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Miles and Snow's (1978) model which incorporates four strategic types (defender, 

prospector, analyser, and reactor) was employed to examine the relationship between 

governance and strategic management. It was found that board gender, age, tenure, 

educational level, size and independence were not related to strategic orientations. 

Strategic orientations could only differentiate directors and supervisors by 

occupations. In addition, strategic orientations could be distinguished by directors' 

roles associated with 'Manage Vision & Purpose', 'Board Duty', 'Stakeholder Focus', 

and by supervisors' roles related to 'Monitoring Results' and 'Board Duty & Process'. 

Board members generally had sport knowledge and were coaches, referees, retired 

players, local representatives, physical educators, lecturers/profes~ors in sport-related 

subjects and sport lovers. Directors with little sport knowledge were on the board to 

be resource providers, head members or bring business skills to the board. Business 

people or politicians were generally usually elected as the chair because of their 

substantial financial resources or influential powerbase. A large board was able to 

bring resources and provide various advice to nonprofit sport organisations. However, 

conflicts between board members and difficulties in arranging board member 

meetings were drawbacks of a large board. BoS roles could be compromised when 

supervisors had close relationships with directors, when supervisors were 

recommended by the chair/general secretary, or when funds were personally provided 

by the chair. There wa~ a consensus that the dual board system was generally viewed 

as a good system because board members who distribute and use funds were kept at 

arms length from supervisors. 

This research contributes to the body of knowledge concerning the director/ 

supervisor governance of nonprofit sport organisations. Specifically, it articulates the 

identification of board roles, and the examination of the relationship between 

director/supervisor governance and strategic orientation. Directors and supervisors' 

roles can be viewed in the context of agency theory, resource dependency theory, 

institutional theory, stewardship theory, managerial hegemony theory, and 

stakeholder theory. To survive in a competitive environment, nonprofit sport 

organisations with a dual board system need to consider appropriate strategic 

governance in which the board of 



directors governs the organisation by providing strategic leadership and the board of 

supervisors monitors the governance performance of the board of directors. 



Chapter One: Introduction 

1.1 Background to the research 

Governance is critical to the performance of sport organisations, a claim supported by 

an increasing number of researchers (Perkins, Shilbury & McDonald, 2005; Hoye, 

2006; Hoye & Auld, 200 I). With an appropriate governance system in place, 

organisational activities can be monitored and enhanced to deliver benefits to sport 

organ~.sations, members and society (Hoye, 2006; Mason, Thibault & Misener, 2006). 

The board is a vital element in the governance of sport organisations (Hoye & 

Cuskelly, 2003a). It is responsible for both ensuring that the activities of the 

organisation are carried out in the best interests of the organisation, its members and 

society, and that sport organisations are viable and effective in the present and future 

(Australian Sports Commission, 2005). An organisation with weak governance often 

performs poorly (Chen, Kao, Tsao & Wu, 2007). Despite the importance ascribed to 

governance and its impact on organisational performance, it has been acknowledged 

that comparatively little research has been undertaken in the area of sports 

governance (Forster, 2006; Hindley, 2003). 

The board has responsibility for strategic decisions that affect the entire sport 

organisation (Australian Sports Commission, 2005). A sport organisation can be 

viewed as an open system that has to interact with, and is affected by, its competitive 

environment (Chelladurai, 2005). The organisation has to compete for resources, such 

as personnel (e.g. managerial staff and volunteers), with both sport and non-sport 

organisations. Therefore, it needs an effective response mechanism to interact with its 

environment (Chelladurai, 2005). Strategy is a mechanism used to frame 

organisational operations. According to Daft, a strategy is "a plan for interacting with 

the competitive environment to achieve organisational goals" (2004, p. 59). Without 

an appropriate strategy, sport organisations are less likely to stand out in a competitive 

environment, gain resources and maintain a competitive advantage (Barney, 1997). A 

strategy formulated or ratified by the board is a plan that outlines the sport 

organisations' direction, objectives, and actions necessary to achieve these objectives. 

In short, a strategy is used to set the direction of where the sport organisation wants to 
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go and how to arrive there (Smith & Stewart, 1999). For a sport organisation to 

deliver maximum benefits to its members and society, each activity should be 

governed appropriately by the board and conducted in a strategic framework in 

accordance with the organisational mission (Australian Sports Commission, 2005; 

Smith & Stewart, 1999). 

1.2 Research aim 

Issues of governance in nonprofit sport organisations have received increased 

scholarly attention, with much of this research effort placed on board performance 

(Hoye, 2007; Hoye & Auld, 2001 ; Hoye & Cuskelly, 2003a). Research into other 

governance areas, such as board composition and board roles, is relatively deficient 

(Inglis, 1997; Shilbury, 2001). Therefore, sport researchers have argued that there is a 

need for greater research into board governance in the sport setting (F erkins et al, 

2005). While strategy research is well documented in the business setting, little 

research exists in analysing the impacts of strategic issues in nonprofit sport 

organisations (Berrett & Slack, 20Q 1; Cunningham, 2002; Slack & Parent, 2006). 

The existing studies of sport boards (Hoye, 2004, 2006, 2007; Inglis, 1997) and 

strategy management (Berrett & Slack, 200 1; Cunningham, 2002; Gerrard, 2005; 

Sack & Nadim, 2002) focus on sport organisations that operate with a one-tier board 

system. However, a number of sport organisations utilise dual board systems. For 

example, Section 17 of the Civil Organisation Law of Taiwan states that nonprofit 

sport organisations in Taiwan should include two groupings of board members, 

namely a board of directors and a board of supervisors. This dual board system is 

quite different from the one-tier board system which prevails in North America, 

Australia and the United Kingdom but similar to the two-tier board system in 

Germany and Japan (Yeh & Woidtke, 2005). 

The major difference between a one-tier board and a two-tier or dual board lies in the 

board structure. Within a one-tier board, there is a single board vvho are directors and 

act on behalf of the organisation, with the full authority and responsibility to govern 

their organisation (Carver & Carver, 2006). On the other hand, a two-tier or dual 

board has two independent boards. One is the board of directors and the other is the 
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board of supervisors. Each board has distinct and separate responsibilities. In general, 

the board of directors is responsible for dealing with managerial issues and the board 

of supervisors is in charge with supervision of managerial issues (Maassen & Van den 

Bosch, 1999; Y eh & Woidtke, 2005). The difference between a two-tier and a dual 

board lies in the legal status of the board of supervisors. In the two-tier board, the 

board of supervisors is not of equal legal status to the board of directors (Dahya et al., 

2003; Solomon et al., 2003). On the other hand, the board of directors and the 

supervisory board in organisations with a dual board system are equal in terms of 

legal status (Y eh & Woidtke, 2005). 

In view of the lack of research in this area, the dual board structure provides the basis 

for research into governance and strategy examined in this thesis. While previous 

research has provided insight into governance and strategy issues, the fmdings and 

generalisibility for organisations which operate in a different regulatory environment 

are limited. Therefore, the main aim of this thesis is to investigate: 

I-Iow does board governance and strategy management operate in nonprofit sport 

organisations vvith a dual board system? 

1.3 Research problems and justifications 

Board governance and strategy management encompass a range of issues, including 

board roles, board composition and strategic orientation. Effective boards in nonprofit 

organisations can lead to improved organisational performance and effectiveness 

(Brown, 2005, 2007; Jackson & Holland, 1998). It has also been argued that the 

overall performance of nonprofit sport organisations is affected by the roles the board 

carries out (Australian Sports Commission, 2005). A number of prescribed rules, 

regulations and formal definitions of board roles in nonprofit sport organisations have 

been identified as contributing to effective board performance (Australian Sports 

Commission, 2005; European Olympic Committee, 2001). However, the actual roles 

performed by board members of sport organisations may, or may not, be similar to 

these deemed criteria. A limited number of empirical studies have examined what 

board members actually do in their sport organisations (Inglis, 1997; Shilbury, 2001). 

These studies have focused on board roles of nonprofit sport organisations with a one-

tier board system. As board roles of nonprofit sport organisations with a dual board 
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system have not been examined, the present research investigates roles of both the 

board of directors and the board of supervisors in nonprofit sport organisations. 

The other key aspect relates to strategy management. Sack and Nadim (2002) have 

argued that since the sport environment is competitive and turbulent, choosing the 

correct strategic direction is important for the success of sport organisations. Despite 

the importance of strategy management, the study of strategy in sport management is 

limited. Slack and Parent (2006) argued that while many researchers have engaged in 

strategy studies in a variety of industries, few have examined strategies in sport 

organisations, particularly nonprofit ones. Stone, Bigelow and Crittenden (1999) 

found that although previous strategy research, such as strategy formulation and 

strategic types, has made contributions to nonprofit organisations, these contributions 

are fragmented and significant gaps still exist. In a meta analysis on strategy 

management, Ketchen and his colleagues (1 997) argued that future research should 

apply existing strategy theories to different industries in order to ascertain whether the 

theories can be utilised across domains. Using these arguments, it is contended that 

sport researchers can profitably apply existing strategy theories to the sport domain in 

order to enrich current understandings. 

The range of strategy theories is quite extensive and has produced several key works 

(Ansoff & Stewart, 1967; Davig 1986; Miles & Snow, 1978; Mintzberg, 1973; Porter, 

1980). In the general management literature, it has been acknowledged that one of the 

most ·extensively applied theories is Miles and Snow's ( 1978) model of strategic 

orientation (see Brown & Iverson, 2004; Doty, Glick & Huber, 1993; Ketchen et al., 

1997; Slack & Parent, 2006). While this model was developed more than 20 years ago, 

researchers from both profit and nonprofit settings still recommend its use as it has 

reliably demonstrated that organisations can be classified according to their strategic 

orientations (Aragon-Correa, 1998; Brown & Iverson, 2004; Desarbo, Benedetto, 

Song & Sinha, 2005; Doty et al., 1993; Peng, Tan & Tong, 2004). The model of 

strategic orientation is said to be one of the most stable strategy classification models 

(Kabanoff & Brown, 2008) and is recommended for use in sport because of its 

comprehensive utility (Cunningham, 2002). 
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Miles and Snow identified four strategic types (defenders, prospectors, analysers and 

reactors) and suggested that the first three types can achieve success when there is a 

fit between the business environment and the chosen strategy. Although organisations 

may have different strategies for each service and product, they need a macro strategy 

to guide all organisational practice (Cunningham, 2002). Research using this model in 

the nonprofit setting is quite diverse (Barrett & Windham, 1984; Brown & Iverson, 

2004; Johansen, 2007; Meyer, 1982; Shortell & Zajac, 1990), but its application in 

sport has been limited (Cunningham, 2002). Berrett and Slack argued that in sport 

management "few investigators have attempted to classify nonprofit sport 

organisations according to strategic type" (200 1, p. 25). The present research uses the 

Miles and Snow (1978) typology to classify nonprofit sport organisations with a dual 

board system. 

In addition to investigating board governance and strategy orientations of nonprofit 

sport organisations respectively, this research examines how board governance is 

related to strategy management in sport organisations. It has been argued that when 

establishing a board, it is necessary to consider whether a particular board 

composition can contribute to strategic objectives (Vander Waif & Ingley, 2003). In 

the for profit setting, there have been a great number of studies on board composition 

and its impact on organisational activities and performance (Boone, Field, Karpoff & 

Raheja, 2007; Li & Naughton, 2007; Markarian & Parbonetti, 2007). While these 

findings suggest the impact is mixed, it is reasonable to expect that board composition 

also has an affect on the performance of nonprofit sport organisations. However, little 

attention has been placed on the issue of board composition in the nonprofit sport 

setting. 

Brown and Iverson (2004) stated that nonprofit organisations should consider how 

board composition interacts with strategy to define a proper board in order for the 

nonprofit organisation to achieve its goals. However, the relationship between 

strategy and organisational structure has focused on interactions of strategy types and 

overall organisational structure rather than board composition (Friedman & Phillips, 

2004; Geiger, Ritchie & Marlin, 2006; Yin & Zajac, 2004). Few empirical studies 

linking strategy to board composition exist (Brown & Iverson, 2004; McNulty & 

Pettigrew, 1999; Mizruchi & Stearns, 1988; Steams & Mizruchi, 1993; Zahra & 
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Pearce, 1989). More importantly, dlue to the dearth of research on the dual board 

system, the examination of associat ions between composition variables of strategic 

orientation of the dual board system is virtually non-existent. Therefore, the research 

presented in this thesis represents a new area of study, namely board composition and 

its relationship to the strategic orientation of organisations. 

Moreover, this research investigates an organisation' s strategic orientation associated 

with the roles of board directors and supervisors. Most previous research has merely 

described and examined board roles in sport organisations (Inglis, 1997; Shilbury, 

200 I) and failed to investigate how board roles relate to other components, such as 

strategy management. Researchers have argued that the board should not only make 

or ratify strategies, but also have a role in overseeing that organisational activities are 

carried out in accordance with organisational strategies; that is, the board should be a 

strategic board (Daily, Dalton & Cannella, 2003; Stiles, 2001 ). Similarly, Wheelen 

and Hunger (2006) speculated that monitoring, evaluating, initiating and determining 

strategies are roles of the board of directors in strategic management but did not test 

their a~sumption. This thesis empirically investigated the relationship between 

director and supervisory board roles and strategic orientation. 

Previous governance studies have predominantly focused on the boards of a narrow 

sample of medium or large and for-profi t organisations, such as Fortune 500 

companies (Forbes & Milliken, 1999; Huse, 2005; Jaskiewicz & Klein, 2007; Yeh & 

·Woidtke, 2005). These organisations are· not representative of the majority of 

organisations, and thus board roles in different types of organisations are under-

researched. An examination of governance in nonprofit sport organisations will, 

therefore, expand public knowledge and empirical evidence in relation to board roles 

and strategy. Moreover, previous governance research has mainly been located in 

organisations where the board has a one-tier board system structure, such as in North 

America, Australia and the United Kingdom (Rose, 2006; Y eh & Woidtke, 2005). 

Boards that have a dual board structure-the board of directors and the board of 

supervisors, such as Taiwan's nonprofit sport organisations--have attracted 

substantially less attention and there is little written about board of supervisors 

(Dahya, Karbhari, Xiao & Yang, 2003). Additionally, the relationship between the 
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dual board system and strategic orientation remains unclear despite an increasing 

emphasis on the importance of board governance and strategic orientation. 

The present study was conducted in Taiwan where the development of nonprofit 

organisations has steadily increased since the 1980s. Until the mid-1990s little 

research attention was paid to nonprofit organisations in Taiwan (Hsiao, 2000). 

Studies on governance and strategy in the nonprofit sector are also sparse (Hsiao, 

2000; Kuan, 2003). Moreover, research on governance and strategy in nonprofit sport 

organisations is almost non-existent in Taiwan (Shen, 2004). This may be related to 

the relatively recent rapid development of sport organisations in Taiwan and 

subsequent bedding in of governance structures. As governance and strategy is critical 

in their development, it is timely to examine these issues in Taiwan's nonprofit sport 

organisations. 

Following on from the identified conceptual and contextual gaps in existing research, 

three research problems with sub questions were devised to investigate the research 

aim. These are: 

(1) What are the board roles in nonprofit sport organisations with a dual board system? 

(1.1) \Vhat are the roles of directors? 

(1.2) What are the roles of supervisors? 

(2) What is the relationship between board composition and the strategic orientation 

of nonprofit sport organisations with a dual board system? 

(2.1) What is the relationship between the composition of the board of 

directors and the strategic orientation? 

(2.2) What is the relationship between the composition of the board of 

supervisors and the strategic orientation? 

(3) What is the relationship between board roles and the strategic orientation of 

nonprofit sport organisations with a dual board system? 
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(3 .1) What is the relationship between the roles of directors and the strategic 

orientation? 

(3.2) What is the relationship between the roles of supervisors and the 

strategic orientation? 

1.4 Overview of methodology 

A combination of quantitative and qualitative methods was employed to address the 

research problems. More precisely, a survey approach was undertaken to collect data 

regarding board roles, board composition and strategic orientation. Factor analysis 

was carried out to investigate the board roles in the nonprofit sport organisations. Chi-

square tests, multinomial logistical regression, multivariate analysis of variance 

(MANOVA) and discriminant analysis were utilised to examine the interaction 

between strategic orientations and board composition as well as board roles. 

Interviews with directors, supervisors and general secretaries were conducted to 

provide either supportive or additional information in order to triangulate the data 

analysis. The methodology employed by this thesis is detailed in Chapter Th..ree. 

1.5 Contributions of this research 

This research has far-reaching implications. Examining what sport organisation 

boards actually do provides practical information to donors, funding bodies, 

employees, government, community, volunteers and the sport organisation itself. For 

·example, funding·bodies can be better' informed ·about where their financial 

contribution is going, whether their resources are appropriately used, and whether 

they should continue providing fmancial support. Employees of the organisation can 

understand how board decisions are made and implemented, and the contribution to 

strategy of each board role. The government can judge whether the sport organisation 

follows sport policy and adheres to related regulations. The community can be made 

aware of what contribution the boards make to the organisation and the services it 

provides. The sport organisation itself can assess the design of board roles which, in 

turn, can assist new board members in handling their tasks. The organisation can use 

this information to design appropriate training courses to assist both current and new 

board members perform their roles more effectively. Researchers have argued that 
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training of board members can improve board performance of their duties (Brown, 

2007). 

As mentioned above, applications of the Miles and Snow (1978) strategic orientation 

model in a number of settings have proved to be meaningful, valid and consistent 

(Doty et al., 1993; Dvir, Segev & Shenar, 1993; Hambrick, 1983; Shortell & Zajac, 

1990). Use of a robust model can provide for further development of theoretical 

knowledge of the strategic orientation of sport organisations. Organisations are likely 

to be able to better adapt to a changing environment if they choose appropriate 

strategic orientations. This is significant considering that it has been argued that sport 

organisations are in a dynamic environment (Amis, Slack & HiDings, 2004). The_ 

current research, therefore, is an important step for nonprofit sport organisations to 

understand options for strategic typologies within an established theoretical 

framework. 

A number of measures of board roles have been developed by previous research 

(Inglis, 1997; Van den Heuvel, Gils & Voordeckers, 2006), albeit mainly on a one-tier 

board system. This research is the frrst to develop a measure for assessing the degree 

to which board members perform their roles in a dual board system, and this enriches 

the body of knowledge of board governance in both sport and non-sport settings. 

Moreover, previous normative and empirical research into board roles has not been 

informed by theory (Markarian & Parbonetti, 2007; Miller-Millesen, 2003). This 

research develops a theory-based framework to contribute to the interpretation of 

board roles. 

Furthermore, this thesis offers an integrated conceptual framework that brings 

together the analysis of governance and strategic orientation. Sport organisations, for 

instance, can better understand what kind of expertise of board members are required 

when making strategic decisions and what board roles they should emphasise when a 

particular strategic orientation is adopted. Sport organisations also can make informed 

decisions on whether they should aim for greater diversity in board membership. The 

investigation of the vagaries of governance within dynamic environments contributes 

not only to sport management literature but also to the literature of nonprofit 

governance and strategy. 
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Previous governanc~e research has made significant contributions to the profit and 

nonprofit sectors (B~rown, 200.2; Dalton, Daily, Ellstrand & Johnson, 1998; Miller-

Millesen, 2003 ; Shen, 2003). As mentioned above, much of this research has focused 

on organisations with a one-tier board structure, such as organisations in North 

America, Australia and the United Kingdom. Organisations that operate in different 

governance systems, such as the Taiwanese system, have only received scholarly 

attention in recent years (Filatotchev, Lien & Piesse, 2005; Solomon, Lin, Norton & 

Solomon, 2003 ; Y eh & Woidtke, 2005). The study of board governance of nonprofit 

organisations with a dual board structure, such as Taiwan's nonprofit sport 

organisations, is overdue. In seeking to determine if boards with different governance 

systems contribute differently to organisational strategy, the empirical findings of this 

research can enrich current understandings of governance, in particular the dual board 

system in Taiwan. 

In Taiwan, public expectations are 1hat nonprofit organisations, including nonprofit 

sport organisations, should play a major role in society (Kuan, Kao & Pelchat, 2003). 

The government has delivered public services using nonprofit organisations, 

increasing public awareness and attention of the role of nonprofit organisations in 

public life. Thus, nonprofit governance is under growing scrutiny (Cornforth & 

Edwards, 1999). Inadequate governance structures and practices can have a negative 

impact on sport organisations' performance (Hoye, 2007). 

Several·countries, such as Australia, 1he United Kingdom and New Zealand, have 

issued governance guidelines in order for their nonprofit sport organisations to ensure 

better governance (Australian Sports Commission, 2005; Sport and Recreation New 

Zealand, 2004; UK Sport, 2004). In other words, sport governance has been regarded 

as an important element of managing a sport organisation. However, governance 

research on Taiwan's nonprofit sport organisation is deficient (Shen, 2004). With 

little reported governance research and an absence of governance guidelines, 

Taiwan's nonprofit sport organisations have insufficient guidance about governance 

and may be governed in a manner that fails to meet the expectations of the public. The 

empirical fmdings of this thesis wiU inform all stakeholders about the governance 

practices of Taiwan's nonprofit sport organisations. 
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1.6 Scope of this research 

The primary aim of this research is to explore board governance and strategic 

management in nonprofit sport organisations with a dual board system. More 

specifically, this research deals with the following issues: 

• Board roles 

• Board composition 

• Strategic orientation 

• Nonprofit sport organisations in Taiwan 

• A dual board system 

• Directors, supervisors and general secretaries 

This research is delimited to nonprofit sport organisations based on a dual board 

system. It does not include profit sport organisations and sport organisations with a 

one-tier board. The target population is Taiwanese nonprofit sport organisations. The 

respondents in this research include directors, supervisors and general -secretaries 

within nonprofit sport organisations. 

1. 7 Definitions 

For the purpose of this thesis the following operational definitions were used. 

A dual board system: the board is comprised of two separate groups-a board of 

directors and board of supervisors. The board of supervisors is of equal legal status to 

the board of directors (Y eh & W oidtke, 2005). 

Board: "the board is at the top of any organisation with authority over and 

accountability for that organisation" (Carver & Carver, 2006, p. 3). 

Board composition: the size and structure of the board (Duca, 1996). 

Board roles: boundaries with respect to work and responsibilities of boards (Harris, 

1993). 

11 



Governance: "the exercise of power within organisations and the system by which the 

elements of organisations are controlled and directed" (Hoye, Smith, W esterbeek, 

Stewart & Nicholson, 2006, p.163). 

Nonprofit sport organisation: the organisation which exists to facilitate sporting 

opportunities for individual athletes, coaches, officials, clubs, associations, other sport 

organisations or communities (Hoye et al., 2006). 

Strategic orientation: the manner in which an organisation adapts to its external 

environment (Miles & Snow, 1978). 

Two-tier board: the board is comprised of two separate groups-a board of directors 

and board of supervisors. The board of supervisors is not of equal legal status to the 

board of directors (Dahya et al., 2003; Solomon et al., 2003). 

1.8 Outline of this thesis 

The main purpose of the research is to explore the issues of board governance, 

strategic orientation and their interrelationships. The structure of this thesis is as 

follows. In Chapter Two, related literature is reviewed in order to conceptualise the 

basis of the investigations in this thesis. Prior studies regarding board roles, board 

composition and strategic orientation are examined. Research on governance and 

strategy management in sport management is reviewed, followed by governance 

research ill Truwan and governance .theones. 

In Chapter 1bree, the methodological approaches and analytic techniques are detailed. 

A combination of questionnaire surveys and semi-structured interviews were utilised 

to provide statistical results of board roles and board composition together with 

strategic orientation. The results are presented in Chapter Four. Data collected via 

surveys indicate the general roles of board members. Interview results provide 

complementary information to enrich the understanding of board roles. The 

interaction between board governance and strategic orientation is investigated based 

on questionnaire surveys. Several themes regarding board composition, such as 

characteristics of board members, are identified by qualitative interviews. The final 
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chapter discusses the results and draws conclusions. Implications for sport 

management and governance theories are made before the presentation of possibilities 

for future research. 

1.9 Summary 

Governance has been recognised as an important element in driving performance of 

nonprofit sport organisations. The ability of a nonprofit sport organisation to achieve 

goals, to serve members and to provide sport services can be restricted by an 

ineffective governance system. There are significant research gaps in the area of 

board governance, strategic orientation and a dual board system in nonprofit sport 

organisations. Board roles and board composition have been identified as important 

elements in board governance. This thesis makes a contribution to the literature and 

practice of nonprofit sport organisations by analysing the relationships between 

strategic orientation and board governance. 
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Chapter Two: Literature Review 

2.1 Introduction 

In this chapter, a review is undertaken of the literature relevant to the research on 

board roles, board composition, strategy orientation, as well as the literature related to 

the governance of sport organisations and strategy in sport management. To provide 

the contextual background to the study, the legal requirements for corporate 

governance in Taiwan are also reviewed. A framework combining strategic 

orientation with six governance theories, including agency theory, resource 

dependency theory, institutional theory, stewardship theory, managerial hegemony 

theory and stakeholder theory, is also discussed. 

2.2 Governance structure 

The governing boards of companies in many countries, such as Australia, Canada, the 

United Kingdom and the United States, are based on one-tier board structure 

(Maassen & Van den Bosch, 1999). A one-tier board comprises one group of people, 

namely a board of directors. The board of directions is at the apex of organisations 

with authority over other bodies within those organisations (Carver & Carver, 2006). 

Generally, the board of directors has responsibilities for strategic managerial issues 

and making or ratifying major organisational decisions (Maassen & Van den Bosch, 

1999; Schilling, 2001 ).· 

In contrast to the one-tier board structure, the board structure adopted by countries 

such as China, Germany, Japan and the Netherlands is characterised by a two-tier 

board system composed of a board of directors and a board of supervisors .. To ensure 

the independence of the supervisory board in the two-tier board system, the 

supervisors cannot be directors or CEOs/managers. There are also separate legal 

responsibilities and requirements of directors and supervisors. In general, directors are 

responsible for managerial decisions, while supervisors are in charge of monitoring 

management (Dahya et al. , 2003; Maassen & Van den Bosch, 1999). It has been 

argued that the two-tier board structure could be used to improve board independence 

(Donaldson & Davis, 1994). 
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Nonprofit sport organisations in Taiwan are characterised by a dual board system. In 

the dual board system there are two groupings of board members- a board of directors 

and a board of supervisors. Figure 2.1 depicts a typical relationship between the board 

of directors and the board of supervisors. All board members are of equal status 

within the organisations' structure. 

Figure 2.1 A structure of a dual board system 

The Secretary Department 

The dual board system in Taiwan has several distinctive characteristics that 

differentiate it from other two-tier board systems, such as those found in Germany, 

Demark, Japan, Netherland, and China For instance, supervisors in Germany have the 

power to appoint and remove directors (Bezemer et al., 2007; Schilling, 2001); in 

Demark, half of the number of supervisors can be directors. In the dual board system 

of Taiwanese nonprofit organisations, the directors and supervisors are elected by 

organisational members. In other words, a director or a supervisor must be an 

organisational member. Directors and supervisors are elected by the general assembly 

but a director cannot be removed by the board of supervisors; this can only be done by 

the board of directors or the general assembly. The status of supervisory boards is 

lower than the board of directors in China (Dahya et al., 2003; Xiao et al., 2004), and 

the supervisory board in Germany has a higher status than the management board 

(Solomon et al., 2003). Moreover, in Japan, the Commercial Code requires a company 

to have at least one 'outside' statutory auditor who is not a director or employee of the 

company (Cooke & Sawa, 1998). However, there is no such requirement in the Civil 

Organisation Law of Taiwan. 
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2.3 Board roles 

2.3. 1 One-tier board in for profit organisations 

Researchers have argued that the main reason many governing boards have little 

impact on corporate performance is that they only play important roles when 

companies experience serious fmancial problems or are faced with a crisis, such as a 

takeover by rivals (Hung, 1998; Rose, 2005). However, substantial pressure from 

shareholders and an increasing number of cases where board members are sued for 

failure to perform their legal duties have seen board members become more actively 

involved in their organisations (Myllys, 1999; Wan & Ong, 2005). 

In examining boards, Zahra and Pearce (1989) have suggested that directors have 

three main roles: control, strategy and service. The control role is to evaluate the 

performance of the executives to ensure they are acting in the best interests of the 

organisation and shareholders. The strategy role entails the formulation of the 

organisation's mission, strategies and guidelines. The service role involves 

establishing collaboration with external environments, providing advice to the 

executive and representing the organisation. Similarly, Johnson, Ellstrand and Daily 

(1996) argued that directors have three main roles, but according to the authors these 

are: control, service and resource dependence. Directors monitor executives to protect 

the interests of shareholders and thus fulfill a controlling role. The service role 

includes providing advice to the executive and formulating strategies. The resource 

dependence role requires· gaining and ·maintaining the resources necessary for the 

success of the organisation. Stiles and Taylor (1996) also argued that board members 

should perform three roles. The first is a legal role that requires board members to 

represent shareholders and to protect shareholders' interests. The second is a strategic 

role that emphasises the board' s responsibility to review and analyse organisational 

strategies. The last role is to establish a partnerslllp with the executive in order to 

develop and make strategies. 

In addition to the above, a number of researchers have listed in detail the board roles 

of for profit organisations (Blair, 1995; Clarkson, 1995; Fama & Jensen, 1983; Huse, 

2005; Lynall, Golden, & Hillman, 2003; McNulty & Pettigrew, 1999). These roles 

include: 
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• Developing the organisation's missions and policy 

• Ratifying strategies 

• Appointing, advising, replacing, rewarding and evaluating 

CEOs/Managers 

• Overseeing managerial activities 

• Reporting to owners/shareholders 

• Managing the relationship with the external environment 

• Advancing organisational image 

• Ensuring related legislation is met 

• Financial management 

There have been a growing number of empirical studies relevant to board roles in for 

profit organisations, and some of the key fmdings from this research are presented 

here. In their study of UK listed companies, Dulewicz & Herbert (1999) found that 

the most important directors' role, among 16 tasks, was to determine the company's 

vision and mission. The authors found that directors needed to put more effort into 

areas that acted to "ensure that senior management's success and failure are 

communicated to them, and that appropriate rewards, sanctions and training are 

provided" (Dulewicz & l-Ierbert, 1999, p.l80). Dulewicz and Herbert (2004) later 

investigated the relationship between these 16 tasks and financial performance, and 

found that board roles were generally not related to companies' fmancial performance. 

In another study, researchers identified that directors in small and unlisted Turkish 

companies spent most of their time securing resources (resource dependency role). In 

this instance, the service role (involvement in strategic issue) and control role 

(supervision) ranked second and third respectively, and only the resource dependent 

role positively related to companies' performance (Kula, 2005). 

In an exploration of the operations of Icelandic companies, Jonsson (2005) identified 

four types of directors' roles: the rubber stamp, watchdog, pilot and advisor. 

Directors' roles were found to be different between organisational types; could be a 

single role or mixed role; and could change as a result of changes to ownership 

structure or the introduction of new managers. In a study of unlisted UK boards, board 

directors undertook strategic development, fmancial monitoring and shareholder 
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communication roles to a greater extent than directors from listed boards. These 

directors had higher involvement in monitoring management performance, setting 

executive remuneration, appointing/removing directors, and conducting plans. 

However, risk analysis and induction were two important roles that both listed and 

unlisted UK directors performed to an equal extent (Long, Dulewicx & Gay, 2005). 

A study of Belgian small/medium-sized family businesses with a one-tier board 

system identified two key factors associated with board roles (Van den Heuvel et al., 

2006). The first factor, control, included "selecting new managers, determining 

management's responsibility, determining salary/compensation of management, 

directing succession problems, maximising shareholder value and 

evaluating/controlling management performance" (Van den Heuvel et al., 2006, p. 

4 79). The second factor, service, included "building organisational reputation, 

networking/maintaining relations, advising management, formulating/ratifying 

organisational strategy and taking care of access to extra resources" (Van den Heuvel 

et al., 2006, p. 479). However, in studying how roles might vary depending on the 

particular context or stage of strategy development, McNulty and Pettigrew (1999) 

found that when an organisation was facing a significant strategic activity, such as 

acquisitions and mergers, the board members were more active in taking and shaping 

the strategic decisions. 

Descriptive and empirical studies on director roles in a one-tier board in for profit 

organisations have increased. Descriptive research has identified several general 

director roles but empirical studies have highlighted distinct director roles in different 

countries. The next section examines the issues of board roles in nonprofit 

organisations with a one-tier board system. 

2.3.2 One-tier board in nonprofit organisations 

In the nonprofit setting, the roles of directors have been described by several 

researchers (Cadbury, 2002; Carver, 1997; Houle, 1989; Pointer & Orlikoff, 2002) to 

include: 

• Determining an organisation's mission and policy 

• Strategic planning 

• Monitoring and assessing programs and services 
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• Appointing, monitoring, evaluating, rewarding, replacing and working 

with the executive 

• Ensuring that the organisation meets all legal requirements 

• Securing fmancial resources and managing fmancial matters 

• Managing the relationship with the external environment 

• Self-appraisal 

An empirical study on board roles in the Charity Commission in England and Wales 

found that board effectiveness was associated with how well the board executed five 

roles, namely, setting the organisation's mission/values, helping raise funds or other 

resources, overseeing fmancial management, reviewing/deciding strategic directions, 

and reviewing board performance (Cornforth, 2001 ). The main roles of nonprofit 

directors were recognised as "checking propriety/legality, safeguarding 

assets/organisational missions, and accounting for expenditure" (Cornforth & 

Edwards, 1999, p.360). In research on Israeli nonprofit organisations, board roles 

were categorised into four areas: human resource management, maintenance of 

relationship with the task environment, policymaking and fiscal management and 

fundraising (Iecovich, 2004 ). A study of Canadian nonprofit organisations by Inglis, 

Alexander, and Weaver (1999), classified the role of boards into three groups: 

strategic activities, operations, and resource planning. Strategic activities included 

developing and assessing overall strategies, ensuring mission and vision, setting 

policies, evaluating the CEO, responding to community needs, developing 

collaboration and assessing itself; the operations included developing and delivering 

programs and services, advocating interests for certain groups and raising funds; and 

finally, the resource planning included allocating an annual budget, hiring senior staff, 

and setting frnancial policy. Also in the North America, the top three roles identified 

by board members were fundraising, monitoring and operational duties in nonprofit 

organisations (O'Regan & Oster, 2005). 

There have been an increased number of studies on board roles in the nonprofit 

organisations with a one-tier board system. Like studies in the profit setting, nonprofit 

studies on board roles in the nonprofit sector have not reached an agreement on what 

activities directors actually should perform in their organisations. In addition, much 
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research on board roles has been conducted in the North America or countries with a 

one-tier board system. However, some countries use a two-tier, or dual board system 

that has a board of directors and a board of supervisors. Within this system, the board 

of supervisors attracts relatively less attention. The next section investigates the board 

of supervisors. 

2.3.3 The board of supervisors 

Supervisory Board in Asian Countries 

In one of the few empirical studies in the area, Dahya et al. (2003) examined the 

usefulness of the supervisory boards for listed companies in China. While their 

research showed mixed results about the usefulness of the supervisory board, they 

found that the supervisory board report was regarded by investors as a type of 

assurance. The absence of a supervisory board report could precipitate a drop in the 

share price because of investors' loss of confidence. Therefore, they argued that a 

supervisory board was a valuable mechanism within listed companies. 

The research conducted by Dahya et al. (2003) also categorised supervisors into four 

groups, honored guest, friendly advisor, censored watchdog, and independent 

watchdog. Most supervisory boards were found to be of the first three types. The 

'honored guest' board was a board in name only and its establishment a mere 

formality. 'Friendly advisor' supervisors were dependent on directors or the CEO and 

performed almost no monitoring tasks. The 'censored watchdog' supervisors 

conducted their duties diligently. Listed companies that had ~independent-watchdog' 

supervisors were typically operating with foreign individuals/companies investments 

and supervisors strictly performed their monitoring duties. Xiao, Dahya and Lin (2004) 

identified the same four types of supervisors in a study of 21 Chinese listed 

companies by using a grounded theory methodology. As directors are in a higher 

position than supervisors in China, Dahya et al. (2003) argued that supervisors should 

have more power and be more independent if organisations wanted them to perform a 

better job. 

Under the Japanese Commercial Code, companies are required to have a board of 

directors and a board of statutory auditors. The board of statutory auditors has a 
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similar status as the board of directors. Japanese companies whose capital is more 

than 500 million yen are expected to have three or more statutory auditors, and both 

directors and auditors are appointed by shareholders at general meetings. The 

Japanese Commercial Code specifies several roles of directors, such as acting in the 

interests of their companies, approving important plans, and monitoring performance. 

The Code also lists the primary roles of statutory auditors as to "monitor directors' 

performance in the discharge of their duties; if a director acts/goes beyond the 

company objectives, or is in violation of the law or articles of incorporation, then the 

statutory auditor is required to report it to the board of directors" (Cooke & Sawa, 

1998, p. 220). 

Supervisory board in European countries 

In Germany, a two-tier board system is mandatory, with the board of directors 

responsible for managing the business and representing companies (Schilling, 2001 ). 

The main role of the supervisory board is to assist the organisation survive/function. 

Its responsibilities include appointing, removing, controlling and supervising the 

management of the company by the board of directors. Interestingly, while Schilling's 

(200 1) research indicated that the supervisory board did not function well, managers 

did not want to make a change to the two-tier board structure. 'Ine supervisory 

board's conrolling role in providing supervision and advice was recently codified in 

the German Corporate Governance Code (Nietsch, 2005). The Code recommended 

that supervisory boards should be allowed access to detailed information and 

documents to enhance transparency. 

In Denmark, the Danish Company Act states that the roles of supervisors are to 

monitor and control the board of directors. The typical governance structure in 

Demark is a semi-two-tier structure in which directors are allowed to occupy half of 

the seats of the supervisory board (Rose, 2005). Therefore, it is not strictly a two-tier 

board structure in which supervisors cannot be directors. In an authentic two-tier 

board structure, the independence of the supervisory board is enhanced; in the semi-

two-tier board structure, insiders (directors) can provide more detailed information 

about the board of directors. Research on Danish listed companies found that board 

composition, including the size of the supervisory board, the average number of board 
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positions in other companies for each supervisory member, and the proportion of 

persons in the supervisory board who were also directors, did not have any significant 

impact on financial performance (Rose, 2005). 

In the Netherlands a two-tier board is found in most listed corporations (Bezemer, 

Maassen, Van den Bosch & Volberd~ 2007). The independence of the supervisory 

board is achieved by having non-executive directors. Traditionally, the roles of the 

supervisory board were to control the management board to ensure executive directors 

avoided managerial opportunism and maintained the interests of shareholders when 

performing their roles. The supervisory board was a crucial internal monitoring 

mechanism having authority to "nominate, reward, and remove executive directors 

and to ratify audit reports, capital investments and other key corporate decisions" 

(Bezemer et al. 2007, p. 1121). Furthermore, Maassen and Van den Bosch (1999) 

noted an increasing tendency for supervisory boards to be involved in formulating and 

ratifying companies' strategies while related laws stipulated that supervisory boards 

were responsible only for nonexecutive tasks. Former managing directors were often 

appointed as supervisory members who helped with understanding and supervising 

the board of directors but comprotnised the independence of the board itself. 

(Maassen & Van den Bosch, 1999). 

In Poland, reforms of the corporate governance system resulted in the State Treasury 

specifying the responsibilities of the supervisory board. Several major responsibilities 

associated-with-financial supervision were identified: ·"examination of the balance 

sheet, profit and loss account as in agreement with the accounting books and 

documents as well as with the actual state and examination of the reports of the 

management boards as well as that of the board's proposals regarding the distribution 

of profits and the covering of losses" (Koladkiewics, 2001 , p. 231 ). Supervisors were 

are also responsible for a "submission to the general meeting of shareholders of a 

written, annual report concerning the results of all conducted examinations; 

suspension of individual members and/or the whole the board of management for 

important reasons; delegation of members of the supervisory board to temporarily 

fulfill the functions of management members of the board who are incapable of 

fulfilling such functions" (Koladkiewics, 2001, p. 231 ). 
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In summary, the examination of the supervisory board demonstrates that several 

countries, such as Demark, Japan, German and Poland, have established codes 

outlining the roles of the supervisory board. Supervisors are mainly responsible for 

funds supervision and management control. The lack of empirical studies means that a 

conclusion cannot be drawn as to the general roles of supervisors. In addition, the 

above empirical studies on director and supervisor roles have been primarily 

conducted in the non-sport-organisation setting. The next section examines the 

growing research on board roles in sport organisations. 

2.3.4 Board roles in sport organisations 

Governance has been identified as an influential dimension in the performance of 

sport organisations because of its pivotal role in setting policy and the direction for 

the organisation (Perkins et al., 2005; Hoye, 2006; Hoye & Auld, 2001). In a 

governance system, the board has a critical responsibility of ensuring that the 

activities of the organisation are carried out in the best interests of that organisation 

(Australian Sports Commission, 2005). The importance of governance has been well-

recognised by both government bodies that fund and support sport organisations and 

sport organisations themselves, with models of good governance eagerly sought by 

research agencies. Several authorities have outlined the parameters of board roles in 

sport organisations (Australian Sports Commission, 2005; European Olytnpic 

Con1mittee, 2001; Sport and Recreation New Zealand, 2004; UK Sport, 2004) as: 

• Developing, formulating and monitoring strategies 

• Serving the interests of the organisation 

• Formulating policies 

• Enhancing the sports organisation's public image 

• Reviewing and monitoring managerial activities and performance 

• Reporting to members and stakeholders 

• Employing, evaluating, providing advice, monitoring and rewarding 

executives. 

• Ensuring organisational compliance with related legislation 

• Managing fmancial resources 
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• Developing a risk management plan 

• Undertaking self-assessment 

However, the 'real' roles of board members of sport organisations may or may not be 

similar to these generic descriptions. Empirical investigations of the boards' role in 

the governance of sport organisations have only recently begun to emerge as the 

industry grapples with the nuances of board governance (Perkins et al., 2005; Forster, 

2006; Inglis, 1997; Shilbury, 2001). Inglis's (1997) study of executive directors, 

board presidents and board members of Canadian nonprofit sport organisations 

grouped board roles into four areas with 16 items. The four key roles were: 

1. Mission: ethical responsibilities, following charters, and keeping policies in 

line with mission; 

2. Planning: financial policy, budget allocations, human resources and long-

range plans and strategies; 

3. Executive Director: hiring and monitoring of the executive directors as well as 

concern for fulfilling legal responsibilities; and 

4. Community Relations: developing and delivering specific programs and 

services, representing the interest of certain groups, raising funds, and 

promoting advocacy and community relations. 

It is noted that there was a significant difference in the perception of the importance 

and performance of the board roles between paid staff and board members and male 

and female members. 

Australian research (Shilbury, 2001) found that, strategy, developing fmancial 

policies, and budgeting were perceived as the most important board roles in sport 

organisations. Paid employees were found to have influence over issues that were 

historically the purview of the board (Shilbury, 2001). While empirical investigations 

of what board members actually do in their sport organisations has provided a basis 

for our current understanding of board roles (Inglis, 1997; Shilbury, 2001 ), little is 

known about board roles in sport organisations with a dual board system. 
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2.3.5 Research rationale 

Research on board roles in the one-tier board system has been well documented in 

both for profit and nonprofit settings. While there are a growing number of studies on 

the two-tier board system, including supervisory boards, most research has been 

conducted in the for profit setting. The roles of supervisors have not been empirically 

validated in nonprofit organisations with a dual board system. In several of the 

descriptive studies, the general board roles have included control, service, strategy 

and resource dependence roles. Extant empirical work has refmed the descriptions and 

tasks associated with board roles. However, it has been argued that the literature has 

not provided clarity of board roles but added to its ambiguity (Van de Heuvel et al., 

2006). 

The lack of uniformity of empirical studies is not surprising considering such studies 

have been undertaken across different countries (e.g. UK and Germany), board 

systems (e.g. one-tier and two-tier board systems) and industrial settings (e.g. for 

profit and nonprofit setting). Consequently, there is no overarching theory 

encompassing different countries, board systems or industrial settings. In reality, 

board roles are different between countries, systems and settings. Therefore, more 

research is needed to enrich the current understanding of board roles by focusing on a 

particular country, board system and industry sector. Moreover, very few empirical 

studies have been conducted with sport organisations, where both directors and 

supervisors are elected by organisational members. The aim of this research was to 

explore how the dual board system operates in Taiwanese sport organisations, and to 

investigate the respective roles of the board of directors and supervisors. 

The characteristics of the nonprofit setting can lead to differences in board roles. 

Nonprofit organisations have no shareholders but are accountable to a range of 

stakeholders, such as government, members, society, donors, volunteers, staff, and 

taxpayers. The nonprofit board members often represent different groups of 

stakeholders with diverse expectations. This diverse nature requires nonprofit board 

members to have more accountability and to perform in a way different from for 

profit board members (Steane & Christie, 2001; O'Regan & Oster, 2005). The current 

research aims to enrich our understanding through empirical investigation of the roles 
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of directors and supervisors in a dual board system of Taiwanese nonprofit sport 

organisations. 

