.  Chaos theory can be used to explain how non-linear patterns 

form within the organization, intensifying the need for / use of some inputs and reducing 

the influence of others based upon how these inputs are grouped or valued.  In chaos 

theory, we also see elements of the butterfly effect, instances where one tiny action has 

enormous impact – one need only look to social media and the impacts of individual 

tweets that go viral, to see examples of this effect.  In addition, there is increased 
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coordination with other systems both internally and externally as systems evolve and 

finally, one notes that more complex organizations change the way they change (also 

known as meta change) (Voss, 1997b).  All of these attributes within an organization can 

be easily recognized within the sport context in recent years, and therefore organizational 

capacity of US NSGBs is researched and explained in this project by using systems 

theory and its related cousins, complexity theory and chaos theory.  The definition of 

capacity proposed here incorporates elements of systems theory and the constructs within 

the proposed model emerge from examining organizational capacity from a systems 

theory perspective.   

Defining Organizational Capacity 

In general, organizational capacity has been defined in the literature as an 

organization’s ability to meet goals and fulfill its mission (Andersson, et.al. 2016; 

Honadle, 1981).  Much controversy exists, however, among the management, public 

administration and nonprofit literature regarding a specific definition of this important 

idea.  Despite continued study, no formally agreed-upon organizational capacity 

definition exists (Andersson, et.al., 2016; Baser, et al., 2008; Bryan, 2011; Christensen 

and Gazley, 2008; Honadle, 1981; Krishnaveni and Aravamudhan, 2013).  Krishnaveni 

and Aravamudhan (2013), like Honadle (1981) and Christensen and Gazley (2008), also 

doubt an agreed upon definition is forthcoming, stating “the term capacity bristles with 

different meanings and interpretations depending on who uses it and in what context it is 

used.  It is a broad based, all-inclusive concept lending itself to varied interpretations and 

operationalizations” (p. 27).  Ultimately, to define capacity, Krishnaveni and 

Aravamudhan (2013) cite the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) 
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definition of capacity as: “the abilities, behavior, values and relationships that will help 

organizations, groups and individuals at any level of society to execute their tasks and 

accomplish their development activities over a period of time” (Krishnaveni and 

Aravamudhan, 2013, p. 28).  Consistent with Christensen and Gazley (2008), and 

Krishnaveni and Aravamudhan (2013), Honadle (1981) articulates multiple perspectives 

from which definitions of capacity arise and she identifies underlying assumptions from 

which each is derived.  In each instance, she questions and critiques the perspective, 

explaining why it fails to capture the entire concept of capacity due to some broad 

assumption, inherent bias, omission, or flaw in logic.  Based upon the variety of 

definitional meanings described in her discussion, Honadle (1981) firmly doubts that a 

“consensus definition” will ever exist.  Instead, Honadle (1981) proposes a general 

framework which is comprised of four domains.  The domains within Honadle’s (1981) 

model include definitional characteristics, administrative practices, institutions, and 

organizational requirements.  She proposes a progression of thought through which 

organizations must follow in order to complete a cycle of capacity building (which she 

equates with capacity), and which includes the following steps: a) anticipate change, b) 

make policy c) develop programs, d) attract resources, e) absorb resources, f) manage 

resources, g) evaluate what organization did, how well it completed the activity, and the 

current levels of action.  In the end, Honadle (1981) avoids articulating a specific 

definition, and notes that:  

Definitions of capacity vary in the extent to which they specify the activities that 

should be performed versus the results that are sought.  One could argue, 

however, that a “capable” organization has the capacity to achieve all kinds of 
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results, hence capacity building is only concerned with building organizational 

means (p. 577).    

In this statement, Honadle (1981) equates capacity and capacity building.  What is 

agreed upon and acknowledged is that organizational capacity is a multi-dimensional, 

multi-level, multi-disciplinary, context dependent construct (Baser, et al., 2008; 

Christensen and Gazley, 2008, Connolly and York, 2002; Hall, et al. 2003).   

Using an integrated review of various industries and interpretations of 

organizational capacity, this writing strategically examines related research to develop a 

model of organizational capacity that is specific to the US NGB context.  De Bosscher, et 

al. (2006), through their research, proposed various levels at which sport organizations 

function – the micro (the athlete), the meso (the organization), and the macro (the 

external environment) – and in their studies have come to the conclusion that these levels 

also interact such that no one element can be buffered from social and cultural contexts 

and therefore the elements of the sport context should be perceived and evaluated as a 

whole.   So, in addition to multiple levels, dimensions and disciplines, it is proposed that 

components of organizational capacity in a sport context must also reflect an integration 

of such elements within the model.  One of the primary tenets of systems theory aligns 

with such an understanding, in that it states that the whole of the system is more than the 

mere sum of its individual parts. This interpretation of a sport organization – that no one 

element is separate from the context of the whole – is clearly visible in this regard.  

In their review of literature of organizational capacity, Christensen and Gazley 

(2008) identify substantial discord among scholars to define organizational capacity.  

Several disagreements they found which occur include how some scholars interchange 
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the terms capacity, capability, and capacity-building, and some do not.  They note 

disagreement among scholars regarding whether definitions of organizational capacity 

have ubiquitous latent components that are found in all organizations, or if capacities are 

attributes specific to each organization; they note contradictory opinions as to the depth 

of complexity of capacity as a multi-dimensional construct (Christensen and Gazley, 

2008).  In addition, Christensen and Gazley (2008) note differences among definitions in 

terms of scope – observing that in some instances, capacity is used to depict both the end 

result, as well as the means to an end.  In their analysis, they found differences in terms of 

proximity of capacity, identifying instances where capacity was defined as entirely 

internal to an organization, and in other definitions, capacity included external elements.  

 Finally, Christensen and Gazley (2008) discovered definitions which assigned 

both tangible (quantitative), and intangible (qualitative) dimensions.  Similar to Honadle 

(1981) who suggests that broad categories of activities together comprise the framework 

of capacity, Christensen and Gazley (2008) and Baser, et al. (2009) describe capacity not 

in concrete terms, but as an aggregate of activities, structures, resources and skills which 

function together.  After reviewing the various definitions, Christensen and Gazley (2008) 

incorporate four frameworks they found in their research– all four of which connect their 

respective constructs with predictions of performance – to craft an interpretation of 

capacity, which they depict “as a function of: (1) organizational infrastructure, (2) human 

resources, (3) financial resources and management systems and (4) political and market 

characteristics of the external environment” (p. 268).   
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 To offer an example of this line of thinking, one might consider the ideas of sport 

management scholars Hinings, Thibault, Slack and Kikulis (1996).  In their discussion on 

studying the influence of values on an organization’s structure and its success, Hinings, et 

al. (1996) reference systems theory and the methods behind its rationale, citing ideas 

presented by Phillips (1972), which state that to examine an element of a system separate 

from the other parts is to destroy what it is...thereby asserting that action and culture 

within an organization are connected.  Further, Hinings et al. (1996) give an example by 

defining the idea of ‘husband’.  In this example, the concept of ‘husband’ cannot exist 

without the idea of ‘wife’, or the corresponding activities, relationships and interactions.  

Thus, to explain what a husband is, without the idea of ‘wife’, is to destroy the meaning 

and understanding of ‘husband’ (Hinings, et al., 1996).  Organizational behavior theorists 

Chimezie and Osigweh (1989) reinforces this strategy in his excerpt on concept 

fallibility, stating that defining concepts by explaining them in terms of others serves a 

critical purpose of revealing interrelationships between ideas and provides ‘meaning-

laden classifications’ that lead researchers to develop variables (Chimezie, et al., 1989, p. 

581).  That being said, this project takes the recommendation of Chimezie, et al. (1989), 

and embraces the same logic of Hinings, et al. (1996) and Phillips (1972), Honadle 

(1981) and Christensen and Gazley (2008), who all endorse the idea that organizational 

capacity is best understood by not only defining what it is, but also by explaining what it 

does.  Defining elements of organizational capacity not only requires a definition of what 

it is, but by nature of the definition also requires an explanation of the corresponding 

activities, relationships, and interactions of how these elements function within the 

systems of an organization.  Scholars who hold this type of understanding of 
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organizational capacity utilize language which expresses organizational capacity as “a 

function of”.  In this way, these scholars acknowledge the need for a nuanced definition 

which articulates more than just the summation of individual parts.  Table 1 provides 

examples of various definitions of organizational capacity found in the literature.   
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Table 1 

 
Definitions of Organizational Capacity 

Perspective Author Key Elements of Definition Definition 

Resource Based 

 

 

 

 

 

Process Based 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Outcome Based 

 

 

 

 

Capabilities 

 

Hall, et al. (2003) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Schumate, et al. 

(2017) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Wandersman & 

Chien (2012) 

 

 

 

 

Baser, et al. (2008) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Honadle (1981) 

Refers to an ability to perform 

Linked to various forms of capital 

References potential 

Multidimensional 

 

 

Emphasize capacity as an ability to 

perform a process. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Guided by a logic model containing 

tools, training, technical assistance, 

and quality assurance/quality 

control. 

 

 

Five Central Characteristics:  

1. Empowerment & Identity    

2. Collective Action 

3. Systems Phenomenon     

4. Potential State    

5. Creates Public Value 

 

 

Definitional Characteristics 

1. Anticipate & Influence Change 

2. Informed, Intelligent Decisions 

3. Develop Programs/Implement 

Policy 

4. Attract & Absorb Resources 

5. Manage Resources 

6. Evaluate Activity to Guide 

Future 

 

Capacity is a function of 

an organization’s ability 
to draw on or deploy a 

variety of types of 

organizational capital. 
 

The processes, practices,  
and people that the 

organization has at its 

disposal that enable it to 

produce, perform, or  

deploy resources to 
achieve its mission. 

 

Ability to achieve a 
performance standard; 

includes human, fiscal, 

and technical capacities 

 

 
“That emergent 

combination of individual 
competencies and 

collective capabilities  
that enables a human 

system to create value”. 

 

 

While Honadle offers a 

framework, she avoids a 

specific definition, which 

is the crux of her article.  
She explains the various 

“conceptual problems” 
regarding various 

definitions. 
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Using Systems Theory to Define Organizational Capacity 

Using systems theory, which states that a system is more than the mere sum of its 

parts, one begins to find insight for a new type of definition of organizational capacity.  

One which describes not only the components of organizational capacity, but which also 

includes a description of associated activities which by nature also contribute to the 

definition.  Such understandings are already embraced by sport management scholars 

(Winand, Zintz, Bayle and Robinson (2010); Madella, Bayle and Tome, (2005)).  

Following this logic, therefore, when seeking to define what organizational capacity is, to 

ascertain the full context of the situation, one also must define the corresponding 

relationships and interactions attached thereto.   

After considerable contemplation of the many definitions and models of 

organizational capacity, it seems as though definitions which seek merely to articulate the 

individual components of organizational capacity fall short to accomplish their goal, as 

they incompletely explain this two-part understanding.  Like Christensen and Gazley 

(2008), Phillips (1972), Hinings, et al. (1996) Honadle (1981), and many others who 

believe that organizational capacity and organizational systems are defined not only by 

what they are, but how they function, this project proffers that to successfully define 

organizational capacity, one must identify and explain both parts.  One must not only 

define what organizational capacity is; one must also understand that the activities 

themselves help to define the concept.  In defining organizational capacity, it is the 

author’s view that a definition of this construct should take a multi-dimensional, multi-

level, multi-disciplinary, context dependent view and acknowledge the organization as a 

system, containing sub-systems and as part of a meta-system of other organizations.  For 
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preliminary purposes of this research, and to extend the logic behind these and many 

other scholars, the proposed definition of non-profit organizational capacity is:   

The collective and enabling abilities, knowledge, skills, behaviors, attitudes, 

 values, relationships, activities, processes and structures of diverse individuals, 

 groups and systems within an organization to: 1) attract resources, 2) collaborate, 

 3) learn and apply knowledge, 4) develop flexible mechanisms, 5) make effective, 

 ethical decisions and, 6) efficiently execute tasks.  Together, these elements 

 empower an institution to strategically adapt to its internal and external environs 

 and set and achieve goals which fulfill its vision and mission over a sustained 

 period of time.   

Thus, in this definition there exists several parts – one which explains what 

organizational capacity is in terms of parts and pieces, one which explains what it does, 

and finally an acknowledgement of the integration between internal and external contexts 

and the outcomes produced.  One should also note that in this definition, Franks’ (1999) 

understanding of ‘institution’ is used.  Franks (1999) believes that institutions are more 

than mere organizations, in that they are ‘stable, valued, recurring patterns of behavior’ 

which sustain over time and deliver a valued service to key constituents.  These patterns 

apply not only to norms and policy which govern human interactions, but also to 

organizations which assume specific responsibilities (such as an NSGB in sport).  This 

definition is unique from prior definitions in that unlike former characterizations, these 

relationships that exist within OC, those included in the ‘function of’ segments of this 

idea, are explicitly articulated.  It is also important to note that in the author’s definition, 

capacity building is considered a separate idea from capacity and is described as best 
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practice to develop capacity, based upon the context.  Capacity building is modeled by 

explaining the successful integration of people and deployment of activities, structures 

and systems of an organization, based upon systemic constraints and the context of the 

organization’s industry and ecosystem.  The theoretical foundation for this definition 

emanates from the organizational capacity definitions proposed by Baser, et al. (2009), 

Bryan, (2011), Connolly and York, (2003), Franks, (1999), Hall, et al. (2003), Hinings, 

(1996), and UNDP (2009).   
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Domains Within Organizational Capacity 

Adding to the lack of consensus surrounding how organizational capacity is 

defined, contrasting perspectives also exist regarding how organizational capacity should 

be empirically understood.  This review will closely examine and integrate these 

perspectives to extend an updated interpretation to the sport context.  Scholars hold 

differing opinions of how organizational capacity as a construct should be conceived and 

what elements comprise organizational capacity.  Domains (also called dimensions) are 

defined based upon the underlying theories and viewpoints used to formulate the 

definition of capacity.  In an attempt to categorize these perspectives, both Bryan (2011), 

and Christensen and Gazley, (2013)  noted that scholars interpret and thus operationalize 

the construct as either resources, otherwise stated as inputs, (Hall, et al. 2003; Doherty, 

Misener and Cuskelly, 2013), processes (through puts) (Sowa, et al., 2004; Wandersman, 

et al., 2012), or outcomes (Brown, et al., 2015; Bryan, 2011; Christensen and Gazley, 

2008). Still there are some scholars who interpret capacity models in yet an entirely 

different way.  These proposed frameworks are multi-dimensional, multi-level, and multi-

disciplinary, and the domains included in these proposed frameworks and models reflect 

more complex dynamics that extend beyond the acquisition and transformation of 

resources into tangible outcomes (Baser, et al., 2008; Connolly, 2003; Honadle, 1981; 

Krishnaveni and Aravamudhan, 2013).   

Academics who understand capacity as resources assert that it is comprised of 

inputs for an organization and result in a fundamental ability to accomplish the work of 

an organization (Bryan, 2011).  Included in this type of framework is an emphasis on 

ability to attract tangible and intangible resources. The domains used in models in which 
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authors have this interpretation of capacity highlight elements which reference various 

forms of capital and include such types as knowledge, technical, human resources, 

financial resources and structural resources, such as those proposed in Hall, et al. (2003), 

and used by a multitude of sport management organizational capacity scholars.  Table 2 

lists domains of this model, and Figure 3 presents a visualization of this model. 
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Table 2 

Hall, et al. (2003) Capacity Model Domains - Resource Perspective 

Domain  Elements 

Human Resources Competencies 

Knowledge 

Skill 

Talents 

Know How 

 

Financial Resources Expenses 

Revenues 

Assets 

Liabilities 

 

Relationships & Networks Clients 

Members 

Funders 

Collaborators 

Donors 

Suppliers 

Customers 

 

Infrastructure Internal Processes 

Culture 

Products relating to day-to-day operations 

IT 

Databases/Manuals 

 

Planning & Development Planning 

Research 

Development  

Strategic Planning  

 

Environmental Constraints Economy 

Political 

Legal 

Public trust 

Societal values & needs 

Demographics 

Competitors (business, other NPOs, government) 

Physical environment 

 

Access to Resources Human 

Technological 

Capital 

Information 

Public Support 

 

Historical Factors Past Behavior 

Effectiveness 

Norms / Values 
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Figure 3 Hall, et al. (2003) Model of Organizational Capacity 
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Scholars such as Sowa, et al. (2002) and Shumate, et al. (2017) who interpret 

capacity as processes, or through puts, understand the construct to be an organization’s 

ability to absorb, utilize and transform resources, and is also known to some as 

management capacity (Bryan, 2011).  Domains included in these types of models 

articulate an organization’s ability to effectively implement processes and deliver 

programs and services.  Table 3 depicts an example of domains one might find in this 

type of framework.  
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Table 3 Shumate, et al. (2017) Capacity Model Domains – Process Perspective 

 

Domain  Critical Element 

Financial Management Financial Plans 

Cash Reserves 

Budget Monitored 

Qualified Financial Staff 

Financial Reports Used 

Quarterly Reports Created 

Multiple Funding Sources 

Long Term Financial Resources 

Documented Procedures 

 

Adaptive Capacity Many Staff Involved in Decision Making 

Shared Values 

Committed Staff 

Positive Conflict Resolution 

Collaborative Problem Solving 

Supportive of Peers 

 

Strategic Planning Activities Implemented Reflect the Plan 

Strategic Plans Followed 

Long Term Strategic Plan in Place 

Strategic Plan is Forward Oriented 

Board Revisits Plan Annually 

Strategic Plan Centered on Mission 

 

External Communication IT Regularly Used w/ Stakeholders 

Cause Related Fund-Raising Activities 

PR Campaign  

Organization Info Disseminated Regularly to Public 

Ability to Develop Key Messages to Prospects 

Experience Developing Campaigns 

 

Board Leadership Board Members Committed to Vision 

Board Members Accessible to Employees 

Good Working Relationship w/ Staff 

Board Takes Regular Steps to Stay Informed 

Board Examines All Sides Before Deciding 

Board Learns From Errors 

 

Operational Capacity Performance Indicators are Identified 

Quarterly Regular Reports  

External Evaluation of Programs 

Measurable Objectives Set  

 

Mission Orientation Donors Committed to Mission 

Stakeholders Share Common Vision 

Mission Statement Provides Direction 

Community Identifies Organization w/ Mission 

Statement 

 

Staff Management Employees Have Information to Complete Jobs 

Management Provides Regular Training 

Managers Have Proper Skills 

Staff Receives Mentorship 
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Scholars such as Christensen and Gazley (2008) posit that capacity should be 

framed as outputs and they operationalize these ideas by linking specific attributes of an 

organization to organizational effectiveness and positive outcomes on performance.  In 

this interpretation, both realized and potential capacity is acknowledged (Bryan, 2011).   

Domains in these frameworks involve quantitative metrics which make a connection 

between activities within the organization and organizational performance.  As an 

example, Ingraham, et al. (2003, p.15) perceive capacity to be an “interlinkage of 

organizational resources, characteristics of management, and policy results”, thus in these 

models there is a beginning, middle and endpoint.  There is controversy surrounding this 

interpretation of capacity, however, as much dispute exists on how organizational 

effectiveness is defined (Chelladurai, Szyszlo and Haggerty, 1987). 

 There are some researchers who interpret capacity in a yet entirely different way, 

not as resources, processes or outcomes, but as a broad framework; some interpretations 

include various organizational levels (sometimes referred to in the literature as context), 

each of which has its own capacities and domains, and other models in this category 

interpret capacity as a set of abilities, the subscales of which relate to an ability, as 

opposed to a resource, process, or outcome (Connolly and York, 2003; Honadle, 1981; 

Krishnaveni and Aravamudhan, 2013; McKinsey, 2001).  Lusthaus (1995), gives a good 

example of this type of understanding when he states:  

Capacity in a system is comprised of static and dynamic parts – latent capacities 

waiting to be utilized, or emergent elements which exhibit continual adaptation 

and motion.  For strategies to become operational, they need to be communicated, 

explained, processed, and revised according to feedback from stakeholders, both 
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internal and external.  From the board on down, all members of the organization 

need to work toward making the institution's strategy a reality.  Implementing 

strategy requires matching resources and activities to objectives and, if required, 

scaling activities to fit resource constraints (human, financial, technological, 

infrastructure) (Lusthaus, 1995, p. 31). 

In this quote, Lusthaus’ (1995) reliance on systems theory to create this definition 

is evident.  We see his references to dynamic and latent capacities, emergence and 

continual adaptation and motion, feedback, integrating goals, resources and strategy, and 

scaling (referenced by Franks (1999) in his description of capacity).  All elements 

previously described as elements found in a human system.  As another example, within 

Krishnaveni and Aravamudhan’s (2013) capacity discussion, they indicate that 

dimensions of capacity differ based upon one of three levels: individual, organizational 

and nation/state/system.  In the Krishnaveni et al. (2013) paradigm, individual capacity 

building involves training and development.  It includes strengthening a variety of 

individual skills such as leadership, training, public speaking and organizing.  

Organization-level capacity involves elements such as mission, culture, strategy, 

processes and infrastructure, information, and various forms of resources.  National or 

system-level capacity entails legal and regulatory competencies, accountability, strong 

governance, policy framework strengthening and development, and devolution of power 

to local government with the aim to improve governance (Krishnaveni and Aravamudhan, 

2013).  In their view, the primary differentiating factor within the system is the level at 

which the effort takes place, not the nature of the ability or the resources.  These ideas 

have already transferred into a sport context, as we see the multi-levels of an NGB 
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organization delineated in a similar way within the SPLISS model forwarded by De 

Bosscher and De Knop (2006).  Where this model falls short, however, is that it is 

athlete-centric in its view on the micro level.  NGBs must also have capacities to service 

the non-elite-athlete individuals as well when looking at the micro-levels of an 

organization.  Capacities connected to the non-competition side of the organization also 

make a significant contribution to the overall success of the organization. 

As can be observed by these examples, wide variance exists in how scholars 

define, understand, interpret and in turn research the domains of organizational capacity.  

This enquiry examines many of these highly regarded existing models of organizational 

capacity to propose a revised model to practitioners at the USOPC and its member 

NSGBs – one which accurately depicts this niche, non-profit context of the sport 

industry, and even more specifically, this model represents non-profit sport organizational 

capacity within the US. 

