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Abstract 

Scandals in sport organisations have drawn increasing attention to the 

governance processes used in sport. Governance ensures that an organisation is run 

properly through the joint effort of a collaborative network of stakeholders. One critical 

stakeholder is the board of directors. A board of directors is a group of individuals that 

work together to oversee and direct the organisation. The board members of sport 

organisations tend to be part-time volunteers who rely on their experience within the 

sport and the organisation to fulfil their board member role. Studies of individual board 

members have generally focused on attitudinal constructs and personal characteristics 

with minimal research conducted on board member behaviours. 

 

Identity theory was used to develop a model of board member behaviour. 

Identity theory dictates that individuals take action to meet the role expectations of 

different social structures. Within governance, the board was identified as a social 

structure that led individual board members to have individual, board, and 

organisational roles. These roles carried shared board expectations regarding following 

institutionalised practices, adapting to an uncertain environment, providing oversight, 

and providing direction. It was suggested that board members may use proficient, 

adaptive, and proactive types of behaviour to meet the expectations of being a board 

member. These three behaviours were combined with the individual, board, and 

organisational roles to develop a nine-dimension board member behaviour model.  

 

In addition to studying individual board member behaviours, this research 

examined board functions. The professionalisation of sport has shifted the board’s 

primary function away from operations and towards a focus on conformance and 
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strategy. Recognising this shift, a board functions model that included a predictive 

relationship from the conformance function to the strategic function was developed as a 

part of this research. Finally, this research examined the relationships between board 

member behaviours and board functions.  

 

Two sequential quantitative studies were used to address the research questions 

relating to board member behaviours, board functions, and the relationships between 

functions and behaviours. Study one surveyed board members of Canadian provincial 

sport organisations. Study two surveyed board members of Australian state sport 

organisations that employed an executive staff member. 

 

Results did not support the nine-behaviour model, but did support a six-

behaviour model that did not include the adaptive behaviours. The use of confirmatory 

factor analysis (CFA) techniques found that the six-dimension model had a good level 

of fit, met validity criteria, and displayed measurement invariance in both the Canadian 

and Australian samples. The board functions model also displayed good fit, validity, 

and was mostly invariant. Furthermore, the model had better fit when the predictive 

relationship was from conformance to strategic rather than vice versa. The results 

regarding the relationships between behaviours and functions were complex and 

nuanced. Board and organisational proficient behaviours positively predicted the 

board’s conformance function. Organisational proactive behaviours negatively predicted 

the board’s strategic function. Individual proficient, individual proactive, and board 

proactive behaviours had no predicative relationships with board functions. 
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This research makes significant and original contributions to sport governance. 

Firstly, this research developed and tested a theory-based model of individual board 

member behaviour. This model highlighted the multi-dimensional nature of board 

member behaviour. Board members have different roles within the board including an 

individual role, a board role, and an organisational role. Board members use proficient 

and proactive behaviours in order to meet the expectations of each of these roles. 

However, board members continue to use institutionalised practices in order to address 

the uncertain environment rather than adjust their behaviours or learn new skills. 

Secondly, this research advanced the understanding of board functions by identifying a 

predictive relationship between the conformance function and the strategic function. 

Fulfilment of the conformance function demonstrates an awareness of the pressures of 

the environment which may assist the board in fulfilling the strategic function. Thirdly, 

the findings related to the relationships between behaviours and functions have 

emphasised the importance of defining board member roles and, in particular, clarifying 

how individual board members are expected to work with other board and 

organisational members. The findings also emphasised how the board can prevent one 

individual from having too much influence. Individual attempts at change had little 

influence on the board suggesting change needs to be accomplished as a group.  

 

This research can be furthered by extending the research to other sport 

organisations as well as the nonprofit and corporate settings. Additionally, this research 

examined the relationships between board member behaviours and one other 

governance factor, board functions. Further investigation of the relationships between 

board member behaviours and governance factors would be beneficial.   
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 Introduction 

Governance is a process that provides direction and oversight to an organisation 

(Rosenau, 1995). Governing involves consequential and impactful decisions that steer 

the organisation in an agreed-upon direction (Shilbury, Ferkins, & Smythe, 2013). 

These decisions can include allocating resources, coordinating activities, or monitoring 

staff and program delivery (Ferkins & Shilbury, 2015; Inglis, 1997a). Governance 

occurs as part of a system, with a range of stakeholders endeavouring to ensure an 

organisation is run properly (Shilbury & Ferkins, 2015). Ultimately, “Good governance 

does not in itself guarantee success … but its absence almost certainly guarantees 

failure” (Australian Sports Commission, 2016, p. 2). 

 

The stakeholders that govern sport organisations can include governments, 

organisations, staff, members of an organisation, and, most commonly, a board of 

directors (Ferkins & Shilbury, 2015; Hums & MacLean, 2013). The board of directors is 

a collection of individuals who act together to oversee and direct an organisation 

(Clarke, 2004; Hoye, 2007). The board of directors is, perhaps, the most central 

stakeholder in governance as a board is legally responsible for the performance of an 

organisation (Wiehl, 2004; Wright & Millesen, 2008). Board members are typically 

volunteers who are motivated by altruistic intentions to make a contribution to the 

organisation (Inglis & Cleave, 2006). However, board members of sport organisations 

sometimes lack the necessary skills to effectively govern modern, complex sport 

organisations (Shilbury, 2001).  

 

Criticism of board members within Australian sport goes back to parliamentary 

inquiries conducted in the late 1980s. These reports, Going for Gold and Can Sport be 
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Bought (House of Representatives Standing Committee on Finance and Public 

Administration, 1989, 1990), identified that while board members made an important 

contribution, they were not always effective in managing and guiding sport. This echoed 

findings from Canadian reports that identified board members were often focused on 

day to day administration rather than providing effective governance (Thibault, Slack, 

& Hinings, 1991). 

 

More recently, the international governing bodies of football (soccer), athletics, 

cycling, weightlifting, and volleyball have all been accused of mismanagement and 

corrupt practices (Pielke, 2016) . The failure of board members to enact their duties has 

been cited as one of the contributing factors to the issues within these organisations 

(Pielke, 2016) . The Fédération Internationale de Football Association and the 

International Association of Athletics Federations are two high-profile examples where 

poor governance either failed to prevent or directly resulted in collusion, bribery, and 

cover-ups (Gibson, 2015; Ingle, 2016). Within Australian sport, poor governance has 

been identified in contributing to the salary cap breaches of the Melbourne Storm of the 

National Rugby League and the Perth Glory of the A-League (Andon & Free, 2012; 

Bossi, 2015). Governance failures also led to an inquiry that resulted in the restructuring 

of Soccer Australia into Football Federation Australia (Australian Sports Commission, 

2003). In a positive light, the success of the Australian Football League, widely 

regarded as the most commercially successful Australian league, has often been 

attributed to its adoption of governance reforms in the 1990s (Shilbury, 2013). 

 

Academics have increasingly examined sport governance in recognition of the 

important role governance plays in sport. Research into sport governance has centred 
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primarily on boards, with different research streams including the roles of the board 

(Inglis, 1997a; Shilbury, 2001), board dynamics (Doherty & Carron, 2003), board-CEO 

relationships (Hoye & Cuskelly, 2003), and strategic boards (Ferkins & Shilbury, 2012). 

The emphasis of governance research has been on the board with minimal research 

focusing on individual board members (Hoye, 2007; Prouteau & Tabariés, 2010b).  

 

This thesis focuses on individual board members. More specifically, this 

research examines board member behaviours and their relationships with the primary 

governance functions of boards. While individual board members are only one part of 

governance, understanding how individual behaviours relate with board functions may 

improve the understanding of governance, which could contribute to improved 

governance in sport organisations. 

 

This chapter provides an introduction to the thesis. It outlines the context of this 

research including an overview of sport in Australia and Canada, the importance of 

governance, and the role of individual board members. Following the description of the 

sport setting, three research objectives are outlined, followed by a justification for the 

research. The latter part of the chapter describes the research approach, the structure of 

the thesis, key definitions, and delimitations. 

 

1.1 Research Context 

Sport is an important economic and social activity within modern society. In the 

2015 financial year the Australian Government provided over $260 million in funding 

to the Australian Sports Commission who provided over $125m in funding to 

Australian national sport organisations (Australian Sports Commission, 2015a). 
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Similarly, the Canadian government provided over $197 million in funding to sport with 

$146m going to sport organisations (Government of Canada, 2015). The willingness of 

these two governments to spend large amounts of public funds reflects the role of sport 

as a social priority (Shilbury & Ferkins, 2015). Highlighting the public engagement 

with sport, a study of Australian sport found that, in the previous year, 65% of 

Australians had participated in sport, 43% attended a live sporting event, and 37% of the 

population volunteered for sport organisations (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2012). A 

Canadian study found that 26% of Canadians regularly participated in sport, 40% were 

spectators, and 7% were volunteer sport administrators (Canadian Heritage, 2013).  

 

The bulk of sport participation in many jurisdictions is facilitated and provided 

by nonprofit sport organisations. Nonprofit sport organisations include local clubs, state 

and provincial governing bodies, and national governing bodies (Hoye & Cuskelly, 

2007). These organisations usually include voluntary boards of directors that organise 

and oversee the organisation (Kikulis, 2000; Thibault et al., 1991). A board of directors, 

particularly in nonprofit organisations, is a group of individuals that, within sport, tend 

to be elected volunteers (Hoye, Smith, Nicholson, & Stewart, 2015; Minikin, 2015). 

These board members have traditionally been selected or elected due to their interest 

and willingness to be a board member (Inglis, 1997b). However, attracting board 

members can be difficult, particularly for small sport organisations (Hoye et al., 2015).  

 

Board members of sport organisations have tended to be male, older, more 

educated, and less likely to be immigrants than the general population (Doherty & 

Carron, 2003; Hamm-Kerwin & Doherty, 2010; Hoye, 2004; Shilbury, 2001). Board 

members are usually elected to a specific term by the members of the organisation at an 
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annual general meeting (Minikin, 2015). While most board positions are elected, some 

organisations do have the provision to appoint a small number of board members 

(Australian Sports Commission, 2012). Appointments are usually made in order to meet 

a specific skills shortage within the board. Traditionally, a board member was 

representative of a specific group of membership (such as a geographic region or an 

athletes’ representative), although recent guidelines have encouraged independent rather 

than representative members (Australian Sports Commission, 2012; Shilbury, 2013). 