2.4 Board composition 

Board composition is a fundamental aspect of this research and is a topic that has 

attracted a great deal of research attention. Board size and board independence, in 

particular, have received much scrutiny (Li & Naughton, 2007; Markarian & 

Parbonetti, 2007; O'Regan & Oster, 2005). These two issues are frequently examined 

in order to predict organisational performance, h::>wever results have been mixed. 

Much research effort has also been placed on determinations of board size and board 

independence. In the nonprofit setting, research on board composition is relatively 

sparse but has been growing recently. The following sections examine extant 

literature on board size, board independence, and board composition. 

2.4.1 Board size 

A large board vs. a small board 

There are a number of views about the optimum size of a board. Agency theory 

suggests that board members are selected to manage relationships between the board 

and the manager and board size should be sufficient to prevent managerial hegemony 

(Miller-Millesen, 2003). Institutional theorists argue that a larger board is assumed to 

provide a larger pool of expertise and advice for the CEO/manager (Judge & Zeithaml, 

· · · · · 1992). According to -resource dependency theory, a large board has the ability to link 

the organisation to the external environment and secure critical resources, as well as 

providing much knowledge and skills (Goodstein, Gautam & Boeker, 1994). Pfeffer 

and Salancik stated that "the greater the need for effective external linkage, the larger 

the board should be" (1978, p.172). 

Boards that are trying to reduce external uncertainty must be large enough to provide 

a wide diversity of skills, with board members having explicit abilities to reach 

specific goals (Abzug, 1996; Luoma & Goodstein, 1999). Zahra and Pearce (1989) 

asserted that a large board facilitates the ability of a company to understand and 

respond to diverse stakeholders, reduces external uncertainty, and can provide more 

talent to lead the organisation. Further, while it takes more time for a large board to 

26 



reach an agreement, the decision made is more of a compromise, and can be less 

extreme, than that made by a small board (Cheng, 2008). 

However, some researchers have argued that a smaller board is more efficient. Jensen 

(1993) suggested that in comparison to a large board, a small board has better 

cohesion, production and supervision. A board of more than seven or eight people 

may experience coordination/communication problems that inhibit its effective 

functioning, with the board likely to be controlled by the CEO/manager. Herman 

(1981) and Goodstein et al. (1994) both contended that large boards are weak boards, 

suggesting that an in-depth discussion becomes unlikely as diversity, contention, 

fragmentation and factions make it harder for board members to work as a group and 

reach agreement. Large boards may also experience difficulties in the arrangement of 

board meetings, communication, execution of strategic action, timely decision making, 

effective processing of information and directors free-riding, which in turn limits the 

board members' contributions (Cheng, 2008; Coles, Daniel & Naveen, 2008; Dalton, 

Daily, Johnson, & Ellstrand, 1999; De Andres, Azofra & Lopez, 2005; Forbes & 

Milliken, 1999; Goodstein et al., 1994; Ruther, 1997; Vafeas, 1999). 

Board size and organisationaj_p_er.fgrmance 

Empirical descriptive data has shown that a board can vary in size. Research has 

found that the average board size in profit organisations were 5.3 in New Zealand 

(Mak & Roush 2000), 8.4 in Belgium (Dehaene, Vuyst & Ooghe, 2001), 5.3 in 

Turkey (Kul~ 2005), 7.4 in Singapore (Wan & Ong, 2005), 8.2 in Australia (Kang, 

Cheng, Gray, 2007), 9.5 in China (Li & Naughton, 2007) and 9.1 in the US (Cheng, 

2008). While many empirical studies have attempted to investigate the relationship 

between board size and organisational performance (Cheng, 2008), results have been 

inconclusive. Two often referenced empirical studies (Chaganti, Mahajan, & Sharm~ 

1985; Zahra & Pearce, 1989) have shown that firms with a good financial 

performance have a larger board size (1 0-15 board members) than failing firms. Li 

and Naughton (2007) found that a large board had a positive impact on short term 

returns. On the other hand, six other empirical studies have shown that small boards 

can help firms gain better fmancial performance (Cheng, 2008; Daily, Certo, & 

Dalton, 1999; De Andres et al., 2005; Eisenberg, Sundgren & Wells, 1998; Ruther, 

1997; Yermack, 1996). However, several studies demonstrated that board size did not 
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have a significant relationship to company performance (Dehaene et al., 2001; 

Dulewicz & Herbert, 2004; Kul~ 2005). 

Determinants of board size 

Several researchers have investigated the determinants of board size. In a study of 

board development ten years after an IPO (Initial Public Offering), Boone et al. (2007) 

found that firm size, business complexity and monitoring costs were positively related 

to board size. In a separate study, researchers identified that the board size in German 

family businesses was smaller when there was high goal alignment between owners 

and managers, ostensibly because the need for managerial supervision was reduced 

(Jaskiewicz & Klein, 2007). Further, board size has been found to vary between frrms 

and change over time. In general, a large board size is often a response to firm growth 

(e.g. new product lines or geographical territory) and monitoring/managerial demands. 

The board size has also been negatively related to Research and Development 

expenditure and CEO ownership (Boone et al., 2007). Coles et al. (2008) investigated 

firms in the US from 1992 to 2001 and found that firms with a large scale diversified 

business and high debt had a larger board sizes consisting of a high proportion of 

outsiders because those frrms needed more advice, expertise and knowledge across 

industries. Financial performance of these firms was positively related to board size. 

Coles et al. (2008) therefore argued that both small and large boards were appropriate: 

large firms needed a large board; small firms needed a small board. Also in the US, a 

study of frrms from 1990 to 2004 found that a large firm had a relatively larger and 

more· independent board, while a ·smaller board was associated with high levels of 

growth opportunities, R&D expenditure, and stock return (Linck, Netter & Yang, 

2008). 

Board size in the nonprofit organisations 

Most researchers have found that the size of the board is larger in nonprofit 

organisations (Callen, Klein, & Tinkelman, 2003; Cornforth & Simpson, 2003; 

O' Regan & Oster, 2005; Provan, 1980; Unterman & Davis, 1982) with sometimes as 

many as 30 directors (National Center for Nonprofit Boards, 1996; Oster, 1995). 

Siciliano (1996) argued that most nonprofit organisations had a board size between 21 

and 3 0 members, however empirical research has reported variable board sizes. The 

average board size was 28.9 in the US colleges (Olson, 2000), 12.5 in Australia 
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(Steane & Christie, 2001), 18.0 in New York (O'Regan & Oster, 2005), 7.1 in 

Portugal (Barros & Nunes, 2007), 26.3 in the US Business Council (Garrett, 2007) 

and 13.3 in Spain (De Andres-Alonso, Martin-Cruz & Romero-Merino, 2007) 

Cornforth and Simpson (2003) suggested that an average nonprofit board size was 

28.1, noting that large boards facilitate nonprofit organisations accessing external 

resources and satisfying the desire of volunteer involvement. 

Some research in the nonprofit sector has also attempted to determine if there is a 

linkage between board size and board performance. In one study it was found that 

board size was positively related to donations (Olson, 2000). However, other research 

found that board size was not related to board performance (Bradshaw, Murray & 

Wolpin, 1992; Miller, Weiss & MacLeod, 1988). Board size has also been used to 

predict organisational efficiency in nonprofit organisations (De Andres-Alonso et al., 

2007). Findings have shown that a large board had a negative impact on 

organisational efficiency, measured by the percentage of funds spent directly on 

projects, but did not increase administrative costs. The relationship betw'een the board 

size and organisational efficiency therefore is mixed and dependent largely on the 

measure of organisational efficiency. In addition, the relationship betw'een CEO's 

earnings and board size has been positively related (Barros & Nunes, 2007). 

In summary, there is no agreement in the literature as to the optimal board size for 

profit or nonprofit organisations. The relationship between board size and 

organisational performance is also not consistent (Boone et al., 2007). Empirical 

studies on determinants of board composition have shown that the board size varies in 

relation to internal and external characteristics of a firm. However, there is relative 

consensus that nonprofit organisations have a larger board size than for profit 

organisations. For many nonprofit organisations, their survival is mainly dependent on 

external resources, such as donations or government subsidies. When an organisation 

needs external resources to survive, it may recruit as many board members as possible 

to secure external resources and to create an extensive network (Brown & Iverson, 

2004; Miller-Millesen, 2003; Rhoades, Rechner & Sundaramurthy, 2000). In the sport 

setting, little research has been conducted to examine the issue of board size. It may 

be reasonable to expect that nonprofit sport organisations have a large board. 

However, empirical evidence is needed to determine whether nonprofit sport 
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organisations operate in a similar way to other organisations and whether board size 

of nonprofit sport organisations varies based on internal characteristics, such as their 

strategic orientation. 

2.4.2 Board independence 

Independent board vs. dependent board 

Board independence has been extensively explored in the literature using agency 

theory. Agency theory argues that to effectively monitor the CEO/manager, 

organisations should have a monitoring mechanism in place to oversee and control the 

CEO/manager and protect the stakeholders (Fama & Jensen, 1983; Finkelstein & 

Mooney, 2003; Rhoades et al., 2000). Agency theorists suggest that a dependent 

board or a board with insiders, such as current or former managers/employees of the 

organisation or dependents of the organisations, is less likely to monitor the 

CEO/manager (Dalton et al., 1998; Fama & Jensen, 1983). An independent board or 

board with outside members is widely considered an appropriate mechanism as it 

achieves effective and vigilant supervision, reduces managerial opportunism 

(Anderson, Mansi & Reeb, 2004; Brennan & McDermott, 2004; Dulewicz & Herbert, 

2004; Jaskiewicz & Klien, 2007; Park & Shin, 2003) and, in tum, a firm's 

performance is improved (Coles et al., 2008; Fama & Jensen, 1983; Kang et al., 2007). 

There is a consensus in the conceptual literature that an effective board is independent 

(Coles, et al., 2008; Dalton, et al., 1998; Li & Naughton, 2007). However, external 

poard memb~rs might not h~ve sufficient time and infonnation to understand their 

organisation and its daily management requirements. They rely on top management 

for information and therefore face a problem of asymmetries, which may constrain 

their contribution (Cho & Kim, 2007; Markarian & Parbonetti, 2007). Inside board 

members can access specific information, have better knowledge about their 

organisations and, in tum, can perform better monitoring and advising tasks 

(Markarian & Parbonetti, 2007; Rahej~ 2005). Therefore, some insiders could be 

invited to the boardroom. Jensen (1993) asserted that the CEO/manager can be one of 

the board members because they generally have intimate knowledge of the 

organisation which can help the board make appropriate decisions. However, insiders 

might also have a conflict of interest regarding this information, whereas outsiders 

can offer independent supervision and advice (Markarian & Parbonetti, 2007). 
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Board independence and organisational performance 

Empirical descriptive data has shown that the proportion of outside board members 

varies for profit oriented organisations. On average, there were 63% of outside board 

members in Fortune 500 firms (Kesner, 1988), 60% in Australian IPO firms (Shekhar 

& Stapledon, 2007), 64% in Australian listed companies (Kang et al., 2007), and 78% 

in US firms registered in the Investor Responsibility Research Center over 1992 to 

2001 (Coles et al., 2008). Chhaochharia and Grinstein (2007) found that the 

proportions of independent board members of companies of S&P 500 (Standard & 

Poor's 500 Companies), MidCap 400 (Standard & Poor's Mid-Sized Company 400), 

and Small Cap 600 (Standard & Poor's Small-Cap Company 600) index were 61%, 

64% and 68% in 1997,2000 and 2003, respectively. 

Moreover, in most empirical studies, research has sought to link board independence 

to fmancial performance. However, the research has been inconclusive, fmding the 

relationship positive (Borokhovich, Parrino & Trapani, 1996; Cho & Kim; 2007; 

Cotter, Shivdasani & Zenner, 1997; Dalton et al., 1998; Rhoades et al., 2000; Zahra & 

Pearce 1989), negative (Agrawal & Knoeber, 1996; Beatty & Zajac, 1994; Kesner, 

1987; Pearce, 1983; Yermack; 1996), or not related (Bhagat & Black, 1999; Chaganti 

et al., 1985; Dulewicz & Herbert, 2004; De Andres et al., 2005; Finkelstein & 

Mooney, 2003; Hermalin & Weisbach, 1991; Johnson et al., 1996; Kesner, 1987). 

Determinants o{board independence 

Several studies have attempted to fmd the detenninants of board independence. In a 

study by Hermalin and Weisback (1998), the CEO was found to prefer a less 

independent board. This research also found that the more independent the board, the 

higher the possibility that the CEO would get fired. Other investigations have 

identified that the proportion of outside directors decreased when a CEO's power 

increased (Baker & Gompers, 2003), when organisations faced an internal complexity 

(Markarian & Parbonetti, 2007), and when high goal alignment existed between 

owners and the CEO leading to a reduction in the need for managerial supervision 

(Jaskiewicz & Klein, 2007). Similarly, Coles et al., (2008) discovered that fmancial 

performance of R&D oriented firms was positively associated with the proportion of 

insiders. This was because insiders could access specific information. On the other 

hand, the proportion of independent outsiders increased when frrms grew (e.g. new 

product lines or geographical territory) in response to the demands for expertise and 
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supervision (Boone et al., 2007). Similarly, Linck et al., (2008) argued that a large 

fmn had a relatively more independent board. A less independent board was 

associated with high growth opportunities, high R&D expenditure, and high stock 

return. 

Board independence in the nonprofit setting 

The concept of independent board members in the for-profit setting has also been 

applied to the nonprofit setting. Research conducted by Unterman and Davis (1982), 

Oster (1995) and Callen, et al. (2003) found that nonprofit boards contain mostly 

outsiders. However, a member of the executive is often one of the board members, 

while other insiders, such as current employees, are invited to the board meeting to 

provide immediate and relevant information to help outside board members make an 

effective decision (Siebart, 2005). 

It has been argued that for profit organisations may be threatened by outside takeovers 

and therefore allow insiders to play an important role on the board. Without this threat, 

and to prevent collusion of funds, nonprofit boards are dominated by outsiders (Fama 

& Jensen, 1983). Moreover, nonprofit organisations have multiple stakeholders, such 

as government, community, members, staff, and media (Carver, 1997). Stakeholder 

theorists argue that the board should have a mechanism to identify and understand the 

needs of multiple stakeholders (Bouckaert & V andenhove, 1998; Duca, 1996). To this 

end, establishing a board with mostly external members is useful to connect with 

multiple stak_eholders. The advantage of external members . is emphasized by 

Hayden's (2006) study of five nonprofit health maintenance organisations suffering 

from financial disasters. He discovered that the boards were occupied mostly by 

insiders who put personal interests ahead of the best interests of their organisations 

and board members' loyalty was not committed to their organisations' mission. As 

such, these nonprofit organisations experienced failures. 

Callen et al., (2003) found 98% of board members were outsiders. However, 

Cornforth and Simpson (2003) reported a relatively sn1aller proportion of outside 

board members, from 22 to 36%. Barros and Nunes (2007) found that the average 

proportion of independent board members was 35% in Portuguese nonprofit 

organisations. They further discovered that a CEO's earning was positively associated 
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with the number of insider board members. Waldo (1985) argued that the proportion 

of insiders may be greater in the nonprofit setting because nonprofit organisations are 

less transparent and have a less mission-orientated focus than for profit organisations. 

In summary, board independence is regarded as a mechanism for organisations to 

monitor the CEO/manager. When this mechanism is effectively in place, the 

CEO/manager acts in the interests of stakeholders and in tum benefits organisational 

performance. However, empirical studies on for profit organisations have not reached 

an agreement on this perspective. Empirical studies have also shown that the 

proportion of independent board members changes according to the internal and 

external environment in which a frrm operates. The proportion of independent board 

members varies dependent on characteristics of the individual nonprofit organisation, 

such as strategic orientation. While some empirical studies have shown a low 

proportion of outside board members in nonprofit organisations (Barros & Nunes, 

2007; Cornforth & Simpson, 2003), more outside nonprofit board members facilitate 

a better connection with various stakeholders. As sport organisations have not been 

the focus of similar studies, this research provides some empirical evidence to enrich 

our current understanding of board independence in nonprofit sport organisations. 

2.4.3 Other variables of board composition 

Board member gender in (or profit organisations 

Gender has been a relatively key focus of previous research on board con1position 

(Kang et al., 2007; Vander Waif & Ingley, 2003). In 1999, Daily, Certo, and Dalton 

argued that there had been an increase in female members on corporate boards, but 

today the proportion is still low. Empirical fmdings have shown that the percentage of 

female board members was low in Fortune 500 companies (11 %) (Bernardi, Bean & 

Weippert, 2002), in Danish listed firms (4%) (Rose, 2006), and in Australian listed 

companies (10%) (Kang et al., 2007). Kang et al., (2007) identified that the 

percentage of female board members was low in Irish listed companies (4%) and 

FTSE companies in UK (3%). In general, the percentage of women on the boards of 

nonprofit organisations ranges from 10% to 30% (Callen et al., 2003). Linking the 

number of women board members to the organisational performance has been 

inconsistent. Some studies have found there is a positive relationship between the 
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proportion of women and the fum's fmancial performance (Carteret al., 2003; 

Erhardt, Werbel & Shrader, 2003), while others have argued that this relationship is 

negative (Shrader, Blackburn & Paul, 1997). 

Board members age. occupation and tenure in for profit organisations 

Other than the issues of board size, board independence and board member gender, 

research on board composition is relatively sparse, fragmented and mostly descriptive. 

The career background (Kesner, 1988; Chhaochharia & Grinstein, 2007), tenure, and 

age (Barros & Nunes, 2007; Kang et al., 2007; Kesner, 1988; Olson, 2000) of board 

members have all received attention. The average tenure was 11 years and the average 

age of board members was 59 years old in Fortune 500 companies (Kesner, 1988). In 

Danish listed companies, the average age of board members was 57 years, with less 

than 2% of board members over 70 years old (Rose, 2005). Kang et al. (2007) found 

that 78% of directors in Australian companies were aged between 51 and 70 and very 

few (2%) were under 41 years old. In terms of career background, Kesner (1988) 

found that 65% of board members in Fortune 500 companies had business-related 

backgrounds. Chhaochharia and Grinstein (2007) studied S&P 500, MidCap 400 and 

Small Cap 600 companies and found that most directors were executives of other 

companies. The second largest occupation was retirees followed by members that had 

financial backgrounds. 

Characteristics of Board members in nonprofit organisations 

In the nonprofit setting ·in·Australia; the average age of a board member of nonprofit 

organisations on the list of the Industry Commission Report was 4 7 years old (Steane 

& Christie, 2001). In research by Siciliano (1996), data collected from 240 nonprofit 

organisations in the US showed that the largest occupation category of board 

members was the business sector. Further, board members were mainly male (79% ); 

more than half of members were aged between 36 and 50 years old; and the board 

composition, including occupational background, gender, age and ethnicity, was 

positively related to a high level of social performance and fundraising. In an 

extensive study, Abzug and Galaskiewicz (2001) investigated characteristics of8,672 

nonprofit board members at three different time periods (1931, 1961 and 1991 ). They 

found that over time the proportion of nonprofit board members who have higher 
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education and high-status occupations had increased and that most boards had been 

dominated by male members. 

The relationship between the demographic characteristics of board members and the 

performance of nonprofit organisations has been found to be significantly related 

(Olson, 2000). Board members with business backgrounds helped secure donations 

for their nonprofit organisations and this had a positive influence on tenure. Olson 

(2000) concluded that demography was useful information for nonprofit organisations 

to use to anticipate how board members would perform both individually and to 

enhance board operations. Similarly, Callen et al., (2003) argued that the greater the 

proportion of major donors on the board the better the organisational efficiency. 

Moreover, Garrett (2007) researched 63 nonprofit organisations in the US and found 

the majority of board members came from business, and concluded that more board 

members from community influentials should be recruited to improve the relationship 

with the local community. 

In summary, research has shown that the number of women board members is 

increasing but the proportion is still low. The contributions made by this increasing 

trend of female tnembers to financial performance are inconsistent. Extant research on 

board composition focuses on board size and board independence. In governance, 

concepts related to board composition include age, gender, tenure, ethnicity, culture, 

religion, constituency representation, professional background, knowledge, technical 

skills, commercial/industry experience, and career/life experience (Milliken & 

Martins, 1996). There is a growing attention placed on variables of board composition, 

but knowledge of these factors is still limited (Vander Walf & Ingley, 2003). 

2.5 Strategic orientation 

Strategic orientation refers to the manner in which an organisation adapts to its 

external environment (Miles & Snow, 1978). It is considered an important element for 

the effective management of an organisation and a useful tool to describe various 

strategies (Hambrick, 1983; Peng et al., 2004; Snow & Hrebiniak, 1980). In the 1970s 

and 1980s, various strategic typologies and methods were presented regarding 

strategic orientation (Ansoff & Stewart, 1967; Davig, 1986; Miles & Snow, 1978; 
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Mintzberg, 1973; Porter, 1980). One of the most often used in empirical studies is the 

Miles and Snow (1978) framework (Doty et al., 1993; Kabranoff & Brown, 2008; 

Slack & Parent, 2006). 

Miles and Snow (1978) stated that most organisations operate in a dynamic 

environment. Adjusting to environmental changes and uncertainty can be complex but 

the complexity of the adjustment process can be perceived by searching for patterns in 

the behaviour of organisations. As such, one can describe and predict the process of 

organisational adaptation. In Miles and Snow's typology, there are two primary 

elements: (1) the process of adaptation which specifies the major decisions made by 

the organisation to align with its environment; and (2) an organisational typology 

which portrays different patterns of adaptive behaviour used by the organisation. The 

process of adaptation is called the adaptive cycle. Miles and Snow (1978) argued that 

the adaptive cycle takes place when the organisation solves three problems: (a) the 

entrepreneurial problem (i.e. what business are we in?), (b) the engineering problem 

(i.e. which technology/system do we use?), and (c) the administrative problem (i.e. 

how do we structure the organisation?). These three problems occur simultaneously 

even though they are presented sequentially, and there are four strategic types of 

organisations: defenders, analysers, prospectors, and reactors. Each type has its own 

unique strategy, technology and structure in solving these three problems. 

In either a new or ongoing organisation, the entrepreneurial problem has to be clearly 

defmed: the specific ·goods or services·and target markets, or market segments. The 

solution to the entrepreneurial problem is marked by management's acceptance of a 

particular product-market domain and commitment of resources to achieve objectives 

related to this domain. The engineering problem includes the creation of a system 

which organises management's solution to the entrepreneurial problem. This system 

requires management to select an appropriate technology (input-transformation-output 

process) for producing and distributing chosen products or services and to form new, 

or modify existing information, communication, or current linkages to ensure proper 

operation of the technology. The main administrative problem is to reduce uncertainty 

within the organisation's system, or through the present system, to rationalise and 

stabilise those activities which successfully solved problems faced by the organisation 

during the entrepreneurial and engineering phases. Solving the administrative problem 
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includes rationalising the system already developed (uncertainty reduction) and 

formulating, as well as implementing, those processes which enable organisations to 

evolve (innovation). 

While each organisation is unique and has its own means to deal with the adaptive 

cycle, four patterns were identified by Miles and Snow (1978) from their study in the 

four industries of college textbook publishing, electronics, food processing, and 

hospitals. The description of the four typologies is as follows: 

Defenders focus on a narrow segment of the total market. Growth is constituted by 

penetrating targeted markets rather than by expanding. Defenders often overlook 

development and trends outside their domains. Over time, they are able to maintain a 

small niche within the industry. Attention is placed on producing and distributing 

goods or services as efficiently as possible. The technological base is narrow and the 

engineering aspects and bottom lines are the foci. Their structure is characterised by a 

formal hierarchy and high degree of centralisation. Risks are not tolerated and, 

therefore, they normally lag behind the industrial innovation. Top managers are 

experts in their organisations' targeted areas but do not search for new opportunities 

outside their dominated markets. In a stable environment, defenders perform well. 

However, when the market becomes dynamic, defenders fail to have appropriate 

responses. 

Prospectors scan frequently and aggressively on a wide range of environmental 

conditions and trends to locate and develop new products/markets to protect them 

from the changing environment. Being the frrst to market with a new product is their 

main goal. As such, they require a high level of marketing and technology bases. 

Their success comes from their innovation as a creator. Their structure is 

characterised by a low degree of formalisation and routine, decentralisation of facility 

innovation and flexibility. Prospectors generally do not achieve efficiency or produce 

like defenders because they engage in product innovation. Top managers are willing 

to take risks and they do not mind a trade off in efficiency for growth. Prospectors 

respond well in a dynamic environment due to their flexibility. In a stable 

environment, however, they cannot maximise profitability due to their inefficiency. 
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Analysers are concerned with balance and are a combination of defenders and 

prospectors. Their main concern is balance, and exploiting new products while 

simultaneously maintaining current products or customers is their major goal. 

Analysers tend to have dual technology that is able to serve for either a stable or a 

turbulent environment. They seek flexibility and stability, adapting their structures to 

fit both the changing and stable domain. In stable areas, they operate routinely and 

efficiently through formalised processes; in turbulent areas, they are not pure creators 

but they are close to prospectors. Analysers quickly duplicate products when 

products' viability has been demonstrated. The risk analysers have is in either 

efficiency, effectiveness or both due to the failure of balance. 

Reactors have an unstable pattern of adaptive behaviour. Defenders, prospectors and 

analysers have stable ways to deal with the environment in which they exist and a 

satisfactory performance can be met. They do not attempt to maintain their existing 

domains nor try to seek new opportunities. Managers understand changes and 

uncertainty in their industries, but they are not able to response effectively. They 

make adjustments and responses only when they are forced to do so by environmental 

pressures. However, they do not have consistent patterns to follow, being very 

aggressive at times and passive at others, resulting in poor performance. 

Defenders, prospectors, and analysers represent successful strategic types. While they 

have different ways of responding to the environment, each of them is consistent in 

behaviour and, therefore, can perform welL Reactors are inconsistent and unstable in 

their behaviours, and represent poor strategic types. 

The Miles and Snow (1978) typology ha~ been extensively used and proven valid and 

reliable (James & Hatten, 1995; Shortell & Zajac, 1990). Table 2.1 displays some key 

empirical studies. 
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Table 2.1 Empirical studies of Miles and Snow's (1978) typology 
Author(s) Samples Measurement of Strategic Type Strategic Orientation Found 

(D=defender; P=prospector; A=analyser· R=reactor) 

Snow & Hrebiniak 24 7 managers from four industries Self-completed paragraph approach (Snow, D, P, A, R 
(1980) 1980a) 
• Four strategy types were related to competency and financial performance. Defenders, prospectors and analysers outperformed reactors. Top 

managers from the defenders, prospectors and analysers showed a competence in general and fmancial management. Top managers from the 
analysers showed no consistent competence. 

Hambrick (1981) 60 Colleges, 7 4 hospitals and 61 Expert panel D, p 
life insurance companies. 

• Defender organisations mainly coping with output tasks through functional areas and scanning were related to power. Prospector 
organisations mainly coping with output through scanning were related to power. The author concluded that the power patterns used by each j 

organisation were affected by how executives coped with the contingencies. 1 

Hambrick (1983) 850 firms from Profit Impact of Classification by investigator D,P I 

Market Strategies (PIMS) database i 

• The effectiveness of defenders and prospectors were moderated by environments and measurement of performance. Defenders outperformed 
prospectors when profitability and cash flows were measured; prospectors outperformed defenders when market shares were measured in the 1 

innovative industry. 
Barrett & Windham 16 Hospitals l Classification by investigator D, P, A, R 
(1984) I 

• When there was a fit between demands of the environment and the strategic orientation, hospitals would have better performance. When 
environments were competitive, hospitals which were analysers and prospectors were more effective. In less competition, the strategic 
orientation had little impact. 

Slocum, Cron, Hansen 499 salespersons from. two I Classification by investigator D,A 
& Rawlings (1985) companies 
• Companies' business strategies had a significant effect on employees' performance. In the defender companies, ineffective employees 

showed a tendency to have an upward or downward move. The employees in the analyser companies had fewer downward moves. 
Zahra (1987) 66 chief administrators from Self-completed approach D, P, A, R 

health care organisations 
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• Chief administrators perceived differently the environment due to different strategic types of their organisations. Organisations with different 
strategic orientations pursued specific but different objectives. Differences were also found between reactors and defenders, prospectors, and 
analysers. 

Segev (1987) 18 5 Israel industrial enterprises I Self-completed paragraph approach (Snow, I D, P, A, R 
1980a) I 

• Strategic types and strategy-making modes were closely linked. The Entrepreneurial mode was frequently used by prospector and analyser 
organisations, less used by defender organisations and the least by reactor organisations. Prospector organisations with the Entrepreneurial 
mode had a better performance. When non-optimal strategies were adopted, the organisational performance was negatively affected. 

McDaniel & Kolari 1310 banks I Self-completed paragraph approach (Snow, I D, P, A 
(1 987) 1980a) · I 
• Miles and Snow' s (1978) model was found to have applicability in the area of marketing. Defender banks had different marketing 

orientations from that of prospector and analyser banks. They \Vere found to be lacking marketing-oriented strategies and marketing 
activities. Defenders banks following defending strategies could gain success as prospector and anal~ser banks. 

Simons (1987) 1171 Canadian manufacturing firms I Expert panel I D,P 
in 28 industries i 

• Firms with different strategic orientations used different accounting control systems. High performance prospectors focused on forecast data 
and setting and monitoring budgets and outputs carefully. The control system was less intensively used by defenders. 

Conant, Mokwa & 1150 h~alt~ maintenance I Empirical derivation using objective !D,P,A,R 
Wood (1987) organtsatlons indicators . I 

I 

• Pricing effort was number one in the marketing mix element for defender, analyser, and reactor managers and distribution and delivery effort 
was rated as number one by prospector managers. Newspapers and radio were the most important media for advertising for all four types. 
Marketing managers in defender, prospector, and analyser placed market research focusing on current customers as number one in market 
research topics. 

McKee, V aradarajan & 1333 banks I Self-completed paragraph approach I D, P, A, R 
Pride (1989) I 

I 

• In mildly volatile markets, analyser organisations were found to outperform other organisation strategy types. In more volatile markets, the 
strategy-performance alignment was less clearly determined by the market environment. 

Shortell & Zajac (1990) I 574 Hospitals I Self-completed paragraph a~~roach I 
I D, P, A 

I 
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• The validity of a CEO's self-completed approach was proved. Three strategic behaviours were found robust: intended vs. realised 
diversification of service; overall portfolio of services offered; traditional core business offerings (p.829). 

Thomas, Litschert & 1224 firms in the electronic I Empirical derivation using objective I D, P 
Ramaswamy ( 1991) computing equipment industry indicators 
• Findings indicated that firms having a greater degree of alignment between their strategy and the characteristics of top managers generally 

had superior performance. Prospector organisations led by younger and more educated managers with a shorter tenure could enjoy a better 
performance. 

Floyd & Wooldridge 1259 middle managers m 25 j Self-completed approach I D, P, D 
(1992) organisations I . 
• Findings showed that middle mangers in prospectors reported higher levels of upward and divergent forms of strategic involvement than 

those in analyser and defender firms. 
Doty et al. (1993) 1109 organisations from five I Expert panel I D, P, A, R 

industries I 
• Mintzberg's and Miles and Snow' s configurational theories were examined. Results showed that Mintzberg's theory was not supported. 

Miles and Snow's model was supported. 24 % variance explained by the configuration fit in organisational effectiveness. 
James & Hatten (1995) I 399 banks I Self-completed paragraph approach I D, P, A 
• This research provided further evidence supporting convergent validity of self-typing paragraph approach. 

Waller & Huber (1 995) 131 manufacturing organisations I Empirical derivation using objective I D, P 
and 31 service organisations indicators 

• Functional background was a determinant from an executive's selective perception. Strategic types of defenders and prospectors were used 
as control variables. The results showed that functional background had an effect on which changes they perceive in organisations' 
effectiveness. 

Aragon-Correa (1998) I ! 12 ~EOs from ten Spanish I ~m?irical derivation using objective I D, P 
Industnes j Indicators 

-------~----------------------------------~-------------------------

• Prospector firms tended to use both traditional corrective and modem preventive natural environmental approaches. The relationship 
between strategic orientation and natural environment approaches was significantly lower in less proactive firms. 

Evans & Green (2000) 197 firms completing the I Expert panel I D, P, R 
bankruptcy process I . 
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• Prospector and defender firms had equally viable performance and both had better performance than reactor firms. Reactor firms were less 
likely to receive funding from banks than prospector and analyser fi rms. 

Sabherwal & Chan 226 firms from four industries Self-completed approach I D, P, A 
(2001) 
• The perceived business performance was positively related to the alignment between information system flexibility and information system 

i 

strategy in prospector firms. 
Castle (2003) 416 nursing facilities Self-completed paragraph approach I D, P, A, R I 

• Prospector nursing organisations that tried to create new product and market opportunities had the highest quality. They were followed by 
defender, analyser and reactor organisations. 

Peng et al. _(2004) 201 Chinese Corporations Self-typing approach I D, P, A, R ' 

• Strategic typologies existed in Chinese corporations and could be predicted by ownership types. State-owned enterprises tended to use 
defender strategies and privately-owned enterprises frequently used prospector strategies. Analyser strategies were usually adopted by 
collectively-owned enterprises and foreign-invested enterprises. Therefore, the Miles and Snow typology was a valid model to understand 
competitive dynamics in an emerging economy. 

Brown & Iverson (2004) 132 executives of nonprofit Self-completed paragraph approach I D, P, A, R 
organisations 

• Prospectors had a broader, more inclusive structure in their boards. Defenders tended to have tighter and more focused structure in their 
boards. 

Moore (2005) 1 01 retail organisations Self-completed approach (Sege.v 1987) I D, P, A, R 
• The Miles and Snow (1978) framework was valid to explain retail organisations' strategic type. Multiple-item measures in identifying 

strategic types were found effective. A significant positive relatiqnship existed between defender/prospector/analyser orientation and 
organisational performance. 

Garrig6s-Sim6n et al. 189 Spanish Hotels Self-completed paragraph approach I D, P, A, R 
(2005) 
• The best performing hotels were those that followed defender, prospector and analyser strategies. Of these three, prospectors had the best 

performance and, as predicted, reactors had poor performance. 

I 
Desarbo et al. (2005) 709 firms from China, Japan and Self-completed approach I D, P, A, R 

United State 
- - ----- - - ---------------- I - - - - - -- - ---- ----- - -
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• Results showed that capabilities and environmental factors interrelated with strategic types. The interactions had a significant impact on the 
firms' performance. Prospectors and analysers had capabilities to balance marketing, technology, and management. Defenders required 
marketing capabilities. Prospectors, defenders and analysers had better performance than reactors. 

Aragon-Sanchez & 1 ,3 51 managers from small Self-completed paragraph approach (Snow, D, P, A 
Sanchez-Marin (2005) Spanish manufacturing, 1980a) 

construction and service firms 
• Defender, prospector and analyser firms showed different characteristics for technological position, information technology, innovation, 

flexibility, human resource systems, agreement with other firms, and training investments. 
Meier, O'Toole, Boyne 3,041 US schools districts Self-designed measurement D, P, R 
& Walker (2006) 

• Students in the defender schools had better test scores than those in the prospector and reactor schools . 
Pleshko (2006) The credit unions from the Self-completed paragraph approach D, P, A, R 

fmancial service industry 
• Prospector and analyser organisations were more highly structured than expected. Defender organisations were more likely to have a mixed 

structure. The structure of reactor organisations showed little variation. Results also displayed that reactor organisations had smaller market 
shares than their counterpart organisations. Prospector organisations had significantly larger market shares than defender organisations. 

Boulianne (2007) 88 Canadian business Self-completed paragraph approach D, P, A 
organisations 

• Prospector businesses had higher performance. The managers in defender businesses needed a broader set of information to make decisions . 
The mangers in analyser businesses needed more and complex information than those in prospector and defender businesses. 

Johansen (2007) US public schools Self-designed measurement D, P, R 
• Female superintendents were usually defenders or reactors. The defender schools had the best performance. Performance was also increased 

when the prospector school hired female superintendents. 
Kabanoff & Brown (2008) I 1 ,03 8 listed Australians firms Expert panel D, P, A 
• A 7-factor/22-variable scale measuring managers ' strategic cognition was generated. This scale showed a good fit with the Miles and Snow 

model. Prospector firms had worse ROE and ROA than analyser firms. Prospectors had a better PER (Price-Earnings Ratio) in the health and 
consumer discretionary sector than other groups. 
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In summary, the Miles and Snow (1978) typology is a well developed model and has 

been regarded as the most stable strategy classification model (Kabranoff & Brown, 

2008). Extant literature has indicated that this typology has been extensively studied 

in a number of domains, including for profit and nonprofit settings. Empirical studies 

attempting to compare the organisational performance between strategic orientations 

hve not produced consistent fmdings (Boulianne, 2007; Desarbo et al., 2005; 

Johansen, 2007; Evans & Green, 2000; Kabanoff & Brown, 2008; Garrig6s-Sim6n, et 

al., 2005; Shortell & Zajac, 1990). 

Due to the distinctive characteristics of each strategic orientation, empirical studies to 

examine the relationship between strategic orientation and a range of variables, such 

as organisational characteristics (Aragon-Sanchez & Sanchez-Marin, 2005), board 

composition (Brown & Iverson, 2004), ownership types (Peng et al., 2004), student 

scores (Johansen, 2007; Meier et al., 2006) and strategic involvement (Floyd & 

Wooldridge, 1992) have emerged. In one of the few reported studies on the 

relationship between board governance and strategic orientation, Brown and Iverson 

(2004) found that the board composition in nonprofit organisations could be classified 

in terms of strategic orientation. 

The Miles and Snow typology has not been extensively applied in the sport setting 

despite its robust framework. Sport organisations, like other organisations, require a 

strategic orientation to achieve success (Smith & Stewart, 1999). However, as Berrett 

·and Slack (2001) -stated, few sport researchers have sought to classify sport 

organisations according to strategic orientation. 

2.6 Governance in sport management research 

Governance has been viewed as a critical factor to the effectiveness and performance 

of sport organisations at all levels (Australian Sports Commission, 2002; Michie & 

Oughton, 2005). While the research on sport governance has been recently increasing, 

governance literature in sport management is still very limited (Forster, 2006). The 

limited governance research carried out in sport management is fragmented and has 

been concerned with different issues, including governance in global sport 

organisations (Forster, 2006), corporate governance in professional sport clubs 
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(Michie, 2000; Michie & Oughton, 2005), agency theory in sport organisations 

(Mason, 1997; Mason et al., 2006), perceived norms in nonprofit boards (Doherty, 

Patterson & Busse I, 2004 ), pay-performance of managing directors (De Barros, 

Barrps & Correia, 2007), board and staff relationships (Hoye, 2004, 2006) and the 

gambling problem in professional sport (Lee, 2008). Table 2.2 provides a summary of 

existing governance research in sport management. 

Sport Governance in Europe 

In Europe, as in other western countries, the government is an institutional force 

influencing sport governance (Michie, 2000). In England, the government called for 

greater involvement of supporters and fans in running football clubs. Fans of football 

clubs, therefore, are able to take an ownership stake to exert influence on the 

management of the clubs. Fans of Northampton Town FC, for example, own around 

eight percent of the share capital which is held in a trust fund. One representative 

elected from the fund is sent to the club's board of directors. Michie (2000) argued 

that the representative fan should be independent and have the same authority as other 

board members, or the fan will not contribute. Moreover, in their research, Cuskelly 

and Boag (200 1) found board member turnover could not be strongly predicted by 

perceived committee functioning but organisational commitment. Board members 

who had a stable and high level of organisational commitrnent were more likely to 

stay in their organisations. 

Michie and Oughton (2005) studied corporate governance of professional football 

clubs in England. They asserted that corporate governance in the United Kingdom 

(UK) is regulated by Company Law and by the Codes of Corporate Governance. In 

their examination of listed clubs it was discovered that some violated a number of 

aspects of UK Company Law or Codes, including failure to disclose information to 

shareholders about ownership structure, directors' resumes, meeting attendance and 

pay. The researchers concluded that there was much room for professional football 

clubs to improve their governance performance. 
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Table 2.2 Governance literature in sport mana2ement 

Sub Theme Author Research focus/findings 

Board roles Inglis (1997) Empirically examined board roles in Canadian sport 
organisations {see section 2.3.4). 

Agency theory Mason (1997) Used agency theory to interpret the increases in 
revenues and explain how to decrease opportunistic 
behaviours by team owners in the NFL. 

Corporate governance Michie (2000) Examined ownership and governance options for 
professional football clubs in UK. 

Organisational Cuskelly & Boag The level of organisational commitment could predict 
commitment (2001) board member turnover. 

Social constructionist Hoye&Auld Self Assessment for Nonprofit Governing Boards scale 
approach (2001) was found to be a valid and reliable scale. Effective 

boards were better at conducting their responsibilities 
than ineffective boards. 

Five patterns of board Hoye & Cuskelly Examine the relationship between board power and 
power (2003a) board performance. 

Social constructionist Hoye & Cuskelly Board-executive relationships were positively 
approach (2003b) perceived by effective boards. 

Perceived norms in Doherty et al., Norms associated with how committee members treat 
sport executive (2004) each other and how they work together were strongly 
committees perceived by committee members. Particularly, 

committee norms were perceived stronger in large 
committees. Member attendance and effort were found 
to be positively related to norms. 

Leader member Hoye (2004, 2006) Higher-quality relationships existed between board 
exchange chairs and executives than between these two parties 

and board members; board performance was positively 
related to the perception of leader-member exchanges . 

Cm:porate governance . Michie & Oughton Examined the corporate governance practices at 
(2005) football clubs in the UK. 

Global sport Forster (2006) Examined governance of global sport organisations. 
organisations 

Role ambiguity of Schulz & Auld Examined the relationship of role ambiguity with 
executive directors (2006) organisation design, organisation communication and 
and directors chairman tenure. 

Pay performance De Barros et al. If the managing directors of sports clubs have power 
theories (2007) over the board of directors, agency problems exist. 

Board performance, Hoye (2007) Examined the relationship of board performance with 
commitment and board commitment and involvement in nonprofit sport 
involvement organisations. 

Managing a corrupted Lee (2008) Examined the gambling scandal of the professional 
sport system sport in Taiwan. 
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Board Performance and Board Leadership 

Hoye and Auld (200 1) investigated the board performance of Australian sport 

organisations. They found that effective boards are better at executing their 

responsibilities than ineffective boards, in aspects such as fmancial management, 

setting and reviewing the mission, conducting meetings, strategic planning, 

monitoring program performance, risk management, selecting board members, and 

marketing. 

Investigating the relationship between committee/board members' performance and 

their commitment and involvement, Hoye (2007) surveyed race clubs in Australia, 

and found that board members had occupied their seat for around 14 years on average. 

Commitment, board tenure and hours spent by board members on their roles were 

positive predicators of individual board performance. On the other hand, the 

percentage of board meetings attended and the number of sub committees that 

members sat on were not related to board members' performance. 

The relationship between board members and organisation staff has been examined in 

the Australian sport system (Hoye, 2004, 2006; Hoye & Cuskelly, 2003a, 2003b ). 

Hoye and Cuskelly (2003b) found that board-executive relationships were perceived 

positively by effective boards but less so by ineffective boards. They also asserted that 

mutual trust, board leadership, information control and responsibilities w·ere key 

elements in these relationships and were related to board performance. Moreover, 

IIoye and Cuskelly (2003a) used Murray, Bradshaw and Wolpin's (1992) model to 

classify nonprofit boards in Australia into five groups: the executive dominated board, 

the chair dominated board, the fragmented power board, the power sharing board and 

the powerless board. Members who recognised their boards as fragmented, powerless 

or led by the chair were from ineffective boards. Authors also discovered that board 

performance was negatively related to the perception of powerless and fragmented 

boards. 

Based on leader-member exchange theory, Hoye (2004) collected data from state 

sporting organisations, and found that, "board chairs and executives perceived the 

quality of their leader-member exchanges to be higher than their respective 

relationship with board member" (p.55) and that the board performance was 
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positively related to the perception of higher-quality leader-member exchanges. Hoye 

(2006) went on to explore further aspects of the leader-member relationship and found 

that the leadership was derived from either the chair of the board or executives. A 

mature working relationship was developed when executives supported leadership of 

the board chair. 

Other Sport Governance Research 

Schulz and Auld (2006) sampled a number of Australian nonprofit sport organisations 

to investigate the impact of role ambiguity on organisations. They found that the 

perception of role ambiguity between executive directors and chairpersons was not 

significantly different. Further, organisational design, organisational communication 

and tenure were negatively related to role ambiguity. 