Differentiating Key Terms – Capacity / Capability / Competency 

In discussions and research on organizational capacity, one frequently hears the 

terms capacity, capability, and competency.  As with many facets of defining and 

understanding organizational capacity, there is controversy among scholars as to whether 

or not these terms are interchangeable (Christensen & Gazley, 2008; Krishnaveni & 

Aravamudhan, 2013) it is important to understand the nature of the ideas around and 

within these terms.  Krishnaveni and Aravamudhan (2013) take the same view as 

Honadle (1981) and make no distinction between these terms.  They declare that recent 

scholars have deemed these terms to be interchangeable, however Christensen and 

Gazley (2008) believe a distinction exists between capacity and capability.  Franks (1999) 
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and Baser, et al. (2009) share the viewpoint that these terms in fact do differ.  They 

interpret capability as the skills and knowledge of individuals (Franks, 1999), or skills, 

mindset and motivation of individuals or a group of people (Baser, 2009) to do the jobs 

given to them.  Further, both Franks (1999) and Baser et al. (2009) view capability as a 

talent, skill or resource, static or dormant, dependent upon capacity to be used.   

Capacity, on the other hand, according to Baser (2009) and Franks (1999) is 

action.  It is forward motion.  It is when the talent, skill, or resources are effectively 

absorbed and deployed.  Baser, et al. (2009) believes capacity as a construct is comprised 

of a collection of abilities, all of which are needed for sustained success.  Franks (1999) 

articulates capacity as an ability to perform, and in his understanding, this ability is 

contingent upon the scope of the task, the resources needed and the context in which the 

responsibilities must be performed.  When examining articles and projects, it of vital 

importance to discern the author’s interpretations of capacity, capability and capacity 

development to understand whether or not these terms are deemed distinct or 

synonymous, as it directly impacts how (and if) these constructs ultimately are 

deconstructed individually (or not).  Such definitions of capacity, capability and 

competency also determine the logic behind how these ideas are empirically isolated and 

the means by which these ideas are operationalized and statistically measured. 
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Prominent Models of Organizational Capacity 

Over the past several decades, scholars have forwarded various capacity models 

for consideration and evaluation as organizational capacity building increases in 

importance (Baser, et al., 2008; Bryan, 2011; Christiansen and Gazley, 2008; Connolly 

and York, 2003; Hall, et al. 2003; Honadle, 1981; McKinsey, 2001).  No longer are these 

ideas applied only to aid nonprofit organizations (NPOs) within developing countries.  As 

technology advances the rate and nature of change and globalizes internal and external 

forces, organizations in all sectors and industries are seeking to improve their ability to 

adapt to changing environments and sustain a competitive advantage (Franks, 1999).  As 

a result, several capacity models have emerged from management companies and 

charitable foundations who have commissioned an analysis (McKinsey, 2001; TCC 

Group, 2010, UNDP, 2009).  Because these models vary in terms of how capacity is 

perceived, they identify, organize, benchmark and value elements of corporate function 

differently as well.  In short, domains of these models reflect an author’s definition of 

capacity held, and the domains operationalize the approach to capacity building that is 

endorsed.  This next discussion highlights several models found in the literature and 

among nonprofit practitioners.  
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McKinsey (2001) 

One of the most well-known organizational capacity models was developed by 

management consulting firm McKinsey and Company.  It was created in 2001 and 

emerged from a project designed for Venture Philanthropy Partners.  For this project, 

McKinsey sought to craft a definition of nonprofit organizational capacity, along with an 

easily administered self-assessment tool.  After completing case studies on 13 NPOs of 

various sizes and sectors, they arrived at a framework (depicted in Table 6 and Figure 6).  

In their report, McKinsey and Company (2001) reference three lessons learned from this 

study: resetting aspirations and strategy is often a first step to capacity improvement; that 

good management is critical, and that leadership is part of this lesson.  Finally, McKinsey 

and Company (2001) emphasize the need for patience to permit change to take place and 

set appropriate expectations.  Their model contains seven domains: aspirations, strategy, 

organization skills, human resources, systems and infrastructure, organizational structure, 

and culture.  It is a self-administered tool that contains 58 items. In their report, they 

acknowledge that their ‘grid’ is not a scientific tool and should not be used as one.  What 

is of importance to note also is that iterations of the McKinsey (2001) have been tested 

within a sport context (Essilfie & Chelladurai (2016); indicating a willingness of sport 

scholars to embrace the research ideas from these disciplines, and as such this project is a 

continuation and extension of this trend. 
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Figure 4 McKinsey & Company Capacity Model (2001) 
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Honadle (1981) 

Honadle’s (1981) capacity framework is widely cited by scholars in public 

administration (e.g., Christensen and Gazley, 2013).  Her framework describes four core 

components of capacity: a) definitional characteristics, b) administrative practices, c) 

institutions, and d) organizational requirements.  According to Honadle (1981) 

definitional characteristics include an ability to foresee and affect change, an ability to 

make educated, shrewd decisions, the ability to cultivate programs which are then 

implemented, abilities to attract, absorb, and manage resources, and finally, these 

definitional characteristics include an ability to assess current activities to strategically 

direct future action.  Administrative practices involve activities such as planning, 

organizing staffing, directing, coordinating, reporting and budgeting – commonly known 

within the management realm as POSDCORB (Honadle, 1981).  Institutions in Honadle’s 

(1981) view are the “established way of doing things” (p. 578).  These established ways 

involve implementing activities which in turn become systemic norms or conventions. 

Organizational requirements, according to Honadle (1981), refer to the threshold of 

acceptance an organization sets for both adequate performance and measures of demand.  

In essence there must exist pre-determined benchmarks or other recognized indicators, 

such that the organization can collect data in order to ascertain organizational capacity 

levels.  Honadle (1981) recommends a set process for organizations to follow to build 

capacity which includes an organization’s ability to a) anticipate change, b) make policy, 

c) develop programs which implement these policies, d) attract resources which fund 

these programs, e) absorb resources which have been attracted, f) manage the resources 

which have been attracted and absorbed, g) evaluate the activities in terms of what is 
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being done, how well it is being done, and the current activity levels.  Answers to this 

evaluation serve as inputs which enable the organization to anticipate change and thus, 

the circular cycle repeats.  What is of interest this article is a conceptual piece, containing 

no formally proposed means of operationalization or measurement.  See Figure 7 below 

for details. 

 

Figure 5 Honadle (1981) Capacity Building Model 
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Hall, et al., (2003) 

The next model arose from scholars in Canada and is widely cited by OC scholars 

within sport management.  Hall, et al. (2003) completed a capacity study of Canadian 

nonprofit and voluntary organizations as part of a larger research initiative. This study 

was the first and qualitative portion of The National Survey of Nonprofit and Voluntary 

Organizations (NSNVO).  NSNVO was commissioned by the Canadian Voluntary Sector 

Initiative, a joint venture between the Canadian government and its voluntary sector, with 

the mission to expand what was known about Canadian nonprofit and voluntary 

organizations.  Its objectives were first, to offer an initial evaluation to identify areas 

where capacity improvements were needed, and second, to collect extensive information 

about the breadth, types and services comprised within the voluntary sector in Canada.  

Hall, et al. (2003) created a conceptual framework based upon focus group discussions 

with over 300 leaders across 11 different nonprofit sub-sectors.  In this model, three 

fundamental types of capacity are identified, each is defined based upon the resources 

needed.  These capacity types include human resources capacity, financial capacity, and 

structural capacity, which is in turn subdivided into three forms:  relationship and 

network capacity, infrastructure and process capacity, and planning and development 

capacity.  The model is previously shown above in Figure 3.  In this model, there is no 

mention of learning, or of adaptation.  In addition, the NSNVO study references a 

subsequent project to extend initial findings, however, attempts to locate this study were 

unsuccessful.  A key item to note regarding this model is that this study examined 14 

sectors of non-profit organizations.  After seeing that capacity could be examined in this 

way across multiple disciplines, and that this breadth of context was being readily 
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accepted by the sport management academy, it provided an insight to the author to 

continue the search across related industries in the US to find resources regarding 

organizational capacity, organizational capacity building, organizational capacity 

development, and organizational performance.  

Connolly and York (2003) 

The next model for discussion emerged from a project conducted inside the US by 

Connolly and York (2003).  These management consultants were hired to evaluate the 

David and Lucile Packard Foundation’s grantmaking programs, which target aid toward 

management support organizations (MSOs) and field-building organizations.  Framed by 

change theory, this study surveyed MSOs, and held discussion groups and individual 

interviews with industry experts and practitioners.    

At the exterior perimeter of this model, one notes political, economic, social and 

technological forces which impact an organization – easily recognizable as the “PEST” 

analysis one would encounter when completing a SWOT analysis to identify an 

organization’s opportunities and threats.  Some management models refer to this type of 

analysis as “PESTLE” and include a legal component to the analysis.  In the Connolly 

and York (2003) model, instead of a legal reference, they refer to regulatory forces.  

Moving inward, the next circle within the Connolly and York (2003) model identifies five 

categories of key resources: time, facilities, human, technology, finances and program 

design.  Connolly and York (2003) define key resources as those which are vital and 

directly support the programs and services delivered.  At the interior circle of the model, 

one finds the capacity domains: adaptive, leadership, management and technical.   

Adaptive capacity, according to Connolly and York (2003), involves “monitoring, 
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assessing and responding to internal and external changes” (p. 3) and is comprised of 

networking/collaborating, assessing organizational effectiveness, evaluation of program 

and services and planning.  Management capacity ensures that organizational resources 

are effectively and efficiently used; Leadership capacity involves visioning, inspiring, 

prioritizing, decision making, directing, innovating, and modeling.  The final component 

of capacity in this model is technical, and it involves “doing the work of the 

organization” (p. 3) and involves technology, accounting, budgeting, fundraising, facility 

maintenance and development, marketing, communications, evaluation and research and 

legal elements.  Amidst the model, Connolly and York (2003) also recognize spokes on a 

wheel, located at the very heart of the model, which delineate the organization’s culture: 

the structures, rituals, values, beliefs, history and language contained at the heart of the 

organization.  This model is visually the most complex depiction of capacity of all those 

mentioned above.  According to Connolly and York (2003), the most important capacities 

for an organization to have are adaptive and leadership.  The interesting part of this 

model is that nowhere in the model does it discuss goal setting, mission, or purpose.  The 

language which comes closest to these terms is “visioning”, which resides in the 

leadership capacity construct, however one might construe visioning as a very general, 

broad concept, (as vision statements usually are) whereas mission is connected to specific 

organizational purposes or reasons for being, and goal setting is connected to quantifiable 

objectives set toward fulfilling the mission.  When the very definition of organizational 

capacity is an organization’s ability to set and achieve goals, in this sense, the model 

seems remiss in overlooking inclusion of these constructs.  In addition, it identifies 

program design as a key resource, which one might argue instead that program design is a 
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skill set of individuals or even an outcome of such skills, not a resource to be drawn 

from.  This model is depicted in Figure 6 below. 

 

 

Figure 6 Connolly & York (2003) Model of Organizational Capacity 
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An important idea to understand is that the models discussed thus far have 

emerged along a similar timeline – around the turn of the millennium, and prior to the 

emergence of social media.  These models are widely cited across business, management, 

public administration and non-profit circles, as well as within sport management, and it is 

for these reasons the aforementioned models were selected for inclusion in this review.   

Bryan (2011) 

The final model that is included in this review is here because while perhaps not 

as widely cited, it served as an inspiration for the proposed organizational capacity model 

in this project.  The model proposed by Bryan (2011) emerged from the public 

administration literature and the social services industry.  Proposed a decade following 

McKinsey and Company’s pyramid, and nearly a decade following Hall et al. (2003), 

Bryan’s (2011) model contains components recognized within previously mentioned 

frameworks, however the content and structure of the domains which emerged from this 

study define organizational capacity in a way that lends itself to be extended to a non-

profit sport context within the US.  In addition, the domains reflect an acknowledgement 

of the emergence and influence of social media.  In her study of the juvenile justice 

system in Virginia, Bryan (2011) ascertained that organizational capacity is comprised of 

six dimensions:  1) human resource, defined as “having adequate staff with the 

professional expertise and skills to effectively do the work associated with the reform 

effort at both the organization and system level” (Bryan, 2011, p. 62); 2) financial 

resource, defined as “the ability to adequately fund the ongoing reform effort at the 

organization and system level” (Bryan, 2011, p. 62), 3) knowledge, defined as “the ability 

to integrate new ideas and practices within the organization” (Bryan, 2011, p. 62); 4) 
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information technology, defined as “the ability to utilize data to inform policy and 

practice at the organization and system level” (Bryan, 2011, p. 62); 5) stakeholder 

commitment, defined as “the ability to garner support from key stakeholders for the 

reform effort” (Bryan, 2011, p. 62); and finally, 6) collaborative capacity, defined as the 

extent to which collaborative processes are utilized in the change effort” (Bryan, 2011, p. 

62).  This last model has organized the dimensions of capacity in such a way that it 

identifies and explains capacity in a multi-dimensional, multi-level model, different from 

those previously described because of its readily visible systems theory approach, as well 

as its acknowledgement of change and learning and the importance of stakeholders and 

collaboration in the organization’s efforts to change and grow.  In that sense, this model 

demonstrates promise, in terms of extension to a US NGB context, which is why it has 

been included in this review.  
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Organizational Capacity Varies by Organization Type 

Organizational Capacity of NPOs and For-Profit Organizations  

In general, the goals and purposes of NPOs and for-profit organizations differ, 

thus their organizational capacity needs differ as well.  Since goals by nature define the 

needs and actions required to achieve them, and since these goals, needs and actions 

differ between public and private entities and among organizations, in turn there are 

many ways in which organizational capacity differs for nonprofit organizations from their 

for-profit and governmental counterparts.  To offer a deeper perspective on differences 

between professional and non-profit sport organizations, a brief review of differences 

between for-profit organizations and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) would be 

prudent.  Although they operate across different industries and display different vision 

and mission statements, one of the primary goals for all for-profit organizations is to 

generate a profit.  These organizations can be classified as public (and as such have 

stockholders, etc. and their documents therefore are required to be publicly disclosed on a 

regular basis), or privately held companies.   NPOs, on the other hand, fill a gap which 

exists between for-profit companies and government entities.  According to Golensky 

(2016), “the distinguishing feature of American NGOs, what makes them so important in 

the grand scheme of things, is their institutional culture developed over time, which 

incorporates ‘values, resources, organizational technologies, legal infrastructure, and 

styles of leadership’” (p.4).  These organizations carry out functions that public and 

private sector entities do not.  They often are first responders to societal issues, as NPOs 

do not have the same restrictions placed on their organization as those in the public or 

private sectors, thus they can take greater risks to test new ideas and processes (Golensky, 
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2016).  These values, resources, organizational technologies, legal infrastructure and 

leadership styles must be factored into any sort of organizational capacity framework, 

else those seeking to change the organization will overlook key attributes which 

fundamentally define how these organizations operate.   

In order to further frame this understanding, it is important to also understand the 

legal and tax structures under which the various forms of nonprofit organizations operate.   

According to Golensky, (2016), nonprofit organizations are established by a matter of 

law.  For example, the USOPC is chartered by Congress, which by establishing a law (the 

Amateur Sports Act of 1978), created and empowered this organization with the sole 

authority over sport within the US.  NPOs have Articles of Incorporation, a document 

which articulates the organization’s mission, purpose, goals and objectives, signed by 

those who form the nonprofit.  In terms of a legal structure, NPOs have a voluntary board 

of directors who are voting members who are held accountable that the organization will 

fulfill its mission and direct its funds toward these initiatives (Golensky, 2016).  In 

addition, NPOs may choose to have members with legal voting ability as a balancing 

mechanism to safeguard that the board is not the exclusive governing authority 

(Golensky, 2016).  Regarding corporate procedure, NPOs utilize bylaws as a means of 

operational guidance.  Bylaws are precise instructions as to how the organization 

officially conducts business, makes decisions and implements policy.  They contain 

specific details regarding how the organization functions, including details of committee 

structures, when the fiscal year begins and ends, frequency and procedure of meetings, 

instructions for amending bylaws, protection against loss and damage, etc. (Golensky, 

(2016). In pursuit of nonprofit status, an organization must seek and acquire a tax-exempt 
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designation by meeting a purpose specifically identified in government requirements.  

There are various types of NPOs, among a variety of sectors.  Public charities comprise 

the largest segment of nonprofits, consisting of religious, educational, arts and cultural, 

and human service organizations, to name but a few.  The USOPC and its member 

NSGB’s purposes are ones specifically recognized by the government – to foster national 

or international amateur sports competition.  After confirming its tax-exempt status, in 

order to begin operation, an NPO must meet three additional important criteria.  First, 

they must ensure that none of its earnings are directed to any private shareholder or 

individual; second, they are forbidden to conduct activities which propose, influence, 

support or oppose legislation; and finally, in order to affirm they are a charitable 

organization (and not a private foundation), NPOs must meet at least one of four criteria 

(Golensky, 2016).  In the case of a sport NSGB, the relevant criterion that they fulfill is 

that they “receive income from the conduct of activities in furtherance of the 

organization’s exempt purpose” (Golensky, 2016, p.7).   In addition, there are definitive 

distinctions between for-profit and non-profit boards.  Shilbury (2001) identifies the 

board’s purpose for existence as a key distinction, in that for-profit boards exist to create, 

maximize and protect the wealth of shareholders, whereas a non-profit board exists to 

achieve a myriad of goals which are connected to protecting service-to-mission 

principles. These boards, unlike their for-profit counterparts, have a different legal status 

and are usually more involved in operational functions.  Differences between for-profit 

and non-profit organizations can also be observed when comparing measures of 

efficiency and effectiveness, the visible metrics of organizational capacity.  For-profit 

organizations regard financial values and assets as key indicators of organizational 
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performance, whereas this emphasis on financial outcomes is much less prevalent in 

NPOs, instead choosing a focus on whether or not heterogeneous stakeholder needs are 

met, and purposes are fulfilled.   

Organizational Capacity Among NPOs 

It is important to understand that within the NPO designation of public charities, 

organizations are further segmented into public-serving and member-serving 

organizations.  This fact is important to note, as each NPO has a different purpose, 

mission or motive for existing.  When motives differ, so does the resulting activities, and 

subsequently so does the trajectory of the outcomes of an organization.  Public-serving 

charities include such sub-sectors as those established for religious or spiritual purposes, 

educational institutions, arts and culture organizations, and those that provide human 

services.  It is in this category that the egalitarian mission of the USOPC mandates would 

fall.  Chelladurai (1987) asserts that the purpose of service organizations is to provide 

value to a specific clientele “who are in ‘contact’ with the organization” (Chelladurai, 

1987, p. 38).  According to Golensky (2016), 2006 revenues for public-serving charities 

exceeded $1 trillion, with assets valued at over $2 trillion.  They are classified as 501c (3) 

organizations under the US tax code.  This is the designation given to the USOPC and 

upon preliminary inspection, it seems that this is the designation of USOPC member 

NSGBs as well.  Member-serving NPOs are a second category of NPOs that serve 

specific constituents who in many cases pay dues in exchange for programs and services. 

It is in this category that the elite missions of the USOPC member NSGBs fall.  

According to Chelladurai, “the main managerial concern in such associations is to ensure 

that the values and needs of the membership are not overlooked, and that their democratic 
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rights are not usurped” (Chelladurai, 1987, p. 38).  According to Golensky, (2016), NCCS 

2006 estimates calculated that mutual benefit NPOs have an estimated $3.5 billion in 

revenue and $900 billion in assets.   These member-serving NPOs are further segmented 

into more than 30 sub-classifications.   

Organizational Capacity of Sport NPOs 

One such NPO classification that is relevant to the sport industry is the 501(c)(6) 

designation which includes business leagues.  The IRS deems this type of organization as 

“an association of individuals who have a common business interest and not to engage in 

a regular business…for profit” (Golensky, 2016, p. 9).  Chambers of commerce, boards of 

trade, and professional associations qualify under this section, and as such, professional 

sport league entities fall in this category.  Under this interpretation, leagues are viewed as 

a trade association.  Before concluding that these organizations are exempt from paying 

taxes, it is important to remember that terms of taxes paid, each individual member of 

this trade association (i.e. the team) is a for-profit, tax paying entity and pays taxes on 

their individual business profits.  Due to nuances of the sport industry, over the past 60 

years Congress has granted monopolies (as it has done by issuing the USOPC its charter) 

and passed laws permitting certain functions of the sport industry establish NPO 

structures to operate as a cartel; for example, the Sports Broadcasting Act of 1961 

permitted teams within a league to aggregate their ability to negotiate television rights, 

and as a result this decision enabled teams to create and heavily leverage a primary 

revenue stream that sport leagues of all kinds in the US have relied upon ever since.  In a 

similar vein, by giving the USOPC the exclusive right to leverage the intellectual 

property for the US Olympic and Paralympic efforts via the TSOASA, in essence 
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Congress deemed the USOPC a legal monopoly and monopsony on this non-profit sector 

of sport and have directed the USOPC to use this designation as a means to fund its 

mission.  As one can note from these examples, the very act of structuring the NPO in a 

specific way such as presented, it begins to define the capacities needed (and due to the 

structures, those capacities also which are not needed) by the NPO to sustain and thrive.   

Context of US National Governing Bodies 

Unique Features of NSGBs  

Bayle and Robinson (2007) examined and analyzed NSGBs, seeking to explain 

these uniquely structured organizations and concluded that due to four traits, NSGBs can 

be considered a ‘hybrid’ organization.  Unlike fully commercial (i.e. professional) sport 

organizations who seek to earn a profit, NSGBs have a social orientation.  Second, 

NSGBs are comprised of both paid staff and volunteers.  Third, they acknowledge a 

‘mixed economy’ regarding funding sources, and finally, both national and international 

sport systems regulate NSGB affairs.   Bayle and Robinson (2007) also note a networked 

structure within NSGBs, observing vertical and horizontal connections that must be 

maintained by the NSGB between regional organizations and local clubs in order to 

promote growth of the sport and to optimize opportunities to identify, develop and train 

elite athletes for national and international competition.  Chelladurai and Zintz, (2015) 

refer to this structure as ‘apical’, in that NSGBs function at the apex of the respective 

sport within their home countries.  Within the constraints of this networked context, the 

NSGB is charged with the responsibility to manage many different stakeholder 

expectations.  They must grow and promote their respective sport within its country and 

reach out the masses, as well as possess the skill and management ability to develop 
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talent and produce elite athletes for national and international competitions.  As 

entertainment sport becomes more popular and profitable, and rules have changed in 

terms of professional athlete participation, NSGBs find that they also must integrate with 

professional sport organizations as they work to develop and procure talent.  Given this 

very complex ecosystem, NSGBs are faced with a diverse assortment of stakeholders, 

each with unique needs and demands.  They are unique organizations in that NSGBs 

must cater to the entire spectrum of interest and involvement within their industry.  It has 

become a complex environment in which they must successfully govern and operate.   