Furthermore, many board members have strong backgrounds with the sport or the 

organisation (Shilbury, 2001).  

 

Ideally, board members are viewed to be committed (Cuskelly & Boag, 2001), 

competent (Balduck, Van Rossem, & Buelens, 2010), and involved (Hoye, 2007). They 

are expected to place the interests of the sport as a whole before any personal or 

representative interests (Australian Sports Commission, 2012). Additionally, they must 

do this in an environment that provides minimal training opportunities (Hoye & 

Cuskelly, 2004) with a series of unwritten rules that dictate expected behaviours 

(Doherty, Patterson, & Van Bussel, 2004) alongside vague descriptions of board 

member tasks (Schulz & Auld, 2006). Ultimately, individual board members are 

expected to follow governance traditions, despite the changes in the roles and 

expectations of governing boards due to the growth and professionalisation of sport.  

 

Professionalisation, through the introduction of paid staff, has changed the way 

sport organisations are structured and operate (Auld, 1997; Thibault et al., 1991). Rather 

than boards and sub-committees taking charge of day-to-day activities, the managerial 

staff are now responsible for many of these duties (Shilbury, 2001, 2013). As a result of 
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professionalisation, a volunteer part-time board and a full-time, professional CEO work 

together to provide shared leadership to an organisation (Auld & Godbey, 1998).  

 

The relationship between the board and the staff, particularly the CEO, is 

consistently recognised as critical to effective governance (Schoenberg, Cuskelly, & 

Auld, 2016). Early practitioner perspectives on governance suggested that this 

relationship should be hierarchical with the board setting policy and staff implementing 

policies (Carver, 2006; Houle, 1997). However, further research, particularly within 

sport has described how, in reality, the leadership of the organisation is often shared 

between the board and the CEO rather than following a strict division of responsibilities 

(Ferkins & Shilbury, 2012). In order for this relationship to be effective, the CEO and 

board must regularly share information and work interdependently (Hoye & Cuskelly, 

2003). This interdependent relationship can be difficult to balance as the full-time 

nature places the CEO in a position of power as the CEO often has more access to 

information, despite the hierarchical authority of the board (Shilbury & Ferkins, 2011).  

 

In addition to shared leadership, professionalisation has shifted the role of the 

board from sport delivery to a focus on conformance and strategy (Ferkins, Shilbury, & 

McDonald, 2005; Shilbury, 2013). The board’s conformance function refers to the 

obligation of the board to monitor and oversee the organisation (Herman & Renz, 2000; 

Miller-Millesen, 2003). More specifically, the conformance function ensures an 

organisation is run according to internal and external policies and regulations (Brown & 

Guo, 2010; Inglis, 1997a). The conformance function of the board has received less 

academic attention than the strategic function within the sport context. However, the 

exposure of poor oversight by the boards of high-profile sport organisations has led to 
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an increase in media attention to board conformance practices, as highlighted in several 

contemporary cases cited earlier in this chapter. 

 

The strategic function refers to the future of the organisation and requires the 

board to create and approve strategic plans as well as define the mission and vision of 

the organisation (Ferkins & Shilbury, 2012). Recent literature and best practice 

guidelines within sport have increasingly focused on the importance of the strategic 

function (Australian Sports Commission, 2015b; Ferkins & Shilbury, 2012; Shilbury & 

Ferkins, 2011; Sport New Zealand, 2014). The strategic function describes how the 

board can contribute to the achievement of the organisation’s mission by setting the 

direction of the organisation. For example, boards of national sport organisations are 

expected to regularly complete a strategic planning process in order to ensure the 

organisation has a plan for growth (Australian Sports Commission, 2015b). The mission 

and objectives may vary between different sport organisations, but tend to balance 

between elite sporting success and sport participation (Parent & Patterson, 2013). 

 

The challenges relating to sport governance are present in a wide range of 

organisations from major international governing bodies to local clubs. In some 

countries, sport is organised through a federated structure (Parent & Patterson, 2013; 

Shilbury, 2013). A federated structure describes systems in which a national sport 

organisations are “composed of separate legal entities at state and [provincial] level” 

(Shilbury & Ferkins, 2015, p. 380). These state and provincial organisations were 

developed through a delegate system that included representatives of the highly-

localised sport clubs and associations (Shilbury, 2013).  

 



- 8 - 

Sport clubs are mostly administered by volunteers and focus on operational tasks 

to facilitate sport participation opportunities (Cleave, 1994; Doherty & Hoye, 2011). In 

contrast, national sport organisations “are the agencies responsible for the direction and 

coordination of a particular sport” (Ferkins, Shilbury, & McDonald, 2009, p. 245). The 

differences that result from the operational focus of sport clubs and the broader focus of 

national sport organisations are likely to have governance implications with boards and 

board members charged with completing differing tasks depending on the organisation 

they are involved with. Boards of national sport organisations are more likely to be able 

to delegate operational activities to staff members whereas smaller organisations may 

rely on board members to also fulfil voluntary operational roles. Provincial and state 

sport organisations operate in a balancing role between the local associations and the 

national body. The national organisation expects the provincial or state body to 

implement and follow national programs and initiatives (Parent & Patterson, 2013). 

However, the provincial and state bodies are also responsible for “overseeing player and 

coach development, providing sanctioning for provincial and regional events, and being 

a resource for community sport” (Hamm-Kerwin & Doherty, 2010, p. 252). 

Occasionally, these organisations have eschewed national directives to fit their own 

needs and priorities (Parent & Patterson, 2013).The tension for provincial and state 

sport organisations to fulfil responsibilities both downstream to local clubs and 

upstream to national organisations suggests a unique context that highlights their critical 

role in federated sport systems (Hamm-Kerwin & Doherty, 2010).  

 

This section has outlined the context of this research. Sport, in general, faces 

numerous governance challenges due to a more professionalised sector (Shilbury & 

Ferkins, 2011). Examples of the new challenges facing board members include 
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increased media scrutiny and the ability of social media to quickly share stories of poor 

governance practices. Yet the board members of many sport organisations continue to 

be elected volunteers with a passion for the sport rather than specific knowledge of best 

practices in governance (Shilbury, 2001). These individual board members are required 

to navigate shifting board functions, an increasingly professional staff, and a series of 

unwritten expectations in order to effectively govern the organisation (Doherty et al., 

2004). The following section outlines the objectives of this thesis. 

 

1.2 Thesis Objectives and Justification 

The context and background of this research identified sport governance as a 

current and relevant topic to both academic and practitioner audiences. Furthermore, the 

large expenditure of public funds on sport means ensuring good governance is in the 

public interest. The focus of the governance literature, both academic and prescriptive, 

has been the board of directors. This thesis investigates two themes relevant to boards of 

directors; individual board member behaviours and board functions. Furthermore, this 

research examines the relationships between board member behaviours and board 

functions. This section outlines three broad areas of inquiry for this research and 

explains why addressing these objectives can make an important contribution to sport 

governance. The objectives of this research are: 

Objective 1: Develop a theoretically driven understanding of board member 
behaviours. 
Objective 2: Examine the relationship between different board functions. 
Objective 3: Examine the relationships between board member behaviours and 
board functions. 
 

This thesis relies on theory to address these three objectives. Theoretical 

approaches to governance have tended to adopt a legal or economic focus such as 
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agency theory or resource dependence theory (Daily, Dalton, & Cannella, 2003). The 

focus of agency theory on the board-CEO relationship and the focus of resource 

dependence theory on reducing environmental uncertainty do not account for the 

influence of social processes that can influence the board (Davis, 2005; Granovetter, 

1985). This thesis uses a sociological lens, specifically through institutional theory and 

identity theory, to provide an approach to governance that addresses the “social 

relationships, networks, and institutions that imply a shaping of individual agency” 

(Westphal & Zajac, 2013, p. 609) in the social setting of boards (Khurana & Pick, 

2004). The use of these theories can provide explanations for relationships between 

governance constructs that other theories may not address (Chelladurai, 2013). 

 

Objective one addresses the stream of governance research that has focused on 

the individual board member. Research on individual board members in sport and 

nonprofit organisations has focused on attitudinal constructs such as commitment or 

motivation as either dependent or independent variables aiming to describe relationships 

with other governance factors (Cuskelly, McIntyre, & Boag, 1998; Garnes & Mathisen, 

2014; Inglis & Cleave, 2006; Prouteau & Tabariés, 2010b; Taylor, Chait, & Holland, 

1991). Other areas of research on the individual board member has included personal 

characteristics such as gender or competencies (Balduck et al., 2010; Prouteau & 

Tabariés, 2010a). The focus on attitudinal constructs and personal characteristics has 

resulted in minimal research on individual behaviours (Prouteau & Tabariés, 2010b). 

This research examines board member behaviours in order to fill a gap in the current 

understanding of board members. Board member behaviours have been underdeveloped 

theoretically in governance research despite board members being a critical part of the 

governance system (Khurana & Pick, 2004). Descriptions of board member behaviours 
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have often been based on normative, prescriptive tasks rather than taking an approach 

underpinned by theory (e.g., Doherty & Hoye, 2011; Garnes & Mathisen, 2014; Hoye, 

2007; Preston & Brown, 2004) . More compelling arguments for relationships between 

board member behaviours and other governance constructs can be developed by 

drawing on the principles of theory rather than normative, prescriptive tasks, 

(Cunningham, 2013; Doherty, 2013). The line of research examining individual board 

members may be underdeveloped because traditional governance theories have focused 

on the board and are not well suited to examining individual behaviours (Davis, 2005; 

Zona, Gomez-Mejia, & Withers, 2015). Additionally, the focal areas of early sport 

governance research followed the corporate setting by emphasising research on 

structures and roles rather than examining the behavioural approaches to governance 

(Schoenberg et al., 2016). 