In one of the few studies in sports economics focusing on sport governance, De 

Barros et al. (2007) investigated pay performance theories in relation to managing 

directors in sport clubs in Portugal. Descriptive results, from the 120 managing 

directors of sports clubs in Madeira surveyed, showed that respondents were mostly 

male (98.4%), with a higher education degree and an average age of 43 years. The 

board size was from 2-5 members with an average size of2.42 and the proportion of 

inside board members was from. 21-62% with an average proportion of38%. 

Importantly, regression results displayed a significant relationship between managing 

directors' earning and club performance, board composition and managing directors' 

characteristics. Specifical1y; the managing directors' earnings were positively related 

to returns on assets of their clubs, board size, number of insiders in the board, and 

older managers on the board. When the managing director was also the chairman, the 

number of friends on the board, and the duration of the managing directors in the 

board positively influenced the managing directors' earnings. The managing 

directors' years of education and age were also positively related to their earnings. 

They concluded that the managing director' s earning is influenced positively by board 

composition. 

Using a strategic relations approach, together with the concept of systemic and 

political governance, Lee (2008) examined a gambling scandal of the Taiwanese 

professional baseball league from 1997. The political evaluation and the gambling 
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scandal in Taiwan were reviewed. Based on qualitative results, Lee (2008) argued that 

the Taiwanese sport business context was characterised by political clientelism which 

played a key role in the strategic environment. Political clientelism not favored by the 

governance system could influence stakeholders' behaviours and give criminals space 

to conduct gambling activities. Afterward, a set of strategic decisions were triggered, 

such as hosting the 2001 Baseball World Cup and merging two professional baseball 

leagues. 

Organisational Structure and Change 

Researchers have also used the board of directors as respondents to examine issues of 

cohesion (Doherty & Carron, 2003), and perceptions of distributive justice (Mahony, 

Hums & Riemer, 2002, 2005). Studies have also been conducted in Canadian 

voluntary organisation regarding organisational change, and a number of these are 

now examined. (Amis & Slack, 1996; Amis, Slack & Hinings, 2004; Auld & Godbey, 

1998; Cousens, 1997; Kikulis, 2000; Kikulis, Slack & Hinings, 1995; Stevens, 2006). 

Auld and Godbey (1998) discussed the relationship between professionals and board 

members in the change process, including conflicts over the control of decision 

making. Arnis and Slack (1996) examined the organisation's size-structure 

relationship when organisations were in the change process and found that most 

decisions were made by board members and did not decentralise to the professionals. 

One of the most comprehensive studies on organisational change in sport 

management was conducted by Kikulis et al. (1995). This research examined the 

Canadian national sport organisations and indicated three distinct governance 

archetypes since 1970s: the Kitchen Table archetype, the Board archetype and the 

Executive Office archetype. The transition between each stage was determined by the 

role of volunteers in decision making. 

Stevens (2006) conducted a case analysis of the 1994 merger between the Canadian 

Amateur Hockey Association (CAHA) and Hockey Canada (HC) to form the 

Canadian Hockey Association (CHA). Stevens (2006) found that before the merger, 

CAHA and HC had different strategic orientations which influenced their 

management and governance. To illustrate, the main mission of the CAHA was to 

provide sport services and all resources were used to provide quality hockey services 
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to members. On the other hand, and in accordance with its commercial orientation, the 

HC had an appointed corporate board. The board served as an advisory body and set 

general guidelines to the executive director and staff, on matters such as financial and 

programming guidance. The executive director and staff were responsible for 

operating the HC. After the merger, the orientation ofCHA included providing sport 

services and marketing. A CHA board was established within a hierarchical structure 

in which the voluntary board still had decision making power. Table 2.3 provides a 

summary of this allied research not explicit about board governance in sport 

management. 

Table 2.3 Research on or~anisational structure and chan~e 
Major Theme Author Research Focus/Findings 

Kikulis et al. Identified three organisational archetypes of 
(1995) Canadian National Sport Organisations: 

IGtchen Table, Board and Executive Office. 

Amis & Slack Mainly examined the size-structure 
(1996) relationship but found most decisions were 

still made by board members. 
Organisational 

!--· 

Change Cousens (1997) Identified two organisational archetypes of 
AAA baseball franchises. 

Auld & Godbey Some areas of decision making were 
(1998) perceived to be the dotnain of either the 

board members or professionals. 

Kik:ulis (2000) Used the institutional theory to· explain three 
organisational archetypes and decision J making. 

Stevens (2006) Apart from the three archetypes identified by 
Kikulis et al. (1995), Amateur Sport 
Enterprise archetype coexists. 

1--

Distributive Justice Mahony et al. Examined board Chairs' perceptions of 
(2002, 2005) distributive justice. 

--
Task & Social Doherty & Examined board cohesion in Canadian 

Cohesion Carron (2003) nonprofit sport organisations. 
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In summary, the governance literature in sport management has been growing. Due to 

the importance of boards in the decision making and strategic direction of 

organisations (Australian Sports Commission, 2002), an increasing number of studies 

have focused on board performance and board leadership. However, research on sport 

governance is still deficient and fragmented in many respects. One issue that has 

received little attention is the board's composition. Literature on board composition 

indicated that board size and independence were related to a range of variables, such 

as organisational performance. Brown and Iverson (2004) argued that organisations 

with different strategic orientation had a distinctive board composition. However, it is 

surprising that in the sport setting the issue of board composition has attracted little 

attention. Moreover, while board roles have been empirically examined, limited 

research about board roles in sport organisations outside Western countries and in a 

dual board system exists. Therefore, it is worth examining these issues in non-western 

sport organisations. 

2. 7 Strategy in sport management research 

A number of factors influence an organisation's performance but it is generally 

believed that developing a workable strategy is one of the most important factors 

(Miles & Snow, 1978). Similarly, a sport organisation needs a well developed strategy 

to achieve success (Smith & Stewart, 1999). As such, sport researchers have begun 

paying attention to strategy management in recent years. This research has included 

the development of a series of strategic steps, such as determining strategic direction, 

making a strategic analysis, generating strategic options, documenting the strategic 

plan, and evaluating strategies (Hoye et al., 2006; Slack & Parent, 2006; Smith & 

Stewart, 1999). 

Sport research has also delved into other strategy issues, including the resource-based 

view (RBV) of the firm (Amis et al., 1997; Smart & Wolfe, 2000), the resource-

utilisation model (Gerrard, 2005), Porter's five force model (Sack & Nadim, 2002), 

international relationship theory (Mitchell, Crosset & Barr, 1999), strategic decision 

making (Hill & Kikulis, 1999), and typologies of strategies sponsorship (Berrett & 

Slack, 2001). Table 2.4 displays a summary of strategy research in sport management. 
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Table 2.4 Strate2_V research in sport manaeement 

Sub Theme Author Research Focus/Finding 

Amis et al. (1997) Applied the RBV to examine sponsorship. 
Resource Based 
View(RBV) Smart & Wolfe Used the RBV to examine sources of 

(2000) sustainable athletic program success. 

Strategic Planning Smith & Stewart Identified a number of steps to make 
(1999) strategies. 

Hoye et al. (2006) 

International Mitchell et al. Suggested six strategies to encourage 
Relationship Theory (1999) sport associations to comply with related 

regulations. 

The framework Hill & Kikulis Focused on three elements of decision 
conducted by (1999) making: complexity, politicality and the 
Hickson et al. (1986) rules of the game. 
and Butler (1991) 
Sponsorship Berrett & Slack Identified five typologies of sponsorship 
Endeavors (2001) strategies. 

Miles & Snow's Cunningham Used Mile & Snow's typology of strategic 
(1978) typology (2002) types to examine the relationship between 

strategy and organisational outcomes. 

Porter's Five Force Sack&Nadim Used Porter's model to analyse the failure 
Mode (2002) of a profit sport organisation. 

Resource-Utilisation· Gerrard (2005) · Used the resource utilisation model to 
Model analyse factors influencing the team's 

current endowment of athletic resources 
and evaluate efficiency. 

According to the RBV, the extent to which a firm controls strategic resources- those 

resources that are scarce, valuable, inimitable and non-tradable - determines their 

ability to obtain sustainable competitive advantages (Barney, 1997). The RBV has 

been one of the most popular strategic theories applied to sport organisations. Amis et 

al. (1997) conducted research examining sport sponsorship and suggested that a 

company is able to turn the intangible resource of sport sponsorship into a sustainable 

competitive advantage via two methods. The first is fiscal preponderance, which 
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involves spending a great deal of money on as many high profile athletes, events or 

teams as possible in the hope that at least one is able to develop a relationship, such as 

Nike has enjoyed with Michael Jordan. The second is to spend time on 

prospective/low profile athletes, events or teams and to sign long contracts in the hope 

of gaining long term benefits. 

Moreover, Smart and Wolfe's (2000) investigation of a university's football program 

found that the resources in the program which can create competitive advantage are 

history, relationship, trust and organisational culture that have developed within the 

coaching staff. A sport organisation may gain sustained competitive advantage by 

exploiting its human and physical resources more completely than its competitors. 

Berrett and Slack (200 1) attempted to identify typologies of sponsorship strategies in 

sport organisations. They used two main factors - media exposure and participation 

base- to establish a framework with five typologies, including internal marketers, 

media focusers, participant focusers, augmenters and elaborators. Berrett and Slack 

noted that while the framework would not encompass every type of sport organisation 

it was useful in providing a means to order and predict. 

Hill and Kikulis (1999) drew upon a framework elaborated on by Butler (1991), to 

understand the strategy making process in Canadian sport organisations. The main 

characteristics of the strategy making process were identified as: complexity- the 

intricacies relating to the particular topic being discussed; politicality - the impact of 

people on the decision making process; and rules of the game - the structure of the 

process as dictated by the type of organisation. 

Research conducted by Cunningham (2002) examined the relationship between 

strategy and organisational outcomes using Miles and Snow's (1978) strategic 

typologies and athletic achievement, student-athlete graduation rates and compliance 

with Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972. The sample was drawn from 

NCAA Division I athletic departments. Results showed that athletic directors could 

identify their organisations within one of the four typologies developed by Miles and 

Snow (1978). The majority of the athletic departments were characterised as analysers. 

Analyser departments had lower graduate rates than other departments; athletic 
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achievement was better in prospector departments; and defender departments offered 

female athletes equity, such as participation opportunities and scholarship. 

In summary, although previous sport research has advanced the understanding of 

strategy management, strategy research in sport management is still relatively 

deficient (Berrett & Slack, 2001; Cunningham, 2002; Slack & Parent, 2006). Berrett 

and Slack (200 1) have also argued that there is a need to classify nonprofit sport 

organisations according to their strategic direction. Further, while Cunningham (2002) 

used Miles and Snow's typology to classify sport organisations based on their 

strategic orientation, their study was limited to NCAA Division I athletic departments. 

The application of Miles and Snow' s typology to sport organisations operating in a 

dual board system remains untested. 

2.8 Governance in Taiwan 

Governance research in profit organisations is a relatively new area of investigation in 

Taiwan (Chen et al. , 2007). Much attentiorrso far has been placed orr corporate 

governance (Chiang & Lin, 2007; Chen et. al., 2007; Filatotchev et al., 2005; Lee & 

Yeh, 2004; Lin, 2005; Solomon et al., 2003; Yeh & Woidtke, 2005). The legal 

framework of corporate governance in Taiwan is mainly based on the Corporate Law 

and Security and Exchange Law. The first corporate governance code of practice was 

produced by the Taiwan Stock Exchange Corporation in October, 2002 (Solomon et 

al., 2003). According to Taiwan's Corporate Law, corporate boards in Taiwan, similar 

to German and Japanese boards, are divided into two groups- a board of directors and 

a board of supervisors (Y eh & Woidtk:e, 2005). 

The Taiwan's Corporate Law (Section 192-215) stipulates that the board members are 

elected by a general meeting of shareholders. The minimum number of board 

members is three. The board chairman is elected by board members and the 

CEO/manager is nominated by the chairman or board. Therefore, the CEO is 

responsible for the chairman of the board, the chairman is responsible for the board 

and the board is responsible for the shareholder meetings. The overall responsibility 

of the board of directors is to manage the company. The main roles of the board 

include: managing business operations; maintaining their company's values; 
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appointing, dismissing, and compensating management; ensuring good practice in 

terms of audit, transparency, and accountabilities; legally representing the company 

within the limits of their authority; and approving equity and debt issues (Filatotchev 

et al., 2005; Solomon et al., 2003; Yeh & Woidtke, 2005). 

Taiwan's Corporate Law (Section 216-227) stipulates that companies should have a 

board of supervisors, a unique characteristic of Taiwan's governance. Supervisors are 

elected by the general meeting of shareholders. The minimum number of supervisors 

is two for the listed companies but there is no minimum number for the general 

companies. Current employees, boards of directors and managers are not allowed to 

serve as supervisors. Unlike German supervisory boards which work as a group or 

committee, Taiwanese supervisors work individually. They do not perform exactly 

like 'a board' but as individuals that are responsible for independent monitoring. In 

this way, a Taiwan organisation's supervisor is similar to a Japanese supervisor 

(Filatotchev et al., 2005; Solomon et al., 2003), mainly designated to monitor the 

board of directors. Supervisors' responsibilities include: scrutinising decisions made 

by directors, reviewing and auditing the reports provided by directors to shareholders, 

and resolving any disputes between shareholders and directors. Supervisors are to 

oversee business operations and can investigate a firm's fmances or operations at any 

time (Filatotchev et al., 2005; Solomon et al., 2003; Yeh & Woidtke, 2005). 

Taiwan's Corporate Law does not prohibit relatives of current employees, boards of 

directors or managers serving as supervisors and does not impose restrictions on 

directors' backgrounds. Therefore, it is not uncommon that family members serve as 

directors and supervisors, or both directors and supervisors belong to the same group 

(Filatotchev et al., 2005; Solomon et al., 2003; Yeh & Woidtke, 2005). Research has 

also shown that most of Taiwan's companies are family-controlled companies (Bruton, 

Ahlstrom & Wan, 2003; Claessens, Djanklow & Lang, 2000). Although most listed 

companies in Taiwan seem to have ownership and control separated, control is 

actually indirectly maintained by the founding families through their networks. This 

control is enhanced through a pyramid structure with cross-holdings among 

companies. Management is exercised through an owner-manager who holds the 

presidency of the firms and serves in a top executive position (Carney & Gedajlovic, 

2003). Some sixty percent of Taiwan's companies have controlling owners appoint 
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members to top management positions. More than four-fifths of Taiwan's companies 

have managers who belong to the controlling families (Claessens et al., 2000). 

There are an increasing number of empirical governance studies in Taiwan, and much 

research focuses on board governance (Chiang & Lin, 2007; Filatotchev et al., 2005; 

Chen, et al., 2007; Kao, Chiou & Chen, 2004; Lee & Yeh, 2004; Lin, 2005; Sheu & 

Yang, 2005; Solomon et al., 2003; Yeh & Woidtke, 2005). Solomon et al. (2003) 

investigated the board of directors in Taiwan's listed companies, and results showed 

that most directors acknowledged that their roles are important to their companies. 

Respondents also indicated that the board size and outside directors can influence 

company performance. Y eh and Woidtke (2005) examined listed companies and 

found that most boards are not independent and are dominated by members associated 

with the controlling families. Filatotchev et al. (2005) investigated public trading 

companies and indicated that board independence from the founding family has a 

positive impact on firm performance. In his research into the relationship between 

board control and CEO compensation in Taiwanese listed companies, Lin (2005) 

found that CEO compensation is high when the control role of directors is ineffective. 

Chen et al. (2007) attempted to build an index to measure effectiveness of Taiwanese 

listed companies. They found that based on CEO duality, board size, management 

holdings and block shareholders' holdings, this index could successfully predict the 

companies' performance. Chiang and Lin (2007) examined the relationship between 

governance and companies' ·productivity and found that a number ·ofvariables, such 

as a small board size, CEO duality and institutional holdings, had a positive impact on 

productivity. Productivity was decreased due to an increase in proportion of 

collateralised shares. 

There were few nonprofit organisations in Taiwan before the 1980s. Two factors have 

been significant contributors to the growth of nonprofit organisations since the 1980s: 

a conducive political situation and socio-economic factors (L~ 2000). In the early 

1980s, politicalliberalisation began and this was conducive to the growth and 

development of the nonprofit sector. Underground civil organisations were 

established by various social movements and civil protests to challenge government's 

authority. After the government abolished Martial Law in 1987, the political 
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environment was changed to democracy and political restrictions were removed. This 

change then facilitated the development of nonprofit organisations. Lu stated that "the 

early wave of social protest movements has been the facilitating force behind 

Taiwan's politicalliberalisation in the early 1980s, and the later waves of social 

movements and their organisations have resulted in institutional democratisation since 

the late 1980s" (2000, p.3). 

Many social and economic factors have contributed to the growth of nonprofit 

organisations (Lu, 2000). The spread of public education and the development of 

higher education have increased social awareness for a better policy and society. Due 

to a stable economic growth, demands of the public have moved from merely meeting 

physiological needs to further pursuing other social and political reforms. People's 

unrestricted exposure to mass media as well as the increasing opportunities to travel 

abroad have also helped Taiwan's people gain more knowledge and information. A 

new tniddle class educated in western systems played a critical role in catalysing the 

development of nonprofit organisations (Lu, 2000). 

After the removal of the Martial Law in 1987, the number of nonprofit sport 

organisations increased tremendously. In only 20 years, Taiwan's nonprofit 

organisations in all fields have raised public awareness of social issues and served as 

agencies for the public to voice concerns (Kuan et al., 2003). Kuan et al. (2003) stated 

that the public witnessed a rapid development of Taiwan's nonprofit organisations, 

expecting them to play a major role but this development has not guaranteed the 

progress of governance. The authors are of the opinion that while Taiwan's nonprofit 

organisations have to provide their governing supervisory agencies with fmancial 

reports and a list of their programs/activities, there are no laws in place forcing them 

to make this information public. Requests by the public to access this information is 

generally refused. Similarly, Hsiao (2000) suggested that there is a need for Taiwan's 

nonprofit sector to reform its organisations from within. Self-discipline and self-

regulation are not enough for good governance. He further pointed out that board 

governance and the board's strategic role are two of the most important issues facing 

the nonprofit sector. 
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Accordingly, as the development of the nonprofit sector in Taiwan spans fewer than 

20 years, it is not surprising that research in this setting is sparse. Indeed, research 

efforts did not focus on nonprofit organisations in Taiwan until the mid-1990s (Hsiao, 

2000), and the empirical study of governance of nonprofit organisations has just 

emerged in recent years (Kuan, 1998, 2003; Kuan et al., 2003; Tseng, 2002). Kuan 

(1998) examined nonprofit social welfare foundations in Taiwan and found that many 

board members are passive in their organisations. Most members only ratify decisions 

made by executives and their supervisory role is very weak. In a study of 571 

nonprofit organisations, 70% of the board members were male; the majority of board 

members graduated from higher education institution and many had a business 

background. 20% of the boards played a role as councilors that decided on annual 

activities and budgets. In strategic activities, 40% of nonprofit organisations have 

built cooperative relations with other organisations for securing resources (Tseng, 

2002). Tseng called for in-depth research to clearly defme what the roles of nonprofit 

boards are and to better understand the nonprofit sector. 

Further, nonprofit organisations in Taiwan are required to register as a 'judicial 

person' under related supervising government bodies, such as the Ministry of the 

Interior. The Civil Organisation Law is the legal base for Taiwan's nonprofit 

organisations. It stipulates basic requirements as to governance, establishment, and 

operation of nonprofit organisations. It also stipulates the application procedure. 

Thirty founding members are required when starting a new nonprofit organisation 

(Section 8). This is followed by a formal ·review·and approval process by the 

government. National associations apply to the Ministry of Interior and local 

associations apply to municipal or county government (Section 3). The Civil 

Organisation Law requires the civil organisations to set up the board of directors and 

the board of supervisors (Section 1 7). The maximum number of the board of directors 

of civil organisations at the national level is thirty-five. The maximum number of civil 

organisations at the province and county levels is twenty-five and fifteen respectively. 

The maximum number of the board of supervisors is one-third of the number of the 

board of directors of the civil organisations at any level (Section 17). 

Members of the board of directors and supervisors are volunteers and are elected by 

the organisation's members (Section 17 and 21). Individuals can be removed by the 
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general assembly, if found violating Taiwanese laws, organisational regulations and 

decisions made by the general assembly (Section 22); and an individual board 

member can be removed if s/he is voted out by board members (Section 23 ). The 

Civil Organisation Law requires board members to elect a board chairman and 

executive board members, as well as regularly attending board meetings (Section 17 

and 29) but it does not stipulate any other roles of directors and supervisors. Civil 

organisations privately regulate these roles (Section 18). 

According to the Minister of the Interior of Taiwan (2005), before 1987, there were 

54 national-level nonprofit sport organisations and no local-level nonprofit sports 

organisation. In 1991, there were 118 and 653 nonprofit sport and leisure 

organisations in the national and local levels, respectively. These numbers have been 

continually increasing. In 1995 and 2000, the number of nonprofit sport and leisure 

organisations at the national level was 197 and 402; at the local level, the number was 

922 and 1,509. In 2005, the number increased to 624 in the national level and to 2,378 

in the local level. 

Similar to voluntary sport organisations in Australia, the UK and Canada, national 

nonprofit sport organisations in Taiwan exist to promote sport for all, provide sport 

services and manage elite sports. Coach development, talent identification/training 

and sport competition are also carried out by national nonprofit sport organisations 

governed by volunteer-based board members. Board members in these organisations 

may be coaches, players, local representatives, referees or sport lovers. Nonprofit 

sport organisations receive subsidies from the Taiwanese government and the amount 

is generally determined by the performance of national teams and the popularity of 

their sport. 

In summary, there is growing research into governance of Taiwanese organisations. 

However, this effort has been largely located within corporate governance in the 

commercial sector. Few studies have been carried out in the nonprofit setting and the 

nonprofit sport organisations have yet to be a focus. The growth of Taiwan's 

nonprofit sport organisations has occurred at a rapid speed; however, swift growth has 

not ensured good governance systems and practices are in place. Without empirically 

examining the governance of nonprofit sport organisations, the government and the 
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public have no way to assess the information of their internal management. Research 

has yet to examine issues specific to the dual board system of Taiwan's profit and 

nonprofit organisations which is clearly different from both one-tier and two-tier 

board systems in other countries. Investigating the governance of Taiwan's nonprofit 

sport organisations will be breaking new ground. 

2.9 Strategy and board governance 

There is a distinct lack of empirical evidence examining the relationship between 

strategy and board governance, and the few studies that do exist are outside the sport 

setting (Brown & Iverson, 2004; McNulty & Pettigrew, 1999; Mizruchi & Stearns, 

1988; Stearns & Mizruchi, 1993; Zahra & Pearce 1989). Drawing data from 22 US 

manufacturing firms, Stearns and Mizruchi (1993) found that the presence of a 

representative of the fmancial institution on a firm's board could help the financial 

institution have close oversight of the firm's performance and thus the fmancial 

institution was more willing to lend money to this firm. Collecting data from 22 

industrial corporations, Mizruchi and Steams (1988) maintained that people with 

fmancial backgrounds are more likely to be invited on to the board in a growth 

strategy during the expansion phase. After interviewing 108 large UK companies, 

McNulty and Pettigrew (1999) found that strategic orientation could affect board 

behaviour. When a company faced a significant strategic activity, such as acquisitions 

and mergers, the board members were more active in taking and shaping the strategic 

decisions. 

Research conducted by Brown and Iverson (2004) explored the relationship between 

strategic orientation and board composition. Using Miles and Snow's (1978) 

framework, they developed a 1nodel to classify 132 nonprofit organisations into 

defenders, prospectors, analysers and reactors. It was found that executives were 

accurately able to recognise their organisation within one of the four typologies 

identified. Both prospector and defender organisations had better performance than 

analyser and reactor organisations. It was also found that defender organisations 

remained stable with a relatively smaller board size because defenders focused on 

maintaining the present status and were less likely to undergo revision. Board 

members focused on overseeing and verifying new services and expansion of services 
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to new regions in defender organisations and also emphasised the efficiency of 

internal operations of their organisations. In contrast, board structure in prospector 

organisations was complex. Prospector organisations set up a board with several 

committees. Due to an emphasis on innovative projects, prospector organisations 

sought a relatively large board that included as many members as possible, including 

community members. They invited stakeholders into board-level committees to 

exchange ideas. 

This research made a signification contribution to link strategic orientation to board 

composition in the nonprofit setting. Brown and Iverson (2004) stated that "each 

organisation should consider how governance structure are enabling and/or preventing 

implementation of the desired strategy" (p.395). They also suggested that further 

research needed "an analysis of various types of structures that fall within each 

strategic orientation, such as how staff and volunteers are used in organisations" 

(p.396) and should "examine what happens within the (board-level) structure. Who 

are the people on each (board-level) committee, and what is their level of 

knowledge?" (p.396) 

In summary, based on the above empirical studies, it has been determined that 

strategies and board governance can influence each other. However, this aspect has 

yet to be fully explored in nonprofit sport organisations. The examination of the 

strategy and board governance relationship in nonprofit sport organisations can 

contribute to the sport management literature. 

2.1 0 Theoretical framework 

It has already been argued that there is a lack of empirical studies examining board 

governance and strategy management in nonprofit sport organisations with a dual 

board system. Due to the dearth of research on these two issues, the present study 

examines the relationship between board governance and strategy management in 

nonprofit sport organisations. As such, the primary focus of this research is to explore 

board roles, board composition, and strategic orientation in nonprofit sport 

organisations with a dual board. The following sections present a theoretical 

framework developed for this research. The key theoretical bases include agency 
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theory, resource dependency theory, institutional theory, stewardship theory, 

managerial hegemony theory and stakeholder theory in governance, together with the 

Miles and Snow (1978) typology in strategy management. 

2.10.1 Theoretical framework of board governance 

Previous sections provided an overview of normative or empirical research into board 

roles. However, much of this research is not informed by theory (Markarian & 

Parbonetti, 2007). Scholars thus urge that research into board governance builds upon 

theory (Miller-Millesen, 2003; Ostrower & Stone, 2006). While there are different 

governance theories regarding board roles, there is no overarching governance theory 

covering all board roles because each governance theory focuses on different roles of 

board members (Clarke, 1998a; Hung, 1998; Miller-Millesen, 2003). The most 

prominent theories on board roles include agency theory, resource dependency theory, 

institutional theory, stewardship theory, managerial hegemony theory and stakeholder 

theory. 

Agency Theory 

Agency theory (Fama & Jensen, 1983; Jensen & Meckling, 1976) is the most 

commonly applied theory in the governance research (Lynall et al. , 2003). In agency 

theory, there are two main participants- owner and CEO/manager. The owner hires 

the CEO/manager to manage day-to-day managerial activities. With the separation of 

ownership and management, the possibility that the owner and manager will have 

distinct interests arises. Agency theory mainly copes with the interest conflict between 

the CEO/manager (agent) and the owner (principal). In this theory, hun1an beings are 

regarded as rational actors seeking to maximise individual utility. Therefore, the main 

purpose of establisbing a board is to have a mechanism to n1onitor managerial 

behaviour and to ensure that managerial activities are aligned with the principals' 

interests (Fama & Jensen, 1983; Jaskiewicz & Klien, 2007; Rhoades et al., 2000). 

To achieve these ends, agency theorists have asserted that the board of directors 

should control the CEO/manager and ensure that their organisations engage in 

activities that are congruent with community expectation (Clarke, 2004; Fama & 

Jensen, 1983; Gibelman, Gelman & Pollack, 1997; Miller-Millesen, 2003; Rhoades et 
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al., 2000). Board roles, therefore, include hiring, replacing, monitoring, assessing and 

compensating CEOs/managers, developing missions, approving and evaluating 

programs/services, allocating resources, managing fmance, as well as ratifying major 

strategies/decisions made by management (Fama & Jensen, 1983; Fligstein & 

Freeland, 1995; Forbes & Milliken, 1999; Miller-Millesen, 2003). 

For nonprofit sport organisations, the concept of owners is not entirely relevant and 

points to a potential limitation in the application of agency theory (Hoye & Cuskelly, 

2007). Siebart (2005) argued that ownership in nonprofit organisations is unclear 

because such organisations usually do not face the situation of a takeover as is 

common in the profit setting. However, while there is no owner expectation of profits 

or takeover concerns in nonprofit organisations, agency theory can still be applied to 

nonprofit organisations (Olson, 2000). The fund donors are the main owners of 

nonprofit organisations. They do not expect financial return from their investment but 

expect their organisations to make contributions to society, environment or human 

wellbeing. 

Moreover, Mason et al. (2006) have argued that 'principals ' in nonprofit sport 

organisations are the parties that receive the benefits of the achievements. This could 

be the organisation itself and/or multiple stakeholders, such as members, clients, 

governments, volunteers, society and sponsors. In this schema, the agents are the paid 

staff responsible for the organisation's operation. The board of directors is the 

mechanism to ensure that the employees behave in a manner that befits the interests of 

multiple stakeholders. The main role of nonprofit boards is to see that the general 

secretary and employees carry out the objectives of organisational members 

(Cornforth & Edwards, 1999). This conceptualisation of agency theory can be deemed 

as relevant to nonprofit sport organisations as they exist to promote sport and satisfy 

the needs of multiple stakeholders. 

Resource Dependency Theory 

Resource dependency theory states that organisational survival is based on 

organisational capabilities to acquire and maintain resources essential to the 

organisation (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). In resource dependency theory, the board of 

directors serve as a mechanism connecting their organisations with resources from 
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external environments, such as fmancial resources, and political lobbying power 

(Bezemer et al., 2007; Hillman, Cannella, & Paetzold, 2000; Miller-Millesen, 2003). 

Unlike agency theory, the primary board role does not link to a monitoring function. 

Instead, the duties of directors are to build relationships with the external environment, 

reduce external uncertainty, access necessary information, bring resources and 

represent the organisations (Clarke, 2004; Lynall, 2003; Hillman et al., 2000; Miller-

Millesen, 2003; Daily, et al., 2003; McNulty & Pettigrew, 1999). 

Resource dependency theory is important for nonprofit organisations. It is assumed 

that board members are elected or appointed on the basis of their expertise in order to 

add value to their organisation rather than just monitor and control the general 

secretary (Cornforth & Edwards, 1999). The mission for nonprofit organisations does 

not centre on making profits and their survival is dependent on external resources. 

When a nonprofit organisation relies heavily on income derived from external sources, 

nonprofit board members are asked to perform less of a monitoring role but more 

boundary-spanning tasks, such as securing demanded resource and raising funds 

(Miller-Millesen, 2003; O'Regan & Oster, 2005; Rhoades et al., 2000). 

Institutional Theory 

Compared with agency theory and resource dependency theory, the application of 

institutional theory to the study of board governance is limited. Institutional theory 

emphasises the importance of normative structure and rules in guiding and 

constraining orgatrisational behaviours (Lynall et al., 2003; Miller-Millesen, 2003). 

The main concept behind institutional theory is that a particular pattern of doing 

things evolves over time and becomes legitimated. The organisation changes structure, 

processes, or behaviours, to meet normative or moral requirements (Luoma & 

Goodstein, 1999; Pfeffer, 1982). As such, if boards have similar roles, it is because 

these roles have become accepted ways of doing things or have been a result of 

coercion (Miller-Millesen, 2003). 

There are three ways that institutionalisation occurs: coercive, normative and mimetic 

institutional pressure (DiMaggio & Powell, 1991 ). Coercive pressures occur when the 

organisations impose rules on others, such as government laws. Normative pressures 

come from cultural influences, such as social norms and values. Cultural influences 
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transmit to organisations through socialisation. Mimetic pressures stem from a desire 

to duplicate other organisations. For example, when new organisations are being 

established they may copy the behaviour of a successful organisation. 

Board roles in institutional theory include attending meetings, adhering to related 

laws/regulations, filing required documents, insisting on sound financial management 

tools and avoiding conflict-of-interest situations (Ingram, 2003; Miller-Millesen, 

2003). Through coercive, mimetic or normative processes, organisations of the same 

type will gradually become similar (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). Organisational 

practices are also able to be predicted by reviewing organisational history or industry 

traditions (Eisenhardt, 1988). In addition to the above roles, Miller-Millesen (2003) 

pointed out that there is new duty of board members, one of self-evaluation. He 

argued that a "growing number of nonprofit boards of directors are engaging in self-

assessment and relying on governance consultants to learn about the various 

characteristics of good governance" in order to "develop operational procedures that 

legitimate board activities" (Miller-Millesen, 2003 p.538). 

Stewardship Theory 

Stewardship theorists take a contrasting view to agency theory. Agency theory argues 

that the CEO/manager is an opportunistic agent, carrying out duties to maximise their 

own utilities potentially at the expense of shareholders. Stewardship theorists assert 

that there is no conflict of interest between the CEO/manager and the owner. The 

CEO/manager is not an opportunistic agent but a steward who behaves in the best 

interests of his/her principals (Clarke, 2004; Jaskiewicz & Klein, 2007; Shen, 2003). 

This, however, does not mean the CEO/manager leaves aside his/her interests and is 

altruistic. Instead, the CEO/manager recognises that sometimes when s/he serves for 

shareholders' interests, his/her interests are satisfied at the same time (Lane, Cannella, 

& Lubatkin, 1998). Stewardship theory is more likely to happen in organisations 

where the CEO/manager has high authorisation under a control mechanism (Lin, 

2005). To protect his/her career and reputation in the managerial market, the 

CEO/manager is prone to behave in a manner which can maximise shareholders' 

interests and can meet job requirements (Daily, et al., 2003; Kosnik, 1987). The main 

limitation of this theory is that it ignores the dynamics of boards, the perception of 

board roles and leadership issues (Hung, 1998). 
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Stewardship theorists also promote boards' roles in collaboration and mentoring and 

suggest boards should be active in making and implementing strategies (Ruse, 2005). 

The main role of the governing board is to guide the management team to achieve 

organisational mission/goals and to advise and support management (Hung, 1998; 

Jaskiewicz & Klein, 2007). In the nonprofit sport setting, application of the 

stewardship theory is more appropriate than that of agency theory (Hoye, et al., 2006). 

For example, managers of nonprofit sport organisations might be former players or 

connected to their organisations and are more likely to be committed to their 

organisations and willing to act like stewards (Hoye et al., 2006). 

Managerial Hegemony Theory 

'The main concept of managerial hegemony theory is that the CEO/manager has power 

over the board of directors. As the company grows and increases its share capital, the 

large institution has a lesser proportion of shares. As a result, the control of the large 

shareholder is diluted and the management power increases since the CEO/manager is 

likely to be self-serving and pursues his/her O\Vn objectives (Kosnik, 1987; Parkinson, 

1995). The CEO/manager takes charge of the day-to-day operations which gives 

him/her insights of the organisation. Information and knowledge controlled by the 

management about the organisation affairs is insufficient for the board. Boards are 

kept from being involved in any important decision (Hung, 1998) and the board of 

directors is put in a disadvantaged position. 

The CEO/manager can gain· financial resources from retained earnings, allowing 

him/her to mitigate the reliance on shareholders for capital (Mizruchi, 1983 ). This 

then allows the CEO/manager to put other aims first and not necessarily act to 

maximise shareholders' interests. The function of the independent board and the 

distinction between the inside and outside board member, proposed in agency theory, 

becomes useless as it is mainly the CEO/manager who is able to determine board 

membership, decide what the board can do, control the information and advice that 

the board can have, and even determine the compensation package of the board 

(Clarke, 2004; Rhoades, et al., 2000). Board members, both insider and outsider, may 

then depend on the CEO/manager for advancement and rewards. Although it has a 

formal governance power over the management, in fact, the organisation is dominated 

by the management. To secure a board seat and reward, 'accountabilities' of the board 
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is to be a management tool and a passive rubber stamp for the management's decision 

(Hung, 1998; Kosnik, 1987). The board, as a result, is ineffective in mitigating the 

conflict of interests between the management and the owners (Kosnik, 1987; McNulty 

& Pettigrew, 1999). 

Stakeholder Theory 

The final key governance theory prominent in the literature is stakeholder theory. The 

primary concept of stakeholder theory is that the organisation should govern the 

relationship with various stakeholders (Clarke, 2004). Nonprofit organisations 

typically use democratic methods to elect board members. The main practices are: 

open elections in which one member has one vote, and any member can put himself as 

a candidate. Therefore, the board members are elected to represent the interests of one 

or more stakeholder groups in their organisations (Cornforth & Edwards, 1999). For 

nonprofit sport organisations, there are many stakeholders and these can include 

sponsors, donors, members, employees, volunteers, board members, general public, 

communities, and government (Australian Sports Commission, 2005; Hoye et al., 

2006). Nonprofit organisations can serve a wide range of social purposes and create 

value for their stakeholders (Blair, 1995; Clarke, 1998a; Clarkson, 1995). Nonprofit 

organisations have to balance the interests of various stakeholders (Hung, 1998) and 

in this conceptualisation the primary board role is to identify, understand and satisfy 

the needs of stakeholders (Carver, 1997). 

In summary, it is clear that different governance theories explain different board roles 

and that no single theory can cover all board roles. This research uses the extant 

governance theories to better explain the empirical roles of directors/supervisors. 

Moreover, extant governance theories have not explored the context of strategic 

orientation. Understanding the interaction between governance and strategy theories 

provide a better understanding about strategic governance. 

2. 10.2 Conceptual map 

The conceptualisation of the current research is presented in Figure 2.2. A dotted line 

separates this figure into two parts. On the left side is one of the main concerns of this 

research - board governance; on the right side is the other focus of this research -

67 



strategy management. Agency theory, resource dependency theory, institutional 

theory, stewardship theory, managerial hegemony theory and stakeholder theory are 

the theoretical bases used to explore board governance. The typology of Miles and 

Snow (1978) is the theoretical basis for assessing strategy management. The research 

questions examine issues about the roles of directors and supervisors and the 

relationship between board governance and strategy management. 

Figure 2.2 Conceptual map 

Board Governance 

composition 

Supervisory 
board 

composition 

Roles of 
Directors 

Strategy Management 

Strategic 
Orientation 

Qlr---~~~--~-----H~~--~ Roles of 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

Supervisors 

Agency Theory: develop 
mission/vision/strategy, monitor the CEO, 
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bring resources etc. 
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to regulations etc. 
Stewardship Theory: guide/support 
management 
Managerial Hegemony Themy: rubber stamp 
Stakeholder Theory: understand/satisfy the 
needs of stakeholders 
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2.11 Synthesis and problem statement 

Governance and organisational strategies are critical components of managing 

organisations in any industry because they concern monitoring organisational 

activities, delivering benefits to organisations and guiding an organisation. The board 

plays a significant role in a governance system because decisions made by the board 

can affect the entire organisation. A number of studies have examined board roles in 

organisations with a one-tier board system. While there is a growing number of 

studies on the two-tier board system and supervisory board, very little research 

attention has been paid to the board roles in nonprofit sport organisations and with a 

dual board system. Similarly, the examination of board composition is well 

documented in the for profit setting. Little is known about the board composition in a 

dual board system and in a nonprofit sport organisation. 

Previous literature has informed this research by suggesting that in a dynamic 

environment, an organisation should adapt to external uncertainty. To better adapt to 

the external uncertainty, organisations can implement a certain type of strategy. In 

general, the empirical studies showed that different strategic orientation results in 

different organisational outcomes, such as organisational performance and marketing 

policies. It is therefore reasonable to expect that nonprofit sport organisations with 

different strategic orientations will have different board composition and board roles. 

Scholars have argued that the board should become a strategic board which is not just 

there to formulate or ratify strategies but to ensure organisational activities are carried 

out based on organisational strategies (Daily, et al., 2003; Stiles, 2001). A review of 

literature reveals that there have been few published studies on the association 

between board governance and organisational strategies. These studies have indicated 

that organisational strategies and board governance could affect each other. In these 

limited studies, only one applied Miles and Snow's (1978) framework to examine 

board governance and none were conducted in the sport domain or in organisations 

with a dual board system. 

While governance literature has been increasing in sport management, it is relatively 

deficient and fragmented. In the limited studies undertaken, the overall governance 
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system, organisational change and board governance have been examined. In board 

governance, much attention has been placed on the issues of board leadership and 

board performance. Little research attention has been placed on investigations into 

board roles, sport organisations from non-Western countries or those in a different 

board governance system, and strategy in sport management. Instead, research has 

focused on such issues as the strategic planning and the application of resource 

dependency based theory. While previous research has recognised the importance of 

strategic orientation for sport organisations, few sport researchers have attempted to 

take this issue into consideration. Due to the deficient research into board governance 

and strategic orientation in sport management, the investigation of the association 

between the two issues is nearly non-existent. There is a gap in the knowledge of the 

roles conducted by board members when their organisations have different strategic 

orientations. 

In Taiwan, governance is a relatively new research area. The studies into governance 

have been increasing in the past decade and most researchers have focused on 

governance issues in commercial organisations. Board governance has been 

investigated by a number of researchers and much attention has been placed on board 

composition and its relationship with organisational performance. As the development 

of the nonprofit sector is less than twenty years old, it is not surprising that research 

into nonprofit organisations has commenced only in the past ten years. 

The few studies of board governance in nonprofit organisatio·ns·are descriptive and 

present outlines of the legal systems related to the nonprofit board and the 

composition of the board. The analysis of differences in board governance among 

difference organisational outcomes, such as strategic orientation, and the relationship 

between the two has not been well documented. Moreover, although organisations in 

Taiwan are required to have a dual board system, directors were the foci of previous 

research. Little of the previous research from both profit and nonprofit settings has 

attempted to empirically investigate the composition and roles of directors and 

supervisors. 

In seeking to choose an appropriate theoretical base for examining board roles, 

agency theory, resource dependency theory, institutional theory, stewardship theory, 
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managerial hegemony theory, and stakeholder theory have been identified. A review 

of these theories has established a framework that can be used to understand and 

explain board roles. Three research problems were identified and in each research 

problem, two sub questions were established. 

( 1) What are the board roles in nonprofit sport organisations with a dual board system? 

(1.1) What are the roles of directors? 

(1.2) What are the roles of supervisors? 

(2) What is the relationship between board composition and the strategic orientation 

of nonprofit sport organisations with a dual board system? 

(2.1) What is the relationship between the composition of board of directors 

and the strategic orientations? 

(2.2) What is the relationship between the composition of board of supervisors 

and the strategic orientations? 

(3) What is the relationship between board roles and the strategic orientation of 

nonprofit sport organisations with a dual board system? 

(3.1) What is the relationship between the roles of directors and the strategic 

orientations? 

(3 .2) What is the relationship between the roles of supervisors and the 

strategic orientations? 

Methodology, research results, discussions and conclusions are presented in the 

following chapters. Implications for governance theories and nonprofit sport 

organisations and future research are also discussed. 
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Chapter Three: Methodology 

3.1 Introduction 

Chapter Two provided a conceptual and theoretical overview of board roles, board 

composition and strategic orientation. The research problem was located within a 

multi-faceted theoretical framework, namely: agency theory, resource dependency 

theory, institutional theory, stewardship theory, managerial hegemony theory and 

stakeholder theory. An argument was made for an empirical investigation of three 

main research questions: 

(1) What are the board roles in nonprofit sport organisations with a dual board 

system? 

(2) What is the relationship between board composition and the strategic 

orientation of nonprofit sport organisations with a dual board system? 

(3) What is the relationship between board roles and the strategic orientation of 

nonprofit sport organisations with a dual board system? 

This chapter outlines the research design for the study and selection of samples, 

instrurnents, procedures and data analysis. 

3.2 Considerations and research design 

The board of directors (BoD) and board of supervisors (BoS) governance and strategy 

management can be studied using data gathered by quantitative methods and through 

understanding respondents' vieVv])Oints generated by qualitative approaches 

(Hathaway, 1995). Quantitative research is largely based on the assumptions that 

there is a true reality, whereas, the assumption of qualitative research is that reality is 

constructed and understood differently by individuals (Hathaway, 1995). 

Quantitative research is typified by the use of survey or assessment instruments, 

generally developed with pre-determined questions to prevent personal bias on 

descriptions of the reality. The researcher then attempts to discover patterns or 

relationships between variables and to establish general laws to explain the reality 
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(Hathaway, 1995). In a qualitative study, the researcher engages in what s/he is 

researching by using techniques, such as interviews or observation. The researcher 

then integrates information, creates transcripts, and documents emergent themes 

based on an understanding of respondents' perception of an unexplored issue. 

Generalisation may be limited because reality is constructed by the researcher's 

interpretation (Hathaway, 1995). Assumptions of quantitative and qualitative 

approaches vary depending on the research problem. Studies that are able to draw on 

both approaches can use these methods to strengthen and to better understand results 

(Bryman, 2004; Hathaway, 1995). 

In Chapter Two, it was argued that little empirical research has been conducted on 

issues such as board roles, composition and strategic orientation in sport organisations 

with a dual board system. Tills thesis explores the consequent research problems of 

board roles and the relationship between BoD/BoS governance in and strategic 

orientation across nonprofit sport organisations. Given the exploratory nature of this 

research, it is appropriate to use more than one approach. Using qualitative 

approaches provides in-depth information on BoD/BoS governance, while 

generalisation of results is possible when using appropriate quantitative approaches. 