Core Functions of NSGBs  

 Related to the primary purposes of an NSGBs, Leeds Metropolitan University, 

in conjunction with Wharton Consulting, conducted a study of the Central Council of 

Physical Recreation (an association of governing / representative organizations within the 

UK) with the desire to better understand the fiscal needs of NSGBs.   In the process of 

conducting this study, they developed funding profiles and identified core functions of 

these important facilitators of sport.  In this study, participants indicated that their core 

tasks revolved around the following themes: development, governance, activity and 

service (Leeds, n.d.).  In contemplating the core functions of NSGBs within the US, it 

makes sense to examine both the requirements of the USOPC for selection as an NSGB, 

and also an NSGB’s greatest resource – its current members and potential participants.  

Within the public administration literature, according to Golensky’s (2016) stakeholder 

model, members give an NPO its mission and purpose.  Applying this perspective to 

examine NSGBs, it is therefore vital to understand the reasons behind why individuals 

participate in the various levels of a particular sport, and thus these reasons should 
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influence the established purpose(s) of the organization.  In the sport management 

literature, Chelladurai (2012) introduces three types of sport and he articulates three 

classifications of participants within various sport organizations.  Various leadership 

styles, he contends, are required to address the wide variety of needs that sport 

participants have.  He labels these disciplines within sport organizations as elite, 

egalitarian and entertainment sport, each with its own unique purpose, type of participant 

it attracts, and means by which participant involvement is sustained.  According to 

Chelladurai (2012), the sport industry attracts participants, athletes and spectators.  Those 

desiring to participate in sport engage in the opportunity for the purpose to have fun and 

maximize pleasure (egalitarian sport), whereas athletes engage in sport for the purpose to 

compete and to pursue excellence (elite sport).  Chelladurai (2012) introduces a third 

form of sport – entertainment – and defines it as spectator sport.  Individuals who 

participate in this form of sport engage for the purpose of being entertained.  The latter 

participants are an important segment due to the size of the global television and digital 

media audiences, and the revenue connected to these rights.  For the USOPC and its 

member NSGBs, the revenue connected to the intellectual property rights is critical, since 

the US government does not fund the USOPC or its members.  Instead, it enables the 

USOPC to leverage exclusive marketing rights to fund its purposes.  As a result, the 

spectator segment is also of great importance to the US Olympic system.  Each 

participant group should be considered a stakeholder of the US NSGB ecosystem. 

Egalitarian sport participants are engaged in their sport activity; however, they 

take part for the sake of play.  This sort of participation is non-exclusive and invites 

everyone to join the activity.  The purpose of this participation is for pleasure and 
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participants engage for the sake of the experience.  According to Chelladurai, (2012), 

these individuals participate for the intrinsic gratification.  Members participate in a 

variety of settings and participation is not contingent upon whether or not specialized 

instructors are involved.  To cater to this sort of participant and develop client 

relationships, sport organizations should seek to attract members in local communities, 

governments, social clubs, schools and use local media to engage their desire to enjoy 

themselves (Chelladurai, 2012).  The USOPC and NSGB purposes which require 

increased awareness and public participation in sport strive to engage this participant.   

Elite participants, in contrast, are exclusionary.  This form of sport is constrained 

to highly talented participants who meet a benchmarked standard of performance, and 

those who cannot meet those demands are not included.  Participants train long and hard 

to develop skills under the supervision of trained coaches in specialized facilities, using 

specialized equipment and training.  In contrast to egalitarian sports, effective 

implementation of elite sport initiatives depends upon distant resources (such as those 

found at regional, national and international sport governing bodies) in order to fulfill its 

purpose and meet the participant needs (Chelladurai, 2012).  To identify these sorts of 

participants and develop client relationships, sport organizations “farm” their prospects, 

taking extensive amounts of time to nurture, train and develop these individuals for 

excellence (Chelladurai, 2012).   It is this primary group of individuals to whom the 

USOPC is currently re-orienting itself to service. 

Those who participate in entertainment sport do so to watch elite participants, for 

the purpose of being entertained.  In terms of identifying the participants (and spectators), 

sport organizations deploy a “hunting” strategy, in which individuals are recruited or 



www.manaraa.com

 

 70 

drafted from other places and, as Chelladurai, (2012) states, ‘paraded’ around for those to 

view.  Increased focus on sports by society has motivated NSGBs in various sports to 

maximize the financial and promotion opportunities tied to staging contests and 

exhibitions of their elite participants.  In closing comments, Chelladurai (2012) explains 

the various stages of participant development that NSGBs must recognize and administer 

when managing their affairs.  He notes several transitions through which participants 

naturally progress as they move from egalitarian to elite and then to entertainment sport.  

These transitions require various tactics in leadership and coaching, and thus NSGBs 

must be sensitive to these needs and accommodate them so to foster greater national and 

international success within their sport.  For example, in soccer, one hears language 

surrounding ‘a pipeline’ of progress from the very young to the elite.  Moving athletic 

talent effectively along this pipeline from casual participation to elite performance 

requires specific elements at each phase along the progression, in terms of coaching, 

facilities, sport medicine and marketing, to name a few.  Modern-day NSGBs are unique 

from their traditional business counterparts, in that they must cater to each of these 

above-mentioned groups identified by Chelladurai (2012).  With such a broad array of 

member and stakeholder needs, Chelladurai’s (2012) participant framework can be used 

to help NSGBs craft their activities, processes, organizational and governance structures 

to navigate this divergent set of demands. 

Connecting these ideas to organizational strategy, Shilbury and Ferkins (2011) 

assert that sophisticated language which reflects NSGB strategic priorities must be 

rephrased such that ‘lower’ levels within the network more easily accept and implement 

strategic priorities.  In both situations, leadership and strategic initiatives must adapt to 
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connect with the audience at hand to foster an efficient flow of talent through a pipeline 

and meet evolving and diverse needs of participants.  Reinforcing this idea, according to 

Bayle & Robinson (2007), a main responsibility of an NSGB is to forge strong bonds 

among the elements which comprise its system.   

Mission and Purpose of NSGBs 

It is also important to examine NSGB missions and purposes, as both reflect 

motivations and means.  For example, since NSGBs are not targeting to earn a profit as a 

primary goal, their motivations and means to secure financial resources and set goals for 

financial outcomes look very different from their for-profit counter parts.  NPOs such as 

NSGBs seek to earn revenue in order to fulfill a mission that is tied to service, to deliver 

effective programs and to grow their impact, whereas public, for-profit companies have a 

very strong pressure from owners to develop capacities tied to generating the greatest 

dividends for their stockholders; private companies seek to increase the capacities that 

will increase the profits of the private owner(s).   

Even within the context of NPOs, member-serving NPOs will develop capacities 

designed with service to specific individuals in mind, whereas NPOs who serve the 

public or have a broad society-serving mission (such as the USOPC who as part of its 

mission seeks to improve interest and participation in all levels of sport across the 

country) will target capacities which enable them to meet goals, both broadly (i.e. sport 

for all) and narrowly (i.e. sport for Olympians) defined.  Large NSGBs require acute 

fundraising and sponsorship implementation capabilities so they can finance activities 

and satisfy key partnerships which help to subsidize their operations.  They need strong 

capabilities related to effective branding, marketing and communication, to increase 
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awareness and popularity of athletes and offer services and programs which promote 

grass roots sport participation.  Their capacities must support and strengthen dozens, if 

not thousands, of member clubs and their staff, volunteers and programs.  NSGBs require 

strong networking and stakeholder relationship management abilities due to the 

incredibly diverse number of stakeholders that exist within their ecosystem.  They must 

leverage information technology to enhance communication between its members, 

maximize the medicine and training tools behind developing elite talent and connect their 

athlete development programs through its member NSGBs.  Finally, they require the 

collaborative means (drawing together many capabilities) to integrate and activate these 

abilities to accomplish their purpose.   

It is therefore imperative to properly identify a starting point and have specific 

goals and objectives based on that information.  Individuals within the system must 

exhibit an openness to change and support a value structure which aligns with stated 

mission and goals.  In addition, elements which align corporate function with these 

values and goals are required; effective leadership, ethical decision making, goal setting, 

strategy, governance, evaluation and organizational learning (when aligned with the 

values and goals of the organization) activate the mechanisms for change within the 

system.  Such differences in purpose, mission, goals and context among NPOs mean that 

the strategies used to achieve their goals will differ, the resources used (or not used) will 

differ, and as such different capabilities (the skills, resources and motivations) are needed.  

In addition, since much of what is done in this specific sector requires a proactive search 

for funding (hopefully from diverse revenue streams), reliance on government funding 
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that one might find in the public sector is much less prevalent.  Within NPOs, one sees 

varying motivations, stakeholders, missions and goals.   

Paradox of Purpose(s) of NSGBs  

The ability to balance the needs of such diverse stakeholders is an important 

capability for NSGBs to possess.  Navigating this balance requires a complete 

understanding of each group, and an ability to effectively prioritize the resources and 

support – and the timing and delivery of such resources and support – to serve each.  

NSGBs must facilitate what Chelladurai (2012) articulates as the three manifestations of 

sport: professional, elite and egalitarian (grassroots).  In addition, according to 

Chelladurai (1987), three sub-systems exist within an NSGB – including institutional, 

managerial and technical – and together they are responsible to oversee these three 

manifestations (elite, professional, grassroots).  Each subsystem brings with it its own 

capacity requirements and requires involvement from various sub-systems.  For example, 

the technical subsystem must effectively deliver programs which service each of the three 

manifestations – professional, elite and grassroots – initiatives.  This “matrix” of sorts 

requires NSGBs to possess a complex assortment of skill sets, resources and capacities, 

and simultaneously deploy strategies appropriate to each segment of this matrix.   

 Effective and efficient progress toward mission fulfillment and goal achievement 

within this diverse ecosystem requires the development and use of key capabilities within 

the capacity domains, which when used together broaden the options available to an 

organization to achieve key outcomes.  These capabilities include an ability to commit 

and engage at the proper time with the proper stakeholder, an ability to relate and attract 

various needed resources and support for the appropriate program, an ability to balance 
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diversity and coherence within the organization, an ability to adapt and self-renew, and 

finally an ability to carry out technical, service delivery and logistical tasks (Baser, et al., 

2009).  Effective and efficient function within an NSGB can be compared to a perpetual 

juggling act, while at the same time walking a tightrope.  The tightrope represents the 

focused vision and mission and forward path the organization must take toward an end 

goal, and yet the juggling and balancing act which must take place along the way to keep 

all stakeholders happy, to maintain a minimum acceptable level of satisfaction, in order 

to remain on the narrow path and not proverbially fall off.  That said, according to 

Winand, et al. (2010), such attempts (to balance stakeholder objectives while walking a 

tight rope of strategy) are not independent from beliefs and actions of individual actors 

within the organization – and as a result organizational performance should be 

understood as a social construction.  These scenarios reflect simultaneous contradictions 

and manifest themselves as strategic and political scenarios in need of resolution.  

Endemic and naturally divergent tension exists between elite and mass sport, between 

paid staff and volunteers, between a sponsor’s commercial needs and the organization’s 

societal responsibilities.  Balance is essential, between the needs of a few elite athletes 

and the needs of the many who comprise the participant base, both of which are needed 

for ultimate success.  NSGBs of all sorts must balance the duality of needs.  They must 

balance the need to strengthen a pipeline of development for elite performance, against 

the need to cast a wide net to promote interest and participation at grassroots levels.  Such 

dichotomies among stakeholders serve as rugged terrain for NSGBs to navigate when 

seeking to fulfill their mission and purpose.  Papadimitriou (2007) noted that NSGBs 

must accomplish activities across multiple domains, pursue multiple goals and function 
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with a strategy to meet the needs of divergent groups, while navigating a fluid external 

environment with heightened expectations.  Research completed by Skinner et al. (1999) 

and Robinson and Minikin, (2011) demonstrated the impact that external stakeholders 

have on NSGB priorities, revealing that organizations which depend on fewer revenue 

streams are more likely to take on less relevant programs (thus yielding to the demands of 

the funder) than counterparts who are more self-sustaining and have diverse, reliable 

funding sources.  NSGBs which function with weaker systems (i.e. fewer people, less 

money, vague policies or little two-way communication) are more financially reliant on 

the USOPC or other powerful external stakeholders. They risk adopting objectives 

maligned with their mission, and risk taking on unsustainable activities.  According to 

Shilbury and Ferkins (2011), it is a difficult task for NSGBs to navigate the balance 

between “the business-like delivery of sport and its inherent play-like features” (p.109).  

Needs along the entirety of the spectrum must be met, with limited resources.   This 

pressure to effectively navigate these differences has been increasingly magnified as 

sport has become an important facet of everyday life, manifesting itself as a mechanism 

for individuals to escape the pressures of everyday life, and for nations to improve their 

global reputation both economically and politically.  Figure 7 below shows several key 

stakeholders that NSGBs must manage (Alm, 2013). 
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Figure 7 - Key Stakeholders of a Sport Organization (Alm, 2013). 
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NSGBs Are Multi-Level, Multi–Disciplinary, Multi–Dimensional  

Within international sport, continually increasing standards have initiated a global 

competition between ‘systems.’  More and more, athlete and team success depend on an 

NSBGs systemic ability to leverage all relevant resources toward an increase in 

performance capacity to the benefit of elite sport performance outcomes. (De Bosscher, et 

al., 2006).  NSGBs with strong competitive structures at all levels are likely to see elite 

level international success.  The power of an NSGBs domestic structure comes from the 

passion and number of participants and its ability to create mature, competition-hardened 

athletes, ready to compete in international competitions (Robinson & Minikin, 2011).   

Multi – Level  

The idea that sport organizations exist at multiple levels and should be studied as 

such is theoretically supported by many sport management scholars (Chelladurai, 1987; 

Chelladurai, 2012; Chelladurai and Zintz, 2015; Ferkins, et al., 2009; Siegfried, et al., 

2015).  De Bosscher, et al., (2006) acknowledge an interaction between three layers 

(individual, meso and macro), explaining that none of the elements of the organization 

can be totally extrapolated from social and cultural contexts.  Organizational capacity 

scholars across multiple academic fields have also indicated that organizations exist and 

should be examined at multiple levels (Bayle and Robinson, 2007; Christensen and 

Gazley, 2008; Harsh, 2012; Harsh and Mallory, 2013; Krishnaveni and Aravamudhan, 

2013).  It seems from these and many other studies, that capacity of NSGBs should be 

viewed as a multi-level construct, with specific capacity needs at each level.   

Bayle and Robinson (2007) identify three levels of company analysis in their writings:  

micro-analytical (individual participants), macro-analytical (interactions between the 
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organization and its external environment) and configurational (i.e. systemic factors of 

the organization itself) approaches that scholars have taken when examining NSGBs 

around the globe.  Likewise, De Bosscher, et al. (2003) identified that needs and inputs 

vary within the NSGB, based upon micro (athlete or member or spectator), meso (NSGB) 

and macro (country, economy, societal) levels at which these organizations function.  In 

their commentary, they propose a framework of various levels, shown below.   

 

Figure 8 Factors Which Influence NSGB Success (De Bosscher & De Knop, 2003). 
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Multi – Disciplinary 

 As with the idea of multi-level, sport academicians also agree that organizational 

capacity in sport organizations is a multi-disciplinary construct and acknowledge the 

importance of understanding the nuances of each discipline within the sport context.  

Chelladurai (2015) defines these three disciplines within sport as mass, elite and 

entertainment – each with its own set of needs, stakeholders and strategies required for 

success.  Because the USOPC and its member NSGBs are specifically and explicitly 

tasked with fulfilling purposes connected to each of these populations by way of the 

TSOASA, this study strives to dissect and assess the various elements of organizational 

capacity needed for each discipline of sport within the US.  

Capacity Requirements of the Mass Program   

Charged with the purpose to promote and grow their sports, NSGBs, via 

community sport programs are expected to deliver both social and individual benefits, for 

example youth development and community cohesion programs (Misener and Doherty, 

2009).   NSGBs also serve as sanctioning bodies for local, regional and national events 

across the country, thus they must have a capacity to manage duties pertaining to these 

functions.  Doherty, et al. (2013) perceive community sport organizations to be a 

fundamental element of NSGB organizations.  It is at the grass roots level where interest 

in a sport first begins, and as such it is an important segment of the population that must 

be serviced.  According to Doherty, et al. (2013, p 125s),  

“community sport clubs are an important type of membership association formed 

around a social contract between people with a common interest in (a particular) 

sport. The interests of individual members, and thus the collectivity, are served by 
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the mandate of the local soccer, baseball, rowing club, and so forth, to provide 

members with recreation and competitive programs that focus on both individual 

and sport development”. 

Using focus groups with 51 sport club presidents within Ontario, Canada, they 

identified the primary strengths and challenges that influence Canadian CSOs to achieve 

their goals.  Within the human resources capacity, Doherty, et al, (2013) identified that 

enthusiasm, human capital, a common focus, sufficient volunteers, volunteer continuity, 

volunteer succession and development and support were critical elements.  Stable 

revenues and expenses, alternate funding sources, and fiscal responsibility were key for 

financial capacity.  Infrastructure capacity was comprised of formalization, 

communication and facilities.  Planning and development capacity entailed strategic 

planning, creative planning, and plan implementation.  Finally, external relationships 

required a personal connection, partner engagement, balanced and dependable 

relationships and bureaucratic partners (Doherty, et al., 2013).  Elements contained in this 

model are listed in Table 4 below: 
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Table 4 – Doherty et al., (2014) Organizational Capacity Model 
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Capacity Requirements of the Elite Program  

In terms of elite participants, De Bosscher, et al. (2006) identified seven 

characteristics of elite sport systems and recommend NSGBs have these elements in 

place for optimum success in attracting and developing elite athletes: 1) 

acknowledgement of physical education and sport in constitutional law, 2) an ability to 

detect talent early 3) high training frequency, embedded in the schools, 4) training and 

credentials of professional coaches 5) funding mechanisms 6) high importance given to 

scientific research, and finally 7) a strong network for sport medicine (De Bosscher, et 

al., 2006).   In addition, as part of a study to identify what NSGBs need in order to 

perform well on an international stage, they cited ten required elements: 

1. A clear understanding about the role of the different agencies involved and an 

effective communication network that maintains the system.  

 2. Simplicity of administration through common sporting and political 

 boundaries. 

 3. An effective system for the statistical identification and monitoring of the 

progress of talented and elite athletes. 

4. Provision of sports services to create an excellence culture in which all 

members of the team (athletes, coaches, managers, scientists) can interact with 

one another in a formal and informal way. 

 5. Well-structured competitive programmes with ongoing international exposure. 

 6. Well-developed and specific facilities with priority access for elite athletes. 

7. The targeting of resources on a relatively small number of sports through 

identifying those that have a real chance of success at world level. 
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 8. Comprehensive planning for each sports’ needs. 

 9. A recognition that developing excellence has costs, with appropriate funding 

for infrastructure and people. 

10. Lifestyle support and preparation for life after sport.  (De Bosscher & De 

Knop, 2003, p. 195-196). 

In addition, they identify key elements for NSGB success, deemed ‘9 pillars’ for 

international success upon which NSGBs should build their programs.  According to De 

Bosscher and De Knop, (2006) organizational level performance factors are heavily 

influenced by sports policies and politics, and they assert that elite athletes have a greater 

probability to achieve competition goals when policy and investment decisions made in 

elite sport are effective.  De Bosscher and De Knop (2003) posit that most elite athletes 

“find their roots” in a sport-for-all context.  While this might be the case in countries 

outside of the US, trends in youth sport within the US indicate otherwise (Chalk, 2017).  

In the US, many athletes find their roots through highly structured club sport activities 

which exist outside of an academic experience, commonly referred to as ‘pay to play’.  

Once “identified” as skilled, many of these individuals seek opportunities in college 

athletics programs via scholarships.  It is through collegiate athletic experiences that 

highly talented athletes seek professional or Olympic opportunities.  The shortcoming of 

the De Bosscher, et al. (2003) model is that its focus is almost entirely on the needs of an 

elite performance athlete.  Little, if any, mention of the egalitarian population that must 

also be served is given within this framework, which is depicted below.   
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Figure 9 De Bosscher, et al. (2003) 9 Pillars of NSGB Success 
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Multi - Dimensional  

Finally, organizational capacity is widely conceived as a multi-dimensional 

concept by sport management, business and management and public administration 

academicians alike (Bryan, 2011; Christensen and Gazley, 2013; Hall et al., 2003; 

Krishnaveni and Aravamudhan, 2013; Madella, et al., 2005; Misener and Doherty, 2014).  

Due to the many various objectives these organizations have related to finances, sport, 

and society, Madella, et al. (2005) believe the NSGB context to be multidimensional.  For 

example, scholars agree that human resource capacity is a domain within organizational 

capacity, however elements of human resource capacity exist which are relevant to club 

and grass roots levels, and which are not as important at the national / elite level and vice 

versa.  Prior studies in sport management have focused on specific stakeholders, whereas 

this study seeks to articulate the capacity needs of a broader range of its stakeholders 

(including its club/regional/elite programs) within each domain.  It examines the capacity 

requirements of the NSGB system as a whole.  In general, domains related to finance, 

human resources, IT, communication and collaboration (also referred to in the literature 

as relationships or networking) are domains that sport management scholars have 

identified that NSGBs need.  At each level of the NSGB, and within each discipline, 

capacity dimensions include level- specific activities related to human resources, finance, 

information technology (IT), communication, knowledge and learning, collaboration, and 

stakeholder relationship quality.  In addition, each domain is further comprised of more 

than one construct.  As an example, it has been found in the marketing research literature 

(and is being proposed here) that stakeholder relationship quality is a construct comprised 

of three elements – commitment, trust among partners, and satisfaction.  So not only is 
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organizational capacity comprised of many dimensions, but also the dimensions 

themselves are comprised of elements which must address the variety of stakeholders 

involved.  Organizational capacity is a complex construct indeed. 