 

Objective two recognises that a board fulfils important functions on behalf of an 

organisation. While researchers have identified different sets of board functions, the 

conformance function and the strategic function are commonly identified as critical to 

effective governance (Hillman, Nicholson, & Shropshire, 2008; Hoye & Cuskelly, 

2007; Melkumov, Breit, & Khoreva, 2015). Thus far, research on board functions has 

contributed to an understanding of what boards should do, but has not progressed to 

investigating how different board functions relate to each other (Pugliese, Minichilli, & 

Zattoni, 2014). Examining the relationship between the conformance function and the 

strategic function is likely to advance knowledge by understanding the interactions of 

board functions (Hillman & Dalziel, 2003; Sundaramurthy & Lewis, 2003). This 

objective, therefore, seeks to advance the understanding of board functions. 
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Objectives one and two provide insight into board member behaviours and board 

functions. Objective three seeks to identify the relationships between board member 

behaviours and board functions. Addressing this objective adds depth to existing 

knowledge of relationships within governance. Current governance understanding 

recognises that individual, board, organisational, and environmental factors each 

influence the board (Hoye & Doherty, 2011). The relationships between individual 

behaviours and board functions have not been examined prior to this research despite 

the potential links between individual board members and the board (Stone & Ostrower, 

2007). Understanding these relationships may provide further insight into how boards 

fulfil their obligations as a critical part of the governance system. Ultimately, these three 

objectives define the purpose of this thesis. Chapter Two uses these overarching 

objectives to direct the literature review resulting in specific research questions. 

 

1.3 Methodology 

This research uses two sequential quantitative studies, grounded in pragmatism, 

to address the research objectives. Pragmatism is an effective guiding paradigm as it 

allows the researcher to select the most appropriate research design for answering 

research questions (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003). As the research objectives focus on 

the presence and nature of relationships and seek to explain a specific phenomenon, a 

quantitative approach is appropriate for this research (Denzin & Lincoln, 2003). 

Furthermore, the use of two studies allows the results of the first study to inform and 

guide the second study (Morgan, 1998). 

 

The first study tests a model of board member behaviour in Canadian provincial 

sport organisations using an online questionnaire distributed to board members. The 
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second study surveys board members of Australian state sport organisations to test a 

board member behaviour model and a board functions model. In addition to testing 

these models, study two examines the relationships between board member behaviours 

and board functions. Data analysis uses confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and 

structural equation modelling (SEM) techniques. These techniques allow the researcher 

to use a deductive, theory-testing approach. A thorough description and justification of 

the research approach is described in Chapter Three. 

 

1.4 Thesis Outline 

This thesis uses five chapters to address the research objectives. Chapter One 

provides an overview of the study including a brief background, the research questions, 

and justification for the research. Furthermore, Chapter One describes the research 

context and provides a summary of the research approach and key terms. The 

introduction provided by Chapter One sets the stage for Chapter Two. Chapter Two 

provides a detailed review and critique of the literature related to the study. Chapter 

Two begins with an overview of governance before examining different theoretical 

approaches to studying governance. Next, governance factors including board 

performance, board functions, and governance factors are reviewed. The review of 

literature underpinned two conceptual models; a board member behaviour model and a 

board functions model. Chapter Two builds on the research objectives identified in this 

chapter by identifying three research questions. The three research questions relate to 

the two conceptual models as well as the relationships between the two models. Chapter 

Three describes the approach used to investigate the research questions. The first part of 

the chapter reflects on research paradigms before identifying pragmatism as an 

appropriate approach for this study. The chapter then provides a detailed description of 
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the two-study research design. The participants, materials, procedures, and analysis 

techniques are outlined before a reflection on the ethical considerations of the study 

concludes the chapter. Chapter Four provides the results of the research studies. Each 

research question is addressed individually through tests for model fit, validity, and 

invariance. Chapter Five integrates the findings of Chapter Four with the literature 

reviewed in Chapter Two. The findings relating to each research question are first 

considered separately before being combined to identify the broader theoretical and 

practical implications of this research. 

 

1.5 Definitions 

“Definitions adopted by researchers are often not uniform, so key and 

controversial terms are defined to establish positions taken in research” (Perry, 1998, p. 

71). Within governance and identity theory, there are many terms that can be interpreted 

differently depending on the context. The following section provides clarity about how 

important terms are used in this thesis.  

 

Sport organisations are often overseen by a board of directors. The board of 

directors is a group of people who have been “charged with responsibility for making 

decisions throughout the year on behalf of the ... nonprofit sport organization” (Hoye & 

Cuskelly, 2007, p. 36). In addition to the term “board of directors” some organisations 

use the term committee or council or other similar variations thereof (Doherty et al., 

2004). When used in place of the term “board”, these terms are defined as synonymous 

with the board of directors for this research. In other cases, the term “committee” or 

“council” may refer to a different body than a board. This committee or council may not 
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have the same responsibilities as a board. For this research, the term “board” does not 

include those bodies. 

 

One central theme of governance research has been understanding what the 

board is expected to do. This research uses the terms functions and tasks to describe 

expected board activities. Board tasks are specific, well-defined actions. Board 

functions are broad, underlying principles that link groups of board tasks together. 

Within this research, two board functions are specifically defined. The conformance 

function refers to the role of the board in ensuring compliance of the organisation to 

internal and external regulations. The strategic function refers to the board’s role in 

shaping the future of the organisation through long-term planning and determining an 

organisation’s mission.  

 

In staffed sport organisations, there are a range of different terms used to 

identify the leader of the staff. Some examples include Chief Executive Officer (CEO), 

Executive Director, and General Manager. For this research, the term CEO is used. 

While there may be some nuanced differences between the terms, the title normally 

refers to the paid hierarchical leader of the staff. Within the board, sport organisations 

commonly combine the non-executive positions of president and chair/chairperson into 

one position. This research uses the term president to refer to the leader of the board. 

 

1.6 Delimitations 

“The nonprofit sector constitutes a diverse set of organizations, and empirically 

it is often necessary to consider responses within particular industries … to minimize 

some of the inherent variability” (Brown & Guo, 2010, p. 538). This statement 
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illustrates the importance of delimiting the scope of this research to a manageable 

setting. This research, therefore, focuses on the sport industry and, specifically, the 

provincial and state governing bodies in Canada and Australia. These bodies balance 

their operational responsibilities to their members with their long-term planning 

obligations to the national body (Parent & Patterson, 2013; Shilbury, 2013). 

Furthermore, organisations whose primary purpose is delivering sport events (i.e., 

school sport or multi-sport events) were excluded as their purpose differs from 

organisations more integrated into federated structures. Additionally, participants in 

school or multi-sport events are, typically, also associated an organisation specific to 

their sport. Furthermore, the competitions within multi-sport events are often sanctioned 

by the governing bodies of the respective sports. 

 

Within Australia, a further delimitation was made. Only organisations with a 

staff member that had more than purely administrative duties were included. This 

delimitation was made due to the differences in board responsibilities between 

organisations with paid staff and organisations without paid staff. Boards of 

organisations without paid staff have more operational responsibilities which can limit 

the board’s ability to fulfil their strategic and conformance functions (Rochester, 2003). 

Thus, this research focused on the board members of Canadian provincial sport 

organisations and the board members of Australian state sport organisation that employ 

a staff member in more than an administrative role. 

 

1.7 Chapter Summary 

This chapter has provided an introduction to this research. The chapter began 

with an overview of the current governance challenges facing the sport sector and, 
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particularly, the challenges facing individual board members. From this context, the 

three research objectives guiding this research were described. These three research 

objectives focused on identifying individual board member behaviours, board functions, 

and the relationships between behaviours and functions. The two quantitative studies 

used to investigate the research were outlined. The remaining sections of the chapter 

provided an overview of the structure of this thesis as well as the definitions and 

delimitations used in this research. The next chapter builds on this introduction by 

reviewing the relevant literature, which leads to the development of research questions. 
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 Literature Review 

The previous chapter provided an introduction to the research. Three research 

objectives identified individual board member behaviours, board functions, and the 

relationships between board member behaviours and board functions as the primary 

topics of interest. This chapter examines theories and governance literature relevant to 

board functions and board member behaviours. The chapter begins with a brief 

overview of governance, prior to outlining the common theoretical approaches to 

studying governance. These theories are identified as having limitations for the purpose 

of examining board member behaviours. In response to these limitations, it is argued 

that institutional theory and identity theory are appropriate for the purposes of this 

research as these sociologically based theories account for the environmental pressures 

and social elements that influence governance. Following the discussion of theory, this 

chapter provides a thorough review of the governance setting, including differences 

between the nonprofit, corporate, and sport sectors. The review then describes board 

performance, develops a model of board functions, and identifies different factors that 

influence the board in order to understand the context within which board member 

behaviours occur. Drawing on the findings of this review, identity theory is used to 

create a model of individual board member behaviour. The board member behaviour 

model and the board functions model are then synthesised to identify relationships 

between board member behaviours and board functions. To conclude the chapter, three 

research questions are developed to guide this study.  

 

2.1 Governance 

“If management is about running a business, governance is about seeing that it is 

run properly” (Tricker, 1984, p. 7). Tricker’s seminal statement provides a simple but 
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encompassing overview of the purpose of governance. Going further, “to govern is to 

steer an organisation, and to make decisions that are consequential, strategic, and 

impactful, usually on the behalf of others” (Shilbury et al., 2013, p. 349). Governance 

involves taking actions on behalf of others by ensuring conformance, steering an 

organisation, or pursuing goals. The combination of conformance and directions means 

governance is about “the pursuit of goals through the exercise of control” (Rosenau, 

1995, p. 13). Thus, governance is a process; an act rather than a structure.  

 

Governance occurs within an organisation and across a system that extends 

beyond a single organisation. A governance system refers to the act of governance 

across a network of organisations. Through this network, organisations work with each 

other to provide guidance and control, allocate resources, and co-ordinate activities 

(Ferkins & Shilbury, 2015). In particular, these governance systems are evident where 

multiple organisations share a common interest. Examples of governance systems occur 

through governments, industries, and sports (Rosenau, 1995; Shilbury & Ferkins, 2015). 

While this system of collaborative governance is an important trend in understanding 

the effects of inter-organisational factors on the governance of an organisation, there is 

still much to be understood about how governance occurs within an organisation (Hoye 

& Doherty, 2011). The most common governance process within an organisation is the 

appointment of a board of directors which features individuals coming together to 

direct, organise, and regulate the organisation (Clarke, 2004; Hoye, 2007).  

 

A board of directors sits atop the organisation’s hierarchy and ultimately holds 

responsibility for the performance of the organisation (Heimovics, Herman, & 

Jurkiewicz Coughlin, 1993; Pye, 2004; Wright & Millesen, 2008). The board of 
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directors is composed of a group of individuals who, together, make key decisions and 

provide direction to the organisation (Bastedo, 2009). The existence of a group of 

people with responsibility for the organisation serves as a checks-and-balances system 

by reducing the ability of one person to control the organisation (Fama & Jensen, 1983; 

Hart, 1995). Additionally, each individual board member brings their own skills, 

knowledge, and experience that can contribute to better decision-making on behalf of 

the organisation (Steane & Christie, 2001). Thus, boards and board members are 

important considerations for understanding organisations and governance. In order to 

conceptualise and examine the board of directors, governance research has drawn on a 

variety of theoretical perspectives. Prior to an in-depth examination of boards, it is 

important to consider these theories. The next section provides an overview of the use 

of theory in governance research. 