Therefore, a combination of quantitative and qualitative approaches was deemed 

appropriate. 

The survey-based quantitative approach adopted by this research is justified on two 

grounds. First, data on board roles, board composition and strategic orientation has 

commonly been collected by a survey questionnaire instrument in previous research 

and has proven to be an efficient and accurate means to measure respondents' 

perception of these variables (Brown & Iverson, 2004; Inglis, 1997). Secondly, data 

on these issues is usually not publicly available and a survey is one of the best 

methods to gather this primary data (Zikmund, 2003). In order to complement this 

approach, qualitative interviews were used to gather interviewees' perceptions of 

research related issues. It is widely acknowledged that more in-depth information can 

be obtained by interviews than by a survey (Babbie, 2001 ). In this thesis, the 

quantitative research survey provided statistical results of board roles, board 

composition and strategic orientation together with an understanding of the 

relationship between BoD/BoS governance and strategic orientations. Acknowledging 
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the explorative nature of this research, qualitative interviews were deemed useful for 

exploring BoD/BoS governance of sport organisations with a dual board system. 

To research BoD/BoS governance, strategic orientation, and the interaction between 

the two in nonprofit sport organisations with a dual board system, the variables 

selected for the study were board role, board composition, and strategic orientation. 

Board roles were measured by the perceptions that individuals, including board 

members and general secretaries/senior employees, held for board roles (Inglis, 1997; 

Van de Heuvel et al, 2006). Board composition was measured by board size and board 

independence, together with board members' gender, age, tenure, education level and 

career backgrounds (Milliken & Martins, 1996). Strategic orientation was measured 

using the perceptions held by general secretaries/senior employees (Brown & Iverson, 

2004; Kabanoff & Brown, 2008). 

To collect relevant data, three stages, including a preliminary study, two survey 

approaches and semi-structured interviews, were employed (see Table 3.1). The 

relationship between board composition and strategic orientation as well as the 

relationship between board roles and strategic orientation were investigated 
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Table 3.1 Research desi2n 

Stage Action Detailed Action Sample Operational Variables 

~easurement issues 

Assessment of 
questionnaire • Board roles 

language and cultural • Strategic 
1 Preliminary context orientation 

study • Board composition 
• 2 directors 

Focus group • 2 supervisors 
interview • 2 general 

secretaries 
• 2 directors 

Pilot study • 2 supervisors 
• 1 general 

secretaries 
Survey • 15 8 directors • Board roles 

Survey implementation 1 • 103 supervisors 
2 approach 1 (non-Summer 

Olympic sport 
associations) --

Survey • 212 directors • Strategic 
Survey implementation 2 • I 02 supervisors orientation 

3 approach 2 (Summer Olympic • 25 general • Board roles 
sport associations) secretaries 0 Board composition 

- · 
Semi-structured • 1 8 directors • Board roles 

interviews • 7 supervisors • Board composition 
4 Interviews (Summer Olympic • 22 general 

sport association) secretaries 

3.3 Stage 1: Preliminary study 

3.3.1 Measurement issues 

Board roles and board composition are related to BoD/BoS governance yet they are 

very distinctive. Board roles relate to responsibilities of board members and board 

composition is concerned with the structure of a board. Strategic orientation is located 

in the domain of strategy management. The following sections discuss each of the 

three topics and associated measurement. 
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Board Roles 

The research design of the thesis was informed by the work on board role 

designations undertaken by Inglis, Alexander and Weaver (1999). The researchers' 

framework was developed from the literature related to roles for nonprofit boards, 

including nonprofit sport boards (see Axelrod, 1994; Bradshaw et al., 1992; Carver, 

1990; Dunlop, 1989; Harris, 1993; Harvey & Zamparo, 1994; Heimovics & Herman, 

1990; Herman, 1985; Houle, 1989; Inglis, 1997; Migliore, Stevens, Louden & 

Willamson, 1995; Widmer, 1993). Board members and executives rated the degree of 

importance of each board role, and the degree of fulfilling each role of the board in 

nonprofit organisations. Three factors were generated: 

• Strategic activities - contains seven items that reflect planning associated with 

ensuring a strong foundation for the organisation. The roles include: (1) 

developing and assessing long-range plans and overall strategy for the 

organisation; (2) ensuring a mission and vision for the organisation; (3) setting 

policy from which the paid staff and program volunteers can deliver programs 

and services; ( 4) evaluation of the performance of the general secretary; ( 5) 

responding to community needs; (6) developing collaborations and 

partnerships; and (7) ongoing evaluation of how well the board is doing. 

• Operations - contains four items, including: (1) delivering specific programs 

and services; (2) developing specific programs and services; (3) advocating for 

the interests of certain groups or persons the organisation serves; and ( 4) 

raising funds ·fot the organisation~ · · · · · 

• Resource planning - contains three items, including: ( 1) annual budget 

allocations; (2) hiring senior paid staff (other than executive director/CEO); 

and (3) setting financial policy (Inglis et al., 1999). 

The framework of Inglis et al was primarily designed for a one-tier board system. It is 

noted that while having reference to this framework, the focus on a dual board system 

in this thesis necessitated consideration of the governance system of Taiwan. The 

Civil Organisation Law of Taiwan (section 17, 23 and 29) regulates board roles in 

nonprofit sport organisations, including electing executive board members, electing a 

board chair, ratifying board members' resignations and attending board meetings. 
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Consequently the research included four issues related to these roles. Focus group 

interviews and a pilot study were conducted to further ensure an appropriate 

application to the Taiwanese context. 

Board composition 

Data about board composition and the general background of board members were 

collected. These aspects related to board size and board independence, as well as the 

board member's gender, age, tenure, education level and career background. Board 

size was determined as the number of board members on the board of directors and 

the board of supervisors. Data about board independence was collected using 

questions drawn from previous research (Dalton et al., 1999; Kosnik, 1987; Rhoades 

et al., 2000). Accordingly, four definitions of dependent board members or insiders 

were deemed relevant: 

1. A current employee in the organisation. 

2. A former employee. 

3. An individual who has a business or personal relationship with the 

organisation, such as a supplier, relative of employees and family members. 

4. Those who are directly appointed by the current CEO. 

In line with to these parameters, the questions used to measure board independence 

included: 

1. Are you currently on the staff in this organisation? 

2. Are you a former staff member in this organisation? 

3. Do you have a formal business relationship with this organisation? 

4. Are you a relative of any of the current staff in this organisation? 

5. Were you appointed by the current general secretary? 

6. Were you appointed by the current chair? 

If the respondent answered 'yes' to any of these questions, s/he ·were regarded as an 

insider. On the other hand, if the respondents answered 'no' for each of these 

questions, s/he was regarded as an outsider. 

The gender and age of board members were measured via questions to members. The 

members were classified into seven groups based on age, noting that a 5 year age 
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range is typically used by the Ministry of Interior of Taiwan when investigating the 

age of population- 34 and under 34 years old; 35-39 years old; 40-44 years old; 45-49 

years old; 50-54 years old; 55-59 years old; 60; and above 60 years old. The tenure of 

a board member was measured by asking members how long they had been board 

members of their organisations. The Civil Organisation Law of Taiwan stipulates that 

one term of a board member comprises a maximum of four years and no minimum. In 

Taiwan, people use 'term' more than 'year' to describe the tenure of a position. This 

research therefore classified board members into three tenure groups based on 'term'-

first term, second term and more than second term. 

The education level of board members was classified into three levels, including 

under/high school degree, university degree and above university degree. 

Respondents were asked to indicate their highest educational level. The board 

member's career background was ascertained by asking board members to indicate 

their career expertise in 20 designated occupation backgrounds. The 20 occupations 

were drawn from the standard industrial classification designed by the Directorate 

General of Budget, Accounting and Statistics, Executive, Yuan, Taiwan. 

Strategic orientation 
It has been suggested that there are four ways to measure strategic orientation (Snow 

& Hambrick, 1980). These are investigator inference, self-completed, external 

assessment, and objective indicators. Among these, the most frequently used approach 

is the_ self-completed questionnaire _(Aragon-Sanchez&. Sanchez-Marin, 2005; Brown 

& Iverson, 2004; Castle, 2003; James & Hatten, 1995; McDaniel & Kolari, 1987; 

Miles & Snow, 1978; Moore, 2005; Peng et al., 2004; Segev, 1987; Shortell & Zajac, 

1990; Snow & Hrebiniak, 1980). 

The self-completed questionnaire is a time-saving method that requires respondents 

(managers/general secretaries) to classify their own organisations as defenders, 

prospectors, analysers, and reactors. Snow and Hambrick ( 1980) also stated that using 

a senior manager's self-completed assessment of an organisations' strategic 

orientation has two advantages: ( 1) senior managers have a better understanding of 

their organisations' orientation; (2) relatively large samples can be reached. 

Considering all variables, it was decided that the use of a self-completed 
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questionnaire on strategic orientation would be the most appropriate approach for this 

research. 

Among self-completion methods, the paragraph method has been successfully used in 

many situations (Aragon-Sanchez & Sanchez-Marin, 2005; Brown & Iverson, 2004; 

McDaniel & Kolari, 1987; Miles & Snow, 1978; Segev, 1987; Shortell & Zajac, 1990; 

Snow & Hrebiniak, 1980), and its reliability and validity has been consistently 

confirmed (James & Hatten, 1995; Shortell & Zajac, 1990). In the paragraph method, 

four short paragraphs are presented to respondents. Each paragraph describes an 

organisation with a strategic type defined by Miles and Snow (1978). Shortell and 

Zajac (1990) used an index of concentration as a measure of reliability for nominal 

categories for strategic self-completed. The overall reported concentration measure 

for the strategic orientation was .52. A score of .50 or above indicates a reasonable 

degree of concentration into nominal categories (Shortell & Zajac, 1990). Shortell and 

Zajac (1990) also confirmed the validity of senior manager's self-completed 

questionnaire of organisations' strategic orientations. 

Conant, Mokwa, and Varadarajan (1990) proposed a multi-item scale to replace the 

self-completed paragraph approach because they thought it was overly simplified and 

could not capture insights of the Miles and Snow ( 1978) model. The initial intention 

of Conant et al (1990) was to develop and validate a new scale; however, they 

provided evidence to support the reliability of the self-completed paragraph approach 

through measuring test-retest reliability for both the self-complete paragraph approach 

and their 1nulti-item scale by surveying the same sample at different times. The 

research showed that 75% of the sample was categorised into the same group using 

the self-completed paragraph instrument. As a result of numerous investigations, the 

self-completed paragraph approach has been proven to have satisfactory reliability 

(James & Hatten, 1995). Therefore, the self-completed questionnaire used for this 

study was adapted from Brown and Iverson (2004) and Snow and Hrebiniak (1980) 

and is presented in section 3.5.2. 

Participants of this research completed the instrument about general information on 

board composition. A 5-point Likert scale was employed to measure the degree to 

which the board members were fulfilling each role (1 =strongly disagree to 5=strongly 
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agree). Respondents (general secretaries) chose from four short paragraph 

descriptions of strategic orientations indicating which description best described their 

organisations. 

3.3.2 Language and cultural context 

As this study drew on English language instruments, all questions were originally 

designed in English. However, as the target population for this research was 

Taiwanese, there \-Vas a need to translate all instruments into Mandarin. To ensure the 

translation was accurate and that the question meanings were not changed, backward 

and forward translations were employed (Hayashi, Suzuki, & Sasaki, 1992). Four 

translators assisted with translation verification. All were in the researcher's network 

and had studied in English-speaking countries for at least two years. All were 

Taiwanese and working in either international companies or in English-teaching jobs. 

A description of the translation verification is provided below. 

-First, questions were translated into traditional Chinese by two translators, and the 

same questions were then translated back into English by two different translators. In 

the second stage, the researcher examined the original English language questions 

against their retranslations in terms of four points. These included: (1) whether the 

meaning of the question was missing or destroyed; (2) whether the intention of the 

question was missing; (3) what were the discrepancies between the original and their 

retranslations; and ( 4) what was the implication of the discrepancies on the questions 

(Hayashi et al., 1992). If any transgressions occurred, the researcher discussed these 

with the translators and revisions were made to the traditional Chinese wording. 

1brough repetitive translations conducted by the translators, the equivalent question 

content was achieved and the questions could be confidently used in this research 

(Hayashi et al., 1992). 

There were some discrepancies in board roles, particularly with the term, 'develop' . 

In backward and forward translations, it was translated into another term, ' formulate'. 

The reason was that ' formulate a plan' was a more commonly used phrase than 

'develop a plan' in traditional Chinese. 'Respond to community needs' also raised 

some question during translations, particularly the term 'community'. This term was 
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translated into the term 'society'. The researcher and translators noted that community 

in traditional Chinese only represents a particular area in which a group of people live. 

To include the entire population, 'society' was used. A verb, 'deliver' was also 

deemed inappropriate. In traditional Chinese, one would not say 'deliver a service' 

but instead 'provide a service' . Considering the cultural appropriateness, three terms, 

' formulate' , ' society' and 'provide', were changed for use in the Chinese context. 

3.3.3 Focus group interviews 

Sample selection: A key assumption was that directors, supervisors, and general 

secretaries had intimate knowledge about the governance of BoD and BoS and the 

strategic orientation of their respective organisations. As such, these individuals were 

invited to participate, and provide advice, in the focus group interviews. Morgan 

(1998) suggested that the typical size of an effective focus group is six to ten 

members. To gain in-depth and meaningful outcomes, small focus groups of two 

directors, two supervisors and two general secretaries were formed. These individuals 

were drawn from the researcher's networks and were all previous or current directors, 

supervisors and general secretaries from six nonprofit sport associations with a dual 

board system. 

Instrument: Instruments employed in the focus group interviews were developed in 

the previous two steps. The concepts of BoD/BoS governance and organisational 

strategies explored in the literature, and consequently used in the instrument 

development, were drawn from a one-tier board system. The applicability of these to 

Taiwan's sport organisations was not assumed. Therefore, preliminary focus group 

interviews and a pilot study were conducted in order to ensure that the selected 

instruments were relevant for investigating board roles and strategic orientation in 

Taiwan's sport system. 

Focus group procedure: In the focus group interview, each participant was frrst asked 

to complete the survey developed by this research. This took approximately 15 to 25 

minutes to complete. An interview followed where the researcher went through each 

question and asked if the meaning was clear and if modifications should be conducted 

and/or if new questions should be added. Each participant was allowed to talk freely 
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about issues surrounding the research theme and the researcher took field notes. The 

focus group interview took approximately 45 minutes. 

Data analysis: Modifications to instruments were made by the researcher according to 

the six interviewees' comments. Participants had no comments on either the wording 

or content of the questionnaires on strategic orientation and board composition. 

However, interviewees argued that this questionnaire was mainly associated with the 

roles of directors and the questions on the roles of supervisors should be asked by 

using another questionnaire. A number of additional questions relating to the roles of 

supervisors, such as reviewing the fmal account, were therefore developed in the 

focus group interview. As a result, the focus group interview led to the development 

of two questionnaires: the questionnaire for members of boards of directors 

(comprising 21 questions) and the questionnaire for members of the board of 

supervisors (comprising 10 questions). 

A number of modifications were made to the wording of questions relating to director 

roles. The general modification was regarding the use of the term 'executive'. 

Interviewees argued that an executive in Taiwanese nonprofit sport organisations was 

termed the 'general secretary'. All terms regarding 'executive' were thus changed to 

' general secretary'. To avoid content ambiguity, several items were also separated 

into two sub-items, such as 'formulate a vision' and 'formulate a mission'. Three new 

issues regarding directors' hiring, instructing and examining authorities were added. 

Several words were modified to better describe issues faced by directors. For example, 

'members' was combined with 'society' to indicate a broad range of stakeholders. 

The changes of wording made the questions more understandable for participants. The 

results thus were relatively more accurate when participants could better understand 

questions. 

In assessing the roles of supervisors, the majority of questions derived from the 

framework of Inglis et al. (1999) were removed because most roles were not 

performed by supervisors. A number of new issues regarding how funds are used and 

allocated were introduced. The distinction between some funds being from 

membership fees and others from donations by board members was made clear. Table 
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3.2 and 3.3 display the modified questions relating to the roles of directors and 

supervisors. 

Table 3.2 Roles of directors 
Item No. Director Roles 

Al Formulate a mission 
A2 Formulate a vision 
A3 Examine the annual plan 
A4 Examine the overall strategy 
AS Allocate the annual budget 
A6 Examine the fmancial policy 
A7 Raise funds 
A8 Identify the needs cf members/society 
A9 Satisfy the needs of members/society 

AlO ReguJarly attend board meetings 
All Elect executive board members 
Al2 Elect the board chairman 
Al3 Ratify directors' resignations 
Al4 Hire the general secretary 
A15 Evaluate the general secretary's performance 
Al6 Ass~ work to the general secretary 
Al7 Evaluate the board's performance 
Al8 Ratify decisions made b~ the general secretary in hiring 2aid staff 
Al9 Develop external collaborations/partnerships 
A20 Respond to members/society needs 
A21 Examine sport services provided to members/society 

Table 3.3 Roles of supervisors ---Item No. Supervisor Roles 
Bl Supervise whether the annual plan is conducted by directors 
B2 Review the fmal account 
B3 Review the annual budget 
B4 Supervise whether funds are used properly 
BS Supervise major purchasing decisions 
B6 Present results of organisational-performance at the general assembly 
B7 Present results of organisational performance at the board meeting 
B8 Regularly attend board meetings 
B9 Elect executive su_pervisors 

BlO Ratify supervisors' resignations 

3.3.4 Pilot study 

After the modifications were made, a pilot study was conducted to further assess 

wording and clarity. Veal (1997) stated that a pilot study is a small-scale "trial-run" of 
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a larger survey. Researchers have not identified an ideal or standardised appropriate 

sample size for a pilot study (Bryman, 2004). In terms of composition, Yin argued 

that "in general, convenience, access and geographic proximity can be the main 

criteria for selecting the pilot case or cases" (2003. p. 79). In view of this, a snowball 

sampling technique was employed to select respondents. Snowball sampling is "a 

non-probability sample in which the researcher makes initial contact with a small 

group of people who are relevant to the research topic and then uses these to establish 

contacts with others" (Bryman, 2004, p. 544). The researcher started with individuals 

known to him and proceeded to ask for assistance in gaining referrals to access other 

potential respondents. 

Two directors, two supervisors and one general secretary from two different nonprofit 

sport organisations took part in the pilot study. These participants were not included 

in subsequent data collection stages. Consenting participants were asked to complete 

the modified survey. Further changes on wording and the clarity of questions were 

sought but no amendments were made as participants did not raise any comments or 

concerns. 

3.3.5 Population 

Thousands of small, medium and large nonprofit sport and recreational organisations 

exist in Taiwan {Minister of Interior Taiwan, 2005). Considering time, cost and 

relevance, this research decided to target a key group of Taiwanese nqnprqfit sport 

organisations. Nonprofit sport organisations at the national level are governing bodies 

for their sports and are responsible for national sport affairs. They play an important 

role in promoting sport and providing sport services in Taiwan. Considering their 

importance in sport delivery, this research targeted national nonprofit sport 

organisations of Taiwan. 

A list of 116 nonprofit sport organisations was obtained from the National Council of 

Physical Fitness and Sports, R.O.C. (Taiwan). After removing recreational 

associations and life saving associations, 70 nonprofit sport organisations remained. 

These nonprofit sport organisations were established according to Taiwan's Civil 
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Organisation Law and all met the criteria of being a national level nonprofit sport 

organisation with a board of directors and a board of supervisors. 

3.3. 6 Data analysis 

The techniques used in data analysis are outlined in Table 3.4. Survey data were 

analysed by using Statistical Package for the Social Science (SPSS). The significance 

level was set at .05 as this is a frequently accepted level in research (Field, 2005). 

Interview data were coded and then analysed by using NVivo. Details of the 

remaining three stages are presented below. 

Table 3.4 Data collection and analysis of research questions 
Data Collection Data 

Research Question Questionnaire Interviews Analysis 

Question One: 
• Validity analysis 

What are the board roles in • Factor analysis 
nonprofit sport -1 -1 • Reliability analysis 
organisations with a dual • Interview data analysis 
board system? 

Question Two: 

What is the relationship 
between board • Chi-Square tests 
composition and the • Multinomial logistic 
strategic orientation of -1 -1 regressiOn 
nonprofit sport 
organisations with a dual 

• Interview data analysis 

board system? 

--
Question Three: 

What is the relationship 
between board roles and • MANOVA 
the strategic orientation of -1 -1 • Discriminant analysis 
nonprofit sport • Interview data analysis 
organisations with a dual 
board system? 
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3.4 Stage 2: Survey approach 1 in Non-Summer Olympic sport 

organisations 

3.4. 1 Sample selection 

The main purpose of this stage was to test the instrument and make necessary 

adjustments to address the flrst research question- what are the board roles in 

nonprofit sport organisations with a dual board system? A sample was drawn from 70 

associations on the list of the National Council of Physical Fitness and Sports, R.O.C. 

(Taiwan). 28 Summer Olympic Sport Associations were excluded in this stage 

because they were the ultimate target orgacisations. Therefore, 42 orgacisations were 

the target population and they were contacted via the researcher's network or cold 

calling. Ultimately, 24 organisations indicated their willingness to assist in 

distributing questionnaires to their directors and supervisors via mail/email. 

Within the 24 nonprofit sport organisations the total number of directors (n=764) and 

supervisors (n=242) were surveyed. Valid questionnaire responses were obtained 

from 158 directors (20.7%) and 103 supervisors (42.6%). Each organisation had at 

least two to three respondents complete the questionnaire regarding directors' roles 

(Table 3.5). No single organisation had a significantly higher response rate than others. 

Similarly, the sample distribution of supervisors showed no single orgacisation had a 

significantly higher response rate than others. This result suggests that sample bias 

was unlikely. 
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Table 3.5 Breakdown of the sample 
Participant Total number Individual Total number Individual 
associations of sample size of sample size 

directors (directors) supervisors (supervisors) 

A 35 5 11 3 
B 35 2 11 3 
c 35 6 11 1 
D 35 10 11 4 
E 35 10 11 3 
F 31 8 9 4 
G 27 5 9 3 
H 35 6 11 3 
I 31 4 9 3 
J 27 3 9 5 
K 35 13 11 3 
L 31 10 9 7 
M 27 5 9 3 
N 27 5 9 4 
0 35 5 11 7 
p 27 14 9 3 

Q 27 4 9 4 
R 35 10 11 7 
s 27 7 9 4 
T 35 3 11 7 

!------------ - -u 35 8 11 6 

v 35 7 11 5 
-- ------ r--w 35 5 11 5 

X 27 3 9 6 
r==== - -

Total 764 158 242 103 

Mean 31.8 6.6 10.1 4.3 

3.4.2 Instrument 

This stage focused on exploring the issues of roles of directors and supervisors. 

Questionnaires as to director and supervisor roles developed in Stage One were 

employed. Directors were asked to rate the degree of fulfilling each director role; 

supervisors were asked to rate the degree of fulfilling each supervisor role. 

Demographic information of respondents was also collected. 

3.4.3 Sutvey procedure 

The instrument was handed directly to the department secretary in each association 

and sent to directors and supervisors via general secretaries/senior employees. The 

questionnaires took the respondent approximately 10 to 15 minutes to complete and a 
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consent letter and addressed return envelope were included. One month after the 

initial mail out, follow-up phone calls to directors and supervisors were undertaken to 

improve response rates. The response rate of directors was slightly improved from 

18.1% (n=138) to 20.7% (n=158); the response rate of supervisors was improved 

from 38.0% (n=92) to 42.6% (n=1 03). In each case respondents were also asked to 

indicate if they were willing to be interviewed. At a later date three potential 

interviewees were contacted via phone to explain the purpose of the research and to 

seek approval to be interviewed. Interviews undertaken in this stage were used to 

clarify the wording in the interview question schedule and the interviewer took field 

notes. Each interview took approximately 20 to 25 minutes. 

3.4.4 Data analysis 

To analyse board roles, content/face validity analysis, exploratory factor analysis and 

reliability analysis were completed. Content/fact validity attempts to ascertain if the 

instrument reflects accurately what it purposes to measure (Zikmund, 2003 ). It is 

established by asking people with experience or expertise in a topic whether the 

measure reflects the concerned concept (Bryman, 2004). In the focus group 

interviews, board members and general secretaries were invited to provide feedback 

to confirm the content/fact validity of the questionnaire on board roles. 

The main purpose of factor analysis is to "define the underlying structure among the 

variables in the analysis" (Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson & Tatham, 2006, p.1 04). In 

the focus group interviews, questions of board roles were modified by experts to 

ensure an appropriate fit for Taiwan's sport systen1. 'The questions had not been used 

before and structures among variables were unknown. Factor analysis was therefore 

employed to define interrelated variables, kn.o\.vn as factors (Hair et al ., 2006). As 

literature reviews showed that research on Taiwanese board roles was sparse, there 

was little precedent about how many factors should be extracted to represent data. In 

the given situation, exploratory factor analysis was seen as appropriate (I-Iair et al., 

2006). Hair et al. suggested that an exploratory factor analysis is useful in defining 

structure among a number of variables and stated it "can be conducted without 

knowing how many factors really exist or which variables belong with which 

construct" (2006, pp.773-774). In contrast, when researchers know the actual structure 
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of data, based on theoretical support or prior research, they can use confirmatory 

factor analysis to assess the degree to which the data satisfies the expected structure. 

The preferred sample size for factor analysis should be 100 or greater. The minimum 

sample size is to have at least 5 times as many participants as variables (Hair et al., 

2006; Stevens, 2002). The number of variables of roles of directors and supervisors in 

this research were 21 and 10 respectively. Respective sample sizes of directors and 

supervisors for factor analysis were 158 and 103. The sample sizes were 7.5: 1 ratio 

of directors to variables and 10: 1 ratio of supervisors to variables, which both fell 

within accepted limits. Two indexes- Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett's test 

of Sphericity - were frrstly examined to ensure appropriateness of conducting factor 

analysis (Field, 2005; Hair et al., 2006). KMO was the measure of sampling adequacy. 

Kaiser (1974) suggested that KMO values should be at least greater than .5 and that 

values between .7 and .8 are good; values between .8 and .9 are great; and values 

above .9 are superb. Bartlett's test of Sphericity is a test for the correlations among 

variables. Under this test, a significant value less than .05 means appropriate 

correlations occur among variables (Field, 2005; Hair et al., 2006). 

The correlation matrix was generated to examine the correlations among variables. 

Any variables that correlated with no other variable should be removed (Hair et al., 

2006). The scale of communalities was calculated. lbis scale is an index for 

"assessing how much variance in a particular variable is accounted for by the factor 

solution. Higher communality values indicate that a large amount of the variance in a 

variable has been extracted by the factor solution" (Hair et al., 2006, p.l49). While 

there is no standard indicating what size of communalities is large, .50 is an 

acceptable level for a practical analysis (Hair et al., 2006). The eigenvalue is the most 

widely accepted criterion of retaining factors, with the rule of thumb to retain only 

those factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.0 (Hair et al., 2006; Stevens, 2002). 

The rotation method used depends mainly on whether factors are related. If factors are 

expected to be independent, orthogonal rotations should be used; if there are grounds 

for supporting that factors correlate, the oblique rotation should be used (Field, 2005). 

The literature highlights a debate regarding what rotation method researchers should 

use. Field argued that "in practice, there are strong grounds to believe that orthogonal 

rotations are a complete nonsense for naturalistic data, and certainly for any data 
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involving humans" (2005, p. 637). Similarly, Hair, Anderson, Tatham and Black 

(1995) argued that while the choice of rotational technique is based on the needs of 

research, realistically very few variables are uncorrelated. 

Tabachnick and Fidell (2001) suggested that the best way to decide between 

orthogonal and oblique rotation is to conduct oblique rotation first and examine the 

correlations among factors. If there are no factor correlations derived from the data, 

orthogonal rotations should be used. When correlations between factors exceed .32, it 

is enough to warrant oblique rotation (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). In other words, a 

decision can be made in what rotational technique should be used after trying out 

oblique rotation. Therefore, an oblique rotation was frrstly employed by this research. 

The direct oblimin rotation, one of the most frequently used oblique rotations, was 

employed by this research (Kline, 2000). The direct oblimin rotation generated a 

pattern matrix and a factor correlation matrix. The pattern matrix showed the factor 

loadings and was used to interpret factors (Costello & Osborne, 2005; Fields, 2005; 

Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). A factor loading indicates the correlation between an 

original variable and its factor. A higher loading represents a strong relationship 

between items. Factor loadings of ±.30 to± .40 are accepted (Hair et al., 2006). While 

a factor loading of± .30 is the minimun1 requirement (Steven, 2002), for 

interpretation purposes, this research chose factor loading with an absolute value 

of .40 or greater (Field, 2005; Pett, Lackey & Sullivan, 2003; Steven, 2002). 

Reliability analysis was conducted to confirm the consistency of the instruments as "a 

scale should consistently reflect the construct it is measuring" (Field, 2005, p.666). 

Cronbach's coefficient alpha (a) has been the most widely used measure. The 

generally accepted value ofCronbach's alpha is .70 and it may decrease to .60 in 

exploratory studies (Hair et al., 2006). 

90 



3.5 Stage 3: Survey approach 2 in Summer Olympic sport 

organisations 

3.5.1 Sample selection 

The san1pling frame for the main data collection phase of the research was 28 

Summer Olympic sport organisations. Contact persons in each organisation were 

initially introduced via the researcher's referral networks and followed up through 

snowball sampling. The contact person was either the general secretary or a senior 

employee. Of the 28 Summer Olympic sport organisations, 25 organisations (89.3%) 

indicated that they would distribute the survey to directors and supervisors. 

Ultimately, 212 out of 831 directors (25.5%) and 102 out of259 supervisors (39.4%) 

and 25 general secretaries/senior employees completed the survey. Preliminary results 

showed three strategic orientations were identified in participant organisations: 

defender (37.3%), prospector (34.9%) and analyser organisations (27.8%) (Table 3.6). 

In determining each orientation category, every organisation was represented by three 

to five respondents. No single organisation had a disproportionately large number of 

respondents. Similarly, in the sample of supervisors, there was no single organisation 

with a significantly larger number of respondents. 
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Table 3.6 Breakdown of sample in terms of strate2ic orientation 
Defender Number of Prospector Number of Analyser Number of 

(Total number of participant (Total number of participant (Total number of participant 
directors) directors directors) directors directors) directors 

A (35) 7 J (35) 16 s {27) 13 
B (27) 8 K (31) 3 T (35) 5 
c (31) 11 L (35) 9 u (35) 5 
D (35) 7 M(27) 6 v (35) 7 
E (35} 8 N(27) 6 W{35) 7 
F (35) 5 0 (35) 8 X (35) 14 
G (35) 12 p (35) 8 y (31) 8 
H (35) 9 Q_(35) 13 
I (35) 12 R(35) 5 

Sub Total 79 74 59 
Mean Size 8.8 8.2 8.4 

Total 212 
Defender Number of Prospector Number of Analyzer Number of 

(Total number of participant (Total number of participant (Total number of participant 
supervisors) supervisors supervisors) supervisors supervisors) supervisors 

A (11) 2 J (11) 7 s {9) 3 
B (9) 3 K(9) 1 T (11) 2 
c (9) 3 L (11) 6 U(ll) 6 
D (11) 3 M(9) 2 v (11) 4 
E (11) ---· 4 N(9) 2 W(11) 3 
F (11) 9 0 (11) 6 X(U) 4 
G (11) 5 p (11) 2 Y(7) 6 --

1-·-.!!Jl!l 5 Q (11) 5 
I (11) 4 R (11) 5 

Sub Total 38 36 28 
Mean Size 4.2 4.0 4.0 

Total 102 

3.5.2 Instrument 

The issue of strategic orientation was assessed by using a self-completed paragraph 

method which had been developed in Stage One. Respondents were asked to 

categorise their organisations as defenders, prospectors, analysers, and reactors. 

Based on research conducted by Brown and Iverson (2004) and Snow and Hrebiniak 

(1980), the descriptions of the four types of organisations were modified for the 

current research project: 

• Defender: A sport organisation that attempts to locate and maintain a secure 

niche by offering relatively stable sport services to its members and the 

community. The sport organisation tends to offer a more limited range of sport 

services but those it offers are unique in quality and type. This sport organisation 
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is not at the forefront of service innovations; it tends to ignore sport setting 

changes that have no direct influence on its current operations and concentrates on 

doing the best job possible in its service area. 

• Prospector: This sport organisation typically operates within a board sport 

service area to meet the needs of a variety of members and communities. Its 

service areas undergo periodic redefinition. It responds rapidly to early signs 

concerning new opportunities for program development. Given its innovation 

orientation, this sport organisation does not try to maintain superiority in all the 

areas that it functions. 

• Analyser: A sport organisation that attempts to maintain a stable, limited set 

of sport services for members and the community, while at the same time moving 

quickly to follow a carefully selected set of promising developments in the sport 

domain. This type of sport organisation is seldom an innovator of sport services or 

strategies but regularly adopts new sport services or strategies from others and 

modifies these to meet member and community needs. 

• Reactor: This sport organisation does not appear to have a consistent 

orientation in how it serves me1nbers and the community. This sport organisation 

is usually not as aggressive in maintaining established sport services as some of 

the other single sport associations, nor is it willing to take as many risks. Rather, 

this sport organisation responds in those areas where it is forced to by pressures in 

the community and the sport environment. 

Questionnaires regarding the roles of directors and supervisors were developed in 

Stage One and modified in Stage Two in terms of factor analysis. Respondents were 

asked to rate the degree of fulfilling board roles. Data of board composition was 

collected by asking respondents to provide demographic information. 

3.5.3 Survey procedure 

To facilitate an acceptable sample size and to gain multiple responses and balanced 

perspectives (Cornforth & Edwards, 1999; Daily et al., 2003), directors, supervisors 
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and the general secretaries/senior employees answered questions about the roles of 

directors and supervisors. Data on board composition were provided by directors and 

supervisors. General secretaries/senior employees were also asked to indicate the 

strategic orientation of their associations. The general secretary/senior employees 

were the key information providers when assessing the organisation' s strategic types 

since they were most knowledgeable about the overall strategic orientation, day-to-

day management, and planning processes. Perceptions by these staff categories have 

been proven valid and generally close to organisational strategies in other studies 

(James & Hatten, 1995; Shortell & Zajac, 1990; Snow & Hrebiniak, 1980). This 

method is the most frequently used to assess strategic orientation. Therefore, general 

secretaries/senior employees were appropriate respondents for the questionnaire of 

strategic orientation. The survey procedure outlined in Section 3.4.3 was adopted in 

this stage. 

3.5.4 Data analysis 

Board composition .and strategic orientation 

To investigate the relationship between strategic orientation and board composition, 

chi-square tests were employed to examine whether there was a significant 

association between board composition and strategic orientation. Data relating to 

strategic orientation and board composition were mainly nominal variables. When 

objects are grouped into two or more nominal categories, the chi-square test can be 

used to test the relationship between categories (Cooper & Schindler, 2003). A 

crosstab in the chi-square test would display how the strategic orientation related to 

the board composition. 

Significant va.riables found by the chi-square test were included in the multinominal 

logistic regression to investigate how these variables predicted strategic orientation. 

Logistic regression was an appropriate statistical technique when both independent 

and dependent variables were categorical. A multinomial logistic regression was 

useful when the dependent variable was more than two levels (Meyers, Gamst & 

Guarino, 2006). The dependent variable in this research was strategic orientation and 

it had more than two levels; the independent variable was board composition which 

mainly comprised categorical variables. Therefore use of this statistical technique was 
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justified. Several assumptions were examined before performing logistic regression, 

including that data were independent, categories under analysis were mutually 

exclusive, and there were no specification errors in which irrelevant predictors were 

excluded (Meyers et al., 2006; Wright, 1997). No violation was found. Further, 

logistic regression required a minimum of 30 to 50 cases per predictor variable 

(Meyers et al., 2006; Wright, 1997). In this research, there were 212 directors and 102 

supervisors and therefore the sample size was acceptable. 

One of the most important sets of data in multinominallogistic regression is the table 

of parameter estimate. In this table, the W ald value is used to evaluate the 

contribution made by an individual independent variable. If the W ald value is 

significantly different from zero (p < .05), the individual independent variable 

contributes to this model (Field, 2005; Meyers et al., 2006; Tabachnick & Fidell, 

2001). Moreover, in the parameter estimate table, the odds ratios, Exp (B), is ''the 

increase (or decrease if the ratio is less than one) in odds of being in one outcome 

category when the value of the predictor increases by one unit" (Tabachnick & Fidell, 

2001, p.548). If the value of odds is greater than one, as the independent variable-

increases, then the odds of the dependent variable increases. In contrast, if the value 

of odds is less than one, as the independent variable increases, then the odds of the 

dependent variable decreases (Field, 2005). 

Board roles and strategic orientation 

To investigate the relationship between board roles and strategic orientation, 

multivariate analysis of variance (MANOV A) was used to compare mean differences 

in factors of these two areas. The independent variables were strategic orientations 

and the dependent variables were factors of board roles. To further examine the 

relationship between strategic orientation and the roles of directors and supervisors, 

this research conducted discriminant analysis to identify variables that best 

discriminate groups from one another. In other words, the discriminant analysis was 

conducted to investigate how the dependent variables in MANOV A separate 

independent variables in MANOV A (Field, 2005; Steven, 2002; Wu & Tu, 2005). 

More precisely, discriminant analysis was employed to determine which factors of 

roles of directors and supervisors played an important role in discriminating strategic 
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orientation. This analysis relates to how board roles related to strategic orientation and 

therefore it was an appropriate statistical technique. 

The most significant difference between MANOV A and discriminant analysis is that 

the dependent variables in MANOV A are the independent variables in discriminant 

analysis and the dependent variables of discriminant analysis become the independent 

variables in MANOVA. Therefore, the independent variables in discriminant analysis 

were factors of board roles and the dependent variables were the strategic orientations. 

3.6 Stage 4: Semi-structured interviews 

3. 6. 1 Sample selection 

A methodology of sampling and the issue of representative sampling are less 

important in interviews (Bryman, 2004; Flick, 2006; Marvasti, 2004). While Warren 

(2002, p.99) argued that the minimum number of interviewees for qualitative research 

is between twenty and thirty, Bryman (2004) suggested the sample size of qualitative 

interviews varies case by case. One criterion for determining when to stop sampling 

interviewees is theoretical saturation (Bryman, 2004; Flick, 2006). Put simply, 

theoretical saturation means that there have been sufficient interviews when no new or 

relevant data emerges. 

Respondents of the preceding stage of survey research (from the 25 Summer Olympic 

sport 'assoCiations) were asked . if they were williilg~ a.ti appropriate' time, to be 

interviewed. This probability sampling approach has been used by previous research 

(Fenton, Bryman & Deacon, 1998; King, 1994). All interviewees voluntarily took part 

in this research and, due to their positions in sport organisations, were critical 

informants on knowledge/experience about governance in BoD and BoS. Using this 

sampling approach, 4 7 individuals, including 18 directors, 7 supervisors and 22 

general secretaries/senior employees, were interviewed. 

In terms of strategic orientation, the sample included four directors, two supervisors 

and eight general secretaries from defender organisations (n=14); six directors, two 

supervisors and eight general secretaries from prospector organisations (n=l6); eight 
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directors, three supervisors and six general secretaries were from analyser 

organisations (n=17). There were at least ten interviewees from each type of strategic 

orientation, even though representative sampling was not a requirement for the 

interview method. Participants were from all 25 participant organisations and at 

minimum each participant sport organisation had at least one interviewee taking part 

in this stage of the research. Two participant organisations had four interviewees and 

the remainder had one to three participants. A relatively even sample distribution 

from participating sport organisations was achieved. 

3. 6.2 Instrument 

In semi -structured interviews, there are specific topics to be addressed and the 

interviewees are given a great deal of leeway in how to reply (Bryman, 2004 ). The 

overarching question was 'what are the roles of directors/supervisors of nonprofit 

sport organisations?' All interviews began with an exploration of aspects related to 

this question. The board composition was also a primary topic of this research. 

Therefore, interviewees were also asked to address their viewpoints on this issue. 

3.6.3 Interview procedure 

Interviews were carried out to both substantiate the quantitative fmdings from earlier 

stages of the research and to seek additional information. Through well structured 

interviews, researchers can obtain insights into what interviewees regard as important 

and more detailed information on the research topics. The interviewers can also ask 

new questions following up interviewees' responses (Bazeley, 2007; Bryman, 2004). 

Semi-structured interviews were therefore conducted to collect interviewees' insights 

into governance in BoD and BoS and to explore issues raised in previous research, the 

literature and the survey fmdings. 

The interview procedure was slightly different in each instance; however, a standard 

protocol was followed for each interview. After agreeing to be interviewed via 

nomination on the questionnaire, interviewees were provided with the option of where, 

when and how they wished to be interviewed. Before commencing the interviews, a 

consent form was signed by each interviewee. Moreover, a thank you note was sent to 

interviewees by the researcher and the purpose of the research was explained. 
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Interviewees were told that a minimum of 30 minutes was needed to complete the 

procedure. Before commencing interviews, interviewees were allowed to withdraw at 

any time and were told that they could withdraw if they did not feel comfortable 

during interviews. 

During the course of the actual interviews, the interaction achieved by the two parties 

involved in the interview determined the flow of questions. Two main topics on board 

roles and board composition formed the essential points of discussion. Interviewees 

were allowed to talk freely in an informal atmosphere about BoD/BoS governance 

with guided direction by the researcher. The interviewer took field notes. The semi-

structured interviews were conducted simultaneously when the researcher was 

collecting surveys. 

3. 6.4 Data analysis 

Before analysing interview data, the researcher gave each interviewee a code and a 

.number to ensure interviewee's confidentiality. For example, Director 1 was coded as 

D 1 and Supervisor 1 was coded as S 1. For simplification, the General Secretary or 

senior employee was coded as GS. For example, General Secretary 1 was coded as 

GS 1; Senior Employee 2 was coded as GS2. Moreover, strategic orientations were 

given a code when presenting the results. For example, defender organisation 1 was 

coded as DOl, prospector organisation 1 was coded as POl, analyser organisation 1 

was labeled as AOl and reactor organisation 1 was displayed as ROl. 

Analysis strategies for interview data adopted by this research were based on 

Creswell's (2007) guidelines for interview data analysis. The process began with 

management of the interview data. The researcher took field notes during each 

interview and interview data were organised into a transcripts database immediately 

after interviews. The files were then imported into the NVivo package for further 

analysis and then the transcripts were analysed several times in order to better 

understand what interviewees said and to get a holistic picture from the interviews 

before coding the transcripts into components. Memos sometimes were made in the 

margins of transcripts to help explore the data. The data were then classified and 

described. During the procedure of classification and description, a list of codes was 
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developed. A code was an abstract that could be words, phases, sentences or 

paragraphs (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Flick, 2006). The main purpose of using codes 

was to classify and analyse field notes (Bazeley, 2007), and concepts that were 

significant within data were labeled (Bazeley, 2007; Bryman, 2004 ). Two coding 

strategies were used in this research. Codes of board roles were identified prior to data 

analysis when analysing survey data of board roles. While the a priori code was used, 

additional codes were sought as these emerged from data analysis and new themes 

generated additional codes. 

The complementary freehand coding strategy was also used as not all information can 

be explicitly measured. Codes were drawn on interview results that represented 

information with conceptual meanings. Codes were then developed into themes. 

Themes were abstract constructs that could be generated before, during and after data 

analysis (Ryan & Bernard, 2000). Themes were identified by looking for metaphors, 

repetitions of words and processes. Themes were fmally presented and applied to 

explore the governance of BoD and BoS as deemed by this research. 

By using NVivo, codes were firstly stored in free nodes. Free nodes in NVivo 

highlighted different segments of interview results to store coding of concepts or 

themes. Free nodes were then moved into tree nodes connections for different 

concepts or them.es (Bazeley, 2007). Tree nodes were developed according to research 

questions, the conceptual framework and key variables of this research. This process 

was employed to further analyse interview data in terms of positions of interviewees 

(directors, supervisors and general secretary) and strategic orientations of 

interviewees' associations (defender, prospector and analyser). Figure 3.1 displays the 

analysis strategy of interview data. 

99 



Figure 3.1 Analysis strategies of interview data 

Organise 
Take field notes .. transcription into Read transcription ... database 

1 
Look for themes 

~ 

Develop a list of ..... Classify and 
~ codes ~ describe data 

1 
Apply themes to 
explore BoD!BoS 
governance 

All interviews were conducted in Mandarin. Contents were analysed by the researcher 

and reviewed by two other sport management scholars in English contexts. Terms, 

such as 'head members' and 'a recommended list'~ were not found in an English 

context but this research retained the terms to better describe the governance practices 

in Taiwan. 