Context of United States Olympic and Paralympic Committee 

The US Olympic System Differs from Global Counterparts 

When examining organizational capacity, scholars agree that one must factor the 

NSGBs national context into the framework, as it impacts every dimension of its 

function.  This is certainly the case when one takes a closer look at NSGBs within US.  

First, and perhaps of greatest difference, unlike most other NOCs and NSGBs around the 

world, Olympic organizations within the US do not receive government subsidies.  

Instead of financial or infrastructure support, by virtue of the 1978 Amateur Sports Act, 

revised in 1998 to be the Ted Stevens Olympic and Amateur Sports Act (TSOASA), the 

USOPC was given by Congress the exclusive right to utilize the intellectual property (IP) 

surrounding the US Olympic efforts.  In turn, the USOPC uses its power and this 

federally protected designation to generate revenue to leverage these rights to use the 

marks via donor, fundraising and sponsorship, partnership and NSGB agreements.  

Similarly, revenue streams US NSGBs also do not rely on federal support.  Instead, 

NSGB income is primarily derived from membership dues, sponsorship and rights fees, 

and special events.  Larger NSGBs earn media rights fees for their top tier national 

events, however many mid and smaller NSGBs have greater difficulty successfully 

leveraging their IP assets in this way due to the production costs involved.  Differences in 

funding sources from global counterparts means that different stakeholders are also 

involved and as such the capacity needs differ from the rest of the world’s NSGBs.  For 
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example, domestic NSGBs who secure large sponsorship agreements must have an ability 

to find, implement, execute and benchmark results of large sponsorship agreements, 

whereas smaller NSGBs or those with reduced opportunities for this revenue stream will 

most likely have a diminished or less developed capacity in this area.  It again leaves one 

to wonder about the nature of the nuanced capacity needs of the USOPC and its member 

NSGBs, especially given the negative publicity and call for governance restructuring by 

the public and the US government as a result of the latest scandals.     

Mission, Purposes and Capacities of the USOPC  

 When seeking to understand the context of an NSGB within the US, one must 

first reflect on the organization which connects the NSGB’s operations to the Olympic 

movement, namely the USOPC.  The USOPC has been entrusted the authority by the 

International Olympic Committee (IOC) and the US government to select the NSGBs 

who in turn develop and promote the athletes who ultimately compete on the US Olympic 

and Paralympic Teams.  As such, the USOPC is a critical external stakeholder that 

NSGBs must satisfy.  The USOPC is recognized by Congress as a 501c (3) NPO as a 

result of the TSOASA.  This legislation officially recognizes the USOPC as the exclusive 

entity which is entrusted with fielding the US Olympic Team it also articulated exclusive 

ownership rights of the USOPC to various forms of intellectual property (IP) that is 

connected to its purposes.  This law establishes the USOPC as essentially a monopoly 

and monopsony within the US as it relates to Olympic talent and granted the USOPC sole 

authority to establish agreements with various NSGBs in the US.  The USOPC is the only 

organization authorized to grant the pathway by which athletes earn a position to compete 

on the United States Olympic and Paralympic Team.   
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The USOPC’s charter requires it to have (or be able to develop) the capacity to set 

goals on a national and international scale which guide and direct NSGBs; this charter 

mandates that the USOPC coordinate, develop, promote and support amateur athletic 

activity across the entire country for all sports; foster collaborative relationships among 

stakeholders of all levels (from the individual member to the global sport governing 

body); effectively govern amateur activity; identify talent; promote and encourage 

physical fitness and public participation in amateur athletics; amateur athletic program 

development; swiftly resolve conflict; facility and event management; advocate for 

participation in physical fitness and amateur athletics; develop and disseminate technical 

information for coaches regarding coaching and physical training, equipment design, 

performance analysis; support research and development regarding sport medicine and 

sport safety (safety can have many interpretations here).  It does seem that they require a 

broad and deep set of capacities in order to effectively achieve the variety of goals that 

would naturally be connected to these capacities.  More important (and relevant to the 

study at hand), this list gives insight to the nature of the NSGBs which the USOPC then 

selects to help them implement these purposes.  Selected NSGBs must have similarly 

broad and deep abilities within their respective sports to successfully integrate into the 

global Olympic system. 

USOPC Influence on NSGB Functions 

US NSGBs are greatly influenced by the USOPC in terms of their formally 

established purposes, duties, responsibilities, authorities and functions.  This influence is 

due to USOPC mandates specifically articulated in the TSOASA that require its member 

NSGBs commit to uphold specific common values, fulfill specific functions, and meet 
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specific minimum standards of service.  These mandated elements in turn are evidenced 

via specifically articulated purposes within NSGB governing documents as they seek to 

align with this apex Olympic organization.  According to Birkbeck Sport Business Center 

(BSBC), NSGBs play a variety of roles, have many responsibilities, and are considered to 

be “custodians of their sport” (n.d., p.1).  In this report, BSBC identifies five primary 

functions which an NSGB fulfills for its sport: strategic planning, promotion of their 

respective sport, rule and regulation oversight, increasing participation, and talent 

development.  Global competition between countries is increasing, for many reasons.  

According to De Bosscher, et al. (2006), NSGBs which maintain a static investment in 

sport risk falling behind organizations which strategically plan, and as a key 

recommendation for global success, the authors advise that NSGBs emphasize 

comprehensive planning for success.  Deloitte & Touche (2003) conducted a study of 

NSGBs in the United Kingdom (UK) and assembled purposes of NGSBs which are 

fulfilled via strategic planning.  These purposes include: 

promoting the sport; managing rules and regulations of the sport, including anti-

doping; administering officials of the sport; establishing and maintaining links 

with the international governing body / federation; encouraging participation; 

developing talent; developing elite athletes; organizing and hosting competitions 

(Deloitte & Touche, 2003, p. 24). 

From these lists and recommendations, one notes similar desired outcomes between 

NSGBs in various countries.  What makes the search for peak and sustained 

organizational capacity different among NSGBs across the world is the internal and 

external environments that each organization must navigate within its country.  Such 
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contexts cause very diverse constraints which each organization must overcome in order 

to achieve intended goals.  Thus, to reiterate, requisite capabilities and capacities are 

specific to the industry, to the company, and the context in which the organization exists.  

Organizational capacity needs depend upon current capabilities and capacities displayed, 

and those which are missing or latent. Identification of organizational capacity needs 

should take place using a validated capacity model and assessment tool.   

Organizational Capacity Research in Nonprofit Sport  

Unlike businesses in other industries, Olympic governing bodies such as the 

International Olympic Committee (IOC) and its member National Olympic Committees 

(NOCs) showcase their results via broadcast television and social media for billions of 

individuals to see during the Winter and Summer Olympic Games.  Not many other (if 

any) industries stage as high profile or widely followed events as these global sport 

organizations.  Such publicity and attention places immense pressure on these IFs, NOC’s 

and NSGBs to produce the pinnacle of athletic achievement…the best of the best that 

their country can deliver.  Technology advancements have ushered in transformational 

change in many facets of how sport organizations do business, from how they attract 

casual participants, find and train elite athletes, promote their sports to the public and 

build a base of engaged fans.  Changes have occurred regarding how sport organizations 

distribute content, the means by which they sell tickets and sponsorships, and how 

communication and collaboration among employees and stakeholders takes place.  

Advances in medicine and fitness have modified and improved training and treatment 

approaches for athletes and have increased IF’s abilities to utilize technological tools to 

identify athletes who are illegally enhancing their performance.  Siegfried, et al. (2015) 
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identified from the sport management literature seven challenges NSGBs face, including 

a) substantial growth of international competition in top-level sports, b) an increasing 

differentiation of sport activities which draws new groups, c) a growing need for 

professional (i.e. paid) staff to deliver services as volunteers are unable or unwilling to 

perform them d) an increased need for a service orientation, flexible membership forms 

and quality management, e) emerging forms of communication and media, f) a need to 

cooperate with new stakeholders and institutions for funding, and g) given that these prior 

six induce a shift in priorities, NSGBs (with the exception of the US) must still obtain a 

majority of their funding from the government.  With such exogenous and endogenous 

pressures placed on these sport organizations, it is predictable that former structures and 

ways of doing business will change.  According to Shilbury and Ferkins (2011), these 

trends require new governance structures and greater strategic capacity, and capacity 

building in general to efficiently manage these increasingly complex environments and 

challenges.  It is evident from reading trade journals in sport and completing a review of 

scholarly literature that research on sport organization capacity is needed to help these 

specialized organizations achieve success and maintain a competitive advantage.  

Grigaliūnaitė and Eimontas (2018) assert that in the wake of this evolution, a need has 

arisen for these sport NPOs to transform from amateur organizations to a professionalized 

institution.  Siegfried, et al. (2015) agree, stating “these challenges create the impression 

that sport federations need to establish contemporary management structures and 

programmes to accomplish their work more efficiently and to adequately meet the 

expectations of a complex and dynamically changing environment” (p. 408). 
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Approaches to Research on Organizational Performance of NSGBs 

Beginning to ascertain an organization’s capacity and its ability to set and achieve 

goals is a difficult task.  Given the multi-level, multi-dimensional, multi-disciplinary 

context earlier referenced, sport scholars are beginning to utilize broader methods to 

examine and explain NSGB performance.  Bayle and Robinson (2007), in their review of 

literature on organizational performance, found that few scholars have examined NSGBs 

holistically.  In their point of view, understanding the interaction of various elements 

within this hybrid NSGB ecosystem is complex, difficult to understand and as a result the 

nuances of how various NSGB organizational elements interact, organizational 

performance assessment requires a multi-criteria approach.  During their review of 

literature, they discovered three primary perspectives sport scholars have taken to 

examine NSGBs – the first of which arises from a micro-analytical perspective, one 

where there is a focus on actors’ behavior within the organization.  In this perspective one 

finds themes related to decision-making, and power and conflict, for example.  In this 

research strategy, scholars examine individual(s) and their impact on the organization and 

are able to showcase examples of power coalitions, use of various forms of power, and 

organizational inertia (Bayle and Robinson, 2007).  A second research perspective they 

encountered comes from what Bayle and Robinson (2007) deem as a macro-analytical 

perspective, one in which scholars’ study either relationships between the external 

environment and the organization, or the external environment and actors’ behavior.  

These perspectives are more systemic in their approach to understand organizational 

functioning.  Shortcomings exist in this body of research however, because it is difficult 

to connect macro ideas found in these types of studies to metrics of organizational 
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performance.  A third means by which scholars have examined NSGBs is through a 

configurational approach, one which examines strategy, organizational structure, 

management systems, or the organization’s culture (Bayle and Robinson, 2007, p. 251).   

In this genre of research, scholars such as Chelladurai and Zintz (2015) seek to define 

connections and integrations between internal and external components of an 

organization.  The strength of this style enables the researcher to understand change that 

occurs, as well as strategic and structural prerequisites needed for peak performance.  

Bayle and Robinson (2007) created an interesting framework for consideration, one 

which examines NSGBs both strategically and operationally.  In this model, the strategic 

structure of an organization determines its potential, whereas the operational function of 

the NSGB determines actual performance.  This study will utilize a systemic approach to 

explore and theorize the concepts at hand.  

Research Topics Surrounding NSGBs  

A prominent line of NSGB research that one does find in the sport management 

literature entails the professionalization (also called modernization) of national sport 

organizations (NSOs) (Bayle and Robinson, 2007; Chelladurai, 1987; Deloitte & Touche, 

2003; Geeraert et al., 2014; Grigaliūnaitė and Eimontas, 2018; Robinson and Minikin, 

2011; Shilbury and Ferkins, 2011; Siegfried, et al., 2015; Skirstad and Chelladurai, 2011; 

Slack and Hinings, 1992).  In literature which emanates outside the US, one frequently 

hears the term NSO to reference national organizations which have representation in the 

Olympic movement.  For purposes of this discussion, the term NSGB will be used to 

describe organizations in the US who are members of the USOPC, and who provide 

athletes from their membership via national competitions to represent their NF in world 
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championships on behalf of the US and who also are forwarded to serve as members of 

the US Olympic and Paralympic Teams.   

From a systems theory perspective, professionalization can be interpreted as when 

organizations exhibit negative entropy (specializing functions) and equipotentiality 

(moving from less structure to more complex relationships).  Both topics are present in 

the sport management literature.  According to Grigaliūnaitė and Eimontas (2018), “sport 

has evolved as an important economic activity and wealth creator as it functions at 

individual, organizational, and national levels of a country” (p.18).  In their view, the 

definition of sport has evolved from merely a physical or leisure activity pursued for 

pleasure or improved health to entail and require business activities.  According to 

Businesswire.com (2019), the size of the global sport business industry grew to 488.5 

billion dollars in 2018, with projections to grow to 614.1 billion by 2022 (statistics 

released pre-COVID-19).  Global sport is an enormous business.  Grigaliūnaitė and 

Eimontas (2018) also note an increased pressure for NSGBs to produce a profit, offer 

high quality products and services, sustain and broaden consumer interest, and serve as 

role models – given limited time and financial means.  Similar to other scholars, they 

acknowledge that NSGBs operate at multiple levels and stress the importance for NSGBs 

to exhibit effective governance as a means to successfully mitigate problems and 

efficiently fulfill its mission.  Shilbury and Ferkins (2011) reference ‘professional 

management’ and ‘volunteer administration’ as two important ideas to reflect upon when 

seeking to understand the optimal function of organizations at various levels, explaining 

that as local and regional offices of NSGBs become structurally distant from a home 

office, greater strategic and operational gaps begin to exist, as volunteers (and not 



www.manaraa.com

 

 95 

professional sport managers) are increasingly relied upon at the local levels to deliver the 

sport product.   

In a similar thread, Skirstad and Chelladurai (2011) examined external influences 

on sport organizations in their study of a Norwegian soccer club.  They discussed various 

mimetic, coercive and normative forces which exerted themselves on a sports club and 

explained how these forces influenced club decisions to modify internal workings toward 

more professionalized processes and structures.  In addition, in their findings and 

discussion, Skirstad and Chelladurai (2011) demonstrated how a successful sport club 

was able to effectively cater to the seemingly dichotomous values and needs among the 

various constituent groups by modifying its governance structure.  In a similar vein, 

Shilbury and Ferkins (2011) posit that the end result of adapting modernized governance 

practices might also increase the efficiency and coordination of sport opportunities.  They 

also believe that contemporary governance practices favorably impact training 

opportunities for athletes who seek to represent their country; in addition, these practices 

encourage increased participation levels by the broader community populations (Shilbury 

and Ferkins, 2011).  As technology mandates the use of new innovations to find and 

connect with fans and manage processes within their organization, professionalization of 

the various functions is an important means by which NSGBs can maintain a competitive 

advantage, and “avert major crises, and respond to stakeholder concerns” (Shilbury and 

Ferkins, 2011, p.117).   

Many sport management scholars acknowledge these changes taking place over 

the past decades within the sport industry and have researched NSGBs and NPOs on a 

variety of topics including National Olympic Committees (NOCs) (Geeraert, et al., 2014; 
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Winand, et al., 2010), professionalization (Chelladurai, 1987, 2012; Siegfried, et al., 

2015), governance and strategy (Ferkins, et al., 2005; Ferkins, et al., 2009; Geeraert, et 

al., 2014; Grigaliūnaitė and Eimontas, 2018; Robinson and Minikin, 2011; Shilbury and 

Ferkins, 2011), elite level performance needs (Bayle and Robinson, 2007, De Bosscher et 

al., 2006), and community club requirements (Doherty, et al. 2013; Millar and Doherty, 

2016; Misener and Doherty, 2009). These nonprofit sport organizations (NSOs) are a 

unique form of NPO.  Bayle and Robinson (2007) acknowledge several sport 

management scholars who confirm that examination of organizational performance in 

sport, much like its ‘traditional’ business siblings, requires a multi-criteria approach. 

According to Misener and Doherty, (2009, p. 458) “by virtue of their multidimensional 

nature, capacity-based studies hold the key to understanding organizational reforms more 

completely than traditional measures of effectiveness”.  Chelladurai (1987) concurs with 

this view, stating that multi-dimensional measures of effectiveness are required in order 

to accurately ascertain the situation.  Similar sentiment regarding capacity research exists 

within scholars who study non-sport NPOs.  Sowa, et al. (2004, p. 712) writes: “Scholars 

of nonprofit organizations have argued that the characteristics of these organizations, 

such as their unique financial and legal status and their goals based on social values, 

make discussions about how to conceptualize organizational effectiveness even more 

complex”.  So, upon closer examination, it appears as though the same conundrum which 

exists within business, management and public administration literatures is also present in 

sport NSGB capacity research – that consensus on what can explain or predict 

organizational performance (in an NSGB context) is difficult to obtain, and a search is 
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underway instead for a framework which might explain peak performance in this highly 

specialized, yet broadly influential context.   

Anticipating a need for empirical modeling of organizational capacity in sport, 

several sport management scholars such as Essilfie and Chelladurai (2016) and Doherty, 

et al. (2013) picked up the gauntlet and accepted the challenge to map these ideas into a 

sport context.  The most prominent line of organizational capacity research within the 

sport management field has been driven primarily by Canadian scholars (Doherty, et al. 

2013; Millar and Doherty, 2016; Misener and Doherty, 2009).  Beginning in 2009, 

Misener and Doherty (2009) released a qualitative study which examined community 

sport organizations (CSOs) in Canada.  Utilizing the capacity model forwarded by Hall, 

et al., (2003), these scholars confirmed the need for a multidimensional strategy when 

examining organizational capacity at the community sport level, and they discerned that 

within the Hall, et al. (2003) model, human resources and planning and development 

capacities were of highest importance for CSOs.  Subsequently, Doherty, et al. (2013) 

extended this research by developing a capacity framework for CSOs, and they further 

refined key elements contained within Hall, et al., (2003) previously identified 

dimensions.  Finally, in 2016, Millar and Doherty (2016) extended their prior research 

and proposed a capacity building framework to further reinforce, define and explain the 

means by which CSOs most effectively build their capacity.  This framework can be 

viewed in Figure 10.     
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Figure 10 Millar and Doherty, (2016) Capacity Building Process Model 

 

Efforts to Empirically Validate OC Models in NSGB Contexts 

In the past several years, scholars (Essilfie and Chelladurai, 2016; Despard, 2017; 

Shumate, et al., 2017) have begun to add quantitative support to these conceptual 

frameworks, empirically testing these models for merit (intrinsic value) and worth 

(extrinsic value).  Essilfie and Chelladurai (2016) began to place quantitative data behind 

the model designed by McKinsey, (2001) to empirically validate measures of 

organizational capacity in the sport context.  In their commentary, they recommended 

that the instrument which emanated from their research be further tested for external 

validity among a broader range of organizations.  In addition, these ideas are being tested 

in the sport management field. Using Hall, et al. (2003), sport management scholars have 

begun to add to the organizational capacity literature (Clutterbuck, 2018; Doherty, et al., 

2013; Doherty and Cuskelly, 2020; Essilfie and Chelladurai, 2016; Millar and Doherty, 

2016; Misener and Doherty, 2009; Misener and Misener, 2017; Wicker and Breuer, 

2014), conducting research and applying these ideas to a sport context.  To date, the 
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research regarding sport capacity is primarily focused at one level – either at the 

community level, or at a national level (i.e., both are not examined as parts of a whole), 

and the research has been conducted on targets outside of the US.  Many of the above-

mentioned studies and capacity projects developed their models utilizing qualitative 

methods or were derived from conceptual thoughts, therefore a need exists to 

quantitatively examine organizational capacity, to render further support from a 

complimentary perspective for the composition of constructs of these models.  More 

research is needed to extend knowledge and develop the assessment tools which NSGBs 

in the US have at their disposal to strengthen organizational capacity.   

It is interesting to note that in the sport management scholarly literature, authors 

from many countries across the globe have analyze these complex ideas, examining them 

for patterns and predictions in contexts pertaining to sport.  What is curious, however, is 

that there is truly a dearth of research surrounding the USOPC and its member NSGBs.  

In conducting a search for literature surrounding organizational capacity and related 

areas, there were no scholarly studies of any kind regarding organizational capacity of 

non-profit sport organizations found to emanate from within the US, and none to have 

utilized the US Olympic and Paralympic Committee, or a member NSGB as a research 

target. The present study seeks to extend the understanding of the models presented in 

this chapter, integrating elements of management models, public administration models, 

and sport governance models, to forward an organizational capacity model which might 

be found to be empirically applicable to an NSGB context within the US.   
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Developing an Organizational Capacity Model for US NSGBs  

The situations referenced above allude to an urgent need that these important 

organizations have to model organizational capacity in a context relevant to the US.  

These organizations need a framework which guides leaders’ ability to understand and 

ascertain their organization’s ability to set and achieve goals.  When setting any goal, it is 

critical to understand the starting point, as it enables leaders to formulate priorities and 

strategies.  This research seeks to deliver a first step toward the development of a tool to 

help the parts of a complex system align its diverse components behind a common greater 

initiative.  An assessment of an organization’s capacity to achieve points to strengths 

upon which to capitalize and weaknesses to be fortified through external assistance, or 

internal improvement. Moreover, if institutionalized into a regular process, use of an 

instrument offers a tailored, yet standardized tool for NSGBs to benchmark improvement 

and obtain critical feedback from key constituents.  Learning organizations need a 

reliable feedback loop, and this project hopes to be a solid first step toward building a 

reliable instrument which would provide detailed feedback regarding organizational 

performance. 