 

2.2 Theories and Governance 

A theory is a “statement of constructs and their relationships to one another that 

explain how, when, why, and under what conditions phenomena take place” 

(Cunningham, 2013, p. 1) and is used to describe how and why relationships between 

constructs occur (Doherty, 2013). The identification of a theoretical foundation allows 

the researcher to illustrate and explain different relationships (Chelladurai, 2013). The 

complexity of governance has led to the use of a variety of theories. These theories each 

focus on a different aspect of governance or explain relationships between constructs in 

different ways that align with the focus of the theory (Nicholson & Kiel, 2004). Two of 

the most common theoretical approaches in governance have been agency theory and 

resource dependence theory (Daily et al., 2003; Miller-Millesen, 2003). A brief 
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summary of each theory is provided below followed by a discussion of the limitations of 

these theories in examining board member behaviour. 

 

2.2.1 Agency Theory 

Agency theory has been a popular approach as it provides a simple 

understanding of governance through an explanation for how a corporation works 

(Daily et al., 2003). Previous to the evolution of agency theory, it was unclear how 

corporations would balance the separation of ownership and control that Adam Smith 

had identified as problematic (Jensen & Meckling, 1976). The owners of a corporation 

are the shareholders while the control of the organisation rests with management. The 

separation of ownership and control is thought to have two primary risks: (1) 

management may act in their own best interests, which may not be in the best interests 

of ownership, and (2) management may not be able to fulfil the expectations of 

ownership (Sapienza, Korsgaard, Goulet, & Hoogendam, 2000).  

 

Agency theory uses a relationship between two parties, a principal and an agent, 

to manage the aforementioned risks (Miller-Millesen, 2003). This theory can be applied 

in situations where the interests and responsibilities of a principal have been delegated 

to an agent (Jensen & Meckling, 1976; Khurana & Pick, 2004). In governance research, 

the principal usually refers to the board, acting on the behalf of owners, and the agent is 

the CEO. To mitigate these risks, it is the responsibility of the principal to control the 

agent and ensure that the agent works on behalf of the principal (Fama & Jensen, 1983). 

Primarily used in a corporate setting, agency theory has focused on how the structure 

and composition of the board may reduce the power of the CEO (Daily et al., 2003).  
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More specific to governance, agency theory explains methods to manage the risk 

when “boards are at the mercy of the managers who control information, definitions of 

alternatives, the nominating process, and, indeed, the very agenda of decision making” 

(Zald, 1969, p. 98). In order to overcome this risk, the emphasis from agency theorists is 

on the monitoring and controlling function of the board (Miller-Millesen, 2003). While 

the corporate focus of agency theory stems from issues regarding ownership, the 

concerns regarding control of management extend outside the corporate setting and 

applies to nonprofit organisations as well (Van Puyvelde, Caers, Du Bois, & Jegers, 

2012). In a nonprofit setting, there are rarely clear organisational owners, which means 

there are multiple interests from different stakeholders that need to be accounted for 

(Ostrower & Stone, 2006). Thus, in agency theory, the principal-agent relationship 

exists between the board and the CEO, but the board’s role as principal extends to 

managing and prioritising the interests of different organisational stakeholders (Jegers, 

2009). Ultimately, in governance, agency theory describes how the board ensures the 

CEO and management act in the interests of stakeholders. 

 

2.2.2 Resource Dependence Theory 

Resource dependence theory is “premised on the notion that all organizations 

critically depend on other organizations for the provision of vital resources” (Drees & 

Heugens, 2013, p. 1667). The dependence on other organisations for resources means 

external factors are heavily influential (Zona et al., 2015). The relationships with other 

organisations leads to varying levels of uncertainty and interdependence in an 

organisation’s environment (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003). This uncertainty and 

interdependence means that organisations are not completely autonomous. In an effort 

to increase autonomy and control, resource dependence theory suggests that 
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organisations seek to reduce the effects of uncertainty and interdependence by 

managing their resources and external relationships (Hillman, Withers, & Collins, 

2009). Therefore, the management of resources and relationships becomes a critical task 

of the organisation in order to ensure survival and promote growth (Wry, Cobb, & 

Aldrich, 2013). Ultimately, resource dependence theory takes a systems view by 

focusing on relationships between organisations as well as between organisations and 

their environments (Wry et al., 2013). 

 

One method for organisations to minimise resource dependencies and manage 

external relationships in multiple ways is through a board of directors (Hillman et al., 

2009). Through resource dependence theory, the board provides a series of benefits. For 

example, the board of directors can engage in boundary spanning behaviours to bridge 

gaps between the organisation and the external environment (Miller-Millesen, 2003). 

This boundary spanning could include recruiting board members with connections to 

other organisations or access to resources (Carpenter & Westphal, 2001; Esparza & 

Jeon, 2013). Additionally, a board can be a resource for the organisation. The variety of 

skills, experiences, and knowledge within the collection of board members can help the 

board to provide the organisation with better advice and guidance (Steane & Christie, 

2001). Finally, the presence of a board lends a sense of legitimacy to an organisation 

that provides credibility in external relationships (Johnson, Daily, & Ellstrand, 1996).  

 

2.2.3 Limitations 

Both agency theory and resource dependence theory have provided guidance and 

insight into understanding governance based upon a different series of underlying 

assumptions. However, neither of these theories are well suited for investigating the 
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prime construct of interest within this study; individual board member behaviours. 

Agency theory and resource dependence theory tend to focus on the board as a 

collective rather than describing the role of an individual board member. More 

specifically, the agency theory approach is limited to the relationship of the board and 

the CEO and often ignores the “embedded structural, political, cognitive, and cultural 

contexts” of a board (Golden-Biddle & Rao, 1997, p. 594). The singular focus of 

resource dependence theory on how the board reduces uncertainty through the provision 

of resources emphasises organisational outcomes rather than individual board members. 

 

While these theories have been effective in explaining the purpose of boards as a 

collective, they are designed on assumptions applicable to organisations, not 

individuals. Their collective focus means their explanatory power for individual 

behaviour is lacking (Zona et al., 2015). Furthermore, both agency theory and resource 

dependence theory take an economic approach to explaining and understanding 

governance that minimises the impact of social relationships (Granovetter, 1985). The 

focus on rational decision making used in economic approaches to governance has 

ignored the “friction of social structure and politics” (Davis, 2005, p. 149) that can 

influence the effectiveness of governance (Schoenberg et al., 2016). While agency 

theory and resource dependence theory certainly have provided an understanding of the 

expected functions of boards, these theories tend to minimise critical elements of the 

processes of governance due to their economic rather than social approach to describing 

governance (Daily et al., 2003; Davis, 2005). A sociological approach to governance 

accounts for the social nature of boards and governance (Khurana & Pick, 2004).  
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This research draws on two sociological theories to explain board member 

behaviours, board functions, and the relationships between behaviours and functions. 

Davis (2005) identified that governance would benefit from research “that unpacks the 

interaction of theories about the institutions and their actual environment” (p. 156). This 

thesis draws on institutional theory and identity theory to underpin the study. 

Institutional theory describes how boards exist as institutionalised structures and 

respond to environmental pressures within a governance system. Identity theory is used 

to describe how board members interpret the institutionalised system to guide individual 

behaviours. The next section provides an overview of institutional theory followed by 

an overview of identity theory prior to describing how the two theories are 

complementary for this research.  

 

2.2.4 Institutional Theory 

Institutional theory suggests that not all decisions are made with rationality and 

efficiency as driving factors and posits that there are ingrained processes and practices 

within organisations that impact decision-making (Barley & Tolbert, 1997). These 

processes and practices are referred to as institutions. Institutions provides guidance for 

decision-makers that “both constrain and enable social action” (Washington & 

Patterson, 2011, p. 3). Institutions are socially constructed, beginning either as rational 

actions taken to mitigate a problem (Zucker, 1987), or in response to external pressures 

(Miller-Millesen, 2003). Institutions are not tied to specific people or situations but 

dictate a pattern of behaviour that is nonnegotiable for the actors involved (Zucker, 

1987). Over time, institutions grow to be accepted facts through consistent 

reinforcement leading “organizations, and the individuals who populate them [to be] 

suspended in a web of values, norms, rules, beliefs, and taken-for-granted assumptions” 
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(Barley & Tolbert, 1997, p. 93). Common examples of institutions in a sport setting, 

include the presence of a board of directors, the extensive involvement of volunteers, 

and a dependence on government funding (Kikulis, 2000; Papadimitriou, 1998).  

 

Institutions are created, maintained, changed and transferred by individuals as an 

effort to rationally address an organisational issue (Barley & Tolbert, 1997; DiMaggio 

& Powell, 1983). “Individual efforts to deal rationally with uncertainty and constraint 

often lead … to homogeneity in structure, culture, and output” (DiMaggio & Powell, 

1983, p. 147). Furthermore, “actors making rational decisions construct around 

themselves an environment that constrains their ability to change further in later years” 

(DiMaggio & Powell, 1983, p. 148). The origin of an institution can, therefore, be 

traced back to rational reasons and variables (Zucker, 1987). The effectiveness of an 

action or structure in addressing an issue can lead the organisation to maintain the 

structure or repeat the action eventuating in the adoption of the solution as a default 

response for organisations confronting similar issues (Zucker, 1987).  

 

Ultimately, institutions can create isomorphism across organisations within a 

shared environment (Kikulis, 2000). Institutions can be transferred from an organisation 

to other organisations or environments in three ways: mimetic, coercive, and normative 

pressures. Mimetic pressures refers to one organisation adopting elements from another 

organisation that is viewed to be more legitimate or successful. The adopting 

organisation trusts that mimicking another organisation will benefit themselves (Miller-

Millesen, 2003). An example of a mimetic pressure occurred within the Canadian sport 

sector as Sport Canada provided access to consulting which led organisations to adopt 

advice that was modelled after a few successful organisations (Slack & Hinings, 1994). 
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Coercive pressures describes the use of power to pressure an organisation into adopting 

a particular institution; changes to laws regarding corporate structures are an example of 

coercive pressures (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Edwards, Mason, & Washington, 2009). 