3. 7 Ethical considerations 

There were three ethical issues addressed in the design of the study. First, to ensure 

that the respondents did not feel that theii privacy wa.S coniprorriised when they 

received the survey as their contact address might be publicly released, surveys were 

delivered to respondents through the participating organisations and the researcher 

addressed this concern in the cover letter. Second, there was the potential of making 

the interviewees feel uncomfortable during interviews as their organisations might not 

have appropriate governance in place. Judgments about interviewees' responses were 

not made at any point in the interaction between the researcher and study participants. 

In addition, when asked for comments on board roles, interviewees might fmd 

directors/supervisors performed negative roles, such as rubber stamps, in their 

organisations. Interviewees might not be willing to provide negative answers but 

respond in a socially desirable manner. To alleviate this problem, the researcher 
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emphasised there was no right or wrong answer before conducting interviews. 

Moreover, assuring interviewees of confidentiality and the option to withdraw could 

minimise the ethical problems. Approval to conduct the research was obtained from 

the University of Technology, Sydney Ethics Committee (reference number: 2006-

212). 

3.8 Summary 

This chapter presented the methodology employed in this thesis. A mixed method 

approach ·was chosen, including surveys and interviews. Four research study stages 

were designed to collect data and information needed to address the research 

questions. Sampling and research procedures were presented in the respective sections. 

Survey data was analysed by using factor analysis, chi-square tests, multinomial 

logistic regression, MANOV A and discriminant analysis to explore board roles, 

together with the association between strategic orientation and board composition and 

board roles. Interview data was examined by analszing codes and themes. Combining 

quantitative and qualitative approaches, this research sought to present a deeper 

understanding of governance of BoD and BoS and strategic management in nonprofit 

sport organisations with a dual board system. The next chapter will present the results 

of the research. 
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Chapter Four: Results 

4.1 Introduction 

The purpose of this chapter is to present and analyse the results of data collection 

phases of the research. The data provide the basis on which to address the questions 

asked in relation to the research problem. The survey results and interview data are 

expounded in relation to each research question. To reiterate from earlier chapters, the 

following research questions were explored in this study: 

(1) What are the board roles in nonprofit sport organisations with a dual board system? 

(2) What is the relationship between board composition and the strategic orientation 

of nonprofit sport organisations with a dual board system? 

(3) What is the relationship between board roles and the strategic -erientation of 

nonprofit sport organisations with a dual board system? 

4.2 Board roles 

For the purpose of this study, board roles were operationalised as the 'perceptions 

respondents had of the roles directors and supervisors undertook within their 

organisation'·. As discussed in Chapter Three, two specific·research questions about 

board roles were developed based on an extensive literature review, complemented by 

focus group interviews. To determine if there were distinct constructs of these 

questions, an exploratory factor analysis was utilised. Detailed results are presented in 

the following se~ctions. 

4.2. 1 Respondent characteristics 

There were 24 national nonprofit sport organisations from the list of recognised sports 

organisation held by the Taiwanese National Council of Physical Fitness and Sport 

that agreed to participate in the study. From within the 24 organisations, responses 

were obtained from 15 8 directors and 103 supervisors. The characteristics of these 
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respondents are summarised in Table 4.1. Demographic data indicated that directors 

were mainly male (n = 148, 93.7 %) and there were only 6.3 % (n = 1 0) female 

directors. Similarly, the majority (92.2%) of supervisors were male (n = 95) and there 

were only 7.8% female supervisors (n = 8). Most of the directors (65.8%) and 

supervisors (65.0%) were over 50 years of age. Respondents were predominantly aged 

50 to 54 years, with 25.9% of directors and 29.1% of supervisors falling into this age 

bracket. Very few directors (n = 3, 1.9%) or supervisors (n = 2, 1.9%) were less than 

34 years old, and only 15.8% of directors and 17.4% supervisors were under 45 years 

old. For analysis purposes the first four age categories were combined into 'Under 50 

years' and the last three age categories were combined into '50 years and over' to 

comply with an expected frequency greater than 5 (Field, 2005). 

The directors and supervisors occupations varied, however, the most common 

occupation of directors (n = 46, 29.1 %) and supervisors (n = 18, 17.5%) was in the 

education sector, followed by 'Retired' for directors (n = 17, 10.8%), and 'Wholesale 

and Retail Trade' (n = 13, 12.6%) for supervisors. Due to the high dispersion amongst 

the remaining categories, the two common occupation categories were retained for 

further analysis and the remaining occupations were combined into 'Other'. Details of 

other demographic information are displayed in Table 4.1. 
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Table 4.1 Demo2raphic data of respondents 
0/o of 0/o of 

Demographic Frequency Frequency Frequency Frequency 
(Director) (Director) (Supervisor) (Supervisor) 

Gender 
Male 148 93.7 95 92.2 

Female 10 6.3 8 7.8 

Age 
Under 50 years 54 34.2 36 35.0 

50 years and over 104 65.8 67 65 .0 

Tenure 
First term 55 34.8 39 37.9 

Second term 46 29.1 27 26.2 
More than two terms 57 36.0 37 35.9 

Education 
Max. high school 43 27.2 32 31.1 

University-undergraduate 61 38.6 47 45.6 
University-postgraduate 54 34.2 24 23.3 

Occupation 
Wholesale and retail trade 14 8.9 13 12.6 

Education 46 29.1 18 17.5 
Retired 17 10.8 8 7.8 
Other 81 51.3 64 62.1 

Chi-square analysis of gender (x2 (1) = 0.20, p = .65), age (x2 (I) = 0.02, p = .90), 

tenure (x2 (2) = 0.35, p = .84), education (x2 (2) = 3.53, p =.17) and occupation (x2 (3) 

= 6.21, p = .10) found that there was no significant difference between directors and 

supervisors in regard to these characteristics. In other .words, the demographic 

characteristics of board members were not significantly different between directors 

and supervisors. The majority of directors and supervisors were male and over 50 

years of age. Most board positions were occupied by people who held higher 

education qualifications and they did not stay for more than two terms. Board 

members were primarily from the education sector. 

4.2.2 Quantitative analysis of roles of directors 

The roles of directors were measured by the degree to which the board members were 

reported to be fulfilling each role. The responses of directors were classified into four 

categories, each containing several roles and derived through a series of analyses. The 
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conduct of the factor analysis was deemed appropriate as the value ofKMO was .88 

and was in the acceptable range (> .5) and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity was highly 

significant (p < .001) (Field, 2005; Hair et al., 2006). The correlation matrix for the 21 

roles of directors showed that 167 of the 210 (79.52%) correlations were significant at 

the .01 level (Appendix 1 ). All variables correlated fairly well with all others and 

none of the correlation coefficients was particularly large (r = .9). Tabulating the 

number of significant correlations per variable found a range from 3 (A 1 0) to 19 (A5, 

Al4, Al5 and Al7). Therefore, no variable was removed at this stage. The 

communalities after extraction of variables showed that the majority of 21 variables 

had the communality value above .50 (Appendix 1). Only AlO had a communality 

of .46, slightly below .50. While AlO had a low size of communalities, AlO was 

retained before examining factor loading as Hair et al. (2006) suggested. 

The information about the 21 possible factors and their relative explanatory power 

was expressed by their eigenvalues (Appendix 2). Accordingly, four factors were 

retained. Factor 1 explained 43.81% of total variance; the four retained factors all 

represented 67.19% of the variance of 21 variables. A direct oblimin rotation was 

employed to generate a pattern matrix in which the factor loadings were used to 

interpret factors. The threshold value for loading the significance of roles of directors 

in this research was .40. Items A5, A2, A3, A4, Al, A6, A21 and A20 loaded highly 

on factor 1. Factor 2 had All, A12, and AlO with factor loading over .40. Factor 3 

had 7 variables, A16, A15, Al4, A17, A7, A18 and Al3; A9 and A8 formed factor 4. 

While AlO had a low figure of communalities (.46), this figure was sightly below .50 

and its factor loading (.64) was significantly higher than .40. Thus AlO was not 

deleted. The correlation coefficients between factors were explained by the pattern 

matrix (Appendix 3).The highest correlation between Factor· I and Factor 3 was .57, 

exceeding .32 (Appendix 4), and therefore an oblique rotation was warranted 

(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). However, there was one problematic variable, Al9. It 

failed to load significantly on any factors(> .40). Pert et al., (2003) argued that when 

variables have poor loadings, they should be eliminated. Taking this advice, Al9 was 

removed. After deleting A 19, 20 variables remained and the model was changed. 

Therefore, the factor loadings and other information of the remaining 20 variables was 

re-calculated (Hair et al., 2006). 
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The value ofKMO was .88 and the results of Bartlett's test of Sphericity were 

significant (p < .001). Therefore, conducting a factor analysis was still appropriate. 

The correlation matrix and communalities of the 20 variables showed 152 of the 171 

(88.89%) correlations were significant at the .Ollevel (Appendix 5). Tabulating the 

number of significant correlations per variable found a range from 3 (AlO) to 18 (A5, 

A14, A15 and Al7). Accordingly, all questions on the roles of directors correlated 

fairly well with all others and none of the correlation coefficients was particularly 

large (r = .9) Therefore, there was no need to eliminate any questions at this stage and 

19 variables had the communality figure above .50. A1 0 had a lower communality 

figure. The 20 possible factors and their relative explanatory power were expressed by 

their eigenvalues (Appendix 6). Four factors were again retained. The percentage 

explained by each ofthe four factors was 43.3%, 10.4%, 7.9% and 5.7% respectively. 

The total amount of explained variance (67.4%) was slightly improved when 

compared with the first factor analysis ( 67.1% ). 

The oblimin rotation (oblique rotation) was again conducted and a pattern matrix was 

generated (see Table 4.2). The threshold value for the loading significance of roles of 

directors was .40. A5, A2, A3, Al, A4, A6, A21 and A20 loaded highly on Factor 1. 

Factor 2 had All, A12, and AIO with factor loading over .40. Factor 3 had 7 variables, 

A16, A15, A14, A17, A7, A18 and Al3; A9 and A8 formed Factor 4. There were no 

variables with low loadings and cross-loadings, so that all variables were retained. 

While AIO had a low figure of communalities (.48), this figure was sightly below .50 

and its factor-loading (.66) was· significantly higher-than· .40. This research thus would 

not delete A10. Table 4.3 displayed the correlation coefficients between factors. Th.e 

highest correlation between Factor 1 and Factor 3 was .56 exceeding .32 and was a 

moderate correlation (Chiou, 2005; Fiel~ 2005; Hair et al., 2006; Wu & Tu, 2005). 

Oblique rotation was therefore warranted (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001 ). 
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Table 4.2 Pattern matrix (a) (Second round roles of directors) 
Var iable Component 

1 2 3 4 

AS .81 .10 -.03 .36 
A2 .81 -.12 -.09 -.11 
A3 .75 .22 .1 5 -.1 8 
Al .74 -.18 -.11 -.09 
A4 .74 .10 .02 -.25 
A6 .70 -.04 -.21 .22 
A21 .67 .05 -.10 -.19 
A20 .58 -.06 -.25 -.22 
All -.09 .80 -.16 -.00 
Al2 .07 .75 -.17 .20 
AlO .07 .66 .16 -.18 
Al6 -.01 -.05 -.87 .04 
Al5 .02 .17 -.81 -.05 
Al4 -.06 .15 -.80 -.20 
Al7 .08 .04 -.74 -.01 
A7 .10 -.12 -.63 -.20 
Al8 .34 -.21 -.59 .14 
Al3 .11 .38 -.54 .20 
A9 .21 .05 -.14 -.74 
A8 .22 .02 -.29 -.67 

Table 4.3 Component correlation matrix (Second round roles of directors) • 
Factor 1 2 3 4 

1 1.00 .13 -.56 -.25 -- ----
2 .13 1.00 -.16 -.04 ----------
3 -.56 -.16 1.00 .10 
4 -.25 -.04 .10 1.00 

In summary, the main purpose of conducting factor analysis of the 21 roles of 

directors was to examine whether it was possible to identify distinct role categories. In 

the above analysis, one role (A 19) was removed due to statistical reasons. In the 

second round of factor analysis, the results ofKMO and Bartlett's test of Sphericity 

indicated it was appropriate to conduct a factor analysis. Most communalities were 

much higher than .50. The remaining 20 roles yielded four factors. These four factors 

accounted for 67.4% of the variance. Variables all had factor loadings above .40. 

Variables with no significant loadings or cross loadings were not found. Therefore, 

the 20-variable/4-factor scale was accepted. Table 4.4 shows the factor structure in 
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two factor analysis and the value of Cronbach a.. The overall Cronbach a. was .93. 

Within each of these scales, Cronbach a. ranged from .66 to .91. These coefficients 

were considered to be satisfactory. 

Table 4.4 Factor structure (roles of director) 

First round factor analysis (21 variables) 

Factor Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor4 

A5, A2, A3, All, Al2, Al6, Al5, A9,A8 
Variables A4, AI, A6, AlO A17, Al4, A7, 

A21, A20 Al8, Al3 

A 19 had no significant loading on any factor so that it was eliminated 

Second round factor analysis (20 variables) 

Factor Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor4 

A.5, A2, A3, All, A12, Al6, Al5, A9,A8 
Variables Al, A4, A6, AlO Al4, A17, A7, 

A21, A20 Al8, Al3 

Cronbacb . . 91 . . . 66 . .89 .82 
alpha (a) 
Overall 

Cronbach .93 
alpha (a) 

- - - - -

The first factor accounted for 43.3% of variance and encompassed seven roles: 

allocating the annual budget; formulating a vision; examining the annual plan; 

formulating a mission, examining the overall strategy; examining the fmancial policy; 

examining sport services provided to members/society; and responding to 

members/community needs (Table 4.5). This factor generally comprised roles 

regarding organisational direction and the purpose for which the board of directors 

exists and was therefore labelled Manage Vision and Purpose. The second factor was 
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termed Board Duty, whereby directors perform three institutional related duties, 

including electing executive board members, electing the board chairman and 

regularly attending board meetings. The three roles accounted for 10.45% of variance. 

Table 4.5 Factor content of roles of directors 
Factor Variable Variable content 

number 
AS Allocate the annual budget 
A2 Formulate a vision 

1 A3 Examine the annual plan 
Manage Vision and Al Formulate a mission 

Purpose A4 Examine the overall strategy 
A6 Examine the fmancial policy 
A21 Examine sport services provided to members/society 
A20 Respond to members/society needs 

2 All Elect executive board members 
Board Duty A12 Elect the board chairman 

AlO Regularly attend board meetings 
Al6 Assign work to the general secretary 
A15 Evaluate the general secretary's performance 

3 Al4 Hire the general secretary 
Human Resources Al7 Evaluate the board's performance 
and Fundraising A7 Raise funds --

A18 Ratify decisions made by the general secretary in 
hiring paid staff 

Al3 Ratify directors' resignations 
4 A9 Satisfy the needs of members/soc~ 

Stakeholder Focus AS Identify the needs of members/society 

The third factor accounted for 7.93% of variance and involved seven roles including: 

assigning work to the general secretary; evaluating the general secretary's 

performance; hiring the general secretary; evaluating the board's performance; raising 

funds; ratifying decisions made by the general secretary in hiring paid staff; and 

ratifying directors' resignations. Ibis factor was concerned with issues of human 

resource management and gaining funds, and was labeled Human Resources and 

Fundraising. The last factor explained 5.68% of variance, and included two roles with 

a focus on identifying and satisfying the needs of members and the community. As a 

nonprofit sport organisation is established to serve people from the external 

environment, such as its stakeholders and provide services to them (Blair, 1995; 

Clarke, 1998b), this factor was termed Stakeholder focus. 
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4.2.3 Qualitative analysis of roles of directors 

As part of the research (Stage 4), interviews were undertaken with directors, 

supervisors and general secretaries. Each interviewee was asked to identify the roles 

performed by directors and supervisors. The interviewees responses included terms 

relating to functional tasks to describe the roles of directors, such as 'attend meetings', 

' give advice' , 'give a direction', 'raise funds ' , ' bring resources', ' fmal decision 

maker' , ' supervise secretary department', 'serve members', and 'help athletes' and 

'help local associations' . 

When asked what roles directors perform, ' attending board meetings' was the most 

frequently cited role. Some 11 out of 18 directors noted "I attend board meetings 

regularly" (D13). In the board meeting, directors also performed election duties: 

"Directors elect executive board members and the board chair after we get elected as 

board members" (D4). 

More than 1 0 interviewees felt that the key purpose of a board of directors (BoD) was 

to establish direction and to approve or examine plans/policies/strategies/budgets for 

their organisation. Four interviewees (D10, GS6, GS16 and S7) described the 

leadership and monitoring roles of board of directors. For example "directors are to 

set a vision and mission for their organisations. All plans, policies, activities, 

programs, services and strategies should be examined and approved by us (BoD) 

before the secretary department conducts them" (D 1 0). This view was also shared by 

non-directors a.S exemplified iri this co·mm.ent:· "The boa"rd.of directors examines plans, 

strategies and funds allocation we (the secretary department) make. Without their 

approval, we cannot carry out any plan" (GS 16). Fiscal responsibility was also 

articulated as a vital role of directors: "every plan, such as elite athlete training and 

sport programs for all, needs money. We (BoD) have to examine whether the plan is 

well formulated and whether fund~ are allocated properly before they are conducted" 

(D1). 

Several roles performed by directors, such as hiring the general secretary and giving 

advice, were performed in consultation with the secretariat: "We (BoD) give advice to 

the secretary department and examine regularly whether the secretary department 
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works according to the annual plans. If not, we need to correct or help them" (D 15). 

The authority of the BoD was also noted: "If we (secretary department) do not follow 

BoD's order, they have the right to fire me or any employee in the secretary 

department' (GS16). 

The role of directors in raising funds was frequently mentioned by interviewees, and 

most interviewees considered it an important role. Some interviewees suggested that it 

was an 'open secret' that a board position could be 'bought' in some organisations, 

especially if the person could bring significant funds into the organisation: "There is 

an unwritten rule in our association. Every position in the board room costs a certain 

amount of money. If you want to become a director, show us money. No money, no 

position. That's if' (GS17). As GS20 disclosed "every director is given a quota in my 

association. In general, the chairman has to raise most funds and directors are 

responsible for raising relatively less funds" . 

Directors were expected to understand the needs of the community and of their 

members. D14 provided an example of meeting members' expectations: 

"The former board chair stayed overseas for a long time and did not put much 

effort on our association. Many members complained and asked directors to 

fzx the problem. A board meeting thus was held to discuss how to respond to 

members' complaints. Due to a long-term absence in our association, the 

previous chair was voted out by the board and we in turn called for a new 

chair election" (D 14 ). 

Directors ' liaison role 

The directors liaise between their association and external environments. While the 

Summer Olympic sport associations are national level sport organisations, they 

typically have few employees. The paid employees are mainly responsible for day-to-

day operational affairs of the organisation and they often have insufficient time to 

know the needs of local associations. The board of directors therefore assumes a 

liaison role to bring information into their associations. As articulated by one director: 

"people from a local association had insufficient resources~ such as umpires and 

equipment, to organise a national competition, they asked me to gain assistance from 
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my association. I soon let my association know and my association in turn provided 

needed assistance" (D 17). 

Some directors are typically located across around Taiwan and therefore may be able 

to better understand the demands of local associations: 

"Directors help us to know the local needs. For example, there was a local 

game in the centre part of Taiwan. We knew two directors were based on that 

area, working with the local association. We asked the two directors whether 

help were needed. If directors could not solve problems, they asked for our 

help. We always tried our best to help them get jobs done" (GS17). 

The following statement also relates to how the liaison role works: 

"Our board chairman regularly visits local associations and games to know 

what they need and brings problems back to Taipei if problems are nationwide 

or cannot be fixed by locals. He then works with directors and the secretary 

department to see whether there is a way to satisfy most. He also asks 

directors to find what locals need. I think it is good because we are at the 

national level and cannot know what exactly happens in locals. If directors 

can help us to know, we can provide right help to locals" (S2). 

Directors' responsibility (or athletes 

Summer Olympic sport associations manage elite athletes and thus understanding the 

needs of athletes is critical. Some directors were respected for their high-level 

sporting background and therefore athletes felt able to discuss personal sport-related 

issues with these board members. Therefore, some directors might take on a 

responsibility for athletes, as evidenced in this quote "a couple months ago, a very 

good athlete whose family suffered from a financial problem needed support to 

continue training. I immediately reported his situation to my association. The board 

chairman soon provided financial support to this athlete" (D 18). Directors usually 

visit national or local competitions "to know how players improve skills and what they 

need We discuss problems and needs together after they learn from locals and 

players, trying to work out problems and provide needs" (GSl). 
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Two directors (D7 & D1 0) felt that this role was incumbent on directors: 

"Every director should try to know what athletes need, reporting their needs 

to our association. I can give you one example. A Taiwanese who studied in 

the USA told me he wanted to play for our country. However, there was no 

regulation regarding the recruitment and selection of overseas players. To 

make a related regulation, I worked closely with the secretary department. The 

regulation was finally ratified by the board of directors and this player could 

play for our national team. More importantly, we are having a legal base to 

recruit and select overseas players" (D7). 

4.2.4 Quantitative analysis of roles of supervisors 

The roles of supervisors were not as diverse as the board of directors and were 

categorised into two primary domains. The quantitative analyses used the same 

assumptions as outlined above for the survey results for the board of directors. The 

value ofKMO was .87 and Bartlett's test of Sphericity was significant (p < .001). 

Therefore, conducring a factor analysis of roles of supervisors was appropriate. The 

correlation matrix of the 10 roles showed that 42 of the 45 (93.33%) correlations were 

significant at the .Ollevel (Appendix 7). All variables correlated fairly well with all 

others and none of the correlation coefficients was particularly large (r = .9). 

Tabulating the number of significant correlations per variable found a range from 7 

(B8, BlO) to 9 (Bl, B2, B4, B5, B6, and B9). The majority of 10 variables had the 

communality figure above .50. Only B9 and B 10 had a communality of .46 and .41 

respectively (Appendix 7). While these two variables had a low size of communalities, 

it was decided to retain them before examining factor loading. 

There were two factors that had eigenvalues greater than one (Appendix). Factor 1 

explained 52.51% oftotal variance and Factor 2 accounted for 10.48% of total 

variance. These two factors represented 62.99% of the variance of ten variables. 

Oblique rotation was again employed. Factor loadings of .40 and higher were 

considered, B3, B4, B2, B5, B 10 and B 1 loaded highly on Factor 1. Factor 2 had B8, 

B6, B7, B9 and B1 (Appendix 9). B9 and B10 had high factor loadings, .45 and .68 

respectively. As such, these two variables were retained. The correlations between 
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two factors were .50, exceeding .32 (Appendix 1 0). Therefore, oblique rotation was 

meaningful. 

However, one variable, B1, had cross loading on Factor 1 and Factor 2. Kline (2000) 

suggested that because of the difficulty in interpreting the scale, cross-loading 

variables should be eliminated. In addition, Hair et al. (2006) argued that researchers 

should take action on variables with cross loading. Possible actions include ignoring 

the cross-loading and deleting cross-loading. B 1 had loadings of .42 (Factor 1) 

and .42 (Factor 2). These cross loadings were too significant to be ignored, therefore, 

B 1 was removed. After deleting B 1, 9 variables remained and the model was changed. 

There was a need to re-calculate the factor loadings and other information of the 

remaining 9 variables (Hair et al., 2006). 

The value of KMO was .87 and results of Bartlett's test of Sphericity were significant 

(p < .001). Therefore, conducting a factor analysis was still appropriate. The 

correlation matrix showed 33 of the 36 (93.67%) correlations was significant at 

the .01level (Appendix 11). Tabulating the number of significant correlations per 

variable found a range from 6 (B8 and BlO) to 8 (B2, B3, B4, B5, B6, and B9). 

Accordingly, all questions on the roles of supervisors correlated fairly well with all 

others and none of the correlation coefficients were particularly large (r = .9). 

Therefore, there was no need to eliminate any questions at this stage. Seven variables 

had a communality figure above .50. B9 and B10 still had a lower communality figure. 

·While these two variables had a low size of communalities, it was decided to retain 

them before examining factor loading. 

The information about the nine proposed factors and their relative explanatory power 

was expressed by their eigenvalues (Appendix 12). Two factors were again retained. 

The percentage explained by each of the two factors was 53.16% and 11.59% 

respectively. The total amount of explained variance was improved to 64.75%. The 

oblimin rotation (oblique rotation) was again conducted and the pattern matrix is 

presented in Table 4.6. The threshold value for loading was .40. B3, B4, B2, B 10 and 

B5 again loaded highly on Factor 1. Factor 2 had B8, B6, B7 and B9 with factor 

loading over .40. There were no variables with low loadings and cross-loadings so 

that all variables were retained. While B9 (.46) and B10 (.41) had a low figure of 

114 



communalities, their factor loading was significantly higher than .40, thus B9 and B 10 

were not deleted. Table 4. 7 displays the correlation coefficients between factors. The 

correlation between Factor 1 and Factor 2 was .48 exceeding .32 and was a moderate 

correlation (Chiou, 2005; Field, 2005; Hair et al., 2006; Wu & Tu, 2005). An oblique 

rotation was therefore warranted. 

Table 4.6 Pattern matrix (Second round roles of supervisors) 
Variable Component 

1 2 
B3 ~87 -.05 
B4 .85 .05 
B2 .77 .1 7 

B10 .70 .27 
B5 .69 -.1 1 
B8 -.18 .90 
B6 .21 .71 
B7 .22 .67 
B9 .36 .43 

Table 4. 7 Component correlation matrix (Second round roles of supervisors) 

I Farr I • 1 :~~ I 
2 

i~~ I 

In summary, in the second round of factor analysis, the value ofKMO and the Bartlett 

test of Sphericity indicated it was appropriate to conduct a factor analysis. The 

amount of explained variance increased somewhat to 64.75%. Most communalities 

were much higher than .50. Variables all had factor loadings above .40. Variables 

with no significant loadings or cross loadings were not found. Therefore, the 9-

variable/2-factor scale was accepted. Table 4.8 shows the factor structure in the two 

factor analysis and Cronbach's coefficient alpha (a). The overall a was .89. Within 

each of these scales, coefficient a was .87 for Factor 1 and .77 for Factor 2. These 

coefficients were considered to be satisfactory. 
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Table 4.8 Factor structure and Cronbach's coefficient alpha (a) 

Factor analysis-Roles of supervisors (1 0 variables) 

Factor Factor 1 Factor 2 

Variables B3, B4, B2, B5, B10,B1 B8, B6, B7, B9, B1 

Bl had cross loadings on Factor 1 and Factor 2 so that it was eliminated 

Factor analysis- Roles of supervisors (9 variables) 

Factor Factor 1 Factor 2 

Variables B3, B4, B2, BlO, B5 B8, B6, B7, B9 

Cronbach .87 .77 
alpha (a) 
Overall 

Cronbach .89 
alpha (a) 

The frrst factor explained 53.16% of the variance and . included five roles: review the 

annual budget; supervise whether funds are used properly; review the final accounts; 

ratify supervisors' resignations; and Supervise major purchasing decisions. These 

roles are primarily concerned with issues of Monitoring Results. The second factor, 

Board Duty and Process, explained 11..59% of the variance and consisted of four roles, 

including: regular board meeting attendance; present results of organisational 

performance at the board meeting; present results of organisational performance at the 

general assembly; and elect executive supervisors (see Table 4.9). 
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Table 4.9 Factor content of roles of supervisors 
Factor Variable Variable Content 

Number 
B3 Review the annual budget 

1 B4 Supervise whether funds are used properly 
Monitoring B2 Review the fmal account 

Results BlO Ratify supervisors' resignations 
BS Supervise major purchasing decisions 
B8 Regularly attend board meetings 

2 B6 Present results of organisational performance at the general 
Board Duty assembly 
& Process B7 Present results of organisational performance at the board 

meeting 
B9 Elect executive supervisors 

4.2.5 Qualitative analysis of roles of supervisors 

The roles of supervisors were most often described by the interviewees as: 'supervise 

funds', 'supervise the board of directors', and 'supervise the secretary department'. 

Most of the directors and general secretaries interviewed believed that the key role of 

supervisors was to 'supervise funds'. A director from an individual sport organisation 

said: 

"Supervisors' task is to supervise all money in our association. Funds are 

allocated by the board of directors. Before funds can be used, supervisors 

have to examine whether funds (budgets) should be allocated in the way the 

directors ratify. When funds are being used, supervisors have to examine 

whether funds are used properly and accordingly or whether funds are used to 

buy necessary assets. If not, they report to the board of directors and the 

general assembly. Supervisors also ask the board of directors and the 

secretary department to explain and to use funds accordingly" (D 1 ). 

Put simply: "Anything relevant to money is what supervisors should supervise" (D9). 

Five supervisors (Sl, 2, 4, 5 & 7) also felt that supervising funds was one of the main 

duties ofthe board of supervisors (BoS): "We supervise organisational funds. More 

precisely, we examine whether money is allocated appropriately and whether money 

is used accordingly" (S2). Institutional duties, such as attending board meetings and 

electing executive supervisors, were also highlighted: "/attend the board meeting two 
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or three times a year. I think most supervisors in Olympic sport associations are 

doing this role" (S4). 

Three interviewees specifically mentioned that supervisors needed to present the 

monitoring results to the BoD and the general assembly (S 1, GS 16, & GS 19). The 

point was made that supervisors are accountable for appropriate funds management: 

"Before every meeting of directors and general assembly, supervisors ask the 

secretary department to provide financial data and examine the account 

balance. No matter whether funds are used properly or not, supervisors need 

to present what they find in directors' meetings and the generally assembly. If 
funds are wrongly used, supervisors will find who should be blamed and ask 

those people to explain. In a worse situation, such as corruption, those people 

might be fired by the board of directors" (GS 16). 

Suvervisors and the annual plan 

The supervisors' role, ' supervise whether the annual plan is conducted accordingly by 

directors' was removed from the survey results due to a cross loading in the factor 

analysis. However, nine interviewees indicated that supervisors needed to supervise 

the board of directors and in particular, the board of directors leads the association 

according to the annual plan (D5, 7, 11 , 13; GS7, 8, 12, 20; & S2): "After the board of 

directors passes an annual plan, we (supervisors) have to supervise whether the 

board of directors follows the annual plan and whether they lead the secretary 

department according to the plan" (S2). ·Another interviewee said: "If we (board of 

directors) do not conduct activities according to the annual plan, the board of 

supervisors has right to correct' (D 13 ). 

Supervisors' role in regulation abidance 

While regulation abidance was not specifically identified in the survey fmdings, it was 

discussed by interviewees (GS8, 18, & S 1, 2, 4) as illustrated in the following two 

comments. 

"Supervisors have several duties. They need to supervise organisational funds 

and the board of directors. In addition, they have to supervise whether our 

association abides by related regulations, whether the board election is 

conducted legally and whether the board meeting is held regularly according 
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to the Civil Organisation Law. If not, they have to inform our association and 

correct mistakes" (GS8). 

"A director resigned before the last board meeting. We had one substitute 

board members to fill the position. I was organizing an election in the last 

board meeting. One supervisor corrected me, saying according to the Civil 

Organisation Law, the first substitute board member automatically becomes 

the new director without having an election" (GS 18). 

In general, the roles derived from the quantitative analysis of the survey results were 

confrrmed in the interview discussions. However, several board roles not identified in 

the sur-Vey results were raised by interviewees. Directors had responsibilities to act as 

a liaison point between the national association and local associations and assumed 

responsibilities for athletes. Supervisors were involved in overseeing the progress of 

the annual plan and monitoring their association's abidance of related regulations. 

Notably it was also claimed that a number of directors and supervisors did little or 

nothing in their associations. 

4.2.6 Other board roles 

While technically the BoD has authority over the general secretary, as demonstrated 

in their authority to appoint the general secretary, there are some very powerful 

general secretaries that controlled the agenda of the board. These are indicated by the 

following two comments: 

"I am very senior in our sport setting. People respect me. Unless I want to 

retire, I can stay in this position for a long time. While BoD has a power to 

appoint the general secretary, it is very unlikely they can change me. It is 

because most board members were 'recommended' by me and organisational 

members elected these board members" (GS 15). 

"Some organisations are controlled by a certain group of people. They 

appoint a general secretary to lead their organisation. Board members have 

limited power over the secretary department'' (D 1 ). 
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Some interviewees explicitly stated that in their experience the degree of board 

independence had an impact on board members' willingness to perform their roles 

(D9, 18; GS1, 9): "some directors and supervisors are appointed by the secretary 

department. How can they independently examine annual plans or supervise funds?" 

(D9). 

While raising funds was clearly identified as a director role, not all directors equally 

engaged in fund raising, as the chairman is expected to raise most funds: "My 

association does not force directors to make a donation or raise funds while money is 

very important for my association" (D4). As another director stated: "basically, 

directors should raise funds. But, the chairman and my association do not ask us to 

do so. Most funds are therefore raised by the chairman, executive directors and those 

directors who are the chair's wealthy friends" (D6). Variability in this role did exist 

amongst directors: "I know raising funds is one of my roles. However, it is not a rule 

in my association and therefore some directors do and others don't. If there is a 

money gap in my association, the board chairman always can find a way to fill this 

gap" (D13). 

Several interviewees (D9; GSl, 2, 7, 8, 9, 13) indicated that there were both active 

and inactive board members in their organisations. The reality was that: "we cannot 

expect every board member to perform their roles actively. On the other hand, some 

board members do not make any contribution to our association or just do nothing" 

(GS7). One director more pointedly stated: "most board members are happy to give us 

advice or find us needed resources, whenever we ask them to help while some board 

members never help our association or are just like rubber stamps" (GS8). 

Board members are volunteers and have their full-time jobs. This was regarded as the 

main reason that board members were inactive and made no contribution to their sport 

organisations (D5; GS5, 13, 15). As one general secretary commented: 

"board members have a full-time job and day-to-day activities are carried out 

by the secretary department. The board has little time understanding 

managerial affairs. Therefore they do not know how to help us or have no time 

helping us. They gradually become inactive and just sign on the documents or 

just do nothing" (GS 15). 
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Some board members were generally inactive in their associations but when their 

associations faced a crisis or needed assistance, these same board members became 

active (GS2, 10, 16 14). As one general secretary observed, "when we face different 

situation that we never had before, we ask board members' help. Some inactive board 

members come to us and give us advice or help us overcome problems" (GS 1 0). 

Conflict of interest amongst board members was mentioned by several interviewees, 

and took many forms, as illustrated by the following remarks: 

"The sport setting is very small. Sometimes, supervisors and directors are 

good friends. The supervising roles are compromised if supervisors have a 

good friendship with directors" (D5) 

"roles of supervisors become compromised if supervisors are good friends of 

directors and the general secretary" (D9); 

"most funds are provided by the chair. Supervisors have no stance to 

supervise how the chair uses his own money" (D9); 

"While in some associations supervisors do supervise the use of 

organisational funds, in most situations, funds are offered by the chair and 

supervisors have no reason to ask the chair how slhe uses the money. The 

government subsidies are usually used in particular activities every year, such 

as national competitions. Therefore, as I know, in some associations, 

supervisors do not have many issues to supervise and sometimes just perform 

like rubber stamps". (GS4). 

4.2.7 Board roles summary 

The survey data and interview information suggested a number of board roles. Survey 

results found four factors/20 general roles of directors, including 'Manage Vision & 

Purpose', 'Board Duty', 'Human Resources & Fundraising' and 'Customer Focus'. In 

complement, two factors/nine general roles of supervisors were generated by the 

survey results. The main difference between the BoD and BoS, was that the BoD 

engaged in leadership and managerial activities, and the BoS emphasised funds 
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supervision and were not involved in managerial activities. In the interviews, 

participants reinforced the roles identified in the survey but also discussed other board 

roles. Overall, the interview results supported the survey results of board roles. It was 

also found that a board membership could be bought in some nonprofit sport 

organisations and in general, the chair of board of directors was responsible for 

raising most funds. 

In addition, several other, mainly informal, roles were identified by interviewees. 

Directors served as a liaison between their association and local associations and 

assumed responsibilities for athletes. Supervisors oversaw whether the annual plan 

was conducted appropriately by the board of directors and whether their association 

adhered to related regulations. While nonprofit sport organisations relied on externally 

raised funds, not all board members raised funds . 

There were fully engaged and active board members, but some board members merely 

rubber stamped decisions or did nothing. Board members therefore fell into three 

groups: active, dormant and inactive board members. Active board members 

frequently provided advice and assistance to their associations. When their 

associations faced a crisis and asked for assistance, dormant board members rose to 

the occasion and were willing to become more active. On the other hand, inactive 

board members either contributed little to their associations or merely rubber stamped 

decisions. Reasons for inactivity varied. Board members were 'recommended' by the 

general secretary and were volunteers,- and may not have had ·sufficient time to devote 

to their position. Insufficient time to dedicate to the board role also meant that sorne 

board members did not develop an understanding about operations of their 

associations. Some supervisors did not fully commit to the supervising role due to 

their close relationship with one or more members on the board of directors. Another 

mitigating factor was the uneasiness felt by a supervisor to comment on the way funds 

were used in cases where the chair personally provided these funds to the organisation 

in the first instance. 

According to the survey and interview results, directors and supervisors took on a 

variety of roles in an organisation. For example, a director was in a leader role when 

s/he formulated a vision/mission, a monitor when s/he examined the annual plan, a 
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manager when assigning work to the general secretary, an evaluator when s/he 

evaluated the general secretary's performance, an organisational citizen when s/he 

regularly attended the board meeting and a mediator when s/he responded to 

member/society needs and so on. In addition, a supervisory board member was a 

reviewer when s/he scrutinised the annual budget, a monitor when s/he assured funds 

were used properly and an organisational citizen when s/he regularly attended board 

meetings. Further discussions of board roles are presented in the next chapter. 

The following sections present the survey results of board composition, strategic 

orientation and the interaction between the two. The issue of board composition was 

further explored by using interview methods. Themes regarding the characteristics of 

board members, board election and a large board are presented. 

4.3 Board composition and strategic orientation 

This section presents the survey results that articulate the general board composition 

and the classification of strategic orientation across the 24 nonprofit sport 

organisations. The results of interrelation between board composition and strategic 

orientation are then demonstrated. The semi-structured interviews were conducted 

after the survey implementation and provided more data regarding board composition. 

Detailed results are presented below. 

4.3.1 Board composition (chi-square test) 

The composition of respondents is summarised in Table 4.1 0. Results indicated that 

respondent directors were mainly male (n = 189) with 89.2% in this category, and 

only 10.8% female directors existed (n = 23). Similarly, the majority of supervisors 

were male (n = 94, 92.2% ), with only 7.8% female supervisors (n = 8). The majority 

of directors (63.7%) and supervisors (59.8%) were over 50 years old. 

The largest and second largest tenure categories were 'First term' and 'More than two 

terms' for both directors and supervisors. The majority of directors (66.1 %) and 

supervisors (62.7%) held their positions for no longer than two consecutive terms. 

Regarding the education level, most directors (89.1 o/o) and supervisors (85.3%) had 

received higher education. 48.1% of directors and 54.9% of supervisors indicated 
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university was their highest level of education. 41.0% of directors and 30.4% of 

supervisors had completed postgraduate study. 

Respondents had various employment statuses. 'Education' and 'Retirement' were the 

most frequently cited occupations of directors and supervisors. 39.2% of directors and 

35.3% of supervisors were working in the educational industry; 16.5% of directors 

and 16.7% of supervisors have retired. None ofthe other occupations were greater 

than ten percent. For statistical purposes, the expected frequency should be greater 

than 5 (Field, 2005), so this research combined occupation categories other than 

'Education' and 'Retirement' into 'Others' . Moreover, nearly half of directors 

indicated they were independent board members a. Similarly, 50% of supervisors were 

independent board members. 

a Independent board members are those who are not current/former staff in their organisation, have no 
business relationship with their organisation or are not appointed by their organisation. 
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Table 4.10 Composition of respondents 
0/o of 0/o of 

Characteristics Frequency Frequency Frequency Frequency 
(Director) (Director) (Supervisor) (Supervisor) 

Gender 

Male 189 89.2 94 92.2 
Female 23 10.8 8 7.8 

Age 
Under 50 77 36.3 41 40.2 

50 and over 135 63.7 61 59.8 

Tenure 
First term 96 45.3 44 43.1 

Second term 44 20.8 20 19.6 
More than two terms 72 34.0 38 37.3 

Education 

Max high school 23 10.8 15 14.7 
University-undergraduate 102 48.1 56 54.9 
University-postgraduate 87 41.0 31 30.4 

Occupation 

Education 83 39.2 36 35.3 
Retired 35 16.5 17 16.7 
Other 94 44.3 49 48.0 

Board independence 

Dependence 103 

I 
48.6 51 50.0 

Independence 109 51.4 51 50.0 

Chi-Square tests were conducted to exa.mine whether there was a difference between 

the composition of the boards of directors and board of supervisors. Results showed 

there was no significant difference between directors and supervisors in gender (x.2 (1) 

= 0.70, p = .40), age (x.2 (1) = 0.44, p = .51), tenure (x.2 (2) = 0.33, p = .85), education 

(x.2 (2) = 3.55, p = .17), occupation (x.2 (2) = 0.48, p = . 79), and board independence 

(x.2 (2) = 0.06, p = .81 ). 

In summary, the respondent profile indicated that the majority of directors and 

supervisors were males over the age of 50 years. Most board positions were occupied 

by members who held higher education qualifications and most board members 
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indicated that they stayed no more than two terms. People who were in the education 

industry and had retired were frequently elected as board members. Half of board 

members were independent. Chi-square analysis found that the composition of boards 

of directors and supervisors was not significantly different. 

4.3.2 Strategic orientation 

Strategic orientation determination was made by 25 general secretaries/senior 

employees of Summer Olympic sport associations who were asked to choose one 

from four strategic orientations to best describe their organisation. Participant 

organisations were categorised into three strategic orientations, including defender 

organisations (9), prospector organisations (9) and analyser organisations (7) (Table 

4. 11). 

Table 4.11 Strate2i.c orientation between participant oreanisations 
Strategic orientation N Percentage 

Defender 9 36% 
Prospector: 9- 36% 
Analyser 7 28% 

Total 25 100% 

4.3.3 Board composition and strategic orientation (chi-square test) 

Table 4.12 shows board composition in terms of strategic orientation. There were 79 

directors and 38 supervisors from defender organisations. There were 34.9% (n = 74) 

of directors, and 35.3% (n = 36) of supervisors classified into prospector organisations. 

There were relatively fewer directors (n =59, 27.8%) and supervisors (n = 28, 27.5%) 

from analyser organisations taking part in this research. The ratio of male to female 

directors/supervisors was around 9: 1 across strategic orientation. As to board 

members' age, more than half of board members, regardless of strategic orientation 

were over the age of 50 years. The largest tenure category was 'First term' in all three 

strategic orientations. In terms of education, defender (n = 101, 86.3%), prospector (n 

= 101, 91.8%) and analyser (n = 74, 85%) organisations had over 85% of board 

members who held higher education qualifications. Regarding occupations of board 

members, 'Education' was the largest category for those from defender (n = 47, 

40.2%), prospector (n =51, 46.4%) and analyser (n = 21,24.1 %) organisations. More 
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than half of board members from defender (n = 63, 53.8%) and analyser (n =50, 

57.5%) organisations reported that they were independent members. Conversely, 

prospector organisations had more board members who indicated they were a 

dependent member (n = 63, 57.3%). Results of chi-square tests showed that board 

members' gender (x2 (2) = 1.29, p =.52), age (x2 (2) = .70, p = .71), tenure (x2 (4) 

= .89, p = .93), education (x2 (4) = 3.37, p =.50) and board independence (x2 (2) = 

4.85, p = .09) were not significantly different among three strategic orientations. 