Definition of NSGB 

When seeking to articulate the domains of an organizational capacity framework 

representative of US NSGBs, an important point of order is to define what constitutes an 

NSGB, relative to the model.  This definition is essential, as it specifically points to the 

population of organizations to which this framework is designed to aid.  In the instance of 

NSGBs in the US, due to the variety of legal and financial structures that exist, some 

NSGBs have been created by powers above individual members (or outside their 



www.manaraa.com

 

 101 

influence).  For example, the National Collegiate Athletics Association (NCAA) was 

created as a result of actions taken and commissions formed by President Theodore 

Roosevelt in response to negative incidents that took place in college athletics at the turn 

of the 20th century.  NASCAR, an example of a for-profit NSGB, is a private company, 

owned by one family, the “members” of which are authorized participants who pay a fee 

for a membership license and who can be expelled at the decision of NASCAR.  The X-

Games and World Wrestling Entertainment (WWE) are similar to NASCAR, in that they 

too are for-profit, privately held companies.  The National Hotrod Association (NHRA), 

similar to NASCAR, was started by one person, however unlike the aforementioned 

organizations, it has become a non-profit NSGB within motorsport.  In the case of the 

Olympic movement within the US, Congress birthed the USOPC by when it legislated 

the Amateur Sports Act of 1978, and it was signed into existence by then President 

Jimmy Carter.  So, while the USOPC is financially independent from the government, by 

definition the USOPC has been chartered by Congressional legislation and is formally 

scrutinized by Congress every four years.  As is readily apparent, NSGBs within the US 

exist in many forms, and have emerged through various means.  When considering the 

definition of NSGB in the Olympic context, many sources exist in the literature to which 

one can look for further insight.  Siegfried, et al., (2015) explain that sport federations 

represent one or more sports, advocate for their sport’s best interests in society and to 

international sport organizations, they promote competitive sports, organize competitions, 

championships and sport events, and articulate the rules and regulations which govern 

them (Siegfried, et al., 2015).  Chelladurai and Zintz (2015) add to this description and 

define an NSGB as an apical, interorganizational network, legally independent and 
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autonomous from government.  Further, they explain that these networks have convergent 

and divergent interests, and they are created by members.  For this study it is important to 

understand how the USOPC defines an NSGB since this definition and these expectations 

are a direct reflection of the organizations it selects and certifies to participate in the 

Olympics and other international competitions on behalf of the US.  USOPC bylaws 

clearly delineate a description of general and Olympic NSGB member requirements, 

stating that member NSGBs are those that play an important role the administration of 

one or more sports or competitions in Olympic, Pan American or Paralympic Games.  

Further, the USOPC defines Olympic sport organizations as those amateur sports 

organizations that are recognized and certified by the USOPC as NSGBs for sports that 

the IOC has approved to participate in medal sports at either an upcoming Olympic 

Games or in the immediate past Olympic Games.  An NSGB recognized by the USOPC 

can also be an entity that governs sports that are widely practiced in the US.  Within the 

USOPC bylaws, it specifically states that purely commercial or political organizations are 

ineligible for membership. (USOPC Bylaws, 2020).  This study will focus on NSGBs 

recognized by the USOPC that compete on the Olympic program.  Deloitte & Touche 

(2003) define an NSGB as an organization which:  

“prepares and implements a vision and strategic plan; promotes the sport; 

manages rules and regulations, administers officials; establishes and maintains 

links with the international governing body / federation; encourages participation; 

develops talent and elite athletes; and organises and hosts competitions” (Deloitte 

& Touche, 2003, p. 8). 

The Deloitte & Touche (2003) definition of an NSGB will be utilized in this study.   
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Key Success Factors (Outcomes, KPIs)  

When tackling the task of modeling organizational capacity needs of US NSGBs, 

it is also imperative to keep in mind key success factors (KSFs) that NSGBs need to 

effectively satisfy the diverse collection of stakeholders and fulfill the motley set of 

purposes connected to achieving their overall mission.  Some organizational capacity 

scholars refer to KSFs as outputs or outcomes (Hall, et al., 2003; Misener and Doherty, 

2009).  In the practitioner world, one might see the term KPI – key performance 

indicators.  Using the definition forwarded by Madella, Bayle, and Tome (2005, p. 207), 

performance represents an “ability to acquire and process human, financial and physical 

resources” to achieve organizational goals”.  Sport management scholars, through 

qualitative and quantitative studies of various levels within an NSGB, have identified 

multiple key success factors NSGB sport organizations need at levels within the system 

in order to have the capacity to set and achieve goals and fulfill their mission 

(Chelladurai and Zintz, 2015; De Bosscher and De Knop, 2006; Deloitte & Touche, 

2003; Deloitte & Touche, 2013; Doherty, et al., 2013; Madella, et al., 2005; Taks, et al., 

n.d.; Robinson and Minikin, 2011).  In general, the sport management literature tells us 

that NSGBs require a very strong ability to network and collaborate; they require the 

human resource capacity to attract and retain professional and elite level employees, 

volunteers (i.e. board members), athletes, coaches and clubs; financial capacity to 

generate revenue is needed since government funding is not available for these 

organizations; NSGBs require a strong board and ability to govern an organization 

consisting of very diverse members and stakeholders, each with different and at times 

opposing interests.  To sustain a competitive advantage in global sport, NSGBs must 
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implement policies which increase accountability, enhance transparency of internal 

functions and improve performance; they require a diverse set of technical capacities 

which encompass elements connected to athlete development, marketing, management, 

accounting, analytics, and more.  Each segment of sport participants (mass, elite, etc.) 

and each level within the system (participant, club, state/region, national and 

international) imposes its own set of unique demands.  In order for stakeholders to 

engage to their fullest potential, diverse capacities are required of an NSGB.   

Empirical Study of Organizational Capacity of US NSGBs 

Thus, to reiterate, much change in terms of technological advances has happened 

since top organizational capacity models have been developed around the turn of the 

millennium.  Coupled with other external forces such as COVID-19 and the impact of 

inquiries due to athlete abuses within the US Olympic system, these disruptive influences 

have intensified a need for extended, context specific models of organizational capacity 

that NSGBs can use in reform efforts.  Requisite capabilities and capacities required of 

NSGBs are specific to the industry, to the company, and the to the situational context in 

which the organization exists.  Organizational capacity needs of an organization depend 

upon current capabilities and capacities displayed, and those which are missing or latent.  

Because there is a dearth of scholarly studies regarding the organizational capacity of 

NSGBs within the US, a study is needed to help these sport organizations set and achieve 

goals and fulfill their mission.  Searches for studies which examined US NSGBs were 

unsuccessful.  Of the very few studies identified, only one article even mentioned US 

NSGBs or the USOPC as a research target, and this study at the time had not yet 

occurred; the author merely referenced that the study was ongoing (and subsequent 
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attempts to find the completed study were unsuccessful).  It seems as though the USOPC 

member NSGBs would greatly benefit from a study to help them understand, define and 

further develop their organizational capacity within this unique and valuable system.  



www.manaraa.com

 

 106 

III. RESEARCH METHODS 

Research Methods 

Purpose of Study 

Much is changing in our world at a rate and scale not experienced before.  The 

emergence of Web 2.0, innovations in technology and in social media are a few of many 

influences which have increased pressure for change in the ways which companies 

operate.  COVID-19 drastically accelerated this shift and augmented the disruption, such 

that organizations and individuals unable to effectively pivot into a digital space were 

simply left behind.  Third order change (changing how we change) has become the norm 

since this global pandemic hit our world.  Tools, structures, processes and financial 

models are changing as more functions have been coerced to the web.  Individuals have 

an increased ability to communicate at a scale not seen before.  The ability to share data, 

information and knowledge on a global scale from an individual level increases the 

power of an individual and it brings a value structure of transparency, authenticity and 

integrity that people expect and demand from companies and individuals they work for 

and do business with.  As a result, much is changing in the sport industry and while they 

claim a tax exemption, NSGBs are not exempt from such changes and expectations.   

In the wake of incidents involving USAG and other NSGBs, key stakeholders 

began to apply greater pressure on the USOPC and its member NSGBs to reform their 

values and business structures; members seek more transparent governance and trends 

toward professionalization are causing discord due to the diverse stakeholder needs.  

Extremely negative findings from two separate investigations regarding the USOPC and 

USAG were released within days of each other in December 2018 by the US House of 
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Representatives, Energy and Commerce Committee, (2018) and by Ropes & Gray, the 

law firm independent investigators hired to track and evaluate the turn of events within 

USAG (McPhee and Dowden, 2018).  Both reports call for systemic reforms of the 

USOPC and its member NSGBs.  On the heels of these reports, in January 2019, 

legislation was introduced to Congress to form a committee to assess the USOPC and its 

member NSGBs in terms of structure, activities, and goals and propose reforms 

(Strengthening US Olympics Act, 2019).  Since the USOPC was created by and is 

accountable to Congress, if enacted, this bill would entirely transform the USOPC and its 

NSGBs.  The USOPC chartered its own investigation as well, creating the Borders 

Commission.  This Commission was comprised of sport practitioner experts, current and 

former athletes, Olympians, Paralympians, those in youth sport, NSGB representatives, 

and an independent counsel.  Following a nine-month inquiry, the Borders Commission 

forwarded eleven recommendations for reform and change to the USOPC system 

(Borders Commission, 2019).   

The USOPC and its member NSGBs are uniquely structured and unlike their third 

sector counterparts.  A difficult challenge to navigate, they are charged by the US 

Congress with the responsibility to oversee and administer all elements of amateur sport, 

including a duty to set and achieve national goals; coordinate and develop activity 

directly related to international amateur competition; promote productive working 

relationships among sports entities; and exercise exclusive control over all issues related 

to US participation in the Olympic, Paralympic and Pan American Games (USOPC 

Bylaws, 2020).  The USOPC and its member NSGBs must govern an extraordinarily 

heterogeneous population of clubs and service the entire spectrum of participants – from 
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the participant with no skill at all, to the highly skilled elite Olympian; from the casual 

spectator to the highly committed participant, while growing the sport interests of the 

general public.  According to Papadimitriou (2007), this broad diversity causes conflict 

due to the variation in goals, capacities and delivery systems required to satisfy these 

needs and achieve goals.  On the contrary, Skirstad and Chelladurai, (2011) studied 

examples in which these various needs existed in harmony.  US Olympic leaders 

acknowledge a disconnect within and among their systems and when gaps occur, 

unfortunately, athlete safety is at risk and programs are delivered at less-than-optimal 

levels.  Given the disruptive changes that technology and other internal and external 

forces exert on these organizations, NSGB leaders seek a means to coordinate, innovate 

and improve program delivery processes and communications to better service and 

protect its members.  Such a diverse set of members and goals require a complex 

combination of capacities.  It is imperative that organizations understand their capacity 

needs, strengthen those required and improve ability to achieve their established goals.   

Many sport scholars have acknowledged the importance of a strong system as a 

foundational element of international sport success (De Bosscher and De Knop, 2006; 

Rapilla, 2008; Robinson and Minikin, 2011; Truyens, et al., 2016).  Rapilla (2008) 

attributes successful Olympic outcomes to the effective development of a sport system, 

and further, she recommends that Olympic organizations “get their infrastructure right to 

ensure an outcome of successful performance” (Rapilla, 2008, p. 9). Truyens, et al., 

(2016) assert a complex arrangement of various forms of resources required for 

successful elite programs, explaining that the human, physical and organizational (i.e., 
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infrastructure) resources are the foundation and form the ‘building blocks of countries’ 

competitive position” (Truyens, et al., 2016, p. 568).   

There is a dearth of research regarding organizational capacity of NPSOs in the 

US, specifically with regard to the USOPC and its member NSGBs.  Management 

consultants, along with capacity builders and foundations from other industry segments 

within the third sector have developed models and assessment tools for nonprofits, 

however their use within a nonprofit sport context has been limited.  Additionally, these 

models were developed prior to 2008 when the world shifted due to the emergence of 

advances in technology – including social media and the ensuing two-way 

communication capabilities and the ability to globally interact from a one-to-many 

situation.  Research regarding organizational capacity in sport and related topics 

emanates primarily from Europe, Australia and Canada, however there are no known 

studies to have examined the USOPC or its NSGBs.  The ways in which the NOC and its 

member NSGBs function in the US is entirely different from any other country in the 

world, and as such, a model which is contextualized to US sport is needed.  The purpose 

of this study is to extend current knowledge of organizational capacity and articulate the 

domains of organizational capacity, relative to NSGBs within the US.  Using Anderson 

and Krathwohl’s (2001) revision of Bloom’s Taxonomy, the specific purpose of this 

integrated literature review is to ascend through these levels of thought to formulate a 

new understanding of OC in a non-profit sport context.  It is the goal of this review to 

specify the domains of OC, contextualized to a nonprofit sport ecosystem, conceptualized 

as a relevant framework, with domains extended into a process which functions together. 

Finally, using theory development strategies, this review abstracts an understanding of 
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these organizational capacity domains specifically to a US Olympic context.  This 

framework defines, classifies, and explains the domains of organizational capacity of US 

NSGBs.  It represents a first step toward operationalizing these capacity domains 

required of US NSGBs and proposes a theoretically founded model by which US NSGBs 

can begin to assess domains of capacity and strategize to survive disruptive change 

influences and the transformation of society following Web 2.0. 

Research Question 

According to many scholars there is a lack of reliable and valid organizational 

capability and capacity assessment tools (Despard, 2017; Shumate, 2017).  Research 

studies conducted to develop capacity models within a sport context have been primarily 

qualitative in nature and a need exists to complement this perspective and develop and 

test a quantitative measure for use within the nonprofit sport context.  Using Hall, et al. 

(2003) and capacity models developed by McKinsey (2001), sport management scholars 

have begun to add to the organizational capacity literature in a sport context (Clutterbuck, 

2018; Doherty and Cuskelly, 2020; Doherty, et al., 2013; Essilfie and Chelladurai, 2016; 

Misener and Doherty, 2009).  This integrated review aimed to develop a contextually 

relevant organizational capacity model for nonprofit sport in the US.  Otherwise stated, to 

borrow ideas from Tsoukas’ (1989) commentary on the validity of ideographic study to 

formulate valid research explanations, this dissertation sought to define and understand 

organizational capacity needs of US NSGBs and further, to understand the inherent 

generative mechanisms specific to this context.  The research question for this project 

therefore was:  
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• Given increased global competition, the goals and objectives mandated by 

Congress and the current USOPC bylaws, and given the increased pressure for 

athlete safety and well-being from internal stakeholders, what are the dimensions 

of organizational capacity needed by US NSGBs? 

Research Methodology  

Step One – Understanding Best Practice in Theory Development 

 The focus of this project was to utilize an integrative review, along with strategic 

thinking, to ascertain and propose a revised and updated model of OC that is mapped to a 

very specific niche – NSGBs within the United States.  As an initial step, it is important 

for researchers to have a deep grasp of the effective thinking strategies required in theory 

development.  As one top organizational behavior theorist asserts, “during the theory 

development process, logic replaces data as the basis for evaluation (Whetten, 1989, p. 

491).  Thus, in this next segment, the logic used to develop this model is described and 

forwarded as theoretical data for this project, and it is for this reason why information on 

proper theory construction is included in the research method section.  To begin 

developing and extending a theory of OC contextualized to USNGBs, the author looked 

to seminal experts in organizational behavior theory development to understand what a 

“good theory” is, what it does, (and what it does not or cannot do) and finally to 

understand the elements that comprise a good theory.  Authors such as Bacharach, 

(1989), Dubin (1978), Eisenhardt, (1989), Chimezie, et al. (1989), Tsoukas (1989), Van 

de Ven (1989), Weick (1989) and Whetten (1989) offer definitions, explanations, 

instructions, and recommendations for organizational behavior scholars who wish to 

build theoretical models that are effective foundations that facilitate empirical study.  
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These authors are widely noted for their thinking – both in management theorizing 

articles, and some, such as Van de Ven (1989), Weick (1999), and Whetten (1989) in 

particular, are easily recognized as intellectual leaders (all were reviewers and/or editors 

of reputable scholarly management journals).  Some (Weick, 1999) are also cited by 

those noting best practice examples of integrative literature reviews (Torraco, 2016).  It is 

for these reasons that this specific set of thinkers were utilized to offer guidance in terms 

of best practice for theory construction in this project. 

Step Two - Theory – Defined. 

 When starting to develop or extend a theory, it is important to begin with an 

understanding of what even a theory is, so that one knows exactly what the outcome of 

the thinking should reflect.  According to organizational behavior theorists Whetten 

(1989) and Dubin (1978), a model and a theory are synonymous, thus this project – in 

developing a model – is also forwarding a theory of OC.  Bacharach (1989) explains that 

a theory illustrates relationships between concepts and uses assumptions and constraints 

as boundaries of thought.  Further, he clarifies that a theory is a “linguistic device” that 

arranges ideas in an intricate, pragmatic context.  Bacharach (1989) then analyzes the 

components of theory, separating theory into its basic parts and forwards a visual model 

stating that it is “a system of constructs and variables in which constructs are related to 

each other by propositions and variables are related to each other by hypotheses. The 

whole premise is bounded by the theorist's assumptions” (Bacharach, 1989, p.498).   
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Figure 11 Model of a Theory (Bacharach, 1989) 

 This chapter and the next articulates all of the above: relationships of concepts, 

explanation of assumptions and identification of other elements which serve as 

boundaries for this theoretical project.  According to Chimezie, et al. (1989) the need for 

precise concept definition exists in organizational science.  He stresses their importance 

by explaining their role as “building blocks of science upon which propositions are 

based” maintaining that “scientific knowledge only exists when propositions are 

organized in a systematic way so that we can perceive their interrelations” (Chimezie, et 

al., 1989, p. 579-580)  In this project, when defining the theory and the outcome 

deliverable of this exercise, the author sought to first identify important, updated and 

relevant constructs and variables of OC in general; second, to recognize the assumptions 

and constraints of systems theory as they relate to values, time and space; and third, to 
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ascertain the relationships and complexities of these concepts in a USNGB context.  The 

author sought to define and understand the constructs of OC and forward propositions 

between OC constructs and develop a foundation that enables its variables to be 

subsequently operationalized with meaningful and relevant hypotheses.  The proposed 

theory crafted through this project (i.e. the FOCUSS model) is bounded by assumptions 

of systems theory and uses updated constructs found in OC literature.  It contextualizes 

the model using variables and metrics found in academic research across management, 

public administration education, and health; it utilizes practitioner documents which 

measure OC and organizational performance of USNSGBs. 

Step Three - What Does a Good Theory Do? What is its Purpose? 

 After identifying experts for best practice and grasping a concept of what 

constitutes good theory, one must then develop the theory’s purpose.  Bacharach (1989) 

explicitly states a theory’s twofold purpose is to concisely organize and clearly 

communicate ideas.  As guest editor for a special edition on theory construction in 

Academy Management Review, Van de Ven (1989) describes what a good theory will 

accomplish.  He asserts that a primary purpose for scholars in management, health, 

education and social work is to develop ideas which expand scientific knowledge that can 

be applied in practice Van de Ven (1989).  The interesting and exciting idea here is that 

the abovementioned disciplines (management, health, education and social work) were 

exactly those utilized in this project to identify updated constructs of OC, validating the 

logic (i.e. the method) behind why it was acceptable to go beyond the sport management 

literature in a search to identify the constructs of the FOCUSS model.  In addition, the 

primary OC models currently in use by sport management scholars are also grounded in 
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models found in these above disciplines, so inquiry into these disciplines for further 

insight and inspiration is a currently accepted strategy.  Van de Ven (1989) offers best 

practice advice, stating that strongly conceived theories also demonstrate an in-depth 

awareness of the problems that practitioners face and advance knowledge relevant to the 

discipline and profession (p. 486).  He explains that strong theoretical contributions guide 

scholars toward critical research questions and educate those in the management 

profession.  The FOCUSS model enables many guiding questions to emerge for sport 

scholars.  In addition, further study of this model can enumerate a scale to operationalize 

model domains which in turn would offer tools for practitioners of sport management to 

educate and inform their practice.  Because there are elements of this model which seek 

to capture an understanding of the demographics of the target organization(s) and key 

success factors within the context, the FOCUSS model also enables for this in-depth 

awareness of issues faced by practitioners (which Bacharach (1989) references). 

Research Design –An Integrative Review 

According to Torraco (2016) integrative literature reviews “provide review and 

critique to resolve inconsistencies in the literature and provide fresh, new perspectives on 

the topic” (p. 405).  In addition, Torraco acknowledges a need for this type of literature 

review as the knowledge base on a topic (such as organizational capacity) grows and 

diversifies.  Integrative literature reviews have an ability to synthesize and 

reconceptualize what is known on the subject through strategic critique and review 

(Torraco, 2016).  Torraco (2016) forwards that one of five stated purposes of an 

integrative literature review is to reconceptualize the topic when current interpretations 

are recognized as out of date or otherwise problematic, and a reconceptualization is 
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needed.  It is the author’s view that current interpretations of OC are incomplete and do 

not factor in changes which have taken place in technology (thus strengthening the 

referent power of stakeholders, increasing the importance of collaboration, and enabling 

forms of communication that up until Web 2.0 were impossible).  Given the previously 

mentioned conflicting interpretations of OC, according to organizational theorist 

Eisenhardt (1989), when conflict exists in the extant literature, researchers have a twofold 

opportunity – to examine the various perspectives and increase the confidence in 

findings, and also seize an opportunity to assume a more “frame breaking mode of 

thinking, resulting in deeper insight of not only the current literature, but also in emerging 

theories” (Eisenhardt, 1989, p. 544).  Conflicting findings such as what is found among 

current definitions in OC are the exact situations to which Eisenhardt (1989) refers.  

These scenarios are those which drive researchers to uncover more generalized 

understandings of a concept, in the hope to discover a clarified, sharper theory of OC.  

According to Eisenhardt (1989), reconciliation of divergent ideas through the exercise of 

such theoretical activity as a literature review enables diverse understandings to coalesce 

into a single theoretical perspective, simultaneously raising both the theoretical level and 

the generalizability of results (p. 544).  In her view, patterns and relationships discovered 

across diversely understood concepts increases confidence in the validity of what is 

observed and strengthens the theoretical scope of the phenomenon under review 

(Eisenhardt, 1989).  Eisenhardt (1989) contends that use of conflicting realities found in 

the literature can “unfreeze” a researcher’s bias and free their thought from what she 

refers to as armchair deduction and incremental studies.  Use of the literature to draw 

insight on emergent theory also gives direction on readily measured constructs (which 
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have already undergone scrutiny) and thus can give rise to hypotheses which can be 

verifiable and proven false.  When one connects an emergent theory to previously studied 

constructs using conflicting extant literature, if done well, the opportunity exists to 

elevate the concept’s theoretical level, improve its internal validity and generalizability, 

and it sets the stage for further corroboration in future study.  The goal of this review was 

to examine the concept of organizational capacity with the intent to develop a 

parsimonious definition, contextualized to US NGSBs.   