Within sport, the Australian Sports Commission is using coercive pressure by linking an 

organisation’s funding to the adoption of a series of mandatory governance principles 

(Australian Sports Commission, 2015b). Normative pressures stem from organisations 

wanting to do things in the perceived correct way (Peters, 2011). Normative 

isomorphism can occur as organisations become aware of the growing library of 

documents, policies, and books on governance best practices. Knowledge of the 

perceived right-way to do things increases the desire of board members to adopt these 

practices. Normative isomorphism in sport can occur through professional development 

workshops, organisations working in close proximity to each other, and the growing 

number of graduates of sport management programs (Edwards et al., 2009). 

 

Following institutionalised practices can be effective in preventing an 

organisation or individual from accusations of negligence, irrationality, or unnecessary 

behaviour (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; Meyer & Rowan, 1977). The use of standard 

practices, appropriate language, and legitimising actions show both external and internal 

stakeholders the commitment of an organisation, even when certain behaviours may not 

seem necessary or required (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). Institutions also assist in 

understanding the actions of others by providing a series of rules that make 

communication between individuals or between organisations easier to understand by 

functioning as an agreed-upon framework for interactions and decision-making (Barley 

& Tolbert, 1997). However, as institutions grow in strength and prevalence, they can 

serve as a barrier to effectiveness. For example, a reliance on government funding 
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within the Hellenic sport system has meant sport organisations are not self-contained 

and are vulnerable to changes made by the General Secretariat of Sport (Papadimitriou, 

1998). An institutionalised element can decrease effectiveness by blocking out 

alternative, more efficient practices (Zucker, 1987). Institutionalised practices may 

interfere with effective ways of production by causing a dichotomy between 

effectiveness and perceived legitimacy (Meyer & Rowan, 1977).  

 

Within governance, institutional theory has been used in multiple ways. 

Examples include the use of institutional theory to explain the predominance of boards 

as an organisational structure (Kikulis, 2000), how board’s adopt to normative practices 

(Pugliese et al., 2009), and how internally developed institutional rules influence board 

processes (Ocasio, 1999). Overall, institutional theory describes the tension within the 

board between the incongruence that can arise when the need to be seen as legitimate 

contrasts the best interests of the organisation (Miller-Millesen, 2003). 

 

2.2.5 Identity Theory 

Identity theory is a microsociological theory as it uses an underlying social 

structure to explain and describe individual behaviours (Hogg, Terry, & White, 1995). 

Furthermore, identity theory is grounded in the sociological view that persons play 

multiple roles across structured sets of social relationships (Stryker & Burke, 2000). The 

origins of identity theory are based in the symbolic interactionist view, which identified 

social structures as influencing individual behaviours by way of the self (Blumer, 1986; 

Hogg et al., 1995; Mead, 1934). Thus, one of the purposes of identity theory is 

predicting role-related behaviours through an analysis of the relationship between an 

individual and social structures (Hogg et al., 1995) or “how social structures affect the 
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structure of the self and how structure of the self influences social behaviors” (Stryker 

& Burke, 2000, p. 285).  

 

As a brief overview, identity theory suggests that different social structures 

assign each individual a role. As individuals participate in multiple social structures, this 

means each individual has multiple roles (Stets & Burke, 2000; Stryker, 1968). These 

roles gain meaning from the context of the social structure and provide the expectations 

and meanings for an individual’s identities (Stryker & Burke, 2000). Behaviours 

describe how an individual enacts the meanings of their identity through their 

interpretation of the expectations of their role (Burke & Reitzes, 1981). 

 

The following sections focus on the key elements of identity theory. Key 

elements include social structures, the self as defined by roles and identities, and how 

role expectations and identities influence behaviour. This description outlines the 

principles of identity theory which will be applied later in the chapter to governance and 

board member behaviours. 

 

2.2.5.1 Social Structures 
Identity theory originated with the idea that “individuals were enmeshed in 

networks in society from birth and could not survive outside of preexisting organized 

social relationships” (Stets & Burke, 2014, p. 58). These social structures are 

“embedded in an array of groups, organizations, communities, and institutions” (Stryker 

& Burke, 2000, p. 285) and have patterns of interactions and relationships that maintain 

a semblance of structure. Individuals belong to multiple social structures across macro, 

meso, and micro levels (Stets & Burke, 2014).  
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 Macro structures include large scale social boundaries such as ethnic origin, 

gender, socioeconomic status, or age (Merolla, Serpe, Stryker, & Schultz, 2012; Stryker, 

Serpe, & Hunt, 2005). Macro structures tend to be more permanent and stable than other 

levels. Meso structures are more limited than macro structures and focus on the groups 

and organisations that are a component of day-to-day life (Stryker et al., 2005). These 

include the organisations that people work for or the communities they live in (Merolla 

et al., 2012). Micro structures are the smallest social groups and are often substructures 

of the larger structures. Micro structures can include the department at work, family, or 

social clubs (Merolla et al., 2012). Micro structures, typically, are the basis of most 

inter-personal relationships (Stryker et al., 2005).  

 

Every social structure is a group of individuals that provides opportunities for 

interactions and relationships (Stryker & Burke, 2000). According to identity theory, 

individuals retain a sense of individualism despite group membership. Group members 

maintain a sense of perspective on their group membership and contribute to group 

activities in their own unique way (Stets & Burke, 2000). Despite retaining a sense of 

individualism, groups do have a set of shared social standards that form the basis of the 

group (Burke, 1980). These standards help group members to assess and identify other 

group members, as well as provide a foundation for the interactions and behaviours 

between group members (Burke, 1980). 

 

Through identity theory, “the prediction of behavior requires an analysis of the 

relationship between self and social structure” (Hogg et al., 1995, p. 257). In order to 

maintain a social structure, individuals classify other group members to obtain the 

stability and guidance that is integral to a social structure. Specifically, individuals are 
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identified as holding certain roles within social structures (Stets & Burke, 2000; Stryker, 

1968). These roles are a bridge from the social structure to the self. Thus, the first step 

in explaining behaviours through identity theory is the recognition that each individual 

holds multiple roles due to their participation in multiple social structures. The next step 

in explaining behaviours requires the understanding of roles. 

 

2.2.5.2 Roles 
A role is a position in a social structure that is accompanied by expectations 

regarding appropriate role-based behaviour (Hogg et al., 1995; Stets & Burke, 2000; 

Welbourne, Johnson, & Erez, 1998). Roles are used to facilitate interaction within social 

structures (Stryker & Burke, 2000). Other members of the social structure will respond 

and interact with a person on the basis of the presumed role a person is performing 

(Burke, 1980). Examples of roles include student, father, or accountant. Some roles, 

referred to as counterroles, exist due to the presence of other members in a social 

structure. These counterroles provide a sense of increased meaning to a role by 

complementing or conflicting with other roles (Hogg et al., 1995). For example, the role 

of parent cannot exist without someone in the role of child whereas the role of cyclist 

can exist as a standalone role. 

 

It is critical to note that, within identity theory, the self is not composed of a 

single role. Individuals hold multiple roles that contribute to a complex, multi-faceted 

self (Hogg et al., 1995; Stryker, 1968). The multiple roles an individual carries come 

from the involvement in multiple social structures such as families, communities, or 

workplaces. Some roles are clearly identified and formalised, such as a board member, 

while other roles, such as a friend, can be voluntary and more ambiguous (Burke & 

Stets, 2009; Thoits, 1983). Individuals can know their roles by recognising symbols and 
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signs within the social structure as well as through communication with others (Stets & 

Serpe, 2013). The presence of multiple roles that reflect an individual’s participation in 

society is a central principle of identity theory (Hillman et al., 2008).  

 

Each role an individual holds carries with it a series of expectations. These 

expectations are developed from the context of the social structure (Stryker & Burke, 

2000). Individuals recognise each other as holding roles and use these roles to guide 

expectations of another individual’s behaviour (Stryker, 1968). A role is, essentially, an 

amalgamation of the behaviours an individual is expected to perform in a social 

structure. These expectations are often unwritten and exist “to maintain behavioral 

consistency. If each member of the group decided individually how to behave in each 

interaction, no one would be able to predict the behaviour of any other member, and 

chaos would reign” (Shaw, 1981, p. 279). Roles and expectations are conveyed through 

signs, symbols, and communications with others (Stets & Burke, 2014). For example, 

referees in sport wear a uniform symbolising their position to others and are expected to 

be fair and honest in their decision-making. While each role exists within a social 

structure, the enactment of the role will vary from individual to individual. This 

variation occurs due to the individual nature of each person enacting the role, how 

others enact their counterroles, and the meaning assigned to each role by the individual 

(Stets & Burke, 2000). It is the meaning assigned to a role that makes up an identity. 

 

2.2.5.3 Identities 
As identified above, roles are external to an individual; they are the positions 

assigned to an individual in a social system whereas identities are internal (Stryker & 

Burke, 2000). Identities relate to the meaning that an individual assigns to an externally 

applied role (Burke & Stets, 2009; Stets & Burke, 2000; Stryker & Burke, 2000). 
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Therefore, while roles have a collection of shared expectations, each individual, even if 

they have the same role as another, will develop individualised meanings for their 

personal identities.  

 

Identities are influenced by the shared expectations of the role (Stets & Burke, 

2014) and the interactions with others in the social structure (Burke, 1980). It is through 

an identity that individuals are able to interpret and understand their place in the social 

structure (Golden-Biddle & Rao, 1997). Identities, therefore, “are defined in part by the 

social structure and in part by the individual” (Callero, 1985, p. 203). 

 

An individual has multiple identities to correspond with their multiple roles. It is 

the collection of different identities that make up and provide meaning for the global 

self (Hogg et al., 1995; Stets & Serpe, 2013). However, not all identities are equal to an 

individual. An individual will have different levels of commitment to each identity 

(Brenner, Serpe, & Stryker, 2014). As an example, an individual can identify as both a 

parent and an uncle. In this situation, it is more likely that the individual will be more 

committed to their parent identity. The level of commitment to an identity is determined 

by the quality and quantity of social ties to the role (Stets & Burke, 2014; Stryker, 

1968). Identities with deep ties or many ties are more likely to contribute to the 

individual’s sense of self (Stets & Serpe, 2013).  

 

As with social structures and roles, identities are not static. Identities experience 

continuous change, but at a very gradual pace (Burke, 2006). Change occurs slowly 

through a reflexive process (Stets & Serpe, 2013). This process involves the enacting of 
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an identity and an analysis of the value of meaning from this action. As changes occur 

in the value of meaning, so does an identity.  