However, there was a significant difference in occupation (x2 (4) = 27.25, p < .001) 

between defender, prospector and analyser organisations. 
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Table 4.12 Board com~Jti()n in terms of strategic orientation 
-

Variables Defender Prospector Analyser Total 
(N=9) (N=9) (N<=7) 

Board Directors 79 (3 7.3/67 .5%f 74 (34.9/67.3%) 59 _(27.8/67.0%)_ 212 (100/67.5%) 
Supervisor 38 (37.3/32.5%) 36 (35.3/32.7%) 28 (27.5/32.2%) 102 (100/32.5%) 

Gender Male 104 {36.7/88.9%) 102 (36.0/92.7%) 77 (27.2/88.5%) 283 (1 00/90.1%) 
Female 13 (41.9/11.1%) 8 (25.8/7.3%) 10 (32.3/11.5%) 31(100/9.9%) 

Age Under 50 47 (39.8/40.2%) 41 (34.7/37.3%) 30 (25.4/34.5%) 118 (100/37.6%) 
50 and over 70 (35 .7/59.8%) 69 (35.2/62.7%) 57 (29.1/65.5%) 196 (100/62.4%) 

Tenure First term 55 (3~.3/47.0%) 46 (32.9/41.8%) 39 (27.9/44.8%) 140(100/44.6%) 
Second term 24 (3 7.5/20.5%) 22 (34.4/20.0%) 18 (28.1/20.7%) 64 (100/20.4%) 

More than two terms 38 (34.5/32.5o/o) 42 (38.2/38.2%) 30 (27.3/34.5%) 110 (100/35 .0%) 
Education High school and under 16 (42.1/13 .7%) 9 (23.7/8.2%) 13 (34.2/1 4.9%) 38 (100/12.1%) 

University 60 (38.0/51.3%) 59 (37.3/53.6%) 39 (24.7/44.8%) 158 (100/50.3%) 
Above university 41 (34.7/35.0%) 42 (35.6/38.2%) 35 (29.7/40.2%) 118 (100/37.6%) 

Occupation Education 47 (39.5/40.2%) 51 (42.9/46.4%) 21 (1 7.6/24.1 %) 119 {100/37.9%2 
Retired 18 (34.6/15.4%) 26 {50.0/23.6%) 8 (15.4/9.2%) 52 (100/16.9%) 
Other 52 (36.4/44.4o/o) 33 (23. 1130.0%) 58 (40.6/66.7%) 143 (100/38.2%) 

Independent Yes 63 (39.4/53.8%) 47 (29.4/42.7%) 50 (31 .3/57 .5%) 160 (100/51 .0%) 
No 54 (35 .1146.2%) 63 (40.9/57.3%) 37 (24.0/42.5%) 154 (100/49.0%) 

Total 117 (37.3/100%) 110 (35.0/1 00%) 87 (27.7/100%) 314 (100/100o/o) 

* percentage of row/ percentage of column 
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Board size was also measured to better understand the board composition. Table 4.13 

presents the board size of participant associations in terms of strategic orientation. 

The majority of associations had 35 directors and 11 supervisors. The Kruskal-Wallis 

test showed that there was not a significance difference in board sizes between 

strategic orientations (H (2) = .33, p = .85), or in board sizes of directors (H (2) = .32, 

p = .85) and supervisors (H (2) = .29, p = .86) respectively between strategic 

orientations. 

Table 4.13 Board size of participant organisations in terms of strategic 
orientations 

Board Size Defender Prospector Analyser 
(N=9, 100°/o) (N=9, 100°/o) (N=7, 100°/o) 

36 board members N=1 (11.11 %) N=2 (22.22%) N=1 (14.29%) 
(2 7 directors + 9 supervisors) 

3 8 board members N=1 (14.29%) 
(31 directors + 7 supervisors) 

40 board members N=1 (11.11%) N=l (11.11 %) 
(31 directors + 9 supervisors) 

46 board members N=7 (77. 78%) N=6 (66.67%) N=5 (71.43%) 
(35 directors+ 11 Supervisors) 

4.3.4 Directors' composition and strategic orientation (chi-square test) 

Chi-square tests showed that there were no significant differences in directors' gender 

(x2 (2) = 1.38, p = .50), age (x2 (2) = 1.46, p = .48), tenure (x2 ( 4) = 1.32, p = .86), 

education level (x2 (4) = 6.84, p = .15), or independence (x2 (2) = 2.22, p = .33) 

between strategic orientation. However, in prospector organisations, the largest 

occupation category of directors was 'Education' (n = 38, 51.4 %). In defender and 

analyser organisations 'Education' was the largest single occupation but was the 

second largest occupation category following 'Other' after combining occupation 

categories. The chi -square test (x2 ( 4) = 1 7. 96, p < . 01) showed that there was a 

significant relationship between strategic orientation and directors' occupation (Table 

4.14). The majority of directors, regardless of strategic orientation, were male, over 

50 years old and had completed a higher education. Most were in their first term on 

the board. In each strategic orientation, the numbers of dependent and independent 

directors were quite even. However, the occupations of directors were significantly 

different. More than 50 % of directors from prospector organisations were working in 
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the education industry. Education-related occupations ranked first in defender and 

analyser organisations but directors from defender and analyser organisations were 

engaged in a range of occupations. 

Table 4.14 Directors' occupation * strate2i.c orientation 
Board Participant Occupation Total 

member organisation 
Education Retirement Others 

Director Defender 29 15 35 79 
(36.7/34.9%) (1 9.0/42.9%) (44.3/37.2%) (100/37.3%) 

Prospector 38 15 21 74 
(51.4/45 .8%) (20.3/42.9%) (28.4/22.3%) (100/34.9%} 

Analyser 16 5 38 59 
(27.1/19.3%) (8.5/14.3%) (64.4/40.4%) (1 00/27.8%) 

Total 83 35 94 212 
(39.2/1 00%) (1 6.5/100%) [ 44.31100%) (1 00/100%) 

x2 (4) = 17.96, p < .o1 

4.3.5 Directors' composition and strategic orientation (multi nominal 

logistic regression) 

The first step of the multinomial logistic regression was to examine whether the 

independent variables contributed to prediction of the dependent variables. In 

multinomial logistic regression, this entailed a co1nparison of the constant/intercept-

only model with a model that had the constant and all independent variables (Field, 

2005; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). -2 Log Likelihood (-2LL) was 44.02 when only 

the constant was included (Table 4.15). -2LL went down to 25 .64 when the variable 

of directors' occupation was included. The reduction meant that the model was better 

at predicting strategic orientation.c;; (Field, 2005; Hair et al., 2006). Moreover, the 

model fitting information displayed that there was a significant difference between the 

full model and the intercept-only model (x2 (4) = 18.39, p < .01) and therefore this 

model was significant. Nagelkerke R 2 value was .094 meaning that 9.4% of variation 

could be explained by this model. 
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Table 4.15 Model fittin2 information 

Model Model fitting criteria Likelihood ratio tests 
-2 Log Likelihood Chi-Square df Sig. 

Intercept only 44.02 
Final 25.64 18.39 4 .00** 

* p < .05 ** p < .01 *** p < .001 

The classification table (Table 4.16) overall correctly predicted 42.9% of strategic 

orientations. Tabachnick and Fidell (2001) argued that .5 (50%) can be a cutoff value 

so that the results of classification were not impressive. However, this model was 

better at predicting prospector organisations (correct rate= 51.4%) and analyser 

organisations (correct rate = 64.4% ). The contribution made by the independent 

variable, the directors' occupation, was displayed by the likelihood ratio tests which 

was significant in this model (X2 (4) = 18.39, p < .01). 

Table 4.16 Classification 

Predicted 
Observed Percent 

defender prospector analyser correct 
defender 15 29 35 19.0% 
prospector 15 38 21 51.4% --
analyser 5 16 38 64.4% 
Overall percentage 16.5% 39.2% 44.3% 42.9% 

In multinominallogistic regression, researchers need to choose one dependent 

variable as the reference group. There is no common rule while Field (2005) argued 

that in logistic regression the baseline model is the group with the largest number of 

cases. This research used two estimations. In the first estimation, 'analyser' was the 

reference group, while 'defender' was the reference group in the second estimation. 

By doing so, this model had estimates for all independent variables and comparative 

power was increased. 

Table 4.17 was the parameter estimates for the multinomial regression model. In the 

first estimate in which 'analyser' was the reference group, directors who were retired 

(occupation) were more likely to be from defender organisations than from analyser 

organisations compared to directors who were engaged in other occupations. 

Moreover, directors who were working in the education industry and had retired were 
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more likely to be from prospector organisations than from analyser organisations 

compared to directors who were engaged in other occupations. In the second estimate 

in which 'defender' was the reference group, directors' occupations were a significant 

predictor when comparing defender and analyser organisations. Directors who had 

retired were less likely to be from analyser organisations than from defender 

organisations, compared to directors who were engaged in other occupations. 

Directors who were working in the education industry were more likely to be from 

prospector organisations than from defender organisations compared to directors who 

were engaged in other occupations. 

Table 4.17 Parameter estimates 
Reference group Reference group 

analyzer defender 

Independent variables Defender Prospector Anal_yser Prospector 
Exp Exp Exp Exp 

Wald (B) Wald (B) Wald (B) Wald (B) 

Intercept .12 4.76 .12 3.43 

Education 3.02 1.97 13.06*** 4.30 3.02 :51 4.45* 2:-18 

Occupation Retired 4.34* 3.26 8.40** 5.43 4.34* .31 1.25 1.67 

--f--·--- __ T ___ 
Others . . 

i 
* p < .05 ** p < .01 * * * p < .00 1 

In summary, chi-square tests indicated that the only significant difference was in 

directors, occupations betWeen' strategic orientations. The multinomial logistic 

regression showed results in which directors' occupations were significant predictors. 

Directors who had retired were more likely to be from defender and prospector 

organisations than from analyser organisations. Directors with an education-related 

job were more likely to be in prospector organisations than to be in defender and 

analyser organisations. Therefore, directors in prospector organisations had relatively 

less occupational diversity than those in analyser and defender organisations. 

Moreover, compared to defender and prospector organisations, analyser organisations 

had directors with more occupational diversity. 
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4.3.6 Supervisors' composition and strategic orientation (chi-square test) 

Chi-square tests showed that there were no significant differences in supervisors' 

gender (x2 (2) = 2.22, p = .33), age (x2 (2) = 0.12, p = .94), tenure (x2 ( 4) = 1.25, p 

= .87), education level (x2 (4) = 0.88, p = .93), or independence (x2 (4) = 0.25, p = .88) 

between strategic orientation. However, in analyser organisations ' Others' was the 

largest occupation category (n = 20, 71.4%). In defender (n = 18, 47.4%) and 

prospector (n = 13, 36.1 %) organisations, the largest occupation category was 

'Education'. The chi-square test (x2 (4) = 15.4, p < .01) indicated that there was a 

significant relationship between strategic orientations and supervisors' occupations 

(Table 4.18). The composition of the BoS was similar to the composition of the BoD. 

The majority of supervisors, regardless of strategic orientations, were males over 50 

years old who had completed higher education and were in their first term. Strategic 

orientation did not appear to have an impact on board independence. Supervisors from 

defender and prospector organisations were more frequently engaged in the education 

industry. Analyser organisations recruited supervisors with a greater variety of 

occupations. 

Table 4.18 Supervisors' occupation * stratef!ic orientation 
Board Participant Occupation Total 

member organisation 
Education Retirement Others 

I Supervisor Defender 18 3 17 38 
(47.4/50.0%) _{7.9/17.6%) (44.3/34.7%) {100/37.3%) 

Prospector 13 11 12 36 
(36.1/36.1%) (30.6/64.7%) (33.3/24.5%) Q00/35.3%) 

Analyser 5 3 20 28 
(17.9/13.9%) (10.7/17.6%)_ {71.4/40.8%)_ (100/27.5%) 

Total 36 17 49 102 
(35.3/100%) (16.7/100%) (48.0/100%) (100/100%) 

x2 (4)=15.4, p < .ot 

When comparing board composition between directors and supervisors within 

defender organisations, the chi-square test of gender (x2 (1) = 1.95, p = .16), age 

(x2 (1) = 0.01, p = .92), tenure (x2 (2) = 0.35, p = .84), education (x2 (2) = 1.08, p 

= .58), occupation (x2 (2) = 2. 78, p = .25) and board independence (x2 (1) = 0.34, p 

=.56) found that there was no significant difference. Similarly, within prospector 
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organisations, the chi-square test of gender (x2 (1) = 0.23 , p = .63), age (x2 (1) = 0.06, 

p = .81), tenure (x.2 (2) = 0.39, p = .82), education (x.2 (2) = 5.53, p = .06), occupation 

(x.2 (2) = 2.50, p = .29) and board independence (x.2 (1) = 0.44, p = .51) found that 

there was no significant difference between directors and supervisors. Moreover, in 

analyser organisations, there was not a significant difference in gender (x.2 (1) = 0.32, 

p = .57), age (x2 (1) = 1.28, p = .26), tenure (x2 (2) = 1.28, p = .53), education (x2 (2) 

= 2.33, p = .31), occupation (x.2 (2) = 0.92, p = .63) and board independence (x2 (1) = 

0.26, p = .61) between directors and supervisors. 

4.3. 7 Supervisors' composition and strategic orientation (multinomina/ 

logistic regression) 

Chi -square tests showed that there was a significant difference in supervisors' 

occupations and therefore it was included in the multinomial logistic regression. -2LL 

of this model was 20.89 (Table 4.19). This model was significant (x2 (4) = 15.25, p 

< .01). Nagelkerke R 2 value was .16. 

Table 4.19 Model fitting information 

Model Model fitting criteria -- Likelihood ratio tests 

-2 Log Likelihood Chi-Square df Sig. 

Intercept only 36.14 
Final 20.89 15.25 4 .00** 

*p<.05 **p<.Ol ***p<.OOI 

The overall correct rate (Table 4 .20), 48%, of classification was not impressive but 

this model was good at predicting analyser organisations (correct rate= 71.4%). The 

contribution made by the predictor, supervisors' occupations, was significant (x.2 (4) = 

15.25, p < .01). 

Table 4.20 Classification 

Predicted 
Observed Percent 

defender prospector analyser correct 

defender 18 3 17 47.4% 
prospector 13 11 12 30.6% 
analyser 5 3 20 71.4% 
Overall percentage 35.3% 16.7% 48.0% 48.0% 
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Two estimations were again used (Table 4.21). The flrst estimate in which 'analyser' 

was the reference group indicated that supervisors who were working in the education 

industry were more likely to be from defender organisations compared to supervisors 

who were engaged in 'other' occupations from analyser organisations. Moreover, 

supervisors who were working in the education industry or who had retired were more 

likely to be from prospector organisations than from analyser organisations compared 

to supervisors who were engaged in other occupations. The second estimate in which 

'defender' was the reference group indicated that supervisors who were working in 

the education industry were less likely to be from analyser organisations than from 

defender organisations compared to supervisors who were engaged in other 

occupations. Supervisors who had retired were more likely to be from prospector 

organisations than supervisors from analyser organisations. 

Table 4.21 Parameter estimates 
Reference group Reference group 

analyser defender 

I Independent variables Defender Prospector Analyser Prospector 
Exp Exp Exp Exp 

Wald (B) Wald (B) Wald (B) Wald (B) 

Intercept .24 1.96 .24 .85 

Education 5.72* 4.24 5.24* 4.33 5.72* .24 .00 1.021 

Occupation Retired .03 1.18 58r .031 .85 4.79* I 
5.191 

~------j 

Others 
i 

*p< .05 **p< .Ol ***p< .OOl 

In summary, chi-square tests showed that the only significant difference was in 

supervisors' occupations between strategic orientations. The multinomial logistic 

regression showed that supervisors' occupations could predict to where strategic 

orientation supervisors' organisations would belong. Supervisors with an education-

related job were more likely to be on the board of defender and prospector 

organisations than on the board of analyser organisations. Supervisors who had retired 

were more likely to be in prospector organisations than to be in analyser and defender 

organisations. In other words, supervisors from prospector organisations had 

relatively less occupational diversity than those from analyser and defender 
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organisations. Compared to prospector and defender organisations, analyser 

organisations had supervisors with more occupational diversity. 

4.4 Board composition (interview findings) 

Interviewees were asked to discuss what they felt were the key dimensions of board 

composition. Three themes emerged: who board members are; how board members 

are selected; and board size. In general, these three themes appeared across all 

associations regardless of strategic orientations. Details are presented in the following 

sections. 

4.4.1 Who are board members? 

A large number of interviewees commented on board composition. The general 

comments suggested that people who have passion for sport, have sport experience or 

have a connection with sport are usually elected as directors and/or supervisors. 

About one-third of the interviewees emphasised the importance of sports passion for 

the roles. Among these, D9 from Defender Organisation 5 (D05)2 said: "directors 

and supervisors are those people who love our sporf'. D16 who was a director in 

Prospector Organisation 1 (PO 1) mentioned: "directors or supervisors must have 

enthusiasm about our sport. Then, you are more willing to serve voluntarily in our 

organisations". In addition, D4 who \Vas from Analyser Organisation 3 (A03) stated: 

"1 am not a player but I have a lot of passion for this sport. This is the main reason 

that I./ike to work in this organisation". Similar viewpoints were expressed by D5 

(A04), D8 (P03), DIO (P04), DIS (POI), D18 (A06), GS2 (DOl), GS8 (D03) and 

GS13 (P09). 

People with sport experience and connections/networks were preferred board 

members. A director who had retired from a physical educator position mentioned: 

"board members need to have sports experience. If you do not have sports 

experience, you should serve in the sport setting for a period of time. 

Otherwise, it is very hard for you to become a board member in a national 

2 PO= Prospector Organisation, DO= Defender Organisation, AO =Analyser Organisation 
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sport organisation and to understand or manage national sports affairs" (D 1 7: 

POl). 

S4 (A07), who was a coach explained: "when board members have sports experience 

or involve in our sport, they can better understand how the sport system runs and how 

to perform their roles in our association". 

Sport experience and connections were generally derived from being employed in a 

sport setting. Some interviewees attempted to classify board members into different 

sub groups. A broad classification was offered by D7 (D03), D8 (P03) and D4 (A03): 

"Most board members are coaches, retired players, referees, physical educators, 

sport related teachers and representatives of local sport associations" (D8: P03). A 

director from a water sport association added: 

"many of them are teaching sports in schools/universities, such as physical 

educators and lecturers/professors in sport related subjects. They nearly 

involve in the sport area everyday. Sport organisations like these people to be 

in the boardroom, offering experience to help sport organisations manage 

national sports affairs" (D4: A03). 

Coaches, retired players and referees generally held positions in the boardroom. These 

directors: 

"have intimate knowledge of sports. We are a sport organisation and, of 

course, we need people who understand sports to be board members and to 

manage our sports. I think it is very common for all sport organisations to 

elect coaches, retired players and referees as board members" (GS8: D03). 

GS13 (P09) thought that sport-connected local representatives acted as a liaison point 

for the national sport organisations: "chairmen or general secretaries of local 

associations are the local representatives. The number of local representatives is 

about 15. They understand needs and environments of locals. Therefore, we mainly 

ask them to promote sport in local and to be a bridge between us and locals". 

However, board members are not always from sport backgrounds. Individuals who 

could provide needed resources, such as funds, were also welcomed by nonprofit 

sport organisations: 
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"I can broadly classify board members into two groups. One is people who 

give us money. They are invited by the chairman and usually from the business 

industry. Board members who are in the sport industry are in the second 

group. Most of them are coaches, retired players and referees" (GS21: D08). 

Both GS20 (P08) and S3 (P06) thought that it was essential to recruit board members 

that could bring needed resources into the organisation: 

"While it is important to elect people who understand sport as board members, 

such as coaches, it is equally important to recruit people who can provide 

funds to our association as board members. The former ones can help us to 

manage the association and the latter ones give us money to run the 

association. They generally know very little about our sport and are working 

in the business industry. Most of them are introduced by our chairman. Some 

of them just walk in, promising to provide funds" (GS20). 

Four interviewees, including D5 (A04), GS7 (A04), GS10 (D04) and GS13 (P09), 

argued that board members who were on the board to provide funds or those that were 

businesspeople from non-sport backgrounds, Vv'ere generally not active members in 

nonprofit sport organisations. GS 13 (P09) from a team sport association noted, "they 

just need a board title of a national sport association and they are usually inactive 

after they get elected'. The board title was judged in terms of value: 

"useful for their business. Therefore some businessmen are willing to give our 

association money. But most of them do not spend much time on our 

association after they get elected. It is like buying a board title. I think this is 

unavoidable. We are a nonprofit sport association and the subsidies given by 

the government is insufficient. To survive, we have to welcome businessmen. 

However, it is not fair to say board members with business backgrounds know 

nothing about sport or do nothing for our associations. Some businessmen do 

love our sport and support our sporf' (D5: A04). 

In additio~ there were board members who did not have a sport background or 

connection, and did not provide funds. One interviewee stated: "They were head 

members and join our association to help a particular chairman candidate to get 

elected" (D9: DOS). GS12 (P05) had a similar point of view: "when the chair 
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election goes competitive, sometimes, some candidates recruit head members to win 

the election". D12 (A07) confirmed this viewpoint: 

"To secure a win, sometime, chair candidates recruit people who are their 

friends, relatives, or employees, as head members during election. These 

people vote each other to get elected as board members and then vote for a 

particular chair candidate. These head members definitely know nothing 

about sport and do nothing for our association. Instead, they show up only 

once for election" D12 (A07). 

In summary, interview data showed that regardless of strategic orientations the 

majority of board members were coaches, retired players, referees, local 

representatives, physical educators, lecturers/professors in sport related subjects, and 

those with a passion for sport. 

Individuals whose key criteria for involvement related to the provision of resources, 

particularly through funds or by virtue of their businesses, were also represented in 

the boardroom. A literal translation of A~"ff ~ is 'head member' and it is 

commonly used in Taiwan to refer to those members who do not engage in any 

organisational activities but only vote for a particular candidate. Such members were 

recruited by candidates when they ':vere running for election as the chair, mainly when 

the chair election was competitive. Most businesspersons who needed the board title, 

and head members who helped a certain chair candidate get elected, generally knew 

little about the sport 

Therefore, board members were classified into two groups based on having a sport 

related background or being from a non-sport related background. Moreover, when 

interviewees articulated aspects of board composition, none of the interviewees 

specifically indicated that there was a different composition requirement for BoD and 

BoS. In other words, the compositions of BoD and BoS were seen to be sinrilar, 

which supports the aforementioned survey results. Further discussions are presented 

in the next chapter. 
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4.4.2 Board recruitment and selection 

A number of interviewees raised the critical aspect ofboard recruitment and selection. 

This information can be used to better understand nuances of board composition. In 

nonprofit sport organisations, the BoD elects a chair; while the BoS acts separately 

and does not have a chair. The BoS has two or more executive supervisors who are 

elected by supervisory board members. The executive supervisors on the BoS meet 

more frequently than other board members to examine the financial account of their 

organisations. Regardless of whether it is the election for the BoD or BoS category, 

two types of election processes were identified across the nonprofit sport 

organisations. Detailed results are presented below. 

A retired player (D7: D03) described board recruitment and selection processes as 

follows: 

"Our sport is not popular and attracts less media attention in Taiwan. 

Therefore, to be a board member in our association, you gain no benefit. 

Especially, the director chairman is responsible f or raising most funds and 

earns nothing back It is therefore very difficult to find a person to fill in this 

position. In my association, when the existing chairman is about to finish his 

term, my association starts to look for a chairman candidate. The chairman 

candidate is usually a businessman or politician because they have more 

resources and influences that are useful for my association". 

D 18 (A06) stated· that the normal process wa.S: "nonprofit sport associations recruit 

either businessmen or politicians as their director chairman. There are very few 

organisations having people who are working in the sport industry, such as coaches, 

as chairman". After the association fm.md a chairman candidate the next step was: 

"we let organisational members know. In general, members have no problem 

with this candidate because everyone knows how hard it is to find a person to 

be the next chairman. Therefore, the only chairman candidate gets elected 

Our current chairman is a political person. We hope he uses his power to help 

our association get more subsidies from the government or get more 

sponsorship from the business industry" (D8: P0 3). 
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In addition, D7 (D03), D8 (P03), D9 (DOS), D18 (A06) and GS21 (D08) all 

suggested that a recommended list of board members was made before the board 

election. However, interviewees also mentioned some associations did not make any 

list but allowed organisational members to select freely directors: 

"After a sport association finds a chair candidate, the candidate discusses 

with the secretary department to make a list of directors and supervisors. This 

is a so-called recommended list of board members. The secretary department 

puts all recommended board members on the ballot on the election day. 

Organisational members elect thirty-five directors and eleven supervisors 

simultaneously. But they can add and elect those who are not on the list. In 

some association, there is not a recommended list. Organisational members 

can elect board members by their own wilf'. (GS21: D08). 

Organisational members could also recommend themselves as board member 

candidates. In some associations, the organisational members' names are put on the 

ballot and members can elect those who they support. Interviewees noted that the 

chair was usually identified before the election but in some situations the chair 

election was a cornpetitive process and there was more than one chair candidate. GS2 

(D02), GS7 (A04), GS 12 (P05) and GS20 (P08), mentioned the latter type of 

election in interviews. GS2 (D02), from an indoor sport association indicated: "the 

chair of board of directors has to give a lot o.f funds to our association but he earns 

reputation and enjoys tax deduction. Therefore, many people like to be the chairman 

and the board election becomes competitive". In addition, Summer Olympic sport 

associations are national sports and therefore: "Some people, especially from the 

business industry, feel proud when they show their business card to others if they can 

become the chairman of our association. I think it is good for their business. 

Therefore, the board election becomes competitive" (GS12: P05). GS2 (D02) 

explained the board election process: 

"In every election, chairman candidates need to let our members know what 

contributions they are going to make and how much funds he is going to raise 

in order to seek support from organisational members and from those who 

possibly become board members, such as local representatives. Most of the 

candidates are businesspersons or politicians because they usually have more 
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resources and power to help our association. Each candidate has a group of 

people supporting him and they then form a faction. Chairman candidates 

need to let their people get elected as board members. When you have more 

people in the boardroom, you can win the chairman election". 

In the election procedure, there were usually factions competing against each other: 

"Each candidate needs to let organisational members know what s/he is going 

to do for our association and to seek support from as many members as 

possible. Of course, money is always important for our association and 

candidates should also address how they can gain funds. Some organisations 

make a recommended list of board members. If one candidate earns a lot of 

support from organisational members and recommended board members, he 

is easy to get elected as the board members and then get elected as the board 

chair. Sometimes, a group of people who support a particular chairman 

candidate form a faction. The chair election is like factions compete against 

each other" (GS7: A04). 

In summary, interview results informed this research that there were two kinds of 

recruitment and selection processes, and these were independent of strategic 

orientation. These were the top-down and the bottom-up approach. In the top-down 

approach, the chair candidate was informally decided by the current chair or general 

secretary of the nonprofit sport organisation before the election. A list of directors and 

supervisors was then compiled by the incoming chair candidate and the general 

secretary, and this list was presented to organisational members on election day, and 

the general assembly elected the proposed directors. However, not all associations use 

this process and in these cases organisational members are allowed to independently 

elect directors. However, there is only one chair candidate put forward. 

On the other hand, several chair candidates were appointed via a bottom-up approach. 

These candidates sought organisational members' support through a process of 

informing members of the benefits they could bring to the association. The general 

secretary might or might not make a recommended list of the BoD and BoS. Factions 

were sometimes formed when people support different chair candidates. Typically, 
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when a chair candidate is supported by a majority of board members, they are elected 

by the general assembly. The general assembly does not vote against recommended 

board members. In addition, results showed that ' money' was very important for the 

survival of nonprofit sport organisations and thus was a critical component of the 

selection process. The chair was expected to raise most funds. In other words, to be a 

chair, one needed to be either wealthy or have access to funding channels for 

resources. In general, a businessman or politician was elected as a director chair in 

both top-down and bottom-up elections. Further discussions and implications of these 

fmdings are presented in the next chapter. 

4.4.3 Size of the board 

Most of the Summer Olympic sport associations have a large board (46 board 

members, n= 18, 72% ). Several interviewees indicated that there were both advantages 

and disadvantages of a large board. Seven interviewees, D6 (D03), D8 (P03), Dl7 

(P06), GS7 (A04), GSll (DOS), GS12 (P05), and GS19 (A06), thought a large 

board could provide a range of advice and bring more resources to their associations: 

"There are only few employees in the secretary department. The secretary 

department might not have a sound consideration about plans or strategies. 

The board has a lot oj'me1nbers and could have more and various op inions. 

Especially when we f ace emergent cases, board members can give us help" 

(GSll: DOS). 

The more board members, "the more advice the organisation can gain. When we need 

resources, board members can help us to bring needed resources. That's why we need 

a large board size" (GS7: A04). 

However, a large board made it difficult to call board meetings (GS5: D02, GS12: 

P05, S4: A07). Six interviewees, including Dll (A07), D12 (A07), D13 (D07), 

D17 (POl), GS7 (A04) and GS19 (A06), argued that a large board could cause 

conflict between board members: "Different people have different ideas about the 

same thing. The large board size can help our association to think problems from 

different p erspectives. However, sometimes, it leads to arguments between board 

members" (D 1 7). While board members give the organisation advice: "it is not 
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possible to accept each board member 's opinion. Therefore, we sometimes f eel tense 

in the boardroom" (GS7: A04). In particular: "different members have different 

opinions. We need to negotiate. It usually takes long time to finish a board meeting" 

(Dll: A07). 

In summary, regardless of strategic orientation, interviewees thought a large board 

size had both advantages and disadvantages. A large board could bring more 

resources and provide nonprofit sport organisations with advice from different 

perspectives. However, a large board needed more time to fmd a balance to reach 

consensus. It also easily led to conflict between members and unproductive board 

meetings. A board meeting quorum was not easily attained because it was often hard 

to gather sufficient numbers of board members together. The implications of this are 

presented in Chapter Five. 

4.5 Board roles and strategic orientation {survey results) 

4.5.1 Assumptions of MAN OVA 

Before carrying out a MANOV A, tests of assumptions, including normality, equality 

of covariance matrix, linearity and multicollinearity, were performed (Hair et al., 

2006). Among these, the normality and equality of variance was violated, but it is 

noted that the Box's M test used to test equality of variance is highly sensitive to the 

departures from normality (Field, 2005; Hair et al., 2006; Weinfurt, 1997). Moreover, 

MANOV A is a· robust technique and in practice researchers perform MANOV A 

regardless of whether there are violations of normality and equality of variance 

(Weinfurt, 1997). Hair et al. (2006) argued that when a statistical technique is robust, 

researchers can use original variables departing from normality without transforming 

data. In addition, as long as the sample size is large (>200) and the groups have 

approximately an equal size (largest group size/smallest group size< 1.5), MANOVA 

is still a robust test and the impact of violation of normality and equality of variance 

can be negligible (Hair et al., 2006; Weinfurt, 1997; Wu & Tu, 2005). 

In the roles of directors, the sample size was 306 and the ratio of the largest group size 

(n=109) to the smallest group size (n=94) was less than 1.5 (109/94=1.16). In the 
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roles of supervisors, the sample size was 279 and the ratio of the largest group size 

(n=1 03) to the smallest group size (n=78) was also less than 1.5 (1 03/78=1.32). 

Therefore, the violation of assumptions had a limited impact. 

4.5.2 Roles of directors and strategic orientation (MANOVA) 

Table 4.22 shows the roles of directors by strategic orientation and indicates a 

difference in the mean score of each role for the three strategic orientations. 

Accordingly, prospector organisations had a higher mean score for 'Manage Vision & 

Purpose', 'Human Resources & Fundraising' and 'Stakeholder Focus' than the other 

two types of organisations; defender organisations had a higher mean score for 'Board 

Duty' than the other two types of organisations; and analyser organisations had the 

lowest mean score in all four factors. 

Table 4.22 Roles of directors by strategic orientation 
Factor Orientation Mean Std. Deviation N 

defender 3.80 .73182 109 
Manage Vision prospector_ 4.04 .64495 103 

& Purpose 
analyser 3.77 .62858 94 

Total 3.87 .68168 306 
defender 4.38 .51340 109 -----

Board Duty prospector 4.35 .53387 103 
analyser 4.09 .60148 94 

Total 4.28 .56118 306 
r defender 3.37 .86723 109 

Human _ ___£rospector 3.57 .75193 103 --
Resources & analyser 3.34 .71910 94 
Fundraising Total 3.43 .78923 306 

defender 3.99 .74367 109 
Stakeholder prospector 4.17 .79998 103 

Focus 
analyser 3.88 .77836 94 

Total 4.02 .78026 306 

Pillai's Trace (p < .01), Wilks' Lambda (p < .01), Hotelling's Trace (p < .01) and Roy's 

Largest Root (p < .01) all reached the criterion for significance of .05. The result 

demonstrated significant differences between strategic orientations in regard to the 

factors of the directors' roles. 
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Table 4.23 Director role and strategic orientation: Tests of between-subjects 
effects 

Dependent Type ill sum Mean 
variable of squares df square F Sig. 

Manage Vision & 4.71 2 2.36 5.21 .00** 
Purpose 
Board Duty 4.87 2 2.43 8.09 .00*** 

Human Resources 2.99 2 1.50 2.43 .09 
& Fundraising 
Stakeholder 4.34 2 2.17 3.62 .03* 
Focus 

* p < .05 ** p < .01 *** p < .001 

The test of between-subjects effects (Table 4.23) showed that there was a significant 

difference between strategic orientation for 'Manage Vision & Purpose' (F = 5.21, p 

<.01), 'Board Duty' (F = 8.09, p < .001) and 'Stakeholder Focus' (F = 3.62, p < .05). 

Post hoc comparisons using Tukey HSD and Scheffe (Table 4.24) were conducted 

and results of two post hoc comparisons indicated that prospector organisations had a 

significant higher mean score in 'Manage Vision & Purpose' than defender and 

analyser organisations. In respect of' Board Duty', analyser organisations had a 

significantly lower mean score than prospector and defender organisations. Prospector 

organisations had a significantly higher mean score for 'Stakeholder Focus' than was 

found in analyser organisations. 
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Table 4.24 Director role and strategic orientation: Multiple comparisons 
Statistical significance of 

Dependent (I) (J) Mean Std. post hoc com f)arison 
Variable Orientation Orientation difference Error Tukey Scheffe 

(1-J) HSD 
defender prospector -.25* .09241 .02 .03 

Manage analyser .03 .09465 .93 .94 

Vision & Qrosp_ector defender .25* .09241 .02 .03 

Purpose analyser .28* .09592 .01 .02 
analyser defender -.03 .09465 .93 .94 

prospector -.28* .09592 .01 .02 
defender prosQ_ector .02 .07538 .95 .95 

analyser .28* .07722 .00 .00 
Board Duty prospector defender -.02 .07538 .95 .95 

analyser .26* .07825 .00 .00 - · 
analyser defender -.28* .07722 .00 .00 

_E!:._ospector -.26* .07825 .00 .00 
defender prospector -.19 .10795 .17 .20 

Human analyser .03 .11057 .96 .96 
Resources & prospector defender .19 .10795 .17 .20 
Fundraising analyser .22 .11206 .11 .14 

-~al~r defender -.03 .11057 .96 .96 
prosf!ector -.22 .11206 .11 .14 

defender prosQ_ector -.18 .10631 .20 .23 
analyser .11 .10889 .58 .61 

Stakeholder prospector defender .1 8 .10631 .20 .23 
Focus analyser .29* .11035 .02 .03 

__ an'!!Y_ser defender -.11 .10889 .58 .61 
prospector -.29* .11035 .02 .03 

*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001 

4.5.3 Assumptions of discriminant analysis 

Hair et al. (2006) and Steven (2002) suggested that the overall sample size for the 

application of discriminant analysis is a 20-to-1 ratio of respondents to independent 

variables. Each also suggested that the sample size for each group should have at least 

20 respondents and cannot vary widely in size. An acceptable ratio of group size is the 

ratio of largest sample to smallest sample and should be less than 1.5 (Hair et al., 

2006; Steven, 2002). 

In relation to the roles of directors, the overall sample was n = 306 respondents for 

four independent variables, and therefore the overall sample size was adequate (306/4 

= 76.5). Examination of the three orientation sizes found an appropriate size in each 

group (defender= 109, prospector= 103, analyser = 94). The ratio of largest to the 

smallest sample size was less than 1.5 (1 09/94 = 1.16) and the sample size for each 

group was therefore acceptable. Similarly, the overall sample size in the roles of 
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supervisors was 279. The ratio of sample size to independent variables was 

appropriate (279/2 = 139.5). Each group had more than 20 respondents (defender= 98, 

prospector= 103, analyser= 78) and did not vary widely in size. The ratio of largest 

to the smallest sample size was less than 1.5 (1 03/78 = 1.32). Therefore, the overall 

and group sample sizes were also acceptable. 

Several assumptions, including multivariate normality, equality of covariance matrix, 

linearity and multicollinearity, were tested before performing discriminant analysis. 

Among these, assumptions of normality and equality of covariance were violated. 

Data violating the multivariate normality assumptions could lead to a problem in the 

estimation of the discriminant function, and unequal covariance matrices might cause 

a problem in the classification processes (Hair et al., 2006). One remedy for non-

normality is to transform data (Hair et al., 2006). Meyers et al. (2006) argued that 

discriminant analysis is a robust technique against violation of equality of covariance 

but researchers can overcome heterogeneity of variance-covariance by using group-

specific covariance matrices for classification (Hair et al., 2006; Tabachnick & Fidell, 

2001). 

There are several means to transform data, including square root, logarithms, the 

square and inverse of data, with researchers having to transform data by trial many 

times to get the best solution (Hair et al., 2006). In this instance a squared 

transformation was used. Several indexes were used to test normality, such as 

skewness, k'Urtosis, z score of skewness, z score of kurtosis, normal probability plot 

and normal Q-Q plot (Field, 2005; Hair el al., 2006). Variables with skewness and 

kurtosis within the limit between + 1.0 and -1.0 were normally distributed (Meyers et 

al., 2006). The z-score of skewness and kurtosis were calculated by the following 

formulations (Field, 2005): 

Z skewness = Skewness/Standard Error of Skewness 

Z kurtosis = Kurtosis/Standard Error of Kurtosis 

An absolute value greater than 1.96 was significant at the level ofp < .05, above 2.58 

was significant at the level of p < . 01 and above 3.29 was significant at the level of p 

< .001. The most often used cutting point was 2.58 (Hair et al., 2006). Kolmogorov-
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Smimov and Shapiro-Wilk tests were not used to examine normality because they are 

very sensitive to producing significant outcomes when a sample size is large (>200) 

(Field, 2005). Table 4.25 shows the test for normality. It is clear that transformed data 

had values of skewness and kurtosis between + 1 and -1. The absolute z scores of 

skewness and kurtosis were significantly within 2.58, indicating that the distributions 

of transformed variables were not significantly different from the normal curve at p 

<.05. 

Table 4.25 Director role and strate2i.c orientation: Data transformation 
Original data Transformed data 

Variable Skewness Kurtosis Skewness Kurtosis 

Value Zscore Value Zscore Value Zscore Value Zscore 

Manage -0.49 -3.51 0.25 0.89 0.02 0.11 -0.50 I -1.81 
Vision & 
Purpose 
Board Duty -0.65 -4.69 -0.09 -3.38 -0.36 -2.58 -0.55 -1.96 

Human -0.25 1.77 -0.16 -0.55 0.34 2.42 -0.40 -1 .44 
Resources 
& 
Fundraising 
Stakeholder -0.64 -4.58 0.41 1.46 -0.09 -0.67 -0.69 -2.47 
Focus 

Monitoring -0.93 -6.36 1.22 4.20 -0.35 -2.36 -0.56 -1.91 
· Results 

I 

I 

f------r--
Board Duty -0.65 -4.42 0.31 1.07 -0.25 -1.67 -0.67 -2.30 
& Process I 

When the sample size is large (>200), researchers should also examine the shape of 

variables rather than just looking at the value of skewness and kurtosis (Field, 2005). 

The normal probability plot is a reliable graphical analysis of normality (Hair et al., 

2006), and researchers should also examine the Q-Q plot (Meyers et al. , 2006). When 

data follows the diagonal line closely in both the normal probability plot and Q-Q plot, 

their distributions are normal (Hair et al., 2006; Meyers et al. , 2006). Figures in the 

(appendix 13-18) show that transformed data fell on, or close to, the diagonal line and 

therefore the distributions of transformed data were normal. 
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The assumptions of multivariable normality were met after transforming data. 

However, the transformed data still showed unequal covariance matrices. As 

mentioned above, while discriminant analysis is robust with respect to heterogeneity 

of variance-covariance with adequate sample size, classification is not. Therefore, 

separate covariance matrices were employed to remedy the heterogeneity of 

covariance (Hair et al., 2006; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001 ). 

4.5.4 Roles of directors and strategic orientation (discriminant analysis) 

Results ofMANOVA showed that the mean scores of the four factors between each 

category of strategic orientation were statistically different at significant levels of .05. 

In other words, MANOVA revealed some linear combinations of the factors which 

might discriminate one strategic orientation from another. Discriminant analysis was 

therefore conducted to examine this relationship. Table 4.26 is the summarised result 

of discriminant analysis. 

Table 4.26 Summarized results of discriminant analysis of strategic orientations 
in terms of roles of directors 

Factor/ Tests of Standardized Correlation Functions at 
strategic equality of canonical coefficients group centroids 

orientations group means discriminant function (structure 
(F Value) coefficients matrix) --1---------

Function Function Function --~--r--·----
1 2 1 2 1 2 

Manage Vision & 5.52** .07 .94 .58 .78 Purpose 
Board Duty 

--------r--------r---
7.91 *** .83 -.67 .94 -.29 

Human Resources 2.43 .1 7 -. 12 .42 .46 & Fundraising 
Stakeholder 4.25* .1 9 .22 .59 .56 Focus 
Defender .12 -.21 

--
Prospector .20 .19 

Analyser -.35 .04 

Function !:Eigenvalue= .06, %of variance = 66.4, Wilks' Lambda = .92, Chi-square = 24.97** 

Function 2:Eigenvalue = .03, %of variance= 33.6, Wilks' Lambda = .97, Chi-square = 8.47* 
* p <.05 ** p < .01 *** p<.001 
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Tests of equality of group means shown in the above table identified that there were 

significant differences in mean relating to the roles of directors between strategic 

orientations. The F tests were significant for 'Manage Vision & Purpose' (F = 5.52, p 

< .01), 'Board Duty' (F = 7.91, p < .001) and 'Stakeholder Focus' (F = 4.25, p < .05). 

There was not a significant difference in 'Human Resources & Fundraising' (F = 2.43, 

p = .09). The results of MANOV A were confirmed, however F tests only showed the 

overall differences and did not indicate that each strategic orientation was different in 

each of the three factors. According to post hoc comparisons in MANOVA, 'Manage 

Vision & Purpose', 'Board Duty' and 'Stakeholder Focus' displayed significant 

differences between strategic orientations. Accordingly, 'Manage Vision & Purpose' 

and 'Board Duty' differentiated one strategic orientation from the other two strategic 

orientations. In 'Manage Vision & Purpose', prospector organisations had a 

significantly higher mean score than defender and analyser organisations; in 'Board 

Duty' analyser organisations had a significantly lower mean score than defender and 

prospector organisations. Moreover, 'Stakeholder Focus' was significantly different 

only in the mean score between analyser organisations and prospector organisations, 

that is 'Stakeholder Focus' only differentiated one strategic orientation from these two 

orientations. 'Stakeholder Focus' played a relatively limited role in discriminant 

analysis because it was only able to be discriminant between two groups. 

Two discriminant functions were generated. l\ function with a larger eignvalue \¥as 

more important for separat:L11g groups (Silva & Starn, 1997). The eigenvalue of the 

first function was .06 and it accounted for 66.4% of variance and the second function 

accounted for 33.6% of the variance (eigenvalue= .03). Wilk's Lambda of function 

one (Wilk's Lambda= .92, p < .01) and two (Wilk's Lambda= .97, p < .05) had a 

significant value. In other words, group differences displayed by MANOVA could be 

explained by two discriminant functions. 

Standardised canonical discriminant function coefficients, like the standardised betas 

in regressions which were computed to indicate the relative importance of 

independent variables in predicting dependent variables, provided the relative 

contribution of each factor to discriminant functions. A greater value of coefficients 

had a greater contribution and coefficients with large absolute values were more 

important in predicting dependent variables (Meyers et al., 2006; Stevens, 2002; 
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Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). It was evident that 'Board Duty' (.83) and ' Manage 

Vision & Purpose' (.94) made a greater contribution than other factors respectively in 

the first and second discriminant function. The value in structure matrix, like factor 

loadings, is the correlation of each dependent variable with the discriminant function. 

It is usually used to label the discriminant function. When the correlation has an 

absolute value of .5 or more, it is considered eligible (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001 ). 

More importantly, the correlation coefficient is more valid than the function 

coefficient for interpretation because the function coefficient is considerably unstable. 

Therefore, the coefficients are used to interpret variables (Hair et al. , 2006). Three 

factors had loadings above .5.: 'Board Duty' (r =.94) was strongly related to the first 

function but ' Manage Vision & Purpose' (r = .58) and 'Stakeholder Focus' (r = .59) 

were also moderately related to function one. In the second function, 'Manage Vision . 

& Purpose' and 'Stakeholder Focus' had loadings above .5. 'Manage Vision & 

Purpose' was highly related to this function (r = .78) and 'Stakeholder Focus' (r =.56) 

had a moderate loading. 

The values of group centroids, which were the mean of each discriminant function 

scores for each strategic orientation, displayed the first discriminant function and 

separated analyser organisations (centroid value was negative) from defender and 

prospector organisations (centroid value was positive). It was clear that analyser 

organisations had a lower mean score than either other organisation type. The second 

discriminant function separated defender·organisations (centroid value was negative) 

from prospector and analyser organisations (centroid value was positive). Defender 

organisations in this function had a lower mean score than either other organisation 

type. 