Torraco (2016) acknowledges the effectiveness of using a thematic structure to 

organize an integrative review on subjects such as organizations as systems and systems 

theory.  He asserts that this sort of structure in an integrated review offers ‘coherence and 

clarity’ of what is reviewed and affords the writer the ability to showcase the 

relationships of central concepts and how they form a cohesive idea (Torraco, 2016, p. 

415).  It is for all of these reasons that an integrative review was completed. 

Definition of FOCUSS Constructs  

Over the past thirty years, sport management scholars have sought to analyze, 

identify and articulate components of peak performance for NSGBs in an attempt to 

identify a prescriptive recipe for best practice.  Unfortunately, a silver bullet has evaded 

identification, for a number of reasons.  Divergent opinions exist regarding the core 

purposes and primary individuals best served by NSGBs; scholars across all disciplines 

disagree on definitions and metrics of organizational effectiveness and disagree on the 

very definition of organizational capacity itself.  Sport researchers have identified a 

conglomeration of elements needed for NSGB success and the discipline needs an 

updated framework in which all these ideas can be organized.  In an attempt to assemble 
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these diverse ideas into a common ground as well as present a more broadly defined 

understanding of organizational capacity that can be used in a sport context, the FOCUSS 

model is presented for consideration.   

The sport management and capacity-related literature was extensively reviewed 

for best practice recommendations and empirically validated measurement scales, to 

articulate and translate organizational capacity requirements of NSGBs into a US-based 

context.  Clues were found which helped construct this model in terms of key success 

factors, human resources and human skills, financial needs, infrastructure and 

communication requirements, stakeholder support and collaborative effort that NSGBs 

worldwide need to achieve wide participant interest and international competitive 

success.  Theoretical insight for model domains and constructs came from noticing trends 

and commonalities between and among scholars and practitioners in highly regarded 

sport management literature, validated empirical studies, corporate and administrative 

reports and documents from governing bodies in sport, education, business, public 

administration, management, computer science and health care. 

FOCUSS Framework Development 

According to Hinkin (1998) a well-researched theoretical foundation that 

articulates the content domain is a vital preliminary step when developing empirically 

sound measures.  The process to conduct such research takes time and effort if one is to 

succeed in developing solid scales (Hinkin, 1995).  Theoretical research is important to 

complete because according to Hinkin (1995), true covariance relies upon how well 

researcher operationalizes the unobservable constructs.  Heeding this sage advice, 

therefore, this dissertation represents the first step in the process of developing an 
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instrument and it involved a substantial literature review which canvassed seminal 

conceptual and empirical sport management articles regarding organizational capacity, 

effective governance, effectiveness and peak performance at both the elite and 

community levels of NSGBs and Olympic organizations.   

In terms of the strategies used to select articles for this review, the author sought 

to identify seminal and trusted thinkers in the sport management, management, education, 

healthcare, and public administration disciplines.  Articles (and authors) that were either 

frequently cited or were found to be empirically valid were most strongly considered for 

inclusion in the review.  In addition, when an author was discovered to have written 

multiple articles on a subject, a search took place for other material written by the 

individual, for deeper understanding on a preliminarily vetted idea.  In addition, theorists 

searching to extend knowledge in contexts which reflected organizational similarities to 

an NSGB structure were also explored (i.e. contexts in which there are extremely diverse 

stakeholders –such as in public administration, or in circumstances in which a strong 

need for collaboration for success exists, such as in healthcare).  Given the author’s 

practitioner experience with the USOPC system as an intern at the USOPC with USA 

Wrestling, as a press operations volunteer for the Atlanta Committee for the Olympic 

Games (ACOG) in the 1996 Olympic Games, and as Marketing Director for one of the 

USOPC member NSGBs, her perspective and experience of organizational function of 

this system also was drawn upon. When ideas were encountered and deemed to be of 

value to the US NSGB context, they were also raised up for consideration and inclusion. 

Search ceased in individual sections of the model when it was perceived that the 

understanding of the topic would most likely not be affected by additional material.  In 
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reading each article, an initial review of the abstract took place, and if key words, 

methods or concepts were identified (see the section on FOCUSS Framework 

Development below) a closer read took place of the article in its entirety.  During the 

close read, the author was attuned to the definitions made, assumptions articulated, 

positions forwarded, conclusions drawn, and theoretical perspective from which the 

article was derived.  In addition, references used by each author that were deemed 

pertinent and central to the article’s position were also investigated for further 

understanding of concepts and rationale used to form the theory.  In many cases, new 

sources for this integrative review were discovered following a deeper investigation of an 

article’s sources.  Due to the nature of the information (in that it relates to current events), 

much of the detail that was discovered and documents which were found on the context 

of the USOPC and its NSGBs was derived from the author’s social media (LinkedIn) and 

organizational websites.  Researcher decisions, in terms of inclusion and exclusion of 

articles in this study, involved a reflection on the utility of the source as well as its 

significance or centrality to the concept at hand.  At the onset of the project, the author 

relied upon a set of approximately 18 articles across various disciplines, provided by an 

advisor to initiate the quest for deeper understanding of OC in general.  This collection of 

articles demonstrated in a very stark way that concepts of OC which have been accepted 

in sport management come from all different disciplines (management, social work, 

sport, public administration, etc.) and thus the search for an OC definition and framework 

should emulate such diversity in its search for insight.   

A search across all of the Troy University library databases was conducted for key 

words and phrases which reflected organizational capacity and the proposed domains 



www.manaraa.com

 

 121 

within the model – key words such as ‘nonprofit capacity measures’, ‘performance 

measures’, ‘capacity measures’ ‘strategic outcomes’, ‘professionalization’, 

‘organizational capacity’, ‘capacity’, ‘national governing body’, ‘NGB’, ‘national sport 

organization’ and ‘NSO’, to name but a few.   In addition, the researcher used ReadCube 

(updated version is called Papers) to offer recommendations from its internal algorithm 

based on the researcher’s past searches.  These queries identified over one hundred 

articles from across multiple industries, including management, business, education, 

healthcare, sport management, and non-profit management which were used as references 

in this proposal.  During the course of this extensive literature review to craft domain 

definitions and subsequently develop and identify the constructs, the articles were vetted 

by selecting empirically validated studies, frequently cited or seminal conceptual pieces 

and corporate reports from reputable scholars and organizations within business 

management, public administration, nonprofit administration, human resource 

management, education and healthcare (such as the UNDP or Deloitte & Touche, for 

example).  In addition, an internet search was conducted as it relates to USOPC policy 

and governance documents and resulted in identification of publicly available corporate 

reports, governance documents and NSGB evaluations from the USOPC.  To construct 

the model domains, the key success factors and the demographic elements, the author 

narrowed the article selection for final consideration to 121 articles (conceptual and 

empirical, along with corporate reports and internal USOPC documents).  The 

information found provided critical insight of the theoretical domain of organizational 

capacity within a US NSGB context.  Following a close read of these articles and 

documents, 33 sources were ultimately selected as the foundation for the model.  These 
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articles and studies, along with recommendations from Congressional and recent 

independent reports were used to reflect a context specific to US nonprofit sport.  

Definition of Key Success Factors (aka KSFs, Outcomes, KPIs)  

In this model, the KSFs are those elements which the USOPC, NSGBs and other 

key Olympic stakeholders deem as showcasing success within the US NSGB context.  

Key success factors constitute benchmarks and metrics (referred to in other studies as 

outcomes) that internal and external stakeholders would consider as evidence of NSGB 

success.  KSFs are indicators that the organization is meeting or exceeding the goals that 

it sets and is fulfilling its mission to serve its constituents.  The theoretical foundation for 

these components comes from key scholars and organizations within sport management, 

including: the Borders Commission (2019); Chelladurai, et al., (2015); De Bosscher, et al. 

(2006); Essilfie, et al., (2016); Geeraert, Alm and Groll, (2014); Madella, et al. (2005); 

Robinson and Minikin (2011); Taks, et al. (n.d.); Truyens, et al., (2016); TSOASA (1978) 

and the USOPC Bylaws (2020) and compliance audits (USOPC, 2020).  
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Definition of Demographics  

This section of the model proposes to capture information about the individual, 

the organization, and the system itself, with a future intent that a quantitative instrument 

designed from these constructs would enable regression analysis in a myriad of 

combinations.  Ideally, a quantitative instrument developed from this model would be 

taken by staff and volunteers at every level along a pipeline, thus painting a stippled 

image ... one in which the individual “dots” are comprised of people showcasing efforts 

in tandem with each other (or not), and empirical analysis would then demonstrate 

strengths and weakness and trends at various levels and across an organizational pipeline.  

Due to the number and nature of the constructs proposed here, this segment when brought 

forth in a quantitative instrument enables simultaneous granular analysis at a micro-level, 

(specific to an individual), meso-level (specific to an organization) and macro-level 

(systemic) analysis of an entire NGB or even an Olympic pipeline.  The author designed 

and includes this domain with the intent that it would eventually enable analysis based on 

job (staff or volunteer), winter or summer program, grass roots, state or national level, 

etc.  Due to the nature of this domain, a cross-section assessment of the system could be 

made based on a myriad of filters, thus enabling researchers to examine and identify 

dominant capacities needed in any number of combinations.  Constructs proposed in this 

section emulate measurement strategies found in sport management articles (De Bosscher 

& De Knop, 2006; Essilfie & Chelladurai, 2015), corporate reports (Deloitte & Touche, 

2003; TCC Group, 2010; UNDP, 2009) internal documents currently in use by US NGBs 

(USOPC NGB Audit reports) and USOPC NGB IRS 990 forms.   
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IV CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS  

Results 

Proposed Domains of the FOCUSS Model 

The proposed framework contains KSFs, Demographics, along with seven 

capacity domains that US NSGBs need to effectively fulfill their mission and achieve 

goals.  Some of the proposed domains do not exist in former OC models and therefore 

this model should be perceived as an extension of earlier models, as most if not all of the 

capacity frameworks found in the literature (from all disciplines) originated in a pre-Web 

2.0 time.  In other words, these early models of organizational capacity were developed 

prior to the emergence of social media and the disruptive organizational change that has 

transpired due to recent advances in mobile and digital technology.  These technological 

developments have had immense impact on organizational capacity and have shifted an 

emphasis to demand strong capabilities in specific domains so individuals and 

organizations can maintain a competitive position.  Social and other forms of emerging 

media have drastically improved individual communication and collaborative abilities; 

hardware and software advances in computer technology have transformed the nature and 

depth of insights possible from big data, and changes which have occurred as a result of 

abilities to connect and to distribute content via mobile devices have turned the sport 

industry upside-down in terms of content distribution and products available for 

consumers to purchase. These advances have also redefined how people are hired, created 

new revenue streams, opened up new means to connect with and inform fans, and have 

increased abilities in many other ways.   
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When articulating the specific domains of the model, it is important to recall the 

definition of the word capacity, as it relates to this study.  According to Baser, et al., 

(2009) capacity is defined as “an emergent combination of individual competencies, 

collective capabilities, assets and relationships that enables a human system to create 

value.” In other words, in this model, capacity is understood to be more than just having 

resources of various kinds.  Capacity references a current or latent ability to find / acquire 

/ possess resources, and then also through the effort of those in the organization, the 

ability to then do something with these resources and abilities to create value.  It is 

important to note and understand this difference.  It may be that an organization has 

financial wealth at one point, but inability of the workers (whether paid or volunteer) to 

effectively manage, maintain and sustain the acquisition and management of resources 

will ultimately result in lack.  One need only look at young professional athletes who 

receive a windfall in the first few years of their professional career, only to lose it all once 

the proverbial financial spigot is turned off.  Individuals and organizations who have the 

capacity to effectively absorb their wealth and manage it well have the ability to sustain 

capacity and navigate the internal and external forces which influence it over time.  In 

this model, OC is defined as the collective of knowledge, skills, abilities, behaviors, 

attitudes, values, relationships, resources, processes and structures which enable an 

organization to strategically adapt to external and internal forces and fulfill its vision and 

mission over a sustained period of time.  For further details on the derivation of this 

definition, please reference the review of literature in Chapter 2.   
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With that said, the domains in this model include Human Capital and Human 

Process Capacity, Financial Capacity, Infrastructure and Communications Capacity, 

Information Communications Technology Capacity (IT), Stakeholder Relationship 

Capacity, Knowledge and Learning Capacity, and Collaborative Capacity.  These 

domains function as vital systems within an organization.  Just as the systems within a 

human body are integrated and interact to sustain life and health in a person, it is similar 

to consider the functions and interrelationships of the capacity domains within an 

organization.  Each domain has an important and unique function and makes a strong 

contribution toward the well-being of the company, and each also exerts an influence on 

the other capacity domains.  If the capacity in one domain is weakened, all other domains 

suffer.  Likewise, if the capacity in a domain is strong, it fosters success in others.  The 

domains of the model proposed in this study can be viewed in Figure 12 below. 
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• Knowledge 

• Skills 

• Competencies 

• Attitudes 

• Behavior 

• Attract. Retain, Develop HC 

• Commitment 

• Trust 

• Satisfaction 

• Relationships 

• Participation 
• Communication 

• Policy / Procedure 

• Governance 

• Mechanisms 

• Facilities & Equipment 

• Create 

• Assess 

• Document 

• Share 

• Leverage 

• Administration 

• Autonomy 
• Mutuality 

• Norms 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 12 Framework of Organizational Capacity Domains in US Sport (FOCUSS), Chambers, (2021) 
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Human Capital and Human Process Capacity 

The first domain of the proposed model is Human Capital and Human Process 

Capacity (HCHP) and is deemed by most scholars as the capacity domain of highest 

impact on an organization.  HCHP capacity is defined here as business and competition 

staff and volunteers and their individual and collective knowledge, skills, competencies, 

attitudes, and behavior. Unlike other capacity models, following the integrative review, it 

is also the ability of the organization to attract, retain and develop said individuals to 

fulfill goals at the organization and system level.  The importance of Human Capital and 

Human Process (HCHP) capacity in the model cannot be overstated.  In other models, 

this domain is referred to as Human Resource Capacity (HRC).  Comparison of all other 

models reveals that HRC is included in the organizational capacity construct in one form 

or another (Bryan, 2011; Doherty et al., 2014; Hall, et al. 2003; McKinsey & Company, 

2001), with most models asserting that the HRC is the most influential of all domains 

within the organizational capacity construct.  Various definitions of HRC exist.  The 

proposed model includes two different but vital forms of capacity as it relates to the 

people who work within the organization.  The first component is understood in the same 

way as Hall, et al. (2003), in that it comprises paid and non-paid individuals, their 

competencies, knowledge, attitudes and behavior.  Bryan (2011) similarly defines HRC 

as “adequate staff with the professional expertise and skills to effectively do the work 

associated with the reform effort at both the organization and system level” (Bryan, 2011, 

p. 62).  This first component of the proposed domain is human capital itself – and in this 

view it is a resource of the organization.  However, similar to the capacity definition 

referenced earlier (Baser, et al., 2009), this model perceives capacity to be comprised of 
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not only assets, but also abilities of the organization that are connected to the human 

capital resource.  This second section is where the FOCUSS model revises and updates 

current interpretations of this domain.   The second component in the proposed model 

extends the Hall, et al. (2003) and Doherty, et al. (2014) and Bryan, (2011) models, draws 

ideas from the strategic human resource management (SHRM) literature, and relates to 

the methods an organization uses to attract, incentivize and retain employees (Franks, 

1999; Wright, et al., 2001).  Franks (1999), Wright, et al. (2001) and Robinson and 

Minikin (2011) make a clear distinction between human capital and human resources, and 

this distinction is adopted within the proposed model.  Further, human capital capacity 

exists when an organization possesses exceptional human talent that is filled with 

productive potential, whereas human process capacity exists as a system of activities 

which foster the mutual alignment of interests of the organization and its human capital.  

This process of activities and resulting alignment of interests is of utmost importance to 

building a talented, loyal group of followers (Wright, et al., 2001).  It is posited that both 

facets of human capacity are needed to maximize and sustain outcomes of paid and non-

paid workforce.  Further, this ‘people management system involves three parts: skills, 

behaviors, and a system of practices by which all are managed (Wright, et al., 2001).  

They assert that to sustain competitive advantage, ‘superior positions’ are required in all 

three.  This assertion is based on common sense logic that states that the skills and 

behaviors do not generate value unless paired together.  In other words, absent the skills, 

the behaviors cannot be demonstrated, and the value of skills is not apparent unless the 

behaviors are seen (Wright, et al., 2001).  Without an organizational system which aligns 

itself with highly skilled human capital, the people will not remain with the organization.    
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The theoretical foundation for these components comes from sport and capacity scholars 

and organizations, including:  Birkbeck Sport Business Center. (n.d.); Bryan, (2011); 

Chelladurai, et al., (2015); De Bosscher, et al., (2006); Deloitte & Touche, (2003); 

Franks, (1999); Taks, et al. (n.d.); TSOASA, (1998); USOPC Bylaws, (2020); Wright, 

(2001).   
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Financial Capacity 

The second domain within the proposed model is Financial Capacity.  It is defined 

as the ability of an organization to attract, retain, manage and develop requisite financial 

and physical resources to fulfill mission and purpose at a system level.  There are various 

components to this construct, and many scholars’ interpretations of financial capacity 

have been used to formulate this model’s definition.  Again, extending the Baser, et al., 

(2009) capacity definition from above into a financial context, financial capacity in this 

proposed model is therefore comprised not only possession of the necessary financial 

resources to do business (the assets), but it is also an ability to take these needed financial 

resources and attract, retain, manage and develop them to fulfill the organization’s 

mission.  In this sense, an organization may have assets of its own, but in and of itself 

these assets are not financial capacity.   For an organization to have financial capacity, it 

also needs an ability to acquire the requisite financial resources and in turn manage them 

to sustain operations, meet established goals and fulfill a mission over a sustained period 

of time.  In terms of what financial capacity “looks like” within the literature, scholars 

have measured the financial capacity of local clubs and consistent expenses over time 

(Doherty and Cuskelly (2020), an ability to capitalize on a variety of funding sources and 

having an ability to develop cash reserves (Taks, et al., n.d.).  Bryan, (2011) measured 

financial capacity in NPOs as an ability to fund existing programs, an ease in attracting 

funding for new programs, and an adequacy in meeting current service demands.  

Chelladurai and Zintz (2015) explain that financial success for NSGBs involve 

generating sufficient sponsorship dollars, negotiating media contracts, securing licensing 

dollars and generating revenue from ticket sales and events, such that these activities 



www.manaraa.com

 

 132 

support the system.  In their SPLISS model, De Bosscher and De Knop (2006) explain 

that financial success for elite programs means to have sufficient financial and lifestyle 

support for elite athlete programs, sufficient grants and sponsorship for elite programs, 

financial independence from the National Olympic Committee (NOC), and explains that 

funding is effectively targeted over four-year cycles toward specific goals that have a 

legitimate chance for success on a world stage.  The USOPC Bylaws (2020) require US 

NSGBs to demonstrate the financial operational capacity to administer their sport, 

demonstrated by an ability to formulate a budget and maintain accurate accounting 

records, by GAAP standards.  Survey items, metrics and benchmarks from all of the 

abovementioned scholars and governing bodies have informed the understanding and 

ultimately the definition of financial capacity for this model.  So, to reiterate, financial 

capacity for the proposed model is understood as the ability of an NSGB to attract, retain, 

manage and develop requisite financial resources to fulfill mission and purpose at a 

system level.  For US NSGBs, this means a demonstration of financial capacity at a 

national, regional, state and local level.  It includes capacity of the various levels of the 

system, to include clubs, state / regional associations, and the NSGB headquarters.  The 

theoretical foundation for this domain comes from key scholars and organizations, 

including: Birkbeck Sport Business Center. (n.d.); Bryan, (2011); Chelladurai and Zintz, 

(2015); De Bosscher, et al., (2006); Taks, et al. (n.d.); TSOASA, (1998); USOPC Bylaws, 

(2020).    
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Infrastructure and Communication Capacity 

Infrastructure and Communication capacity (I&C) is the fourth domain in the 

model and contains tangible and intangible components.  It is defined as an organization's 

ability to efficiently and effectively develop, implement, maintain and adapt the 

communication channels, policies, process flows and legislative framework which direct 

day-to-day operations, facilitate planning, development and action on strategic plans.  It 

is also the facilities and equipment required to fulfill its mission.  Similar to other 

scholars’ interpretations, this domain is the largest and most complex of the proposed 

domains, categorized within six sub domains.  Infrastructure in this sense, in an 

organization, is comprised of tangible and intangible elements.  Franks (1999) states that 

without a supportive policy and legislative framework (i.e. an enabling environment), no 

organization has the capacity to perform effectively, regardless of how capable the 

individuals are within it.  He further explains that an enabling environ requires a clear 

statement of and understanding of policies, and popular support for their implementation.  