 

Interactions between individuals based on identities are reciprocal, meaning 

individuals expect each other to enact the appropriate role (Stets & Burke, 2014). For 

example, an athlete expects their coach to behave like a coach by managing training 

sessions and providing strategic guidance. Identities, like roles, have counteridentities. 

An individual will ascribe meaning to counteridentities (Burke, 1980; Stryker & Burke, 

2000). Continuing the previous example, each athlete may associate different meaning 

to the role of coach. Some athletes may view the coach’s role as that of a disciplinarian 

whereas another athlete may believe the coach’s role is to create a supportive 

environment. The meaning ascribed to the counteridentity of coach influences the 

meaning assigned to the individual’s identity as an athlete. Therefore, when an 

individual’s relationship changes with the social structure or with individuals enacting 

counterroles, the meaning of the individual’s identity will change (Burke, 1980). 

Identities, therefore, evolve and change over time. 

 

In order for identities to be valuable to the sense of self, they must be shared and 

socially recognised (Callero, 1985). This usually involves playing the role within the 

social structure that the identity is based (Stets & Carter, 2012; Thoits, 1983) thus 

enacting the expectations of the role (Stets & Burke, 2000). Therefore, it is an 

individual’s identity that provides the link between societal roles and individual 

behaviours (Hogg et al., 1995).  
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2.2.5.4 Behaviours 
Behaviours are used by individuals to enact an identity. Individuals engage in 

behaviours that are consistent with the expectations of the role on which the identity is 

based. However, as identities are internalisations of a role, the behaviours of an 

individual are not simple replications of the expectations communicated by the external 

role. Rather, individual behaviours are mediated by identities to produce a version of the 

role-based expected behaviours.  

 

Meaning is a critical term for understanding the relationship between behaviours 

and identities. Each identity has meaning for an individual. Reflecting that meaning, an 

individual selects behaviours that convey an identity’s meaning to the group (Stets & 

Serpe, 2013). As these behaviours also have meanings, individuals endeavour to reduce 

cognitive dissonance between the meaning of their behaviours and the meaning of their 

identity (Burke & Reitzes, 1981; Stets & Burke, 2000). For example, an individual who 

assigns the value of integrity to their role as a coach will be more likely to ensure that 

their behaviours reflect higher ethical standards than an individual who believes a coach 

should strive to win at all costs. In order to achieve consistency between the meaning of 

behaviours and the meaning of an identity, behaviours are regularly modified based on 

self-reflection and social confirmation (Stets & Burke, 2014). Thus, in terms of identity, 

the actual behaviours are not as important as the meaning of the behaviours (Burke & 

Reitzes, 1981). 

 

As individuals hold multiple identities, each with specific accompanying 

behaviours (Withers, Corley, & Hillman, 2012), there are multiple influences on how an 

individual will choose to behave. Typically, an individual will behave in line with the 

more salient identity (Serpe & Stryker, 1987; Stets & Carter, 2012). Thus, the more 
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salient an identity is, the more frequently behaviour associated with the identity can be 

expected (Callero, 1985). The salient identity can be selected based on a combination of 

the value an individual attributes to an identity (Welbourne et al., 1998) and the social 

structure in which the individual is participating (Stryker & Burke, 2000). 

 

The relationship between behaviours, identities, and roles is complex (Burke & 

Reitzes, 1981). Individuals enact behaviours that represent identities which are based on 

the roles assigned through social structures. As individuals interact with others in the 

social structure, the feedback they receive can prompt changes in behaviour as well as 

provide verification of their role and their identity (Stets & Burke, 2014). Changes in 

behaviour suggests that meanings may not be congruent between behaviour and identity 

resulting in a change in the assigned meaning. Additionally, feedback from either the 

self or others in response to behaviours can contribute to a change in a social role which 

has its own implications for identity (Burke, 1980). For example, a coach may tell a lazy 

athlete that more work is needed in order to make the most of an athlete’s natural talent. 

This may prompt the athlete to modify their identity from a naturally gifted athlete to an 

under-achieving athlete with high potential. 

 

2.2.5.5 Summary 
Identity theory provides an explanation for individual behaviours. Individuals 

have a tendency to behave in a manner that is congruent with one of their many 

internalised identities. These identities are based on their roles within different social 

structures. In order to use identity theory to explain behaviour, a researcher must 

recognise the relevant social structures, roles, and identities to describe expected 

behaviours. Identity theory has allowed researchers to use the context of an organisation 

to identify important individual behaviours and evaluate the extent to which an 
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individual performs them (Welbourne et al., 1998). Context is critical in the application 

of identity theory as “the nature of … roles cannot be divorced from the contexts in 

which they are enacted” (Griffin, Neal, & Parker, 2007, p. 328). Thus, a thorough 

understanding of governance and the context of the board is required in order to develop 

a model of individual board member behaviours. 

 

2.2.6 Linking Institutional Theory and Identity Theory 

Institutional theory and identity theory provide complementary approaches to 

the research objectives of this thesis. Both theories are grounded in sociological 

approaches but focus on different aspects of social interactions and how they apply to 

governance. Institutional theory provides a lens for understanding the board’s 

established position as a central social structure in governance and describes how 

institutions can create role expectations for board members. Complementing this, 

identity theory provides an explanation for how board members interpret role 

expectations to guide their individual behaviour. Together, these theories provide an 

explanation for why boards exist, what boards are expected to do, what individual board 

members are expected to do, and how individual board members enact these 

expectations through their behaviours. This theoretical approach underpins the 

following review of governance literature. 

 

2.3 Governance  

Two primary streams of governance literature exist; one born of the other. These 

two streams of governance are corporate governance and nonprofit governance, 

reflecting the types of organisations examined. Corporate governance refers to the study 

of for-profit organisations whose legal purpose for existence is to return value to 
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shareholders (Friedman, 2007). In contrast with this clear purpose for existence, 

nonprofit organisations are expected to provide a service to defined stakeholders 

without the aim of financial benefit (Stone & Ostrower, 2007). Recognising this 

different purpose, a stream of literature examining governance in nonprofit settings 

arose. Early nonprofit governance literature drew on the corporate governance literature.  

 

At one time, the infancy of nonprofit governance studies meant that there was 

little previous work to use as guidance and so corporate governance theories such as 

agency and resource dependence theory provided a starting point for a new field 

(Miller-Millesen, 2003). Furthermore, early nonprofit governance examined common 

corporate topics such as the board-CEO relationship (Heimovics & Herman, 1990; 

Leduc & Block, 1985), board composition (Miller, Weiss, & MacLeod, 1988), and 

board effectiveness (Cook & Brown, 1990; Holland, 1991; Taylor et al., 1991). As the 

corporate governance and nonprofit governance fields evolved, the differences between 

the types of organisations led authors to compare and contrast the research streams 

(Alexander & Weiner, 1998; Heimovics et al., 1993).  

 

Overall, the purpose of governance in both corporate and nonprofit organisations 

is similar. In both nonprofit and corporate governance, boards hold the ultimate 

responsibility for the organisation (Heimovics et al., 1993; Van den Berghe & Levrau, 

2004). Boards enact this responsibility through conformance and strategic functions 

(Nicholson & Kiel, 2004; Thomsen, 2014). The conformance function, also referred to 

as oversight, control, or monitoring, refers to the board’s work in ensuring the 

organisations fulfils its obligations and abides by relevant policies. This function is 

found in both nonprofit (Brown & Guo, 2010; Wiehl, 2004) and corporate (Minichilli, 
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Zattoni, & Zona, 2009; Pugliese et al., 2014) settings. The strategic function, also 

referred to as directing or advice, describes the board’s work in shaping the future of the 

organisation. Again, governance researchers have identified this function in both 

nonprofit (Brown, Hillman, & Okun, 2012; Siciliano, 2008) and corporate (Machold, 

Huse, Minichilli, & Nordqvist, 2011; Ruigrok, Peck, & Keller, 2006) settings. Board 

functions are described in more depth later in this chapter.  

 

Boards in both settings are typically composed of part-time individuals who 

have an interest in the wellbeing of an organisation. In nonprofit organisations, board 

members are usually motivated by the mission of an organisation (Inglis, 1994; Inglis & 

Cleave, 2006) whereas board members of corporate organisations are more likely to be 

financially compensated and have a personal financial stake in the organisation 

(Thomsen, 2014). While these motivations do differ between settings, they are both 

grounded in a desire to see the organisation perform well. Moreover, while the 

voluntary culture associated with nonprofit organisations had “typically impeded the 

board from adopting the same level of diligence” (Shilbury, 2001, p. 256) when 

compared with corporate boards, nonprofit boards have shifted away from their 

traditional culture in a push to emulate corporate boards (Miller-Millesen, 2003).  

 

Additionally, changes in regulation and legislation highlights similarities 

between corporate and nonprofit boards. The Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002 in the USA 

was designed to increase the monitoring capability of boards and decrease CEO power 

by requiring a higher ratio of independent board members (i.e., those not also employed 

by the organisation), the creation of audit committees, and an increased ability for the 

board to act without the input of the CEO (Valenti, 2008). Within the nonprofit sector, 
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the Australian Sports Commission has recently released mandatory governance 

principles that include the creation of audit committees, the requirement for independent 

board members, and a decreased role for the CEO through exclusion from nomination 

committees and future board appointments (Australian Sports Commission, 2015b). 

These two examples illustrate trends in nonprofit and corporate governance. Both 

sectors value active boards that provide guidance and boundaries to management 

suggesting a level of alignment in nonprofit and corporate governance (Jegers, 2009; 

Speckbacher, 2008). 

 

However, despite the similarities between corporate and nonprofit governances, 

there are some differences worth noting. Corporate organisations exist to provide 

returns to shareholders which contrast the non-financial motivations of nonprofit 

organisations (McFarlan, 1999). Additionally, comparisons of boards between the two 

sectors revealed differences in terms of the level of diversity, approaches to decision-

making, and individual board member motivations (Steane & Christie, 2001). For 

example, nonprofit boards tend to have better representation than corporate boards of 

traditionally under-represented groups such as women, people with disabilities, and 

different ethnocultural backgrounds (Steane & Christie, 2001). Part of the reason for 

increased diversity stems from the encouragement of nonprofit boards to have a more 

diverse board that may include some form of stakeholder representation which is, 

typically, of minimal concern in corporate boards (Hodgkin, 1993). Furthermore, 

increases in diversity tends to result in decision making that better accounts for the 

considerations of a range of interests (Brown, 2002). Finally, board members of 

nonprofit organisations are usually motivated by the desire to give back (Inglis & 
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Cleave, 2006; Ward & McKillop, 2011) rather than the motives of learning, challenge, 

and compensation in corporate organisations (van der Walt & Ingley, 2003).  