Table 4.27 shows the results of classifications used to examine how well the 

discriminant function predicts (Hair et al. , 2006). As mentioned earlier in Chapter 

Three, the results of Box's M test showed a violation of equality of the variance. 

Therefore, separate covariance matrices were performed. Two discriminant functions 

in combination had 48.4% of classification accuracy. There was not much difference 

in correctly predicting defender organisations ( 44.0%) and analyser organisations 

(43.6), but it was better at predicting prospector organisations (57.3%).This indicated 
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that prospector organisations were more likely to be correctly classified than either the 

defender or analyser organisations. 

Table 4.27 Director roles and strategic orientation: Classification results 
Orientation Predicted e;roup membership Total 

Defender Prospector Analyser Defender 
Count Defender 48 39 22 109 

Prospector 18 59 26 103 
Analyser 25 28 41 94 

% Defender 44.0 35.8 20.2 100.0 
Prospector 17.5 57.3 25.2 100.0 
Analyser 26.6 29.8 43 .6 100.0 

* 48.4% of original grouped cases correctly classified. 

These ratios were then compared with the maximum chance and the proportional 

chance to assess whether the discriminant functions were truly effective (Hair et al, 

2006). The maxin1um chance criterion is the ratio obtained when assigning all the 

observations to the group with the highest probability of occurrence (Hair et al., 2006). 

In the present sample of 306 respondents, 109 were in defender organisations, 103 

were in prospector organisations and 94 analyser organisations. The highest 

probability was 35.62% (109/306 = 0.3562). The threshold value for the maximum 

chances (35.62%* 1.25) was 44.53 %. Moreover, the proportional chance criterion 

was calculated by squaring the proportions of each group. The calculated value was: 

(109/306) 2 + (103/306) 2 + (94/306) 2 = 0.3562 2 + 0.3366 2 + 0.3072 2 = 0.1269+ 

0.1133 + 0.0944 = 0.3346 or 33.46% 

The threshold value was (33.46%*1.25) 41.83. The overall classification ratio of 

discriminant functions, 48.4o/o, slightly exceeded both criteria so it could be concluded 

that discrimin.ant functions were satisfactory. 

In summary, two discriminant functions were generated and both were statistically 

significant. The frrst discriminant function accounted for 66.4% of variance and was 

characterised by 'Board Duty', 'Manage Vision & Purpose' and 'Stakeholder Focus'. 

In this function, analyser organisations were discriminated from the other two 

organisations and had the lowest mean score. In the second discriminant function, 

'Manage Vision & Purpose' and ' Stakeholder Focus' had a loading exceeding the 
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threshold. Therefore, the results of discriminant analysis showed that 'Manage Vision 

& Purpose', 'Board Duty', and 'Stakeholder Focus' were good predictors of strategic 

orientation. Moreover, defender organisations were separated by this function from 

the other two. Overall, 48.4% of respondents were correctly classified by two 

discriminant functions. 

The results also confmned post hoc comparisons ofMANOVA, but it must be noted 

tha "it is possible to have statistically significant functions but have at least one pair 

of groups not be statistically different (not discriminated between)" (Hair et al., 2006, 

p. 340). Analyser organisations were separated by 'Manage Vision & Purpose', Board 

Duty' and 'Stakeholder Focus' from the prospector and defender organisations. For 

'Manage Vision & Purpose' and 'Stakeholder Focus', analyser organisations were 

comparable to prospector organisations and had a significantly lower mean score. 

Analyser organisations had a significantly lower mean score in 'Board Duty' than 

either other group. Defender organisations were discriminated by the second function 

which was characterised by 'Manage Vision & Purpose' and 'Stakeholder Focus' 

from the other two types. For 'Manage Vision & Purpose', defender organisations 

were comparable to prospector organisations and had a significantly lower mean score. 

4*5.5 Roles of supervisors and strategic orientation (MAN OVA) 

Table 4.28 shows that the mean score regarding the roles of supervisors for three 

strategic orientations was different. Accordingly, prospector organisations had a 

higher mean score.in 'Monitoring Results' and 'Board Duty & Process', while 

analyser organisations had the lowest mean score in both factors. 

Table 4.28 Roles of supervisors and strategic orientation: Descriptive statistics 
Factor Orientation Mean Std. Deviation N 

defender 4.19 .73849 98 
Monitoring prospector 4.28 .62587 103 

Results analyser 1m- .82008 78 
Total 4.13 .74170 279 

defender 4.33 .58593 98 
Board Duty& prospector 4.34 .64237 103 

Process analyser 3.98 .63109 78 
Total 4.24 .63719 279 

Pillai's Trace (p < .01), Wilks' Lambda (p < .01), Hotelling's Trace (p < .01) and Roy's 

Largest Root (p < .01) all reached the criterions for significance of .05. The results 
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indicated that there were significant differences between strategic orientations and the 

two factors of supervisors' roles. 

The test of between-subjects effects (Table 4.29) showed that there was a significant 

difference between strategic orientations in 'Monitoring Results' (F = 7.91, p < .05) 

and 'Board Duty & Process' (F = 8.69, p < .05). Table 4.30 contained two post hoc 

comparison methods (Tukey HSD and Scheffe). Accordingly, analyser organisations 

had a significant lower mean score in both 'Monitoring Results' and 'Board Duty & 

Process' than defender and prospector organisations. 

Table 4.29 Roles of supervisors and strategic orientation: Tests of between-
subjects effects 

Dependent Type ill sum Mean 
variable of squares df square F Sig. 

Monitoring 8.29 2 4.15 7.91 .00** 
Results 

Board Duty & 6.82 2 3.41 8.87 .00** 
Process 

* p < .05 ** p < .01 *** p < .001 

Table 4.30 Roles of sueervisors and strategic orientation: Multiple comparisons -
[ ! 

Statistical significance of 
Dependent (I) (J) Mean Std. post hoc com Jarison 

Orientation I variable Orientation difference Error Tukey Scheffe 
(l-J) i HSD 

defender Q!_'_9spector _ -.10 .10215 .62 .64 --
analyser .32* .1 0985 .01 .01 

Monitoring prospector defender .1 0 .1 0215 .62 .64 
analyser .42* .1 0866 .00 .00 Results analyser defender -.32* .10985 .01 .01 
prospector -.42* .10866 .00 .00 

defender prospector -.01 .08747 .99 .99 
~alyser .34* .09406 .00 .00 1-------

Board Duty prospector defender .01 .08747 .99 .99 
& Process analyser .35* .09304 .00 .00 

analyser defender -.34* .09406 .00 .00 
prospector -.35* .09304 .00 .00 

* p < .05 ** p < .01 *** p < .001 

155 

I 



4.5.6 Roles of supervisors and strategic orientation (discriminant 

analysis) 

Results ofMANOVA showed that the mean score of two factors regarding roles of 

supervisors between three strategic orientations was statistically different at 

significant levels of .05. Post hoc comparisons showed that analyser organisations had 

a lower mean score in 'Monitoring Results' and 'Board Duty & Process' at a 

significant level of .05. In other words, MANOV A revealed that some linear 

combinations of roles of supervisors might discriminate the strategic orientation from 

one another. 

Table 4.31 summarises the result of discriminant analysis of strategic orientations 

based on the roles of supervisors. Tests of equality of group displayed that there were 

significant differences in the mean of the roles of supervisors between strategic 

orientations. The F tests were significant for 'Monitoring Results ' (F = 7.62, p < .01) 

and 'Board Duty & Process' (F = 9.26, p < .001). 

Two discriminant functions were generated. The eigenvalue of the first function 

was .08 and it accounted for 97.9% of variance and the second function accounted for 

only 2.1% of the variance. Wilk's Lambda (.93) of function had a significant value (p 

< .001). However, the value ofWilk' s Lambda (.99) of the second function was not 

significant (p =.49). In other words, group differences displayed by MANOVA could 

be explained by only one discriminant function, the first discriminant function which 

explained 97.9% of these differences. Function tWo· was ·not included in the following 

analysis due to its non-significance. 
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Table 4.31 Summarised results of discriminant analysis of strategic orientations 
in terms of roles of supervisors 

Factor/ Tests of equality Standardised Correlation Functions at 
strategic of group means canonical coefficients group centroids 

orientations (F Value) discriminant function (structure 
coefficients matrix) 

Function Function Function 
1 2 1 2 1 2 

Monitoring 7.62** .47 1.08 .83 .56 Results 
Board Duty & 9.26*** .66 -.98 .92 -.40 Process 

Defender .13 -.05 

Prospector .21 .04 

Analyser -.45 .01 
F== 

Function 1: Eigenvalue = .08, %of variance= 97.9, Wilks' Lambda= .93, Chi-square= 21.55*** 

Function 2: Eigenvalue = .00, % of variance = 2.1, Wilks' Lambda = .99, Chi-square = .49 
* p <.05 ** p < .01 *** p <.001 

It was evident that 'Board Duty & Process' (.66) had a greater standardised canonical 

discriminant function coefficient in the first function than 'Monitoring Results' (.47). 

The correlation coefficients of structure matrix indicated that 'Board Duty & Process' 

(r = .92) was slightly more related to the frrst discriminant function than 'Monitoring 

Results' (r = .83), but both factors had a strong correlation with the first discriminant 

function. The values of group centroids displayed that the first discriminant function 

separated analyser organisations (centroid value was negative) from defender and 

prospector organisations (centroid value was positive) and analyser organisations had 

a lower mean score than the other two. 

Table 4.32 shows the results of classifications using separate covariance matrices. 

Accordingly, overall this discriminant function correctly classified 47.0% of all cases. 

The discriminant function was better at predicting the analyser organisations (60.3%), 

than predicting the defender (37.8%) and prospector organisations (45.6%) These 

ratios were then compared with the maximum chance and the proportional chance to 

assess whether the discriminant function was truly effective (Hair et al. , 2006). In the 

present sample of 279 respondents, 98 were in defender organisations, 103 were in 

prospector organisations and 78 in analyser organisations. The highest probability was 

36.92% (1 03/279 = 0.3692). The threshold value for the maximum chances 
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(36.92%* 1.25) was 46.15%. Moreover, the proportional chance criterion was 

calculated by squaring the proportions of each group. The calculated value was: 

(98/279) 2 + (103/279) 2 + (78/279) 2 = 0.3513 2 + 0.3692 2 + 0.2796 2 = 0.1234+ 

0.1363 + 0.0782 = 0.3379 or 33.79% 

The threshold value was (33.79%*1.25) 42.24%. The overall classification ratio of 

discriminant functions, 47.0%, slightly exceeded both criteria so it was concluded that 

the discriminant function was satisfactory. 

Table 4.32 Roles of supervisors and strateJdc orientation: Classification results 
Orientation Predicted eroup membership Total 

Defender Prospector Analyser Defender 
Count Defender 37 32 29 98 

Prospector 24 47 32 103 
Analyser 9 22 47 78 

% Defender 37.8 32.7 29.6 100.0 
Prospector 23.3 45.6 31.1 100.0 

1----
Analyser.. 11.5 28.2 60.3 100.0 
.. * 4 7. 0% of ongmal grouped cases correctly classified. 

In summary, discriminant analysis generated two discriminant functions but only the 

first function was statistically significant. The first discriminant function had an 

emphasis on both 'Monitoring Results' and 'Board Duty & Process'. In other words, 

both 'Monitoring Results' and 'Board Duty & Process' were good predictors of 

strategic orientation. In this function, analyser organisations were discriminated from 

the other two organisations with the lowest ranked mean. Overall, 47.0% of 

respondents were correctly classified by this discriminant function, which was better 

at predicting the analyser organisations than predicting the defender and prospector 

organisations. The results of discriminant analysis also confirmed post hoc 

comparisons ofMANOVA. For 'Monitoring Results' and 'Board Duty & Process', 

analyser organisations were comparable to both prospector and defender organisations 

and had a significantly lower mean score. 
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4.5. 7 Dual board system (interview results) 

Having a board of supervisors is a legislative requirement of nonprofit sport 

organisations in Taiwan. In confirming the function of a board of supervisors, more 

than half the interviewees representing three strategic orientation types confirmed that 

they felt it was necessary to have a third party to supervise implementation of the 

annual report and organisational funds: "/think it is better to separate people who 

implement the annual plan from people who supervise implementation of the annual 

plan. Similarly, people who use money and people who supervise money should be 

different. Then, the supervising results are more objective" (S 1: D06). Or to use a 

sporting analogy, "a player and an umpire cannot be the same person" (GS20: P08). 

Specific advantages were identified by the interviewees, including the observation 

that board roles are clearly separated. For example: "we collect directors ' opinions to 

make an appropriate plan; the secretary department follows the plan and supervisors 

monitor money spent on the plan and the progress of the plan. Each party has 

different responsibilities and contributes to part of success" (GS21: D08). The 

separation of board roles acts to create two check points: "power is separated and the 

secretary department is under two supervisions" (D10: P04). Similarly, GS18 (A06) 

indicated confidence in the system: "we (the secretary department) know they (two 

boards) are in the higher position to monitor us. We cannot have any wrongdoing. 

Otherwise, the board of directors can lay us off'. 

Hovtfever, several interviewees, [D2 (AOl), D9 (DOS), DlO (P04)], argued that the 

dual board system could be misused, as observed by D9 (D05):"The system has been 

a better one so far but people can control the election. For example, you can recruit 

as many head members as possible to help you become the chairman". 

In summary, the interviewees believed that the dual board system had both pros and 

cons. The advantages included aspects such as the secretary department could be 

monitored and advised, organisational funds were supervised by a third party, and 

power was officially separated by discrete boards. However, many interviewees 

argued that the system could be manipulated or abused, especially in the recruitment 

and selection of board members. This is discussed further in the next chapter. 
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4.6 Summary 

This chapter presented the results of data collection and analysis in order to address 

the three research questions: 

( 1) What are the board roles in nonprofit sport organisations with a dual board system? 

(2) What is the relationship between board composition and the strategic orientation 

of nonprofit sport organisations with a dual board system? 

(3) What is the relationship between board roles and the strategic orientation of 

nonprofit sport organisations with a dual board system? 

In addressing the first research question, 158 directors and 103 supervisors from 24 

nonprofit sport organisations with a dual board system were interviewed and surveyed. 

Survey results indicated that a 20-role/4-factor scale was representative of the key 

director roles. The four factors identified were: 'Manage Vision & Purpose', 'Board 

Duty', 'Human Resources & Fundraising', and 'Stakeholder Focus'. A factor analysis 

of survey results generated a 9-role/2-factor scale of key supervisor roles, including: 

'Monitoring Results' , and 'Board Duty & Process'. In general, directors were seen as 

responsible for monitoring managerial activities and providing leadership. On the 

other hand, the board of supervisors has oversight of the organisation's activities, 

particularly the organisational funds, and is not involved in directing managerial 

activities. . 

The data collected in the interviews supported the survey results and highlighted the 

importance of the director chair role in respect of the expectation that whoever holds 

this role will bring in required funds to the organisation. Generally, the chair was 

either a business leader or politician. In some organisations, a prospective member of 

board type could 'buy' their election onto the board. Overall, directors were regarded 

as leaders, examiners, managers, evaluators, organisational citizens and mediators. 

Supervisors were viewed as reviewers, monitors, managers and organisational citizens. 
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Interview results also established that directors performed liaison duties between the 

national association and local associations and often took on responsibilities for 

athletes. Supervisors had to monitor the progress of the annual plan and make certain 

that their association followed related regulations. Directors and supervisors were 

further differentiated into active, dormant and inactive members. Active board 

members performed their duties and frequently provided assistance or advice to their 

organisations. Dormant board members were low level contributors that became 

active when their organisations faced a crisis and asked for assistance. Inactive board 

members did not perform their roles or merely rubber stamped decisions. These 

members were volunteers and they were typically head members and appointed by the 

chairman/secretary department. Some board members, such as business people and 

funds providers, were on the board mainly to acquire the title. It was suggested that 

when the supervisors had a good friendship with the director chairman/secretary 

department, they were inactive in performing their monitoring roles. Notably in some 

instances where organisational funds were mostly provided by the chair, the 

supervisors lost their ability to supervise the use of funds and rubber stamped 

decisions. 

As discussed in Chapter Three, some 28 Summer Olympic sport associations provided 

the population for examining the second and third research questions. A sample of 

212 directors, 102 supervisors and 25 general secretaries/senior employees from 25 

Summer Olympic sport associations completed questionnaires of board roles, board 

composition, and strategic orientation. Three strategic orientations: defender, 

prospector and analyser, were identified by 25 general secretaries/senior employees. 

In relation to the-second research question, data analysis revealed that there were no 

statistical differences in directors/supervisors' gender, age, tenure, and educational 

level between strategic orientations. Board size and board independence were also not 

statistically different. Survey results showed that a significant difference existed in 

directors/supervisors' occupation between three strategic orientations. Multinomial 

logistic regression indicated that prospector organisations were more likely to have 

directors who held positions in the educational industry, and supervisors who were 

retired. Directors/supervisors from analyser organisations had relatively more 

occupational diversity than those from the prospector and defender organisations. 
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Three themes on board composition, including who the board members are, the board 

recruitment and selection process and board size, emerged from the interviews. 

Regardless of strategic orientation, coaches, referees, retired players, local 

representatives, physical educators, lecturers/professors in sport related subjects, sport 

lovers, resource providers, head members and businesspersons were usually elected as 

either directors or supervisors. These individuals could be further categorised into 

sport related and non-sport related members, based on their experience and 

understanding of sport. In general, members that were elected to provide resources, 

particularly funds, head members and some businesspeople, had little knowledge 

about the sport their organisation represented. These individuals often took on board 

roles for the board title or to ensure that a certain chair candidate was elected. 

Two types of selection and recruitment were discussed in the interviews. In the top-

down approach, a director chair was nominated before the chair election and board 

members only voted for one chair candidate. In the bottom-up approach, several chair 

candidates competed against each other. The view of the interviewees was that to be 

elected as a chair, one needed to be either wealthy or to have political influence. In 

both top-down and bottom-up elections, businesspersons and politicians were 

typically elected as the chair because of their access to power, resources and funds. 

Continuing with the resource emphasis, the interviewees felt that a large board was 

often most beneficial for the organisation as its members could bring more resources 

and advice to the organisation than a small board. However, poor and extended 

communications, conflict-between board· members; and difficulties in arranging a 

board meeting were characteristics of a large board. 

The final research question was concerned with the relationship between board roles 

and strategic orientation. Survey results showed that there were statistically 

significant differences between three strategic orientations in the functions of: 

'Manage Vision & Purpose', 'Board Duty' and 'Stakeholder Focus'. Prospector 

organisations were more highly engaged in roles connected with: 'Manage Vision & 

Purpose'. Analyser organisations placed less emphasis on 'Board Duty' than the other 

two, while the directors from the prospector organisation were more committed to 

'Stakeholder Focus' than those from the analyser organisations. Discriminant analysis 

also showed that 'Manage Vision & Purpose', 'Board Duty' and 'Stakeholder Focus' 
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were good predictors of strategic orientation. In relation to the roles of supervisors, 

analyser organisations had a significantly lower mean score in 'Monitoring Results' 

and 'Board Duty & Process'. In other words, supervisors from the analyser 

organisations were less engaged in 'Monitoring Results' and 'Board Duty & Process 

than supervisors from other two types of organisations. 

Finally, the dual board system was considered to be a good system by most 

interviewees. Directors and supervisors had clear and distinctive tasks to ensure 

effective supervision. Power was therefore shared by two boards. However, the dual 

board system could also be controlled by certain individuals particularly through the 

recruitment and selection of board members. 

The next chapter provides a discussion of the findings and presents conclusions. 

Implications for sport organisations and governance theories and future research 

directions are also discussed. 
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Chapter Five: Discussions and Conclusions 

5.1 Introduction 

This chapter provides a final analysis of sport governance and strategic orientation. 

The results are discussed in the context of governance practices in Taiwan. 

Governance theory and implications for governance practices and theory are 

articulated. This research explores dual board roles in the Taiwanese dual board 

system of nonprofit sport organisations. The contributions made by this research as 

well as associated recommendations for future research are presented as a culminating 

component of this thesis. 

5.2 Board roles of directors and supervisors 

The role of board members in nonprofit sport organisations with a dual board system 

was one of the central foci of this research. The first research problem and its sub 

questions were: 

(1) What are the board roles in nonprofit sport organisations with a dual board system? 

(1.1) What are the roles of directors? 

(1.2) What are the roles of supervisors? 

In terms of the roles that directors assumed in a dual board system, the research 

revealed that directors engage in a number of roles. In categorising these varied tasks 

and responsibilities, the empirical data collected identified 20 roles of directors \-Vhich 

were classified into four factors, including: ' Manage Vision & Purpose', 'Board 

Duty', 'Human Resources & Fundraising' and 'Stakeholder Focus'. Several roles that 

were not identified by survey results emerged through the interview discussions. TI1e 

additional roles that directors were found to perform encompassed liaison roles and 

activities associated with assuming direct (personal) responsibility for athletes which 

appear to be specific to the Taiwanese context. 
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In regard to supervisors, the research identified nine roles in a dual board system. 

These roles were grouped into two factors which were termed: 'Monitoring Results' 

and 'Board Duty & Process' . Interview results provided the basis for identifying other 

supervisor roles, including supervising progress of the annual plan, and regulatory 

compliance. Within many organisations some of the directors and supervisors were 

perceived to be less than active in performing their roles. These broad categorisations 

of the roles of directors and supervisors categorise a number of similar roles under a 

single role descriptor. However, in doing so some of the more nuanced aspects of 

board roles may be lost. Therefore, a number of clarifying observations are made here 

about the way in which directors and supervisors carry out their duties. 

Leadership was provided by the board of directors and the board of supervisors 

through several board roles, namely, hiring the general secretary, assigning work to 

the general secretary, evaluating the general secretary's performance, and supervising 

whether funds were used properly. Roles related to fundraising and interactions with 

members, society, local associations or athletes demonstrated that board members 

were expected to bring resources into the organisation and serve as a conduit between 

their organisation and external parties. Several roles, such as electing executive board 

members; attending board meetings and ratifying board members' resignations were 

also performed by both directors and supervisors. This suggests that board members 

conducted their roles as described by Taiwan's Civil Organisation Law. To make 

certain that the organisation was governed properly, some aspects were not delegated 

to the secretary department and remained in the control of the boards, such as those 

roles regarding vision, mission, strategy, policy and planning. In general, the 

supervisory board engaged in roles that monitored the distribution and use of funds. 

The supervisory board members were not involved in any functions associated 

directly with resource/funds expenditure. It was expected that the monitoring report 

was formulated by supervisors and not by directors or the general secretary to ensure 

effective supervision. 

Table 5. 1 displays the comparisons between Inglis et al.'s (1999) framework and the 

board roles in the dual board system identified by this thesis. It is evident that there 

were some subtle differences in the roles of directors between the dual board system 
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and one-tier board systems. For example, this study identified that assigning work to 

the general secretary was performed by directors, yet this was not found in Inglis et 

al. ' s ( 1999) framework nor in previous sport governance research. Similarly, some 

operational roles of supervisors, such as supervising major purchasing decisions, were 

not found in Inglis et al.' s ( 1999) framework nor in previous for profit and/ or 

nonprofit literature examining one-tier board systems. 

Some of the roles of directors identified by this research were similar to roles found 

by previous studies of one-tier board systems, such as formulating a mission/vision 

(Cornforth, 2001; Dulewicz & Herbert, 1999; Inglis et al., 1999); examining the 

overall strategy (Van den Heuvel et al., 2006); responding to member/society needs 

(Inglis et al., 1999); and evaluating the general secretary's performance (Van den 

Heuvel et al., 2006). Certain roles of supervisors found in the current study, such as 

presenting results of organisational performance at the general assembly, 

(Koladkiewicz, 2001) were also identified by previous research on dual board systems. 

In other words, some roles in the one-tier and two-tier board systems were common to 

the dual board system. However, this study has demonstrated that roles of board 

members in a one-tier board system are not fully aligned with those in a dual board 

system. This thesis has further confirmed that variations in board roles are found 

between different board systems. 
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Table 5.1 Comparisons of board roles between Inglis et al.'s framework and a 
dual board system 

Inglis et Dual Board 

Board Roles al., 

(1999) BoD BoS 

Allocate the annual budget ..J ..J 

Formulate a vision ..J ..J 

Examine the annual plan ..J ..J 

Formulate a mission ..J ..J 

Examine the overall strategy ..J ..J 

Examine the financial policy ..J ..J 

Examine sport services provided to members/society ..J ..J 

Respond to members/society needs ..J ..J 

Elect executive board members ..J 

Elect the board chairman ..J 

Regularly attend board meetings ..J 

Assign work to the general secretary ..J 

Evaluate the general secretary's performance ..J ..J 

Hire the general secretary ..J 

Evaluate the board's performance ..J 

Raise funds ..J ..J 

Ratify decisions made by the general secretary in hiring paid staff ..J ..J 

Ratify directors' resignations ..J 

Satisfy the needs of members/society ..J ..J 
--

Identify the needs of members/society ..J 

Liaison Role ..J 
~-

Responsibility for athletes -v v 
Review the annual budget ..J 

Supervise whether funds are used properly ~--

Review the final account ..J 

Ratify supervisors' resignations ..J 

Supervise major purchasing decisions ..J 

Regularly attend board meetings ..J 

Present results of organisational performance at the general assembly ..J 

Present results of organisational performance at the board meeting ..J 

Elect executive supervisors ..J 

Oversee the progress ofthe annual plan ..J 

Ensure regulation abidance ..J 

Deliver specific programs and services ....; 
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Moreover, the roles of directors and supervisors in a dual board system were different 

from each other. In general, the main role assumed by directors was to assist their 

respective organisation function, where as supervisors are primarily involved in 

monitoring tasks. Compared to supervisors, directors worked more closely with the 

secretary department. Most of the roles supervisors perform are related to monitoring 

the 'team' formed by directors and the secretary's department, in terms of monitoring 

how funds are used and how the annual plan is implemented. The supervisory board 

members were not involved in managerial activities. The board of supervisors 

assumes the role of a 'third party' in order to prevent it from becoming part of the 

'team' and to ensure independent supervision of that team. 

The results also showed that in respect to governance practices, the board of directors 

acts like a 'firewall' to protect the organisation from being misled by the secretary 

department, and the board of supervisors is a 'fmal frrewall' to ensure that the 

organisation is not being misgoverned by the 'team'. As intended by its very design, 

there is a 'dual protection system' in the dual board system. More critically, the 

supervisory board is of equal legal status to the board of directors and can therefore 

exercise its monitoring authority. The board of supervisors acts as an independent 

auditing committee. The board of supervisors regularly examines the fmancial 

accounts of the sport organisation and the progress of implementation the annual 

plans. Thus, in some respect, the board of supervisors has power over the board of 

directors. 

Compared to the dual board system, the one-tier board system has no other 

mechanism that is continuously in place to prevent the board of directors from 

misgoverning an organisation. In a dual board system supervisors have two key 

protection roles: one is the internal protection role in which they focus on whether 

organisational activities are conducted based on internal regulations, such as the 

annual plan; and the other is the external protection role in which they ensure 

governance practices, such as board elections, follow external regulations, as directed 

by the Civil Organisation Law (see Figure 5.1). In the one-tier system, the annual 

general meeting is the only point of accountability, and it is only held once a year 

(unless an extraordinary meeting is called). Therefore, in a one-tier system 

organisational members put more trust in the board of directors. 
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Figure 5.1 Internal and external protection roles of supervisors 

BoS 

Supervise 

External Regulations 
(e.g. Civil Organisation Law) 

Activities conducted by BoD & GS Department 

Supervise 
Based 

on 

Internal Regulations 
(e.g. annual plan, annul budget plan) 

In addition, raising funds was one of the roles identified as being performed by 

directors in nonprofit organisations. This role was, perhaps unsurprisingly, not 

prevalent in fur profit organisations-but is found in other nonprofit research (Iecovich, 

2004; Inglis et al., 1999). In general, the mission of nonprofit organisations is not to 

make a profit but to provide services to members/society at a low price or without any 

fee. It therefore becomes critical for nonprofit board members to access and maintain 

fmancial resources to support the activities of the organisation. 

TI1e analysis of the survey data generated a number of factors that comprise the roles 

of board members. Accordingly, it is argued that directors and supervisors perform a 

variety of functions in an organisation. For example, a director displays leadership 

when they formulate a vision/mission, is an inspector when they examine the annual 

plan, a manager when they assign work to the general secretary, an appraiser when 

they evaluate the general secretary's performance, an organisational citizen when they 

regularly attend board meetings, and a mediator when they respond to members and 

societal needs, and so on. In addition, a supervisory board member acts like an 

assessor when they review the annual budget, a monitor when supervising whether 

funds are used properly, and an organisational citizen through regular attendance at 

board meetings. 
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It is evident that directors and supervisors perform multiple roles in their organisation 

and have fundamentally different responsibilities. A director is expected to engage in 

a greater variety of roles than a supervisor. Supervisors generally perform three key 

roles: assessor, monitor and organisational citizen. As such, a director nominally has a 

relatively greater workload than a supervisor, although they are both volunteers and 

hold the same 'status' in the organisation. 

The interview results indicated that directors perform a liaison role between national 

sport associations and local associations. The liaison role has some degree of 

intersection with the role of identifying the needs of members. Nonprofit sport 

organisations generally have limited human resources and few, if any, paid staff. The 

paid employees are usually responsible for day-to-day managerial activities rather 

than performing a liaison role. However, the communication between the national 

sport associations and local associations is vital for organisational sustainability as 

local associations often need the support of the national body to implement policies 

made by the national association. Directors are typically located across Taiwan and 

often will have more knowledge about local sport affairs than the centrally located 

national office staff. In other words, the informal liaison role help the directors better 

perform the formal communication role. 

Further, an explicit role assumed by many directors was taking direct responsibility 

for athletes. This precise role was not identified in previous descriptive and empirical 

research although·this role might-be subsumed within· the operational role of the 

framework of Inglis et al. 's (1999). There was also some degree of intersection 

between this informal role and the role of identifying the needs of members. The 

general mission of a board of directors is to govern a sport organisation (Australian 

Sports Commission, 2005) and athlete management is not typically deemed to be a 

director 's responsibility. However, in the interviews most directors discussed how 

they had been involved in the sport for a long time and thus had developed close 

working relationships with their sport's athletes. The directors were also coaches, 

retired players or referees, in addition to their director role. Additionally, the 

director's sport background was an avenue which facilitated communication with 

athletes. As such, many of the directors' close relationships with athletes translated 

into them taking direct responsibility for athletes' needs. 
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The internal and external roles assumed by some board members provided synergies 

with their formal directors' duties. Directors with a coaching position or background 

had a good understanding of sport, and this could assist the director in designing an 

appropriate annual plan for the organisation. However, these dual roles could also 

raise concerns about conflict of interest. For example, national sport associations are 

responsible for selecting and organising national sport and Olympic teams. A director 

could conceivably exert influence on the selection of national players in relation to 

those athletes they coach or manage. Therefore, national sport associations need to 

have guidelines, restrictions or policies in place that address conflict of interest issues. 

Directors who are coaches, for example, might not be allowed to join a panel to judge 

the selection of national team players. 

Due to insufficient resources, nonprofit sport organisations depend on voluntary board 

members to give their time to govern the organisations and to fulfill the organisation's 

mission. The interviewees noted that while there are active board members who 

dutifully and diligently perform their roles, there are also inactive board members 

who do not perform their roles or merely 'rubber stamp' decisions. Furthermore, the 

notion of 'dormant' board members was identified by the interview data and 

complements the argument of Hung (1998) and Rose (2005) that many board 

members become active only when their organisations face an emergency. The 

interviewees believed that the voluntary-based nature of the board was one of the 

reasons that members did not devote much time to their organisations. Therefore, 

often the general secretary had to help voluntary board members understand their 

roles to support them to actively engage in their respective organisations. Strategically, 

board members should be directed to focus on macro issues, such as the 

organisational mission and long-term strategies that have a significant impact on 

nonprofit organisations, rather than on operational issues to encourage the 

engagement of board members (Carver, 1997). Nonprofit sport organisations also 

need to consider board members' reasons and motivation for volunteering to be a 

board member. Those board members who are emotionally attached to their nonprofit 

organisations are more likely to engage in active performance (Preston & Brown, 

2004). 
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Overall, this research found there was no substantial difference in board roles between 

nonprofit sport organisations. In other words, board roles did not vary between sports. 

However, the dual board system creates separate roles for directors and supervisors 

where as the one-tier board system combines some of these roles but often excluded 

the supervisors' roles. Legislated requirements, industry sector, etc. can have an 

impact on the nature and performance of board roles. A critical dimension of 

performance of board roles is that governance should be structured so that the board 

can set strategy, direction and organisational goals. It is incumbent on organisations to 

design board roles according to the defining requirements of the country, board 

system and for the particular organisational context. 

5.3 Board composition 

Previous research conducted in non-sport settings has shown that male board 

members dominate the boardroom (Callen et al., 2003; Kang et al., 2007). The results 

of this research indicated that within Taiwanese Summer Olympic sport associations, 

the majority of directors and supervisors were male. A gender imbalance was clearly 

evident in Taiwanese boardrooms which could be related to the fact that men in 

Chinese society are more commonly found in business roles and are expected to have 

greater achievements in business. In Taiwan, while there has been a growing number 

of women participating in sports and engaging in sport-related jobs, men still 

donlinate the main positions in the sport setting (Y u, Liaw & Barnd, 2004 ). Therefore, 

it is not surprising to discover that female board members are rare within sport boards. 

All of the board members in this study were employed full-time in other organisations. 

Being a nonprofit board member is not financially rewarding but the role might assist 

board members in building business networks and furthering their frnancial potential. 

In addition, interview results showed that most board members' jobs and/or 

background was in some way related to sports, such as coach, retired player, physical 

educator and/or sport fan. 

More than half of directors and supervisors from the Summer Olympic sport 

associations were over 50 years of age. While the results may seem skewed to older 

board members, several studies have shown that the average age of board members is 
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over 50 years old (Kesner, 1988; Rose, 2005). In other words, to get elected as a 

director or supervisor, candidates needed to be sufficiently experienced. Logically, 

board members should have the skills and experience that will assist them to govern 

their organisations. It appears that there is an expectation that a substantial amount of 

work and social experience should be obtained before an individual can be considered 

to have the ability to govern. 

Moreover, the majority of directors (89.1 %) and supervisors (85.3%) had completed a 

higher education degree. According to the Ministry of the Interior of Taiwan, around 

8% of people who are over the age of 50 years had completed higher education 

degrees. It is evident that the education level of board members in the Summer 

Olympic sport associations was higher than found in the general population. It has 

previously been found that people with higher education qualifications are more likely 

to be recruited as board members in large corporations (Ruigrok, Peck & Tacheva, 

2007). The Summer Olympic sport associations are responsible for national sport 

affairs and board members are required to have substantial knowledge of managing 

nation-level organisations. Therefore, it is understandable that the sport's board 

members are highly educated. 

Previous literature has suggested a negative impact of long tenure on monitoring roles 

due to boredom associated with prolonged service (O'Regan & Oster, 2005). The 

results of this study showed that the majority of the directors/supervisors in the 

Summer Olympic sport associations did not take on their positions for more than two 

terms, i.e. eight years. While there is no criteria for appropriate tenure, many 

democratic countries, such as the USA and Taiwan, stipulate that the tenure of the 

president of the countries is four years each term and the president cannot serve more 

than two consecutive terms. Based on this concept, most directors and supervisors 

serve an appropriate tenure. However, according to the Civil Organisation Law of 

Taiwan (Section 20), directors and supervisors can serve more than two terms and 

there is no restriction on maximum tenure. The results of the current study showed 

that about one-third of directors and supervisors had taken board seats for more than 

two terms. To address issues of boredom, the Civil Organisation Law should consider 

imposing restrictions on the tenure of board members. This could be that the 
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maximum tenure is three terms but those members who have the necessary skills and 

knowledge may serve longer to maintain stability of the organisations. 

Occupations are often used to measure the knowledge of board members 

(Chhaochharia & Grinstein, 2007). Board members with fmancial work experience 

are usually recruited by for profit organisations since the main mission is to make 

profits (Jensen, 1993). For nonprofit sport organisations, the main mission is to 

promote sport and therefore it could be assumed that there should be members with 

sport knowledge in the board room to facilitate the mission. The survey results clearly 

indicated that the roles of directors and supervisors were different. Therefore, 

nonprofit sport organisations should recruit and elect board members according to the 

particular board members' expertise to provide for effective performance of board 

roles. However, the results revealed that there was no significant difference in board 

composition between directors and supervisors. 

While the main role of supervisors was deemed to be supervision of organisational 

funds and providing financial advice, the results showed that the most supervisors did 

not have fmance-related experience. Instead, several interviewees mentioned that 

physical educators or sport-related teachers usually were elected as both directors and 

supervisors. 

In Taiwan, sport development programs, such as those found in elite sports, are 

mainly embedded in the education system. Many athletes are engaged in sport-related 

jobs in schools/universities after they retire from the field so that they can pass on 

their experience to a new generation of athletes. Therefore, when nonprofit sport 

organisations aim for sport-related board members it is not uncommon for them to 

recruit physical educators or sport-related teachers from schools/universities. This 

specific Taiwanese cultural context provides the basis for understanding the results in 

which 'Education' is the most often selected occupation of directors/supervisors. 

5.3. 1 Board size 

Agency theorists have argued that the board size should be large enough to prevent 

managerial hegemony (Miller-Millesen, 2003). Resource dependency theory 
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advocates a large board in order for organisations to have a better ability to access 

external resources (Cornforth, 2001 ; Goodstein et al. , 1994; Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). 

For nonprofit organisations, a large board is expected to secure external resources and 

to create opportunities for extensive networking (Brown & Iverson, 2004; Miller-

Millesen, 2003). 

In line with resource dependency theory, the interview results showed that gaining 

access to resources was a valid reason for establishing a large board. In addition, 

existing literature had suggested that board size in the profit setting was generally less 

than 1 0 members and that in the nonprofit setting the size was typically more than 10 

members. The results of the research conducted for this study showed that the most 

common board size of Summer Olympic sport a.Ssociations in Taiwan was 46 (35 

directors and 11 supervisors). The present research was consistent with other fmdings 

that indicate nonprofit organisations have a larger board than for profit organisations 

(Callen et al., 2003; Cornforth & Simpson, 2003). 

While gaining access to resources is a key reason to have a larger board, in the cases 

investigated in this research of the Surruner Olympic sport associations, it was felt 

they had little choice but to recruit as many board members as possible in order to 

represent multiple stakeholders and therefore demonstrate their national 

representation. Particularly, the Summer Olympic sport associations' have local 

representatives from different cities and counties on the board (there are 25 cities and 

counties in Taiwan according to the Ministry of the h1terior). Most interviewees 

mentioned that it was important that board members included local representatives. 

Consequently, recruiting local representatives as board members contributes to a 

larger board. However, having a substantial number of local representatives on the 

board can cause difficulties in organising board meetings due to a geographical spread 

of the board members and the scarce resources for travel. This problem is unavoidable 

but nonprofit sport organisations can arrange board meetings in different locations to 

minimise this constraint. 

The interview results also suggested that another reason for establishing a large board 

is to access expert advice. All plans and strategies devised by the secretary department 

must be approved by the board of directors to ensure that the nonprofit sport 

organisations are not controlled by a small group of people but operate under proper 
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governance. As most nonprofit sport organisations have few paid employees there is 

often limited capability within the workforce to devise a sound plan or strategy. 

Directors are expected to provide informed advice from different perspectives and to 

make a significant contribution in relation to organisational plans and strategies. 

However, the interviewees from Taiwanese nonprofit sport organisations noted that a 

large board at times caused conflict and poor communication between board members 

due to the participative decision making approach in which every board member is 

allowed to express their opinion - a form of conflict that has also been identified in 

other research (Slack & Parent, 2006). Board members can represent different 

stakeholders or have diverse backgrounds and pursue different goals. When the board 

uses a group decision making approach, the likelihood of conflict increases when 

there are significant differences between board members. 

5.3.2 Board independence 

Board independence is another key issue in board composition. Studies reviewed in 

Chapter Two suggested that the percentage of independent board members is 

generally between 60- 70% in for profit organisations. The survey results showed that 

about 50% of directors and supervisors in the Taiwanese Summer Olympic sport 

associations were independent members. This proportion is not as high as in for profit 

organisations but is higher than that found in several studies in the nonprofit setting 

(Barros & Nunes, 2007; Cornforth & Simpson, 2003). If independent board members 

can cope better with external environments (Linck et al., 2008), the number of such 

members found in Sununer Olympic sport association bodies would suggest a 

minimum coverage. 

Several interviewees indicated t_l].at a recommended list of people to be elected as 

board members was formulated by the secretary department. Candidates for the chair 

of the board also established candidate factions to secure electoral victory. In 

situations where the chair of the board of directors and the secretary department 

influenced the board-member-election, board independence can be compromised and 

board monitoring roles rendered ineffective. As outlined by several intervievvees, 

board members recommended by the general secretary are expected to be more loyal 

and may be less willing to perform their roles. In some associations, general assembly 
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members elect board members and there are no recommended candidates. However, 

the general secretary may put a candidate on the list if that candidate can generate 

resources for the organisation. In these cases, the general secretary and the elected 

board member could be in a co-dependent relationship. 

According to the Civil Organisation Law of Taiwan, the chair of the board of 

directors is elected by board members and any decision made by the board is based on 

majority voting or negotiation between board members. Technically, the chair does 

not have the voting power to dominate the board. However, a board member who 

offers critical and/or difficult to obtain resources could control power. Among these 

resources, money is a particularly important resource to any organisation (Slack & 

Parent, 2006). The interviews results from the study indicated that the business people 

and politicians elected as the chair usually had little knowledge about the sport their 

association represented, but they had fmancial resources and/or influence that would 

offer wider benefit to the sport organisation. 

Generally, the chair of the board of directors is expected to, and does, raise the most 

funds of all the board members. Given this situation, the chair was perceived by other 

members as having power over other board members and, in some associations, they 

also recommended who should sit in the boardroom. As such, these board members 

felt ' controlled' by the chair and it was noted that board metnbers might perform their 

roles to abide by the chair's order. The chair also often decided on the allocation of 

funds, as these were mostly provided by her/himself; in these situations supervisors 

felt that they were not able to comment on how the chair distributed and used the 

funds s/he personally provided to the organisation. In this situation, supervision could 

be compromised. As such, if nonprofit sport organisations are confronted with limited 

finances and depend on one board member to provide resources, there is a danger that 

the fmancial resources provider could take advantage of the situation. 

The interviewees in this study indicated that the main advantages of the dual board 

system were: the board of supervisors did not distribute and use funds so their 

supervision is largely independent; and supervisors have the same level of authority as 

directors within an organisations' governance structure which ensures an independent 

and objective supervision system. 

177 



However, in some situations supervisor independence might be compromised. The 

above discussions noted that when supervisors are recommended by the chair and/or 

general secretary, or when the chair personally provides funds to the organisation, 

supervisors may not independently supervise how funds are used. In addition, as the 

interviewees mentioned, supervisors' independence can be compromised when a close 

relationship exists between supervisors and directors. In every sport discipline of 

Taiwan, there is a culturally embedded 'senior-junior system' in which juniors are 

required to pay respect to seniors. Generally, the juniors ensure a good relationship is 

maintained with their seniors. In doing so, the juniors not only abide by unwritten 

moral rules, but also ensure that they have a better chance of being promoted by the 

seniors in their sport discipline. Therefore, when the supervisors are junior to the 

directors, or to the general secretary, the supervisor may be indirectly influenced in 

the way in which they perform their role. In other words, board independence might 

be compromised by behaviours aligned with senior-junior cultural expectations. 

Taiwanese nonprofit sport associations therefore are aware of this when they elect 

supervisors, noting that seniors might be better able to ensure effective supervision. 

5.3.3 Board election 

Obtaining competent board members is important for organisations as board members 

are expected to perform multiple roles, such ac;; bringing resources into the 

organisation and supervising management. Nonprofit organisations need board 

members who are altruists to provide supplementary services (Siebart, 2005). This 

study of Taiwanese sport organisation boards found that there are sport-related board 

members, such as coaches, referees, retired players, local representatives, school 

teachers and sport lovers; and non sport-related members, such as resource providers, 

head members and business people. Most sport-related members had significant 

interest and enthusiasm for sport. These results confirm that people with enthusiasm 

about an organisations' mission are often willing to serve as nonprofit board members 

without compensation (O'Regan & Oster, 2005; Wise, 2001). Contemporary 

government policy commonly espouses that nonprofit sport organisations should elect 

board members with good business skills and acumen, and preferably, these same 

people should understand sport and have an interest in sport. However, the reality is 

that non sport-related members frequently have little knowledge of the sport their 

178 



association represents and may lack the level of passionate feeling for the sport that 

many players, coaches, referees etc. have. So why do non sport-related members get 

elected, is it because there is an expectation that sports require outsiders to 

'professionalise' management approaches? 