So, in addition to clearly written and straightforward policies, a level of understanding 

and a favorable opinion of such is still required of the individuals that work/volunteer 

with the organization.  Applying this idea to the NSGB context, infrastructure therefore 

refers to tangible elements including the facilities and equipment required, along with 

intangible elements that include policies, decisions, governance, strategic planning, 

workflow, role structure, delegation of work, and more.   Frequently in the sport 

management literature, the importance of effective policy and structures is stressed 

(Chelladurai and Zintz, 2015; De Bosscher and De Knop, 2006; Shilbury and Ferkins, 

2011).  Effective and efficient structures and processes are critical if NSGBs are to meet 
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expectations of the variety of stakeholders and still fulfill the purpose of each individual 

sport discipline.  Inefficient and ineffective infrastructure constitutes drag throughout all 

dimensions of the system and hinders the organization’s ability to fully achieve.  Given 

the diversity of stakeholders in the US Olympic ecosystem, the diversity of facilities, 

equipment, decisions and processes needed to move the system forward, it is important to 

for NSGBs to adhere to Franks (1999) advice, and have clearly understood, clearly stated 

and widely and strongly supported policies and procedures if they are to balance the 

dichotomy of stakeholder needs.  At one end of a spectrum, NSGBs must offer, promote 

and facilitate sport as accessible for people from all groups to participate, one in which 

sport resources are shared for many to enjoy, and they must seek to facilitate sport 

facilities/activities in locations where citizens can readily access them.  At the other end 

of their stakeholder pipeline, NSGBs must also effectively service highly skilled elite 

athletes who require specialized coaches, facilities, training and medicine - elements not 

easily made available to any but a very narrow segment of the population.  The 

theoretical foundation for these components comes from key scholars and organizations 

including: Alm, et al. (2013); Birkbeck Sport Business Center. (n.d.); Bryan, (2011); 

Chelladurai et al., (2015); De Bosscher, et al., (2006); Doherty, et al. (2020), Hall, et al., 

(2003), Taks, et al. (n.d.); TSOASA, (1998); USOPC Bylaws, (2020).   
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Information Communications Technology (IT) Capacity 

The third domain of the model is Information Communications Technology, 

commonly referred to in practitioner’s terminology as (IT).  It is defined as all 

technologies combined that allow people and organizations to interact in the digital 

world, utilizing data to inform policy and practice at the organization and system level.  

In the proposed model, IT is defined as all technologies combined that allow people and 

organizations to interact in a digital world, utilizing data to inform policy and practice at 

the organization and system level.  Similar to other domains of capacity in the model, this 

definition includes not only the information and technology as resources, but it also 

includes the ability to leverage both in a digital world to inform policy and business best 

practice.  Paily (n.d.) describes IT as all technologies that together enable people and 

organizations to interact in a digital world; it is all the technologies and actions comprised 

in creating, storing, transmitting, retrieving, displaying, processing information and 

collaborating with others.  It includes an entire spectrum of technology, from landline 

telephones, analog radio and television broadcasts, to mobile and wireless platforms, 

artificial intelligence, and big data.  Bryan (2011) refers to this domain as technical/data 

capacity and defines it as “the ability to utilize data to inform policy and practice at the 

organization and system level” (Bryan, 2011, p. 62).  Some have articulated the 

components of IT to include cloud computing, software, hardware, transactions, 

communications technology, data and internet access (Rouse, Ferguson and Pratt, n.d.).  

Rouse, et al. (n.d.), concurs with Paily (n.d.) in the belief that IT is more than the list of 

components, it also involves the application of such technologies, and in this sense, these 

interpretations align with the proposed model of organizational capacity.  IT can be 
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utilized for economic, societal and interpersonal gain, and has greatly modified the jobs 

that are available, how we communicate with each other (and the magnitude of the 

message); it has changed how we are able to learn and has “revolutionized all parts of the 

human experience” in our daily life (Rouse, et al., n.d.).  One only need examine the 

impact of the recent coronavirus pandemic on our existence to understand the importance 

of an ability to leverage IT in order to navigate and survive such an abrupt, disruptive 

shift to an online, digital world.  Schools (and students) and small businesses (and 

customers) that effectively and efficiently made the shift in their business models to 

digital platforms and e-commerce have weathered this terrible storm and fared much 

better outcomes than those without technology or reliant on brick and mortar, analog 

systems.  Hackler and Saxton (2007) found many benefits for NPOs who invested in a 

strategic deployment of IT capacity, specifically with respect to sustainability in financial 

areas, in use of strategic communications and in building relationships with stakeholders, 

and in building and strengthening collaborations and partnerships – all of which are 

included as domains within this proposed model.  The proposed capacity model includes 

IT as its own domain within organizational capacity and purports this domain as an 

extension of other capacity models due to the significant changes in our world that have 

occurred since the emergence and growth of Web 2.0, social media, e-commerce, big data 

around 2008.  The theoretical foundation for this domain comes from Bryan, (2011); 

DeLone & McLean, (1992), Hackler and Saxton, (2007); Rouse, et al. (n.d.).   
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Knowledge and Learning Capacity 

The next domain in the model is Knowledge and Learning Capacity (K&L) and is 

defined as an organization's ability to create, assess, document, share and leverage 

knowledge to fulfill its mission.  It is demonstrated by an organization’s ability to 

integrate new ideas and practices within the organization. (Bryan, 2011, p. 62).  

Knowledge sharing is the process of transmission, communication, interaction and 

coordination of knowledge or skills, which help improve the organizational productivity; 

it is the capacity of absorbing, innovating and sustaining competitive advantage 

(Beltrame, 2018).  This domain encompasses five sub-domains.  Since the mid-1970s, the 

emergence of technology has increasingly impacted society.  Advances in this regard 

since the invention of the internet in 1990 and especially since the appearance of social 

media in 2008 have redefined our capacities and abilities to work, play, learn, shop and 

complete even the most routine tasks in daily life.  As society continues to advance, a 

shift is taking place, moving from an analog, brick and mortar way of existence, to an 

internet-centric, cloud-based platform that is mobile and digital.  This shift has increased 

the importance of an organizations’ abilities to acquire and leverage information and 

apply it for competitive advantage.   As with other domains, applications of K&L 

capacity impact each and every other proposed capacity domain.  As an example, IBM 

CEO Ginny Rometty revealed that with the help of artificial intelligence (AI), IBM can 

now identify, with 95% accuracy, individuals who are about to leave the organization.  As 

a result, when these individuals are identified, the IBM HR department deploys 

organizational alignment mechanisms such as those referred to by Franks, (1999) and 

Wright (2001) to intervene and identify the skills, training, promotion, raises and the like 
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that these people desire, and has saved IBM almost $300 million in retention costs 

(Rosenbaum, 2019).  When contemplating the financial effects on HR such these due to 

the integrated application of K&L capacity, one might begin by understanding differences 

between seemingly similar, yet very distinct elements within this domain – data, 

information and knowledge.  Rashman, Withers and Hartley (2009, p. 271) explain: “data 

are an ordered sequence of given items; information is a context-based arrangement of 

items; and knowledge depends on the ability to draw distinctions and exercise judgement, 

based on an appreciation of context or theory or both”.   In a simplistic example relative 

to formulating elite athletic teams, data might comprise the statistical performance of 

individual athletes within an NSGB pipeline, whereas information in turn places these 

athletes together in the context of a team based on their position, and knowledge then 

uses this context to formulate strategy based on the strengths and weaknesses as a team 

and the specific opponent.  In this sense, an organization’s ability to collect data is not the 

same as its ability to place the data points in context (create information) or begin to draw 

conclusions, exercise judgement and then formulate decisions and strategy (create 

knowledge).  Rashman, et al. (2009) assert that the context and purpose of an 

organization shapes its learning strategies, processes and outcomes, and this idea has 

significant consequence when put in an NSGB organizational context.  Just as the 

financial goals differ from their for-profit counterparts, NPOs face unique obstacles, have 

different motivations and processes for learning, and set different goals for knowledge 

acquisition due to pressure from a myriad of stakeholders (Rashman, et al., 2009).  As a 

niche NPO, NSGBs are not exempt from this pressure, and as a result organizational 

learning and knowledge is critical to managing stakeholder expectations and member 
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needs.  According to Harsh (2012), organizational learning occurs when there are 

processes in place which facilitate the creation, assessment, documentation and sharing of 

knowledge.  It is proposed that an integral connection exists between the K&L and 

infrastructure capacities of an organization.  The theoretical foundation for this segment 

comes from many scholars and sport organizations, including: Beltrame, (2018); 

Birkbeck Sport Business Center. (n.d.); Bryan, (2011), DeLone, et al. (1992); 

Chelladurai, et al. (2015), Harsh, et al. (2012).   
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Stakeholder Relationship Quality Capacity 

The sixth domain within the proposed model is Stakeholder Relationship Quality 

Capacity (SHRQ) and has five proposed sub-scales.  It is defined here as an ability to 

garner support by building, reinforcing and sustaining engaged, trustworthy, committed 

relationships with its key stakeholders.  Stakeholder relationships are an empirically 

demonstrated idea within the marketing and sport marketing literature.  Due to the vital 

importance of marketing to the US NGB function, this idea was included in the model.  It 

has been empirically demonstrated to be comprised of commitment, trust and satisfaction, 

and is also a topic frequently referenced in the nonprofit and Olympic literature, which is 

why it is proposed to be part of this domain.  It is proposed that these same elements can 

articulate this idea within an NGB context.  Two additional sub-domains – relationships 

and participation – have been added to reflect the context of an NGB network.  Key 

stakeholders exert a coercive influence on NSGBs.  Considering the USOPC 

accreditation standards and USCSS policy mandates pertaining to member safety that 

NSGBs must satisfy (to name a few), along with the previously referenced internal 

dichotomy of needs between the mass and elite programs, SHRQ is an important element 

of an NSGB operating context that must be successfully managed, which is why it is 

proposed as a separate domain in this model.  To effectively achieve goals and fulfill 

mission, NSGBs must ensure that a very diverse and at times competing set of 

stakeholder needs are met and must safeguard that the corresponding relationships remain 

intact and strong.  In most of the validated and firmly established capacity models which 

have been reviewed in this reflection, stakeholders wield an important place.  Hall, et al. 

(2003) articulates this element as a subscale of infrastructure capacity, labeling it as 
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Network and Relationship capacity.  In the proposed framework, SHRQ is posited to be a 

critical capacity that NSGBs need for success. 

Marketing scholars have measured stakeholder relationship quality and it is well 

documented to include commitment, trust and satisfaction as validated variables, and as 

such it is proposed that these elements be extended to an NSGB context.  Reflecting on 

ideas forwarded by Chelladurai and Zintz (2015), that an NSGB serves as an apical 

organization and must service multiple levels of stakeholders within a system, having 

SHRQ that is based on committed, trusting and satisfied members can most certainly be 

argued as a competitive advantage.  An organization's ability to garner support from key 

stakeholders by building, reinforcing and sustaining engaged, trustworthy, committed 

relationships empowers its social capital and along with it, the resources of all sorts that 

flow back and forth between such relationships. SHRQ involves trust, transparency, 

accountability and an ability to elicit favorable outcomes for all from the relationship 

between parties.  Bryan (2011, p. 62) defines stakeholder commitment capacity as the 

“ability to garner support from key stakeholders for the reform effort”.  For an NSGB, it 

involves garnering the support of board members, IFs, the USOPC, US Congress, the 

NCAA (as applicable), state and regional organizations, local clubs, individual members, 

the NSGB Council, Athlete Advisory Council (AAC), the IOC, WADA, USCSS, to name 

just a few of the many stakeholders.  The theoretical foundation for these components 

comes from key scholars and organizations including:  Bryan, (2011); Chelladurai et al., 

(2015); De Bosscher, et al., (2006); Dlacic, et al. (2018); Hennig-Thurau, Gwinner and 

Gremler, (2002), Kim, Trail, and Ko (2011); Madella, et al. (2005); TSOASA, (1998).  
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Each of these scholars and organizations asserts the important role that positive 

stakeholder relationships must play in an NGBs effective function.   

Collaborative Capacity 

The final domain in the proposed model is collaboration capacity.  It is defined as 

the ability of an autonomous or semi-autonomous organization to use collaborative 

processes to share and receive human, financial, data and knowledge resources with 

partner organizations to improve to their ability to fulfill mission. The domain was 

captured in five proposed sub-domains which have been empirically validated in other 

industries, conceptually recommended within sport, and are being proposed here for their 

applicability to the US NSGB context.  Collaboration within a system is important when 

seeking efficient and effective achievement of outcomes with limited resources such as 

time, money, etc.  By nature, NSGBs are political organizations in which individuals and 

groups assert for power and resources (Fletcher and Arnold, 2011; Papadimitriou, 2007; 

Sharpe, 2006; Winand, et al., 2010), and in many situations, members with conflicting 

agendas may not demonstrate collaborative tendencies due to the dichotomy of needs and 

priorities which exist between NSGBs elite and grassroots programs and initiatives.  This 

jockeying for prominence and capital among stakeholders causes drag on an 

organization’s systems, reduces effectiveness and efficiency and hinders an organization’s 

ability to meet goals and fulfill its mission.  When resources are directed (by means of 

political assertions of a few) toward initiatives and outcomes which undermine overall 

success, the entire organization suffers, thus it is imperative for an NSGB to facilitate 

collaborative activities within and among its internal and external stakeholders.   Despite 

this tension, Chelladurai and Zintz (2015) assert that as an apical organization, two 
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primary functions of NSGBs are to foster cooperation among key stakeholders and 

facilitate better coordination of independent activities among its members.  In a separate 

study, Chelladurai and Skirstad (2011) studied a circumstance in which seemingly diverse 

member goals were achieved by the club through the use of innovative ideas as it related 

to organizational structures.  Many sport scholars have asserted that a strong pipeline of 

talent development is required for international success (De Bosscher and De Knop, 

2006; NZOCGA, 1994; Robinson & Minikin, 2011).  Effective development of this 

pipeline requires collaboration between levels, members, clubs, coaches; it requires 

sharing and receiving financial and capital resources for funding and facilities (Robinson 

& Minikin, 2011).  In a recent interview with insidersport.com, USA Weightlifting CEO 

and Executive Director Phil Andrews had this to say about collaboration in a COVID-19 

world: “Collaboration with other federations and governing bodies to share knowledge 

and resources is also critical to ensure long-term survival” (Daniels, 2020).  In this 

conversation, Andrews asserts the importance of many of the proposed domains within 

this model, including collaboration, and knowledge and learning.  These academicians 

and practitioners agree on the idea that collaboration among members is an important 

idea for NSGBs to remember when developing strategy and capacity to achieve, and 

these assertions are why collaborative capacity is proposed as a domain within this 

model.  In contemplating the importance of collaborative activity within an NSGB and 

envisioning what collaboration might look like, one might reflect on Johnson and 

Johnson’s (2005) ideas on social interdependence theory – which explains the behaviors 

and rationale behind cooperative, competitive and individualistic interactions among 

individuals and groups within an organization.  Social interdependence theory explains 
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that the way that goals are structured determines the ways in which people interact and 

behave with each other.  When social interdependence is positive, people demonstrate 

cooperation, encouraging others and helping the overall effort to achieve.  When 

demonstrating negative social interdependence, people compete, and discourage or block 

each other’s efforts (Saunders, et al., 2000).  This idea suggests that to maximize 

outcomes, NSGBs would be advised to structure the goals of their organization in a way 

such that positive interdependence is encouraged and rewarded.   

When seeking to operationalize this capacity dimension within an NSGB, one 

might look to the health care industry literature for insight.  According Thompson, Perry 

and Miller (2009, p.4) “one of the principal administrative dilemmas affecting the ability 

to get things done in a collaboration is managing the inherent tension between self and 

collective interests”.   As an example, in complex medical procedures, effective 

collaboration is a high stakes process, and many times successful outcomes mean the 

difference between life and death.  Effective collaboration in this setting also results in 

expedited activities, and thus one result of effective collaboration is increased income 

(surgical teams that collaborate effectively complete the procedures faster and by 

completing them more efficiently can complete more procedures, and in turn generate 

greater income).  According to health care scholars Thompson, et al., (2009, p. 3),  

“collaboration is a process in which autonomous or semi-autonomous actors 

interact through formal and informal negotiation, jointly creating rules and 

structures governing their relationships and ways to act or decide on the issues 

that brought them together; it is a process involving shared norms and mutually 

beneficial interactions”.   
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In their study, Thompson, et al., (2009) validated effective collaboration as 

comprised of governance, administration, autonomy, mutuality and norms.  One can 

certainly recognize these elements present within the Chelladurai and Skirstad (2011) 

study, which is one reason why components of the Thompson, et al. (2009) model is 

proposed to contribute to the collaboration construct in this model.  A key advantage of 

collaboration is knowledge exchange, which is one reason why it has been placed in the 

model.  Transfer of knowledge between organizations is a strategy that creates value and 

sustainable competitive advantage (Beltrame, et al., 2018).  Organizations that can 

transmit and leverage knowledge across organizational boundaries (like those which exist 

within an NSGB membership) can fortify many advantages – reduced failure, increases 

in productivity, modification of old and introduction of new organizational routines 

which create and innovate management practices (Beltrame, et al., 2018).  Bryan (2011, 

p. 62) defines collaborative capacity as “the extent to which collaborative processes are 

utilized in the change effort”.  In this definition, capacity development is interpreted as a 

change initiative, which is a common viewpoint among capacity scholars.  The 

theoretical foundation for these components comes from key scholars and government 

documents including Bryan, (2011); Chelladurai, et al. (2015); TSOASA (1998); 

Thompson, et al. (2009).   
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V. DISCUSSION 

Discussion 

Theories and Assumptions of the FOCUSS Model  

At the onset of any research project, articulating assumptions and defining terms 

is a critical exercise.  It serves to explain the values and beliefs held by the researcher and 

is the precursor to steps toward operationalizing which constructs are identified, and in 

turn it identifies the related constructs which are chosen for measurement.  This next 

segment discusses the underpinning assumptions and theories on which this model is 

constructed.  As a means to do this, Bacharach’s (1989) commentary on organizational 

theories serves as a wonderful guide.  In his writings on establishing criteria to evaluate 

construction of organizational theories, Bacharach (1989) makes an important 

observation; that a theory is restricted by the implicit values held by the researcher.  Such 

values, he contends, are unique to the theorist and are based upon ideologies held or life 

experiences.  Bacharach (1989) concludes that theories cannot be compared based on 

underpinning values, as contrasting opinions only demonstrate a “collision of values” (p. 

498).  In this study of the USOPC and its member NSGBs, systems theory is the 

underlying lens by which company function will be examined.  Use of this theory means 

that certain phenomenon which take place within an organization can be anticipated and 

explained because it is acting like a system, as if it is a living organism.  Use of systems 

theory in this study therefore means that we are seeking to identify specific 

characteristics of systems (and by default then, not seeking characteristics and 

phenomenon which might be found and explained by using other theories).  When using 

systems theory, researchers look for phenomenon in an open system such as: dynamic 
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morphology (opening and closing cycles of activity, such as progression of athletes 

through a development process, or the timing of budget cycles in relation to the 

Olympics, or annual competitions, etc.); equifinality (i.e. different means can be used to 

obtain the same goal, such as hiring more staff, or if finances are unavailable, recruiting 

talented volunteers instead); dynamic homeostasis (attempts for the organization to 

remain balanced, such as how USA Weightlifting is now hosting virtual combines and 

iterations of crowdfunding to find athletes and raise funds for local clubs as an adaptation 

to the COVID-19 virus); negative entropy (systems become more complex over time, 

such as what we see happening with big data and analytics); and equipotentiality 

(movement from indistinct to specialized functions) as a means to explain organizational 

behavior.  It means we look for these recognized elements of an open system to explain 

how an NSBG works and based upon our findings, we make recommendations.  In 

general, assumptions such as these are based upon specific theories and direct the 

researcher to look for and benchmark certain activities and functions within an 

organization in order to explain its activity.  Bacharach (1989) continues his explanation, 

stating that temporal and spatial boundaries contained in theories constrain the use of the 

theory to specific times or units of analysis.  This idea means that temporal boundaries, 

according to Bacharach (1989) identify or explain the timing of certain findings, whereas 

spatial boundaries would constrain the companies or entities to which the theory can be 

applied.  This explanation gives us the understanding then, that when contemplating 

temporal boundaries within systems theory, if we observe and benchmark systems within 

an organization which are not very distinct, they must therefore be in the early stages of 

formation, (or they are underdeveloped) whereas if we see specialized functionality, 
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enough time has passed within this organization to permit the skills to develop and 

structures to form into processes, which in turn should institutionalize the function of the 

phenomenon studied.  In this sense, time is used within systems theory to gauge the 

progression of the activity, and it is a factor in the anticipation of what will (or should, or 

might) take place next and when.  If not yet observed, the data can guide the researcher to 

make recommendations to obtain favorable outcomes.  The use of systems theory in this 

study constrains spatial boundaries to the context of NSGBs within the US.   

Using details identified in the non-profit literature, Krishnaveni and Aravamudhan 

(2013) offer recommendations of various capacity elements which should be assessed at 

the variety of levels of an NPO, and they seem to parallel those identified by sport 

academics De Bosscher, et al. (2006) contained within the levels (micro, meso, macro) of 

an NSGB sport context.  Krishnaveni and Aravamudhan (2013) recommend that capacity 

measures of a system should include an examination of regulatory structures, policies, 

and resource positions (among others).  In looking at the sport management literature for 

best practice in these areas then, we could utilize De Bosscher, et al. (2006) 

recommended “9 pillars” to discern recommended resource positions to look for in sport, 

along with the research of Ferkins, Shilbury and McDonald (2009) which identifies 

elements of good governance in sport to benchmark an organization’s capacity to 

effectively govern itself, form policy and interact with the actors within the global 

Olympic system.  For variables which measure successful program design at the 

community level we would look to the research and findings of Doherty and Cuskelly, 

(2020) and Misener and Doherty, (2009), as this research is focused on the grassroots, 

community level sport.  Research from education and learning identifies eight 
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characteristics of a learning organization, which give us some of the variables to look for 

within the knowledge and learning construct.  These are but a few examples of the 

myriad of research studies which have come together to identify and measure the 

proposed constructs and variables of the domains within this model.  

Driving Questions in the Development of the FOCUSS Theory 

 According to Weick (1989) driving questions are critical when developing theory. 