 

In summary, nonprofit and corporate governance stem from a common theme. 

While the nonprofit and corporate settings have developed separate streams of literature, 

commonalities suggest that the two settings can help inform each other and a strict 

division is not always necessary or appropriate. Furthermore, in addition to the presence 

of corporate and nonprofit governance literature it is important for this thesis to 

acknowledge the existence of a body of governance literature specifically applied to 

sport. The following section highlights the evolution and interest areas of sport 

governance before discussing how the three settings are used to inform this research.  

 

2.4 Sport Governance 

Sport includes corporate, nonprofit, and public sector organisations. However, a 

large majority of sport organisations operate fit within a nonprofit context (Hums & 

MacLean, 2013; Shilbury et al., 2013). Nonprofit sport organisations provide, govern, 

and regulate most sport activities including participation and development for athletes, 

coaches and volunteers (Hoye & Doherty, 2011; O'Boyle & Bradbury, 2013). Most 

nonprofit sport organisations have a similar governance structure centred around a 

voluntary part-time board of directors (Hoye & Doherty, 2011; Kikulis, 2000). The 

board of directors is an institutionalised structure within sport organisations that has, 

traditionally, been responsible for the operation of the organisation and a source of 

power within the organisation (Hoye & Doherty, 2011; Hums & MacLean, 2013; 

Kikulis, 2000; Slack, 1985; Slack & Hinings, 1992). As with corporate settings, the 

board of directors is a collection of individual board members who are responsible for 
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providing direction and oversight to the organisation (O'Boyle & Bradbury, 2013). 

Given the prevalence of governance structures, understanding sport governance is 

relevant for local clubs, provincial, state, national and international governing bodies, 

professional teams, and other related organisations (Hoye & Cuskelly, 2007). 

Furthermore, a thorough understanding of governance can help enhance awareness of 

the broader sport industry and relationships between sport organisations (Hums & 

MacLean, 2013). 

 

Interest in sport governance originated in the 1990s as government reviews of 

sport identified broad problems in the governance of sport (House of Representatives 

Standing Committee on Finance and Public Administration, 1990; Hoye & Cuskelly, 

2007). Additionally, the increased interest in sport governance led to independent 

reviews of sport organisations. In Australia alone, the national governing bodies for 

soccer (2003), athletics (2004), basketball (2007), cricket (2011), and rugby union 

(2012) have all undergone an extensive review of governance practices (Hoye et al., 

2015). Both researchers and governments have addressed issues arising regarding sport 

governance. Governments began producing documents including recommendations for 

sport governance principles, practices, and guidelines in the 2000s. Early versions of 

these recommendations included Governing sport: The role of the board (Australian 

Sports Commission, 2005) and Nine steps to effective governance: Building high 

performing organisations (Sport and Recreation New Zealand, 2006). This practice has 

continued as government sport organisations in the UK and Canada have released 

policies and guidelines relating to governance (Sport and Recreation Alliance, 2014; 

Sport Canada, 2011). Furthermore, the Australian and New Zealand sport federations 

have released new editions of their governance principles in addition to other sport 
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governance materials (Australian Sports Commission, 2007, 2012, 2015b; Sport New 

Zealand, 2014, 2015). 

 

The foundation of academic attention in sport governance has focused on the 

board of directors. Central topics have been board performance (Papadimitriou, 2007), 

the functions of the board (Ferkins et al., 2009; Inglis, 1997a; Shilbury, 2001; Shilbury 

& Ferkins, 2011), factors influencing the board (Auld & Godbey, 1998; Doherty & 

Carron, 2003; Hoye & Cuskelly, 2004; Thibault et al., 1991), and individual board 

members (Balduck et al., 2010; Cuskelly, 1995; Cuskelly & Boag, 2001). These four 

sport governance themes of board performance, board functions, contextual governance 

factors, and individual board members have also been researched within nonprofit and 

corporate settings.  

 

Thus far, this chapter has described the background of governance and 

governance theory. As both institutional and identity theory draw on the social 

environment to describe relationships between different concepts, an in-depth 

understanding of governance is required to examine the topics of interest in this study. 

The next sections build the foundation for this thesis by reviewing the literature on sport 

boards in line with the four identified research themes: board performance, board 

functions, governance factors, and individual board members. This review provides a 

more detailed analysis regarding how different elements interact and influence the 

governance environment. The literature review focuses on the nonprofit and sport 

settings but, where appropriate, draws on studies in corporate settings to emphasise, 

compare, and contrast relevant concepts and findings. The foundations developed 

through this review provide the understanding required to examine the focal concepts in 
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this research: board member behaviours, board functions, and the relationships between 

board member behaviours and board functions.  

 

2.5 Board Performance 

Board performance has been a focal area of interest in nonprofit governance 

research. Research has aimed to explain factors influencing board performance 

(Doherty & Carron, 2003; Hoye, 2004; Taylor et al., 1991; Wright & Millesen, 2008), 

how to improve board performance (Brown, 2007; Herman & Renz, 2000; Holland & 

Jackson, 1998), and the effects of board performance on organisational performance 

(Bradshaw, Murray, & Wolpin, 1992; Brown, 2005; McDonagh, 2006; Nicholson & 

Kiel, 2004; Papadimitriou, 2007; Payne, Benson, & Finegold, 2009). Yet despite this 

research, the definition of board performance remains contested and ambiguous. The 

term performance is, by itself, difficult to define. Performance is often used 

synonymously with related terms such as effectiveness (Stone & Cutcher-Gershenfeld, 

2002). “The problems with defining, measuring, and explaining the two terms are 

virtually identical” (March & Sutton, 1997, p. 705). Thus, the complexity of defining 

board performance can be related to the subjective nature of the concept as well as the 

range of different perspectives on the topic (Bayle & Robinson, 2007; Winand, Zintz, 

Bayle, & Robinson, 2010).  

 

Board performance can be “the strategic outcome of the board’s decision-

making processes - as in the ability to achieve its functional objective” (Pfeffer & 

Salancik, 2003, p. 165) or it can be a behavioural construct that “captures the dynamics 

of the decision-making processes” (Sur, 2014, p. 163). These two definitions describe 

two primary sub-domains of performance: behaviours and outcomes (Binning & 
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Barrett, 1989). Behaviours are the actions and activities that are important to, and 

regulate, the operations of the board, whereas outcomes focus on reaching certain goals 

(Binning & Barrett, 1989). Behaviours and outcomes form the basis of different board 

performance models. A board performance model outlines expected relationships 

between different factors and board performance. 

 

Board performance, as a construct, is more prevalent in nonprofit research rather 

than the corporate setting. Research in the corporate setting has focused on identifying 

direct relationships between different board factors and organisational performance 

(Zahra & Pearce, 1989) or predicting antecedents of a specific board task such as 

strategy development (Pugliese et al., 2009). Contrasting this approach, nonprofit 

models tend to describe a board performance construct that mediates the relationship 

between different factors and organisational performance (Hoye & Doherty, 2011).  

 

The most well-known models of nonprofit governance were derived from 

practice rather than research and have focused on clearly defining the tasks and 

responsibilities of the CEO and the board (Carver, 2006; Houle, 1997). In both Carver’s 

Policy Governance model and Houle’s traditional governance model, the board is 

expected to outline a series of policies and guidelines, as well as remain hands-off in the 

operations of the organisation (Carver, 2006; Houle, 1997). Despite the popularity of 

these models, they have not been subject to extensive empirical testing, and rely on 

underdeveloped, simplistic theory regarding the leadership of the organisation (Nobbie 

& Brudney, 2003; Williams, 2010). 
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In response to these approaches, researchers developed board performance 

models that drew on the published literature. Such models tended to adopt an 

input/output structure that described how inputs, through a set of structures and 

processes, lead to board performance (Cornforth, 2001; Ferkins et al., 2005; Hoye & 

Doherty, 2011; Nicholson & Kiel, 2004). The inputs in Cornforth’s (2001) model are 

board members skills, experience, and time. Nicholson and Kiel (2004) extended 

Cornforth’s approach to include organisational inputs such as the history and context of 

an organisation by arguing these organisational characteristics shape the board. The 

models developed by Hoye and Doherty (2011) and Ferkins et al. (2005) explicitly 

identified a range of environmental, organisational, and individual factors that can 

influence performance. The inclusion of environmental and organisational factors 

highlights one of the principles of institutional theory that suggests external factors can 

influence boards by driving boards to implement certain normative practices (Kikulis, 

2000; Miller-Millesen, 2003). 

 

The next step of each model is a series of structures and processes; factors that 

influence how the inputs are transformed into outputs. These inputs describe a range of 

board factors. Cornforth (2001) identified board processes, the clarity of board tasks, 

and board structures as critical in transforming board inputs into board performance. 

Nicholson and Kiel (2004) suggested that the skills, experiences, and knowledge of 

individual board members transforms into board performance through structural capital 

and social capital. Structural capital described the board’s processes and structures 

whereas social capital described the intragroup dynamics of the board and key 

stakeholders (Nicholson & Kiel, 2004). Hoye and Doherty (2011) used the term board 

factors rather than structural capital as a way of referring to the structures and processes 
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of the board. In the Ferkins et al. (2005) model, more detail is provided regarding 

structures and processes. Their model explicitly included the leadership relationship 

between the board and the CEO, the cohesion of the board, the tasks of the board, the 

structure of the board, task clarity, and the operations of the board as factors influencing 

the transformation of board inputs into board outputs (Ferkins et al., 2005). The 

different throughputs used in nonprofit governance models provide an example of how 

identity theory can apply to governance. Throughputs such as board structures and task 

clarity align with the identity theory concepts of social structure and role expectations 

(Burke & Stets, 2009; Stets & Serpe, 2013).  

 

There was not a clear definition of board performance described within these 

models. Rather than specifically define an overall board performance construct, the 

models referred back to the board functions to identify whether performance was 

achieved (Cornforth, 2001; Ferkins et al., 2005; Hoye & Doherty, 2011; Nicholson & 

Kiel, 2004). Thus, governance models have tended to define board performance as the 

effective completion of board functions. This definition of performance aligns with 

behaviour and outcome domains of performance (Binning & Barrett, 1989). Fulfilment 

of board functions refers to behaviours, while the term effective refers to outcomes. 