While governance theorists argue that board members need to fulfill a number of roles, 

and competent members are needed to perform these roles, it is not reasonable to 

expect that every individual board member will perform all roles. Board members 

may undertake particular roles with which they are familiar. Therefore, nonprofit 

sport organisations need to establish a board that includes members that bring 

different types of expertise. In this way, the members share board roles and cooperate 

with each other to govern the nonprofit sport organisation. One such board role is the 

resource provider, particularly a funds provider, and according to this research 

members who can contribute in this way are welcomed by nonprofit sport 

organisations. This study also found that resource providers and business people 

benefited from the reputation and board title that came with board membership, and 

that funds providers and business people sometimes end up only performing one role, 

raising funds. Other board roles are then performed by the sport-related members. As 

a consequence, the nonprofit sport organisation is placed in a precarious situation, of 

an uneven power balance on the board, especially if they 'sell' a board title to obtain 

resources. Ideally, when a nonprofit sport organisation establishes a board, it should 

look for a group of members with heterogeneous knowledge to fulfil multiple roles. 

Two types of elections, top-down and bottom-up, were identified by the study 

participants. According to the Civil Organisation Law of Taiwan, the chair of the 

board of directors should be elected by board members via a bottom-up election 

system. In national sport organisations that control popular sports in Taiwan, such a.c;; 

taekwondo, where athletes are likely to win medals in major events, such as World 

Games and the Olympics, the chair of the board of directors enjoys an elevated status. 

The election for chair in these sport organisations is therefore very competitive. The 

candidates for chair may recruit head members who can be the candidates' friends, 

employees, and relatives, to secure a victory. The head members do not regularly 

attend the subsequent board meetings, nor do they perform board roles, nor 

understand the specific sport. They are only there to vote for the chair. There are 

examples of when candidates who had the support of 'real' board members have lost 
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the election to those who recruited head members. In these instances, it could be 

argued that the election of the chair is manipulated and the new chair does not 

actually represent the sport organisation's membership. 

A top-down style of election generally occurs in sport organisations that represent the 

more marginal sports in Taiwan. These organisations consistently have difficulties in 

finding a person to take on the position of chair. The typical succession management 

process in these organisations is to have the current chair or secretary department fmd 

a person to be the next chair. This procedure might lead to two problems. First, a 

person who does not understand sport might be asked to be the next chair because the 

tenure due date of the current chair expires. Secondly, while an appropriate chair 

might be recruited through a careful search in the top-down election process, the new 

chair might be the current chair or the secretary department's 'person' . The current 

chair and/or secretary department could then have undue influence on the organisation. 

5.4 .Strategic orientation and board composition 

The second research problem and its sub research questions explored in this study 

were: 

(2) What is the relationship between board composition and the strategic orientation 

of nonprofit sport organisations with a dual board system? 

(2. 1) What is the relationship between the composition of the board of 

directors and the strategic orientation? 

(2.2) What is the relationship between the composition of the board of 

supervisors and the strategic orientation? 

The research conducted for this thesis found that the difference in directors and 

supervisors' gender, age, tenure and education level was not statistically significant 

between defender, prospector and analyser orgarusations. There was no significant 

difference in board size and independence of directors/supervisors either, and the only 

difference identified was in directors and supervisors' occupation. Directors from 

prospector organisations were more likely to be working in the educational industry 
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than those from analyser and defender organisations. Supervisors from prospector 

organisations were more likely to be retired than those from analyser and defender 

organisations. Both boards of directors and supervisors from analyser organisations 

had relatively more occupational diversity than those from the prospector and 

defender organisations. 

Since prospector organisations are known to host creators and respond well to 

dynamic environments (Miles & Snow, 1978), they need directors who have a solid 

understanding of the sport environment. The survey and interview results showed that 

directors who were physical educators or sport-related teachers were usually elected 

as board members. The teachers taught physical education and sport-related subjects 

in their schools/universities and physical educators were generally responsible for 

organising sport teams. In other words, physical educators and sport-related teachers 

were intricately more engaged in the sport industry and better informed about the 

latest sport information in comparison to members from other industries. With a 

detailed understanding of sport, these members respond appropriately to external 

environments and develop new sport services and programs for members, athletes and 

society. This might somewhat explain why prospector organisations had relatively 

more directors engaged in the education industry. 

In addition, since prospector organisations tend to seek external opportunities (~1iles 

& Snow, 1978), they develop and provide more spo11 programs and services. 

Prospector organisations, in turn, need to allocate funds to support a broad range of 

programs. Given the nature of supervision roles in prospector organisations, workload 

may be higher than that in defender and analyser organisations. Supervisors in 

prospector organisations may be asked to spend more time on supervising roles. The 

results showed that most of the board members had full-time jobs and spent little time 

involved in their sport organisations. Specifically, the survey results indicated that 

supervisors from prospector organisations were more likely to be retirees. Retirees 

generally had more free time and therefore could afford to spend more time on their 

associations. Therefore, due to the commitment expected by board members in 

prospector organisations, it is not surprising to find that prospector organisations had 

more board supervisors who were retired. 
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Miles and Snow (1978) argued that analyser organisations generally focus on 

improving what others have developed, and also learning from mistakes made by 

others. These organisations adopt or imitate successful ideas from their competitors 

and reproduce these via effective imitation. In other words, analyser organisations are 

good at analysing current trends and, in turn, making quality decisions on producing 

goods or services. The survey results indicated that analyser organisations had board 

members with relatively high levels of occupational diversity. A key benefit of 

diversity in board members' occupations is to promote in-depth discussions in board 

meetings and prevent narrow-minded decisions being made by the general secretary 

(Kosnik, 1990). 

The results showed that there was no significant difference in the composition of 

directors and supervisors between the three identified strategic orientations. Most 

aspects of board composition in the Summer Olympic sport associations, except board 

members' occupation, were not correlated with strategic orientation. Having a similar 

board composition across all organisations is thus an explicit characteristic of 

Summer Olympic sport associations of Taiwan. Convergence ofboard composition 

with strategic orientation is supported by the proposition of institutional theorists that 

a particular pattern of organisational characteristics evolves over time. Coercive, 

mimetic and normative pressures can lead organisations to change structure, processes, 

or behaviours, to meet normative or moral requirements (DiMaggio & Powell, 1991; 

Luoma & Goodstein, 1999; Pfeffer, 1982). Ibrough these pressures, organisations 

gradually become· similar~ 

Nonprofit sport organisations influenced by normative pressure may have a similar 

board composition. Normative pressures come from cultural influences, including 

social norms and values (DiMaggio & Powell, 1991 ). Previous research has shown 

that board members are more likely to be male (Daily et al., 1999), mature (Kang et 

al., 2007), well educated (Ruigrok et al., 2007) and do not take their position for a 

long term (O'Regan & Oster, 2005). These dominant characteristics have been 

supported by the results of this research. As mentioned earlier, males are expected to 

reach a higher level of achievement than females in Chinese society. Board members 

are expected to have substantial experience and be well educated to deal with 
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governance issues. Given these prevailing social values, board members are generally 

male, mature, and well educated. 

Previous research has also shown a number of variables, such as organisational 

characteristics (Aragon-Sanchez & Sanchez-Marin, 2005) and ownership types (Peng 

et al., 2004), are different in relation to strategic orientation. In Miles and Snow's 

(1978) model, functional characteristics of strategic orientations are mainly addressed. 

In their research, which was one of few reported studies on the relationship between 

strategic orientation and board governance, Brown and Iverson (2004) found defender 

organisations had a smaller board, while prospector organisations had a larger board. 

However, this research found that the board size was riot significantly different 

between the different types of strategic orientation organisations. The sampling used 

in this study could explain these results. A cross-sector of nonprofit organisations, 

such as arts, health care and environment organisations, were sampled in Brown and 

Iverson's research. Due to the varied nature of these nonprofit organisations, 

differences in results could be expected. 

In addition, a review of previous research (see Chapter Two) showed that board size 

may vary based on the internal and external characteristics of an organisation. The 

internal characteristic examined in this research was strategic -orientation. The results 

provided evidence that the strategic orientation was not related to board size. In short, 

there is no proven relationship between strategic orientation and board composition. 

Instead, board composition appears to be driven by money, politics etc. 

5.5 Strategic orientation and board roles 

The third research problem and its sub questions explored in this study were: 

(3) What is the relationship between board roles and the strategic orientation of 

nonprofit sport organisations with a dual board system? 

(3 .1) What is the relationship between the roles of directors and the strategic 

orientation? 
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(3 .2) What is the relationship between the roles of supervisors and the 

strategic orientation? 

Unlike board composition, most board roles could be statistically distinguished by 

organisational strategic orientation. Directors from prospector organisations were 

found to devote more effort in performing roles classified as 'Manage Vision & 

Purpose' than those from defender and analyser organisations. The roles of 'Manage 

Vision & Purpose' are mainly concerned with establishing the direction of a nonprofit 

sport organisation. Prospector organisations are innovative and continuingly seek 

external opportunities (Miles & Snow, 1978). As such, they need directors to 

constantly perform roles of changing organisational directions, plans or strategies. 

The results identified a significant difference between analyser and prospector 

organisations in the roles related to 'Stakeholder Focus'. More precisely, directors 

from the prospector organisations placed greater emphasis on these roles than those 

from analyser organisations. The roles comprising ' Stakeholder Focus' are primarily 

concerned with the relationship between nonprofit sport organisations and their 

stakeholders. As mentioned above, prospector organisations are creators and better at 

responding to external environments. Analyser organisations are not as proactive as 

prospector organisations in terms of exploiting external environments (Miles & Snow, 

1978). In this research it was established that directors served as a liaison between 

nonprofit sport organisations and external stakeholders in performing roles that 

require understanding and satisfying societal needs·. To better respond to the external 

environment, prospector organisations need their directors to place more emphasis on 

the roles of 'Stakeholder Focus' than do analyser organisations. 

Directors from analyser organisations placed less emphasis on 'Board Duty' than 

those from defender and prospector organisations. The Summer Olympic sport 

associations in Taiwan are under the governance of the Sport Affairs Council of 

Taiwan. Their survival is based on subsidies granted by the Sport Affairs Council of 

Taiwan and external funds raised by board members. In order to determine the 

amount of government subsidies, the Sport Affairs Council regularly examines how 

these associations' athletes perform in sport events, how these associations manage 

internal affairs, and how they conform to sport policies. The internal affairs can 
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include whether the organisation has regular board meetings and if they elect the chair 

based on the Civil Organisation Law. Directors, therefore, are under coercive 

institutional pressure to perform roles, as suggested by institutional theory (L ynall et 

al., 2003). 

However, the subsidies are not sufficient. Nonprofit sport organisations therefore seek 

external financial assistance to support their operation. Due to sufficient wealth and 

political influence, it is not uncommon businessmen or politicians provide such 

assistance and are elected as a chair. It becomes that a chair with no sport background 

leads board members with sport background. If the chair has enthusiasm about sport 

and is willing to put effort on his organisation, the operation of the organisation could 

run appropriately. If the chair just likes to take the position title, his organisation 

would not be under well operation. 

The survey results showed the mean score of' Board Duty' was high across all types 

of strategic orientation. In other words, directors performed these roles regardless of 

the type of strategic orientations their association adopted. However, a significant 

difference was found in 'Board Duty' between the three strategic orientations. One 

possible explanation is that the result was a statistical anomaly. The standard error 

across three strategic orientations was small. \Vhen the standard error is small, the 

pairs of strategic orientations have very similar means (Field, 2005). The same 

explanation can be used to interpret the significant difference in supervisors' roles in 

'Board Duty & Process' between the three strategic orientations. 'Board Duty & 

Process' encompassed roles proposed by institutional theory. The mean score of 

performing these roles was high across strategic orientations and the standard error 

was small between pairs of strategic orientations. A statistical anomaly is arguably a 

reasonable explanation of the differences. 

With regard to supervisors' roles, supervisors within analyser organisations placed 

less emphasis on both 'Monitoring Results' and 'Board Duty & Process' compared to 

those within prospector and defender organisations. The difference in 'Board Duty' 

related roles might also be caused by a statistical anomaly. However, the difference 

between analyser organisations and defender organisations was smaller than that 

between analyser organisations and prospector organisations. It could be argued that 
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analyser organisations were closer to the defender organisations in relation to 

supervisor roles. In addition, supervisors with analyser organisations were found to 

place less emphasis on 'Monitoring Results'. In other words, 'Monitoring Results' 

was a good indicator to discriminate supervisors within analyser organisations from 

those within defender and prospector organisations. 

5.6 Limitations of the study 

There are several limitations to this research. The participants were drawn from 70 

associations on the list of the National Council of Physical Fitness and Sports. Board 

members from 49 associations took part in this research and thus board members from 

the other 21 associations and other national sport associations were not included. 

Although there did not appear to be any obvious inherent bias amongst the 

respondents and non respondents, i.e. sport organisations across types, membership 

size, and turnover, non responding associations may have different results from this 

research. Within the 49 associations, 158 directors (response rate= 20.7%) were sent 

the first round questionnaire and in the second round survey, 212 directors (response 

rate = 25.5%) participated. While the sample size was sufficient for the statistical 

approaches employed by this research, the relatively low response rate may lead to a 

problem of generalisation of the results to the national population of nonprofit sport 

associations. To overcome this problem, multiple approaches, quantitative and 

qualitative, were utilised to analyse and to interpret data. The results gave breadth and 

depth in the understanding of the issues under investigation to provide substantiation 

of the results. 

Moreover, data on each organisation's board governance was generally not available 

publicly. This study collected and analysed a significant amount of data on board 

roles and board composition based on a self-completed survey but any formal internal 

documentation or evidence of the actual board roles was particularly difficult to 

obtain. Accessing board meetings and board minutes would have been useful to 

understand the true board roles but were inaccessible due to confidentiality 

requirements. Therefore, directors, supervisors and the general secretaries/senior 

employees were all invited to comment on board roles to provide alternative 

perspectives. 
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Participating organisations were national level nonprofit sport organisations with a 

dual board system. The results showed that board characteristics were similar between 

associations. However, this research did not explicitly measure organisational 

characteristics, such as the size of the general assembly, the popularity of the sport the 

association represented and the assets/wealth associations held. These variables might 

vary between associations and generate distinctive results. For example, those 

associations representing popular sports generally attract much more public attention. 

Under public pressure, directors and supervisors from these associations might 

actively perform their roles. Finally, as the study participants were exclusively 

nonprofit sport organisations, the conclusions are not necessarily directly 

generalisable to other nonprofit organisations. 

5. 7 Contributions 

The research undertaken for this thesis explored the board of directors and supervisors 

governance system in nonprofit sport organisations with a dual board system. It also 

examined the interaction between the board of directors and supervisors governance 

and strategic orientation. This research makes contributions to the body of knowledge 

of sport governance, in particular, the understanding of board roles in a dual board 

system. 

The instrument developed to identify the board roles, which was proven to be valid 

and reliable, provides nonprofit sport organisations with a framework to specify board 

member roles and can be used to investigate the relationship between board roles and 

other organisational characteristics. The focus group interviews, quantitative survey 

and qualitative interviews enabled a deeper involvement in the research setting and 

have assisted to present a clear picture, particularly, of board roles and board 

cornposition. 

The current findings contribute to the limited number of studies that have examined 

board roles in the sport setting. To date, governance theories and empirical research 

on board roles have not yet provided much clarity on board roles, but instead have 

added to their ambiguity in both one and two-tier board systems 0' an de Heuvel et al., 

2006). This is particularly significant for sport organisations with a dual board system, 
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as empirical evidence on the various board roles is limited. It is argued here that there 

is no one-size-fit-all board role model, and that board roles can be different between 

governance systems. Within a dual board system, the roles of directors and 

supervisors are separate. Specifically, the board of directors play a managerial 

leadership role in their sport associations and are required to focus more on macro 

issues rather than operational activities. The board of directors in a dual board system 

act in a similar manner to the board of directors in a one-tier board system. In contrast, 

the supervisory board act more like an audit committee in a one-tier board system and 

have the same status within the organisations' structure as the board of directors. The 

supervisory board is not responsible for strategic matters but acts to ensure the 

organisation is properly governed by the board of directors. 

The results indicated that the nonprofit sport organisations were able to be classified 

into one of four strategic orientations. It is not uncommon for nonprofit sport 

organisations to compete against other types of organisations for membership and 

funds. Therefore, nonprofit sport organisations have to employ a strategy to secure 

survival. Nonprofit sport organisations are not 'purely' sport-orientated but are 

becoming more business-orientated to stand out in today' s dynamic environment. The 

research results also contribute to the body of the knowledge of strategic governance 

by exploring how sport organisations adopt board roles when they operate according 

to certain strategic orientations. The results highlighted differences between strategic 

orientations according to board members ' occupation and board roles. 

5.8 Implications for governance theory 

This research explored the roles of directors and supervisors by drawing on agency 

t.;.eory, resource dependency theory, institutional theory, stewardship theory, 

managerial theory and stakeholder theory. The following section discusses the 

contribution the thesis makes to interpretations of these governance theories. 

The investigations of the dual board system in Taiwanese sport organisations 

suggested two factors related to the roles of directors, namely 'Manage Vision & 

Purpose' and 'Human Resources & Fundraising'. These two factors encompassed 

roles generated from several governance theories but mainly comprised control type 
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roles, as advocated by agency theory. The control roles involved monitoring 

management and ensure that managerial activities implemented by the secretary 

department are aligned with the multiple stakeholders' interests (Fama & Jensen, 

1983). When directors, for example, plan strategies, formulate a mission/vision, 

assign work to the general secretary and manage budgets, the nonprofit sport 

organisations are under the directors' governance. These activities prevent the 

nonprofit sport organisations from being controlled by the general secretary and from 

engaging in activities that do not meet the expectations of organisational members. 

Agency theory was originally developed to describe situations in the for profit setting. 

Its application to the nonprofit setting is somewhat questionable due to the absence of 

an ownership structure in nonprofit organisations (Fama & Jensen, 1983). However, 

in drawing on agency theory to evaluate the roles of directors and. supervisors, 

nonprofit sport organisations can better understand the practical implications of board 

roles. 

The concept of institutional theory underpins roles associated with 'Board Duty' and 

'Human Resources & Fundraising'. Directors perform roles stipulated by the Civil 

Organisation Law of Taiwan, such as attending board meetings and ratifying 

directors' resignations, to ensure adherence to the regulations. As the term suggests, 

'Stakeholder Focus' reflects the tenets of stakeholder theory. The directors respond, 

identify and work to satisfy the needs of multiple stakeholders. 'I-Iuman Resources & 

Fundraising' has a unique role, raising fimds, for nonprofit sport organisations. It is 

derived from resource dependency theory in which the director performs as a 

mechanism to gain and maintain necessary resources from external environments 

(Miller-Millesen, 2003). 

In respect of the roles of supervisors, 'Monitoring Results' is mainly drawn from 

agency theory. Supervisors perform roles that are aimed at controlling management. 

Moreover, board members have responsibilities for multiple stakeholders as per 

stakeholder theory (Hung, 1998) and act in accordance with the Civil Organisation 

Law of Taiwan as institutional theory would suggest (Ingram, 2003; Miller-Millesen, 

2003). 'Board Duty & Process' is consistent with agency theory and stakeholder 

theory, as supervisors attend board meetings and present supervising results to 

stakeholders. 
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Stewardship theory offers a framework for understanding several roles that directors 

and supervisors perform, in particular those associated with emphasising that the 

general secretary should act in the interest of stakeholders. The main roles of board 

members are not to control but to advise or support management (Hung, 1998; 

Jaskiewicz & Klien, 2007). The roles associated with 'Manage Vision & Purpose' 

demonstrate that directors act as stewards when examining plans, strategies or policies. 

Similarly, several roles in 'Monitoring Results ' , such as reviewing the annual budget 

and fmal accounts, can be performed by supervisors who are stewards. The study 

results also indicated that some board members surrender their power to the secretary 

department, notably when the board member involved was recommended by the 

secretary department for appointment to the board. Many of these board members are 

inactive, rubber stamp decisions or perform roles symbolically, as posited in 

managerial hegemony theory (Hung, 1998; Kosnik, 1987). 

Governance theory can be used to examine board roles from different angles. In 

summary, this research has confirmed the argument of Miller-Millesen (2003) that no 

single governance theory can cover all board roles. Most directors and supervisors' 

roles can be interpreted through the tenets of governance theories. However, of these 

theoretical approaches, resource dependency theory was not useful in interpreting the 

roles of supervisors. As the board of supervisors is established to monitor internal 

affairs of nonprofit sport organisations, supervisors are neither asked to assist the 

nonprofit sport organisations in bringing- external resources nor to serve as a conduit 

between their organisations and the external environment. The main role performed 

by supervisors is, as its very name implies, to supervise the management and use of 

resources brought in by directors. Therefore, resource dependency theory can be a 

criterion to differentiate directors' roles from supervisors' roles. Moreover, the chair 

is expected to raise most funds, thereby putting the chair in a powerful position. In 

so1ne associations, the chair has the power to determine the list of directors and 

supervisors. In these situations board independence might be compromised. In other 

words, when nonprofit sport organisations depend heavily on external resources, they 

risk being controlled by board members who provide the resources. 
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5.9 Implications for practice 

This research has investigated board roles as well as the interaction of strategic 

orientations with board composition and board roles. The results have a number of 

implications for governance and strategy management in nonprofit sport organisations. 

The results concerning board roles can assist nonprofit sport organisations to develop 

role descriptions for board members. In particular, this information can be used in 

recruiting and selecting new board members. An accurate role description will allow 

prospective board members to gain a clear perspective on the roles they would need to 

engage in. Further, better selection decisions can be made by the voting assembly if 

they are aware of the duties of board members. 

Subsequent to election, this information could be used in the induction process of new 

board members, to provide clarity on the roles they are expected to perform. Directors 

would be provided with an understanding of the variety of board roles, particularly the 

attributes associated with being a leader, examiner, manager, evaluator, organisational 

citizen and mediator. A member of the board of supervisors would need to address 

three main roles, namely assessor, monitor and orgarusational citizen. A training 

workshop of returning and ne\iV board members could be arranged to help board 

members better understand their roles. A role description handbook could be written 

to articulate each position and made available to each board member. 

The results of research into board composition provide information about the board 

structure of the Summer Olympic sport associations. Composition of both directors 

and supervisors were not significantly different even though the respective board 

members performed distinctive board roles. However, nonprofit sport organisations 

need to clarify roles of directors/supervisors and recruit directors/supervisors based on 

skill requirements. Therefore, a selection criterion should be introduced to clarify 

appropriate professional backgrounds, skills and knowledge of directors and 

supervisors. Particularly, supervisors should have sound fmancial knowledge. 

Organising a fmancial training course for supervisors could be an option, but in 

concert nonprofit sport organisations should aim to elect supervisors that already have 

the skill set required. The Sport Affair Council, the governing bodies of nonprofit 

sport organisations of Taiwan, can set guidelines for appropriate supervisor 
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qualifications in order for these organisations to be equipped with proper internal 

supervision. 

The results indicated that the occupations of board members were significantly 

different between defender, prospector and analyser organisations. Nonprofit sport 

organisations that adopt a particular strategic orientation should understand how board 

composition and strategic orientation correspond to each other. For example, analyser 

organisations had an obvious diversity in directors and supervisors' occupations. 

Nonprofit sport organisations should strive to identify their strategic orientation and 

be aware of the competencies of their board members and align the two to achieve 

effective and successful performance. Similarly, board roles emphasis differentiated 

between strategic orientations. For example, directors from prospector organisations 

engaged more in roles of 'Manage Vision & Purpose' . By understanding strategic 

orientation, nonprofit sport organisations clarify appropriate roles that will assist 

directors/supervisors in aligning their performance with the overall direction of their 

organisations. 

Two types of election were identified by this research. It is not correct to say that the 

bottom-up type is 'better' than the top-down type or vice versa. Willie the bottom-up 

election is closer to a democratic process than the top-down election, the selection of 

an appropriate chair is not guaranteed in either system. A chair candidate who gains 

support of 'real' members may lose the election to the other candidate who recruits 

head members. The top-down election could appoint a chair who has enthusiasm 

about sport and is willing to devote time to the organisation. In addition, both 

elections cannot prevent nonprofit sport organisations from being controlled by 

interest groups. A group can use head members to ensure that their candidate( s) get 

elected in the bottom-up election; on the other hand, the current chair or secretary 

department can recruit their candidate( s) as the next chair in the top-down election. 

What nonprofit sport organisations can do, in addition to moral persuasion, is to put 

restrictions on membership and election. To prevent the use of head members in the 

election, organisations could strictly examine membership. Those who are not 

obviously related to sport but belong to a particular interest group could be refused 

membership. Also, it may be that only members who have been in the organisation for 
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at least six months have a right to vote. Organisations using the top-down election 

approach could release election information to the public to prevent 'green room 

negotiation' in which a small number of people gather together to decide the next 

chair. In particular, a stakeholder group may become an interest group when the 

stakeholders attempt to control and use their organisations to promote self-interest, 

such as political and business interests. All of these initiatives are geared at ensuring a 

fair and just election process. 

A large board was regarded by the interviewees as a double-edged sword. While a 

large board can bring resources and provide advice to the organisation, it can cause 

conflicts between board members, in particular, when making a group decision. The 

Summer Olympic sport associations have numerous stakeholders, as typical for 

nonprofit boards (Cornforth & Edwards, 1999). Stakeholder theory argues that 

understanding, identifying and satisfying the needs of multiple stakeholders is 

extremely important. While board members can provide a voice for the stakeholders 

they represent, board members and the general secretary should work together as a 

group to moderate conflict (Finkelstein & Mooney, 2003; Forbes & Milliken, 1999). 

However, boards contain mostly part-time members who interact irregularly and do 

not have time to smooth out differences. Thus, developing high level interpersonal 

relations may not be easy for either board members or the general secretary. It is 

recommended that some board members could develop better negotiation skills to 

alleviate conflict and smooth communication in order to reach a consensus. 

In the negotiating process, compromise is often needed to secure an agreement and it 

has been regarded as one effective way to make decisions (Slack & Parent 2006). It is 

recommended that board members can also learn how to deal with cooperative 

conflict. Collectivism dominates the Chinese society (Chen, Tjosovld & Fang, 2005; 

Tjosovld & Fang, 2004). Cooperation goals have been found in organisations with 

collectivism and these help organisational members discuss opposing opinions in an 

open and constructive way which is called cooperative conflict. Cooperative conflict 

has been found to result in organisational effectiveness (Tjosovld & Fang, 2004; 

Tjosovld & Poon, 2005). In other words, board members are recommended to live 

with conflict and utilise either negotiation or cooperative conflict to examine 

plans/strategies. 
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Moreover, within a large board, there are active and inactive board members. 

Nonprofit sport organisations should not expect each board member to make an equal 

contribution because many board members are volunteers and have full-time jobs. 

What nonprofit sport organisations can do is to encourage inactive directors to 

perform their roles. They can also divide board members into a number of functional 

groups based on directors' professions, such as a fundraising sub-committee. In doing 

so, directors can focus on a certain task where they can add value and they may have a 

greater willingness to devote effort to their organisations. 

5.10 Recommendations for the further research 

This research was limited to investigating the areas of board roles, board composition, 

strategic orientation, and nonprofit sport organisations with a dual board system. The 

results of this research enrich current understandings of sport governance and 

strategic governance. Several recommendations can also be made for future research 

in this field. 

The scales used to identify the roles of directors and supervisors developed by this 

research were proven to be valid and reliable. While they are based on the dual board 

system, future research can use the instruments to measure board roles in both the 

one-tier and the two-tier board system to examine their applications. I-Iowever, 

supplementary director and supervisor roles identified by the interview results might 

be added into the scales for future research to more extensively describe board roles. 

In particular, directors' responsibility for athletes is a unique role found in the sport 

setting. This role might be examined in other cultural contexts and countries to see if 

generalisation is possible in the sport setting. Moreover, board roles were found to be 

based on goven1ance theories but there is on overa.rching governance theory covering 

all board roles. Future research can either integrate or develop governance theories to 

cover all board roles. In addition, sport organisations representing popular sports 

generally attract much public attention. Future research can examine whether 

directors/supervisors actively perform their roles in these organisations due to 

relatively high public pressure. 
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In general, there was no significant difference in composition between directors and 

supervisors. In terms of strategic orientation, directors and supervisors' composition 

was found to be different in relation to occupations. Future research could investigate 

the director and supervisor composition in the two-tier board system and compare the 

two governance systems. In addition, what extent organisational strategic types evolve 

due to environmental contexts and then attract potential board members with the 

appropriate attributes or is it that board members influence strategy to suit their 

specific skills and background could also be a future research topic. 

Board roles were found to be different between strategic orientations. Further research 

could investigate whether board roles are related to other aspects of organisational 

behaviors, such as effectiveness, to clarify the board's influence on an organisation. In 

addition, two types of board elections were found by this research. Further research 

might investigate election types in both one-tier and two-tier board systems to 

ascertain whether election types are a criteria that differentiates board systems. 

Moreover, this research identified power as one element which had an impact on 

board election. Future research might investigate what role power plays in the entire 

governance system. Finally, future research can investigate whether there is a 

correlation between other governance aspects, such as board structure, board culture 

and strategic orientation, to better understand how governance practices influence the 

strategic direction of an organisation. 

5.11 Concluding statement 

This research identified research gaps in the areas of board governance and strategy 

management in the sport setting. In particular, board roles, board composition and 

strategic orientation in nonprofit sport organisations with a dual board system had 

previously attracted limited research attention. Board roles were investigated along 

with the association between board composition and strategic orientations and the 

relationship between board roles and strategic orientations. 

This research identified a number of roles of directors and supervisors. Most directors 

and supervisors ' roles can be interpreted through governance theories but no single 

theory covers all roles. In addition, if nonprofit sport organisations rely heavily on 

195 



board members to secure external resources, they are at risk of being controlled by 

those who provide the resources. 

Most issues of board composition, except for the occupation of directors and 

supervisors, were not related to strategic orientations Occupations, a measure of 

professional skills and knowledge of board members, should be taken into account 

when recruiting and selecting board members with proper skills and knowledge to 

better perform board roles. In addition, directors and supervisors' roles should be 

aligned with strategic direction to assist sport organisations stand out in a dynamic 

environment. Without an appropriate strategy, nonprofit sport organisations are less 

likely to gain resources and maintain a competitive advantage. In particular, nonprofit 

sport organisations are becoming more business-orientated to compete with other 

organisations for limited resources. The board of directors should govern the 

nonprofit sport organisations with appropriate strategies and the board of supervisors 

should supervise the governance practices led by the board of directors to ensure 

nonprofit sport organisations are governed properly. With proper strategic governance 

in place, nonprofit sport organisations with a dual board system are able to provide 

quality services to members and society. 
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Appendix 
Appendix 1 Variables correlations and communities (factor analysis for roles of director-! st round) 

Communities Correlations 
Significant at .0 l 

AI A2 A3 A4 AS A6 A7 A8 A9 AIO All Al2 Al3 Al4 AIS Al6 Al7 Al8 Al9 A20 A21 Level 
Al I .853 .483 .606 .459 .534 .478 .464 .411 .055 .288 .387 .354 .432 .546 .451 .610 .600 .525 .676 17 .. .. .. . . .. .. .. . . .038 .012 .. . . .. .. .. . . .. . . . . 
A2 I . 574 .692 .496 .592 .461 .509 .436 .328 .469 .469 .423 .541 .495 .625 .677 .655 .778 17 .. .. . . .. .. .. .. .089 .031 .076 .. .. . . .. .. . . .. . . . . 
AJ I . 700 .449 .508 .319 .487 .459 .157 .246 .246 .204* .387 .412 .325 .219 .394 .428 .448 .502 .643 18 .. .. .. .. .. .. . .. .. .. .. . . .. .. .. .. . . 
A4 .473 .497 .369 .538 .514 .173 .279 .522 .476 .363 .355 .398 .591 .578 .632 .717 17 I .. .. .. .. 0$ .106 . .190° .. . . .. .. .. . . .. . . . . 
AS I .577 .434 .278 .219 .210 .267 .382 .281 .416 .350 .378 .548 .377 .493 .498 .688 19 .. .. .. . . .073 .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . . .. . . . . 
A6 .401 .342 .315 .456 .402 .519 .516 .433 .511 .501 .518 .499 .655 17 I .. .. .. .026 .081 .154 .. .. .. .. . . .. . . .. . . 
A7 .490 .417 .203* .282 .480 .475 .511 .553 .480 .634 .535 .369 .574 17 I .. .. -.069 .141 .. .. . . .. . . .. .. .. . . 
A8 .702 .308 .434 .429 .341 .375 .378 .51 I .600 .581 .746 17 1 .. .117 .145 .OSS .. .. .. . . .. . . .. . . .. 
A9 .359 .299 .235 .317 .277 .473 .489 .442 .739 16 

I . 151 .138 058 .145 .. .. .. .. . . .. . . .. 
AlO .321 .297 .211 .158° .091 .128 .1 35 .457 3 J .. .. .. .122 .071 .061 -.084 

All .567 .368 .270 .305 .227 -.108 .003 .093 .705 8 I .. .. .. .. .149 .. .026 

Al2 .447 .288 .295 .188° .332 .097 .093 .202* .190° .652 8 
I .. .. .. .. 

Al3 .506 .540 .447 .502 .399 .220 .389 .390 .607 18 I .. .. .. .. .. . . .. . . 
Al4 .792 .616 .513 .528 .452 .432 .435 .693 19 I .. .. .. .. .. . . .. 
Al5 .723 .601 .568 .458 .486 .501 .760 19 

I .. .. .. .. .. . . 
Al6 I .618 .615 .524 .447 .385 .731 17 .. .. .. .. . . 
Al7 I .480 .494 .554 .428 .641 19 .. .. .. .. 
Al8 I .496 .495 .462 .644 17 .. .. .. 
Al9 I .657 .547 .680 17 .. .. 
A20 I .763 .682 17 .. 
A21 I .643 17 

** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed). * Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed). 
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Appendix 2 Total Variance explained (factor analysis_for roles of director-1st roun_!ll 

Component 
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 

%of Cumulative % of Cumulative % of Cumulative 
Total Variance % Total Variance % Total Variance % 

1 9.200 43 .808 43.808 9.200 43 .808 43.808 4.447 21.177 21.177 I 

2 2.172 10.341 54.149 2.1 72 10.341 54.149 4.440 21.144 42.321 1 

3 1.589 7.567 61.71 6 1.589 7.567 61.716 2.995 14.263 56.584 ! 
4 1.149 5.472 67.188 1.149 5.472 67.188 2.227 10.604 67.1881 
5 .896 4.266 71.454 I 

6 .851 4.054 75.508 
7 .723 3.442 78.951 
8 .663 3.158 82.109 
9 .590 2.810 84.919 
10 .481 2.289 87.207 
11 .402 1.917 89.124 
12 .395 1.882 91.006 
13 .343 1.634 92.640 
14 .286 1.360 94.000 
15 .261 1.245 95.245 
16 .219 1.043 96.288 
17 .206 .980 97.268 
18 .182 .865 . 98.132 
19 .156 . 742 98.875 
20 .131 .626 99.501 
21 .105 .499 100.000 I 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analys1s. 
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Appendix 3 Pattern matrix( a) (factor analysis for roles of director-! st round) 
Component 

1 2 3 4 
A5 .825 .098 -.021 -.355 
A2 .793 -.121 -.089 .121 
A3 .766 .222 .170 .176 
A4 .736 .105 .030 .260 
AI .720 -.183 -.Ill .104 
A6 .710 -.044 -.204 -.226 
A21 .664 .054 -.094 .189 
A20 .560 -.059 -.257 .239 
A19 .391 -.238 -.385 .314 
All -.059 .817 -.149 -.013 
A12 .080 .730 -.190 -.1 76 
AIO .053 .636 .131 .226 
A16 -.014 -.045 -.872 -.046 
Al5 .029 .190 -.805 .028 
A14 -.063 .175 -.786 .1 79 
A17 .061 .045 -.755 .01 4 
A7 .075 -.1 25 -.652 .223 
A18 .340 -.195 -.580 -.1 54 
A13 .128 .399 -.536 -.218 
A9 .187 .070 -.1 32 .738 
AS .208 .044 -.270 .660 

Appendix 4 Component Correlation Matrix (factor analysis for roles of 
director- ! st round) 
s~mponent_ 1 2 3 

1 1.000 .1o8 I 
2 .108 1.000 
3 ~.569 -.131 
4 .278 .018 

'--· 
Extraction Method: Princtpal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 

l 4 

-.56it- .278 ---
-.131 .018 
t.ooo 1 -.12i-
-.127 1 1-:ooo 
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Appendix 5 Variable correlations and communiti~~ (factor analysis for roles of director- 2nd round) 
Correlations Significant 

AI A2 AJ A4 A5 A6 A7 AS A9 AlO All A12 A13 Al4 Al5 Al6 Al7 AIS A20 A2l Communities at .01 Level 

AI 1 .S53* .4S3* .606* .459* .534* .47S* .464• .4ll* .03S .012 .055 .2SS• .3S7* .354* .432* .546* .451* .600* .525* .678 16 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
A2 1 .574* .692* .496* .591• .461* .509* .436• .089 .031 .076 .328• .469• .469* .423* .541* .495* .677• .655* .784 16 • * • * • • • • • • • • • • • 
AJ 

1 .7oo• .449* .5os• .319• .4S7* .459* .157• .246* .246* .204* .3S7• .412* .325* .219* .394* .44S* .502* .639 l7 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
A4 I 1 .473• .497* .369* .53S* .514* 

.106 .1 73* .190* .279* .522* .476* .363* .355* .39S* .57S* .632* .713 16 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • 

A5 
l .577* .434• .27S* .219• 

.073 .210* .267* .3S2* .2SI* .416* .350* .37S* .54S* .493• .49S* .6S6 IS 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

A6 
I .401* .342* .315* .026 .OS1 .154 .456* .402* .51 9* .516* .433* .511* .: 1S* .499* .652 16 

• • • • • • • • • • • 
A7 

l .490* ~ ~417* -.069 .141 .203* .2S2* .4SO* .475* .5 11* .553* .4SO* .535* .369* .547 16 
• • • • • • • • • 

AS 
1 

. . 702* 
.117 .145 .055 .JOS* .434* .429• .341* .375* .37S* .600* .5Sl* .775 16 

• • • • • • • • • 
A9 

1 . 151 .13S .05S .145 .359* .299* .235* .317* .277* .4S9* .442* .756 15 
• • . . • • • 

AIO I l .321* .297* .211* .122 .Iss• .071 .061 -.OS4 .l2S .135 .47S 3 
• • • 

All .567* .36S* .270• .305• .149 .227• .026 .003 .093 .6S6 s 1 • • • • • 
Al2 

1 
.447* .288• .295• .I ss• .332• 

.097 .202* .190* .6SO s 
• • • • 

Al3 
I· .506• .540• .447• .502• .399• .389• .390• .601 17 

1 • • • • • • • 
A14 

1 
.792• .616* .513* .528• .432* .435* .703 18 
• . • • • • 

A15 
1 

.723* .601* .568• .486• .501* .766 18 
• • . • • 

A16 
1 .618* .615• .447• .385* .726 16 

• • • • 
A17 

1 .480* .554• .428* .637 18 
• • • 

A18 I .495* .462* .649 16 
• • 

A20 I 1 
.763• .677 16 
• 

A21 l .647 16 

** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed). * Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed). 
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Appendix 6 Total Variance Explained (factor analysis for roles of director- 2"d round) 

I I 

Rotation Sums of I I ! 

Initial Eigenvalues 
I 

Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Squared Loadings(a) 

Component %of I 0/o of 
Total Variance Cumulative 0/o I Total Variance Cumulative 0/o Total 

1 8.668 43.342 43.3421 8.668 43.342 43.342 7.230 
2 2.089 10.446 53.788 I 2.089 10.446 53.788 2.373 
3 1.586 7.932 61.720 I 1.586 7.932 61.720 6.609 
4 1.135 5.675 67.395 1.135 5.675 67.395 2.312 
5 .877 4.384 71.779! 
6 .851 4.257 76.036 
7 .709 3.545 79.581 
8 .628 3.140 82.721 
9 .549 2.746 85.467 
10 .453 2.266 87.733 
11 .395 1.977 89.710 
12 .391 1.954 91.664 
13 .343 1.714 93.378 
14 .265 1.327 94.705 
15 .245 1.223 95.928 
16 .211 1.054 96.9821 
17 .186 .928 97.910 
18 .178 .889 98.799 
19 .134 .672 99.471 
20 .106 .529 100.000 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysts. 
a When components are correlated, sums of squared loadings cannot be added to obtain a total variance. 
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Appendix 7 Variable correlations and communities (factor analysis for roles of supervisors- 1st round) 

B1 B2 B3 

Bl 1 .523** .369** 
B2 1 .619** 
B3 1 
B4 
B5 
B6 
B7 
B8 
B9 
810 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

B4 B5 

.590** .531 ** 

.729** .717** 

.681 ** .602** 

1 .761 ** 
1 

B6 B7 B8 B9 

.494** .447** .377** .481 ** 

.514** .510** .289** .562** 

.457** .459** .228* .398** 

.443** .478** .308** .426** 

.574** .555** .360** .475** 
1 .695** .443** .398** 

1 .396** .364** 
1 .444** 

1 
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Communities Correlations 
Significant 

BlO at .01 Level 

.388** .529 9 

.361 ** .727 9 

.481 ** .706 8 

.389** .771 9 

.356** .724 9 

.322** .667 9 

.246* .614 8 

.197* .684 7 

.370** .471 9 

1 .405 7 



Appendix 8 (factor analysis for roles of su_p_ervisors-- 1st round) 
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Rotation Sums of Squared Loadif!g_S 

Component Total % ofVariance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 5.251 52.509 52.509 5.251 52.509 52.509 3.538 35.378 35.378 
2 1.048 10.475 62.985 1.048 10.475 62.985 2.761 27.606 62.985 
3 .852 8.521 71.506 
4 .708 7.076 78.581 
5 .574 5.744 84.325 
6 .510 5.103 89.429 

. 

7 .334 3.339 92.768 
8 .297 2.972 95.740 
9 .254 2.542 98.282 
10 .172 1.718 100.000 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysts 
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Appendix 9 Pattern matrix factor analysis for roles of supervisors- 1st round) 
Component 

1 2 
B3 .877 -.079 
B4 .851 .052 
B2 .766 .154 
B5 .696 .253 
B10 .679 -.100 
B8 -.207 .910 
B6 .205 .696 
B7 .218 .652 
B9 .340 .452 
B1 .420 .421 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 

a Rotation converged in 8 iterations. 

Appendix 10 Component correlation matrix (factor analysis for roles of 
supervisors- 1st round) 

Com_ponent 1 2 
1 1.000 .495 
2 .495 1.000 

Extraction Method: Pnnctpal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 
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Appendix 11 Variable correlatiQ.Il_S _aiJ.cl communities (factor analysis for roles of 8_!11!_ervisors- 2nd round) 

I 
Correlations Significant 

B2 B3 B4 B5 B6 B7 B8 B9 BlO Communities at .01 Level 

B2 1 .619** .729** .717** .514** .510** .289** .562** .361** .733 8 
B3 1 .681 ** .602** .457** .459** .228* .398** .481 ** .721 8 
B4 1 .761** .443** .478** .308** .426** .389** .762 8 
B5 1 .574** .555** .360** .475** .356** .732 8 
B6 1 .695** .443** .398** .322** .684 8 
B7 1 .396** .364** .246* .641 7 
B8 1 .444** .197* .682 6 
B9 1 .370** .463 8 
BlO 1 .408 6 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
Appendix 12 Total varh.t_nce_explained (factor analysis for roles of supervisors- 2nd round) 

Component 
Rotation Sums of Squared 

Initial Ei2envalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadines Loadin2s(a) 
Total % of Variance Cumulative o/o Total 0/o of Variance Cumulative 0/o Total 

1 4.784 53.159 53.159 4.784 53.159 53.159 4.368 
2 1.043 11.590 64.749 1.043 11.590 64.749 3.658 
3 .839 9.318 74.067 
4 .703 7.813 81.881 
5 .511 5.681 87.561 
6 .369 4.100 91.661 
7 .301 3.343 95.004 
8 .254 2.825 97.829 
9 .195 2.171 100.000 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
a When components are correlated, sums of squared loadings cannot be added to obtain a total variance. 
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Appendix 13 Normal Q-Q plot of 'Manage Vision & Purpose' (transformed data) 
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Appendix 14 -Normal Q-Q plot of 'Board Duty' (transformed data) 
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Appendix 15 Normal Q-Q plot of 'Human Resources & Fundraising' 
(transformed data) 
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Appendix 16 Normal Q-Q plot of 'Stakeholder Focus' (transformed data) 
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Appendix 17 Normal Q-Q plot of 'Monitoring Results' (transformed data) 
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Appendix 18 Normal Q-Q plot of 'Board Duty & Process' (transformed data) 
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