He asserts that when scholars use problem solving as a primary driver of thought, the end 

product is inherently restricted since not all theory emanates from a response to solve a 

problem.  He further states that finding a solution to a problem itself does not fully 

capture all the reasons why an idea might be retained when developing a theory.  He 

asserts that other ‘conjectures’ such as plausibility, coherence, elegance, simplicity and 

usefulness are overlooked when scholars resort to problem solving as their primary 

thought focus.  Instead, he recommends that theorists interpret theory construction as a 

‘sensemaking’ activity (Weick, 1989).  In a separate writing, Weick (1995) explains that 

theorizing uses thinking activities ‘like abstracting, generalizing, relating, selecting, 

explaining, synthesizing, idealizing’ (Weick, 1995, p.389).  For the FOCUSS model, all 

of these thinking activities took place in order to revise and formulate the model.  The 

driving questions held by the researcher involved abstracting the elements of OC from a 

variety of industries; developing an understanding of which constructs have been 

generalized across industries and therefore possibly applicable to sport management; 

relating together constructs from other countries as it ubiquitously connects to NSGB 

sport performance, synthesizing ideas from non-profit organizations to build an updated, 

idealized context for non-profit sport governing body performance in the US.  
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 In that same vein of thought, of understanding the driving questions behind the 

theorizing process, Bacharach (1989) offers grammatical advice that one can readily see 

used by educators who specialize in deepening student knowledge acquisition, and 

developing essential questions (Cash, 2011; McTighe and Wiggins, 2013).  Bachrach 

advises that scholars use more theoretical question stems of ‘how’, ‘why’ and ‘when’ to 

fully articulate a model and go beyond answering the question of ‘what’.  To offer further 

explanation, he makes key distinctions between theory and three elements which are 

misconstrued as theory – typologies, raw data and metaphors.  In his account, Bacharach 

(1989) notes a key difference between theory and the three above-mentioned elements is 

that the latter (typologies, raw data, and metaphors) fall short of theory because they stop 

at answering the question ‘what’.  Bacharach (1989) insists that to be of use in 

organizational behavior theory construction, metaphors ‘must go beyond description and 

be a useful heuristic device’ (p. 497).  He asserts that depictions made in a metaphor must 

aid the emergence of specific propositions and hypotheses about what is studied.  In turn 

what is to be evaluated on its theoretical merit are the propositions and hypotheses which 

emerge from the metaphor.  Theories, according to Bacharach (1989), Weick (1989), and 

Whetten (1989), in addition to the question ‘what’, also answer the questions of how, 

why and when.  In all these question stems, the context of the phenomenon is key.  

Theorists must examine and account for what comes first and what came second, and 

with all these thinkers, a higher value is placed on diagrams and hypotheses over lists and 

data.  For an explanation of the ‘how’, ‘why’, and ‘when’ of the FOCUSS model, please 

refer to the segment to come which covers Theories and Assumptions.   
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Goal of Theory Development for the FOCUSS Model 

 In addition to first following best practice of organizational behavior theory 

experts, second, defining the components of the theory to be developed and third, 

utilizing quality driving questions to direct the thought process, it is also important set a 

goal for the theory which is developed.  Whetten (1989) recommends that researchers 

ensure that what is approved as good theory “includes a plausible, cogent explanation for 

why we should expect certain relationships in our data” (Whetten, 1989, p. 491).  He 

states that theory construction should set a goal to “project researchable proposistions 

which force an author to think about the concrete applications of new or revised thinking, 

and increase the likelihood that subsequent research will constitute valid tests of the 

author's core arguments” (Whetten, 1989, p. 492).  The FOCUSS model emerged from a 

significant need which has emerged in the practitioner world of USNSGBs as a result of 

transformational change that is taking place.  The constructs contained in the FOCUSS 

model forward a plausible, cogent explanation of the relationships between OC domains 

and of data which would arise from empirical study (see section on Future Studies).  This 

model is already fostering further inquiry in the author’s mind regarding the concrete 

applications which could emerge from this model revision.   

 Whetten (1989) also advises that good theories are context-sensitive, meaning that 

they address who is involved, where the theory is applicable, and situations in which the 

theory is appropriate to utilize.  The FOCUSS model seeks to understand what is taking 

place in an organization by recognizing where and when elements of organizational 

performance take place (where as in literally geographically where, but also where in 

terms of at what level within the organization, and in which discipline (recreational, elite, 
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or entertainment).  For example, the FOCUSS model enables scholars to contemplate 

organizational performance on a grass roots, regional, or national level (where), on a 

micro (athlete), meso (organization), or macro (systemic) level.  This second example is 

also an example of yet another ‘where’ type question.  Using the ideas connected to 

systems theory and chaos theory that put organizational activity on a timeline (newer 

functions are less structured and less specialized), the FOCUSS model enables an 

examination of the ‘when’ of OC.  The FOCUSS model explains the ‘what’, ‘how’ and 

‘why’ of the USNSGB context and tees up for further study an examination of specific 

elements of context (who, where, when) using the KSFs and demographic elements found 

in the model.  

Forwarding a Meaningful Theoretical Contribution With FOCUSS 

 Whetten (1989) postulates that one way to show the merit of a new model is to 

articulate how it impacts accepted relationships between the variables.  The FOCUSS 

model, unlike other models of organizational capacity, conceptualizes USNGBs as a 

system of multi-level, multi-dimensional, multi-disciplinary organizations.  Previous 

studies in sport have centered on a single level (grass-roots, or national headquarters) of 

an NGB, and the FOCUSS model is designed to simultaneously examine the system at a 

granular level (even down to the individual person), and yet also examine the system in 

its entirety.  Based on the premise that relationships are at the center of theory, Whetten 

(1989) values theoretical insights which not only add a new variable to a model, but 

through its addition, the understanding of the phenomenon shifts because concept maps 

have been reorganized.  The FOCUSS model is a valuable theoretical contribution, as it 

forwards new variables within the organizational capacity domains of Collaboration, 
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Stakeholder Relationship Quality and Knowledge & Learning.  It also reorganizes the 

concepts with additions to the Human Resource domain via its inclusion of Human 

Process, and in doing all of this, alters how the concept map of OC is understood and 

examined.  In addition, by adding the demographics and KSFs, the model is teed up to 

isolate and evaluate a littany of contexts within the system.  

 When articulating the value of a theoretical contribution, Whetten (1989) states 

that for a theorist to explain ‘why’ is the most fruitful (but the most difficult) means to do 

so.  He justifies that an explanation of ‘why’ asks theorists to find and adopt perspectives 

found outside of the discipline, altering thought in a way that confronts commonly held 

rationales and currently endorsed models (Whetten, 1989).  He asserts that new theories 

should demonstrate why models currently in use are outdated or in need of revision, and 

in forwarding a new model, it must propose remedies and alternatives to the gap in 

knowledge.  Whetten (1989) stresses that to avoid useless dialogue, theory must be 

founded in ‘why’, ‘how’ and ‘what’, stating that ‘what’ and ‘how’ describe and that only 

‘why’ explains.  He forwards that ‘what’ and ‘how’ provide a framework to recognize 

patterns and nuances in research.  In Whetten’s (1989) view, good theory offers an 

explanation of why such patterns and nuances exist.  

 The FOCUSS model draws in new ideas from the healthcare, education, public 

administration, strategic talent management, and the information communication 

technology (IT) industries to posit new constructs and variables in its domains.  It is 

relevant and updated due to its acknowledgement of advances in technology in all its 

domains since the emergence of Web 2.0.  In addition, the FOCUSS model adds KSFs 

that are distinct to the US Olympic system and as a result brings a new paradigm to the 
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forefront for examination.  The FOCUSS model proposes answers not only to the 

questions of ‘what are the domains of OC’, but it also seeks to explain how the domains 

function independently and in concert with combinations of other domains; it accounts 

for how OC in USNGBs is different than in other countries and it seeks to understand 

why certain domains and combinations thereof which have greater influence on 

performance (again, why these differences are more apparent in USNGBs).  Using 

systems theory, the FOCUSS model offers an explanation of when various levels of 

performance might materialize, to forward a theory of OC in a US NGB context.  In 

addition, because KSFs and demographic information are proposed for collection in an 

empirical stage, assessment of an entire pipeline of organizations can be made.  In this 

sense, a typology of OC is proposed using the metaphor of the human body to explain its 

systems at a cellular, individual system and organism perspective. However, this model 

also forwards ideas that can be extended to how NGBs might acquire and build capacity 

in various domains based on strengths and weaknesses observed and opportunities and 

threats in the marketplace. It makes a reasonable argument as to why these domains are 

included in the model, enables the researcher to begin analyzing where strengths and 

weaknesses in capacity might exist (and at what level), and based on empirical outcomes 

from subsequent instruments that are operationalized, this theory hopes to enable scholars 

and practitioners to ascertain capacity level growth or decline over time.  
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Problems and Paradox with the Theory Development Process 

Problems with Theory Development 

 According to Weick (1989), theorists develop weak models because the means 

used to create them is restricted to methods which favor validation (instead of 

practicality).  These preferences lessen the impact on knowledge growth because of a 

reduced focus on imagination and other important theory-building exercises like concept 

mapping and speculation (Weick, 1989).  Another issue that researchers must safeguard 

themselves from when developing theory is the idea that a researcher’s values are 

implicit to a model, integrally connected to theory and can never be fully removed.  

Bacharach (1989) stresses that it is only when theorists state their values and assumptions 

that the ideas can be properly used and tested, as they form the boundary lines of 

understanding. According to Bacharach, theorists rarely follow through on this key point 

to state their assumptions.  For a review on the theoretical assumptions of the FOCUSS 

model, please refer to the discussion at the beginning of this section. 

 Some scholars question the value of theory development from empirical studies, 

however there are seminal theorists in organizational behavior who think otherwise.  

Tsoukas (1989, p. 487) argues that “idiographic studies are very useful for producing 

valid knowledge when they are concerned with the generative mechanisms and the 

contingent factors that are responsible for observed patterns”.  Using a chart to explain 

when, where and how generative mechanisms and causal mechanisms occur (and thus 

some are visible to researchers, others not so much) within the Real Domain, Actual 

Domain and Empirical Domain, he forwards an opinion that “valid knowledge is 

produced by inferring and explaining what causal mechanisms operate—in particular 
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circumstances—to explain the empirical events that were observed to occur” Tsoukas 

(1989, p. 487).  Tsoukas affirms that “highly specialized papers should be linked to core 

management or organizational concepts and problems” (1989, p.495). This dissertation 

has selected a specialized context to examine, however it has sought to reconceptualize 

and broaden theories of OC as a means to solve relevant and pressing problems within an 

NSGB context.  In future study of this model, it looks to confirm the generative and 

causal mechanisms of OC in a US NSGB context.  

Generalizability and Validity of FOCUSS Model  

A Theory of Fruits  

The following quote eloquently explains the logic utilized behind the construction of this 

framework and its generalizability: 

Popular wisdom deems that one cannot compare apples with oranges. But what do 

we mean by ‘compare’?  Scientifically speaking, apples and oranges come under 

the general category of ‘fruits’ and can be compared on many criteria, such as 

availability, price, colour, vitamin content or keeping quality. Comparing apples 

with oranges, cross-cultural psychologist Harry Triandis once said, is okay as 

long as we possess a fruitology, a theory of fruits (De Bosscher, et al., 2006, p. 

210). 

In this sense, the ‘fruitology’ and ‘theory of fruits’ at hand seeks a general understanding 

related to servicing the many stakeholders that NSGBs have and in turn delivering 

services along the spectrum of interest and development, within the context of US culture 

and its Olympic system.  Common aspired outcomes relative to the global Olympic 

movement can be seen in US NSGBs.  Many KSFs are similar across countries (such as 
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medals earned, participants gained, numbers of clubs within the system that are solvent 

and self-sustaining).  Differences exist among the funding sources, governance 

infrastructure, human talent sources, and the strategies available and used to achieve 

mission and meet goals, however, this is the important time when one must recall that the 

researcher has used systems theory to approach this study.  This remembrance is pivotal 

in describing and generalizing the context at hand.  Recall that through this study we are 

seeking to identify the elements which enable this system to function and grow, achieve 

goals and fulfill its mission.  It is acknowledged that the NGB is an open system, 

requiring inputs that move through this system as through puts and end up as outputs, 

ending up with outcomes related to the levels/strength of capacity being studied.  It is the 

researcher’s role then to comprehend the specific context of the organization to identify 

what particular inputs, through puts, outputs and outcomes are relevant in the studied 

context.  We must ascertain in each organization’s internal and external context, how 

components of the proposed capacity domains are best configured to foster effective 

movement of resources through the system to produce desired outcomes.  All organisms 

(including NGBs) have elements which influence or hinder growth and development.  

Researchers therefore must identify the structures within the specific context which 

inhibit or enable goal attainment and mission fulfillment if they are to ascertain other 

components of capacity building (i.e. change and capacity building).   

Recall the five primary attributes of an open system are what is sought to be 

understood, as they impact an organization’s capacity to set and achieve goals and fulfill 

a mission.  These five elements are proposed to be generalizable across all NSGBs.  The 

first common characteristic of all open systems is dynamic morphology.  To address this 
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question we must ask, ‘what are the cycles of activity (the processes within an NSGB in 

the US) which open and close to internal and external triggers (and are they helping or 

hindering its development)’.  The second generalizable attribute of this open system is 

dynamic homeostasis – and thus begs the question ‘what internal balancing mechanisms 

exist (or are missing) within these capacity domains that help keep the US NSGB 

(un)stable’.  These balancing mechanisms are important for organizations to recognize 

and strengthen (or put into place), especially when butterfly effects of chaotic times set 

off quickly evolving internal and external environmental coercive change influences – for 

example, the release of COVID -19 by one person into the world.  According to Daniels 

(2020), “As ever in times of crises, organisations that are able to be flexible and agile will 

be best placed to dig themselves out of the hole and survive in the long-term”.  The third 

generalizable trait of an open system demonstrates negative entropy and thus would 

prompt a researcher to ask ‘how are the systems specializing (or not) to adjust and adapt 

to internal and external influences’?  One way to interpret this question might be to 

examine how an organization’s systems acquire and assimilate knowledge which is in 

turn leveraged to innovate more specific means for best function.  Fourth, open systems 

show equipotentiality, so we must assess where in the continuum the specialization of 

subsystems are relative to other NSGBs in the US system, and finally, we assume that 

these organizations show equifinality (and so here we begin to explain where differences 

between organizations become more readily apparent).  Equifinality explains that as open 

systems aim for defined outcomes (medals earned, solvent organizations, low turnover, 

strong communication, etc.) the system will compensate and reconfigure itself from 

disruptive forces – both internal and external – to meet its goals.  Using this principle, 
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despite various constraints (some common among all NGBs, some unique to the 

organization), organizations adapt and find the best means within their internal and 

external environs to meet their pre-defined outcome.  It is here in this final characteristic 

of an open system that one would expect to find marked differences between 

organizations and look for deeper understanding of what these differences are, based on 

the context of the local, regional and national internal and external influences that press 

on these institutions.  Thus, this project has been an attempt to discern a ‘fruitology’ of 

organizational capacity using the lens of systems theory and it seeks to identify the 

specifics surrounding these generalizable systemic traits among NSGBs within the US.   

Limitations of Theorizing OC in NSGBs 

It is important for researchers and leaders who develop subsequent measurement 

tools, metrics and policy that govern NGBs to understand the underlying problems that 

exist when drawing conclusions and building connections between international success 

and NGB policies.  Relationships between policies and success are at times difficult to 

demonstrate due to unquantifiable or unreliable data, making statistical analysis difficult 

(De Bosscher, et al., 2006).  For example, within the context of Olympic performance, it 

is impossible to complete a true experiment which explains a causal correlation of one 

factor while controlling for others.  For example, we cannot ethically hinder one athlete’s 

or NSGBs capacity while enhancing another.  Another limitation is that academics, 

consultants and capacity funders disagree on capacity intervention methods, and in some 

cases, they recommend solutions which are in direct conflict with each other (Andersson, 

et al., 2016) and add constraints to capacity measurement in this context.  O’Boyle and 

Hassan, (2014) found many indicators and determinants of NGB performance and found 
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limited overlap between studies.  They recommended an extant literature review to clarify 

these topics for nonprofit sport organizations (NPSOs).  It was the goal of this integrated 

literature review to fulfill that recommendation in a US NGB context. 

Future Studies 

Scale Development and Confirmation of Validity and Reliability 

When scale items for a quantitative measure are developed from a literature 

review and qualitative studies, it is imperative to confirm various forms of validity.  

Researchers confirm validity in multiple ways, and in the process of doing so, several 

concerns must be addressed.  Hinkin (1995) identifies two primary concerns during the 

development of scale items – 1) authentication of the origin of measures and 2) 

confirmation of content validity.  This dissertation serves as authentication of the origin 

of measures for future development of a quantitative instrument.  Relative to the origin of 

measures, Hinkin (1995) stresses the importance to establish a demonstrable connection 

between items and their theoretical domain.  This paper has gone through great length to 

articulate the connection of existing research to the theoretical domain of OC.  The 

proposed model also goes to great length to extend current knowledge of organizational 

capacity into a US NSGB context.  This model contains domains that are uniquely 

structured in comparison with other frameworks of organizational capacity.  Unlike other 

models, several of the domains in the proposed model are posited as separate domains 

(not a subset of another domain), and as such, further quantitative research will offer 

insight as to whether these domains are in fact separate, or if they should be subsumed 

within a higher order of factors as previously proposed.  In addition, three domains 

(stakeholder relationship quality, collaboration, and knowledge and learning) have been 
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demonstrated to exist in OC models outside of the sport context and are proposed for 

inclusion in this model due to their relevance and importance to US NGBs.   

Analysis of the US NSGB System 

In addition, due to the contextually relevant KSF and demographic domains 

proposed, the FOCUSS model enables scholars to extend what we know about USNGBs 

by facilitating a mode of analysis that can be parsed out by any number of definitions of 

context (who, what, where, when).  According to Chelladurai and Zintz (2015) and 

Chelladurai, Szyszlo and Haggerty, (1987), NSGB effectiveness should be judged at both 

the network and constituent levels.  Siegfried, et al. (2015) endorse this style of 

assessment as well, recommending that data be gathered on different levels (national 

level and member organization level), for a multi-level research design.  In addition to 

different levels, Siegfried, et al. (2015) recommend that various forms, structures and 

environmental characteristics from each level also be gathered to gain a deeper 

understanding of sport organizations, in this case specific to organizational capacity.  

They recommend combining data gathered from multiple levels to simultaneously 

benchmark different important elements from each level.  They also assert that multi-

level analysis is appropriate when seeking to understand hierarchical data, explaining that 

the method is preferred because satisfactory results cannot be ascertained from strictly an 

aggregate or solely from an individual level (Siegfried, et al., 2015). Future studies which 

extract a quantitative articulation of the FOCUSS model will facilitate all above-

mentioned forms of analysis.  Once validated at a national level, natural extensions of this 

research would be to reach out to the subsequent tiers of NGB networks which function 

at regional and state levels.  Due to structural differences between US NGBs, some 
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organizations at lower levels function as direct satellite extensions of the national office 

(and thus function as component of the same company as the national headquarters); 

whereas in some NSGBs, this second-tier and lower (i.e. grass roots levels) are comprised 

of entirely autonomous organizations which must integrate with the NGB national office 

(thus requiring stronger external communication, learning and collaboration capacities).  

Such differences in NGB network structure and related capacity requirements would be 

fascinating indeed to unwrap.   

In addition, once validated, surveys depicting this model, repeated over time and 

compared with prior results, could assess capacity changes both at an individual 

organization and a network level.  Data analysis would reveal systemic strengths and 

weaknesses and identify trends among types of organizations and within specific NGBs 

so that they could be either strengthened (or remedied) as needed.  Subsequent surveys, 

repeated over time would enable US NGBs to gauge impacts capacity building activities 

and would serve as a self-regulating and self-correcting tool, thus enabling the USOPC – 

and by extension the NGBs – to become a learning organization.  Questions could be 

included within subsequent surveys which place NGB organizations on an organizational 

life cycle, thus enabling experts to offer appropriate recommendations for capacity 

building activities based on a specific need given its place in the life cycle.  So, in 

addition to validating the model (the first study), a second iteration would offer 

information regarding organizational strengths and areas where fortification might be 

needed.  Other studies might include identifying what (if any) capacity building measures 

were taking place among its members, how often, and how successful they were 

considered by the survey takers, and why (or why not) the measures were effective, in 
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essence giving a profile of capacity building activity within the nonprofit sport industry 

and serving as a best practice tool toward becoming a learning organizational system.  

Since capacity building, according to Harsh (2012) and many others, is a coordinated 

change effort and involves organizational learning, this line of research would enable the 

USOPC, its NGBs and member SSGBs to identify what capacity exists, what capacities 

are needed, and which capacity building activities are most effective to remedy the 

various gaps that exist.  This model and subsequent research would establish a capacity 

profile the ecosystem of nonprofit sport organizations in the US, in terms of what 

domains are (or are not) being used and would give decision makers an important tool 

with which to strengthen the system.   

Based upon the research results, training and development activities could be 

strategically developed based upon an organization’s (or the system’s) needs, using peer 

exchanges, individual coaching and mentoring initiatives, workshops, or consultants.  

Such information would enable the USOPC and its member NSGBs to wield a valuable 

tool for self-assessment and self-regulation (self-regulation as described in an academic 

sense, meaning to observe and make corrections in one’s own activities and behavior to 

achieve goals – not self-regulation in terms of governance).  Once baseline measures 

were established, the studies could be repeated annually, to discern how and in which 

domains NGBs and their SSGBs build capacity over time.  According to Eisinger (2002), 

“there is a clear need to move beyond simply logical lists of capacity characteristics to an 

empirical understanding of which of these contribute to organizational mission 

fulfillment” (p. 118).  In that regard, future studies would place the capacity domains 
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identified within a broader framework of organizational capacity development that is 

beyond the scope of this dissertation.   

“Some of the most abstract and broad perspectives on organizations, while not 

necessarily rich in detail, have provided a critical basis for cumulative research” 

(Bacharach, 1989, p. 500).  What would be curious to explore is the translatability of the 

basic FOCUSS model domains to organizational development contexts outside of a 

nonprofit sport context, and even a context outside of sport.  Since the roots of this 

instrument emerge from models such as that crafted by McKinsey & Company (2001), 

Hall, et al. (2003) and Connolly and York (2003), which are in use across a myriad of 

contexts, likewise, the fundamental structures of this framework (KPIs, demographics, 

and the seven capacity domains) are proposed to be theoretically relevant constructs in an 

infinite number of industries and sectors (public sector, private sector and third 

(nonprofit) sector).  It would be an enjoyable activity to – through empirical means and 

revision – explore whether or not by specification of each unique context (tailoring the 

KPI and demographic segments, and revision of elements within each of the seven 

domains that are specific to US NGBs) to reflect a context under examination to see if the 

FOCUSS model can effectively customize these constructs to reflect an ecosystem of an 

infinite number of other industries and organizations. 
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