 

While the governance models described above used different terminology and 

focused on different scopes, the basic premise was the same. The inputs of the board 

include individual board members, organisational context, and environmental factors. 

The structures, processes, and dynamics of the board direct these inputs towards the 

completion of key board functions. The effective completion of board functions is 

referred to as board performance. Understanding the complexity of board performance 
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helps to contextualise the importance of board functions in governance. These functions 

are a central concept in this thesis and the focus of the next section. 

 

2.6 Board Functions and Tasks 

Multiple authors have identified similar lists of board tasks and responsibilities 

(e.g., Brown & Guo, 2010; Inglis, 1997; Inglis, Alexander, & Weaver 1999; Miller-

Millesen, 2003; Shilbury, 2001). Brown and Guo (2010) identified 13 different board 

tasks including fund development, strategy and planning, financial oversight, public 

relations, board member vitality, policy oversight, relationship to executive, provide 

guidance and expertise, facilitate granting, generate respect, be a “working board”, 

board membership, and gaining knowledge. Shilbury (2001) suggested nine tasks were 

important in a sport specific environment including raising funds, setting financial 

policy, advocacy and community relations, hiring decisions of senior staff, developing 

and assessing long range plans, developing and helping to deliver specific programs, 

representing the interests of certain constituents, setting policy to guide staff and 

volunteers, and annual budget allocations. While the tasks described have originated 

through scholarly research, the interest in board tasks is not restricted to academics. For 

example, the Australian Sports Commission, a government organisation, released a list 

of nine expected board tasks that included confirm strategic direction, support and 

monitor the CEO, monitor financial and non-financial performance, create a control 

system, oversee grievances, monitor risks, ensure legal compliance, receive stakeholder 

input, and regularly evaluate performance (Australian Sports Commission, 2012).  

 

The long-list approaches of Brown and Guo (2010), Shilbury (2001), and the 

Australian Sports Commission (2012) are contrasted by other approaches that identify 



- 49 - 

broad underlying board functions which encompass more specific board tasks. Miller-

Millesen (2003) described monitoring, boundary spanning, and conforming as three 

primary board functions. Inglis et al. (1999) described strategic activities, operations, 

and resource planning as three board functions. This was a modification of earlier work 

by Inglis (1997) that had four functions, which included mission, planning, executive 

director, and community relations. Iecovich (2004) grouped nine board tasks into the 

four functions of senior human resource management, relationships with the task 

environment, policymaking, and fiscal management.  

 

Others have delineated functions further and suggested that all board tasks are 

underpinned by the themes of conformance and strategy (Hillman et al., 2008; Hoye & 

Cuskelly, 2007; Melkumov et al., 2015). The conformance function involves 

monitoring the organisation and the strategic function involves directing the 

organisation. Fundamentally, the conformance function and the strategic function align 

with the board’s primary purpose to provide oversight and guidance (Daily et al., 2003). 

With regards to conformance, the presence of multiple board members, along with a 

series of rules on how they can make decisions, increases the difficulty of one person 

damaging the organisation through unchecked power (Fama & Jensen, 1983; Hart, 

1995). With regards to strategy, the combination of different people and their 

accompanying perspectives, skills, experience, and knowledge is supposed to increase 

the quality of decision-making and advice (Steane & Christie, 2001).  

 

Overall, researchers have identified many different, but overlapping, board 

functions which include strategic, conformance, monitoring, boundary spanning, 

conforming, strategic activities, operations, resource planning, mission, executive 
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director, community relations, senior human resource management, task environment, 

strategic planning, policy making, and fiscal management. Different authors have 

described combinations of two, three, or four of these functions as capturing the board’s 

key functions. While these approaches to describing board tasks and functions have 

some differences, there is a lineage through the research that highlights how previous 

research has guided and informed future studies.  

 

One of the most influential studies was conducted in the early 1990s and has 

formed the basis for much of the later research on board tasks and functions. Murray, 

Bradshaw, and Wolpin (1992a) conducted an extensive study of nonprofit boards in 

Canada that was documented in both a large report as well as several academic papers 

about the relationships between the fulfilment of board tasks and other governance 

contingencies (Bradshaw et al., 1992; Bradshaw, Murray, & Wolpin, 1996; Murray, 

Bradshaw, & Wolpin, 1992b). In these studies, participants were asked to rate seven 

different tasks on two scales. One scale asked how important this task was to the board 

and the other scale rated the board’s performance of the task. The reliability of the 

scales was reported as averaging a Cronbach’s alpha score of 0.74 (Bradshaw et al., 

1992). Building on this work by Murray, Bradshaw, and Wolpin, other researchers 

began using the instrument and the theoretical framework to guide their studies. Inglis 

(1997a) used the original seven items included in the early work and added ten more 

items based on the normative literature to study the functions and tasks of boards of 

Ontario provincial sport organisations. In order to ensure validity, she engaged a panel 

of experts to review the items and made minor modifications. Factor analysis was used 

to build on the work of Murray et al., (1992a) by identifying four underlying factors 

within the 17 items. The reliability of the measurement of these factors was assessed 
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using Cronbach’s alpha. Alpha scores ranged from 0.66 to 0.87 suggesting each of the 

factors were reliably measured. The recognition of a factor structure represented an 

advance in thinking by beginning to separate the ideas of board tasks and board 

functions. Shilbury (2001) used the work of Inglis (1997a) in establishing roles within 

sport organisations in order to examine the perceptions held by executive directors and 

board members regarding the level of influence held within Victorian state sport 

organisation. A key finding from Shilbury’s (2001) work suggested the increased role 

paid staff take in completing tasks that used to be the exclusive purview of the board. 

However, it was also noted that both the board and the staff have a belief in the 

importance of the board in providing shared leadership. These findings reiterated the 

importance of governance and started to examine how key board functions are fulfilled. 

Shilbury (2001) did not discuss the validity and reliability of these findings.  

 

This research adopts the two function approach using the conformance function 

and the strategic function as, arguably, the other functions identified above can align 

with either of these two functions. For example, the monitoring, fiscal management, and 

oversight of the executive director may all align with the conformance function while 

resource planning, boundary spanning, and mission may all align with the strategic 

function. Following this conceptualisation of two overarching board functions, the 

conformance function and the strategic function are now described in further detail. 

 

2.6.1 Conformance Function 

The board’s conformance function has also been referred to as monitoring or 

control. The legal obligation of the board’s conformance function is to prevent harm to 

the organisation and its constituents (Gibelman, Gelman, & Pollack, 1997; Wiehl, 
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2004). Boards fulfil their conformance function through a series of tasks enacted across 

the domain of the whole organisation, the board, and individual actors within an 

organisation. One of the purposes of conformance is to ensure the organisation meets its 

legal obligations, remains financially viable, represents the interests of members and 

constituents, and remains focused on the organisation’s purpose (Morrison & Salipante, 

2007; Stone & Ostrower, 2007). In order to do this the board sets financial policies 

(Shilbury, 2001), monitors program implementation (Nicholson & Newton, 2010), 

ensures legal compliance (Inglis, 1997a), protects the mission of the organisation (Soltz, 

1997), and provides financial oversight by reviewing accounts and supervising that the 

funds are used properly (Brown & Guo, 2010; Yeh, Taylor, & Hoye, 2009). A second 

purpose of conformance refers to adhering to the rules that govern the board such as 

regulations on board membership, decision-making processes, and structures. These 

conformance tasks can include the use of a nomination committee to appoint board 

members (Brown, 2007), the election of a board chair, (Yeh et al., 2009), the 

development and oversight of policy relevant to board members (Herman & Renz, 

2000), the representation of key organisational constituents (Shilbury, 2001), and a 

board self-evaluation (Inglis et al., 1999). A third purpose of conformance involves 

monitoring the CEO and setting policies for other actors within the organisation. More 

specifically, some of these tasks include evaluating the CEO (Yeh et al., 2009), 

monitoring the CEO (Herman & Renz, 2000), creating job descriptions for senior staff 

(Iecovich, 2004), and developing policies for staff and volunteers (Inglis et al., 1999).  

 

The failure of a board to enact its conformance function can, at its most extreme 

outcome, lead to an organisation’s failure. While such an extreme outcome may be rare, 

an organisational crisis can certainly occur due to a lack of conformance. Poor board 
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oversight has led to examples of fraud (Andon & Free, 2012), financial crisis (Turbide, 

Laurin, Lapierre, & Morissette, 2008), and embezzlement (Gibelman et al., 1997). 

While not every breach of conformance is likely to have such dramatic outcomes, 

conformance remains a critical part of the board’s role.  

 

In reviewing the different tasks outlined above, it is evident that the 

conformance function is achieved in two ways. Firstly, conformance is achieved 

through the creation and enforcement of policies (Herman & Renz, 2000; Inglis et al., 

1999; Shilbury, 2001). Some policies, such as a financial policy or a conflict of interest 

policy, may be created by the board itself, whereas other policies may be required due 

to legal or funding requirements. Secondly, conformance is achieved through the 

acquisition of information (Rutherford & Buchholtz, 2007). Information can include 

details regarding an organisation’s financial activity (Yeh et al., 2009), the actions of the 

CEO (Herman & Renz, 2000), or reports on an organisation’s programs (Nicholson & 

Newton, 2010). Conformance, therefore, is focused on the monitoring and governing of 

activities to ensure the organisation avoids problems. 

 

2.6.2 Strategic Function 

The board’s strategic function refers to “a set of activities like shaping mission, 

vision and values, identifying important strategic activities and scanning the 

environment for trends and opportunities” (Pugliese & Wenstøp, 2007, p. 384). These 

activities can be performed along a continuum with the board acting as a reviewer and 

monitor of management-developed strategy on one end, to the board as the creator and 

director of strategy at the other end of the continuum (Ingley & Van der Walt, 2001; 

Nicholson & Newton, 2010). In considering this continuum, the strategic function is 
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characterised by “big picture or long-term thinking; a vision or picture of the future;… 

looking externally;… long-term goals [providing] the roadmap;… and facilitating 

execution (as distinct from doing)” (Ferkins & Shilbury, 2012, pp. 72-73). 

 

Some specific tasks fall under the purview of the strategic function. These 

include providing guidance to management (Brown & Guo, 2010; Hodge & Piccolo, 

2005), developing long term plans (Shilbury, 2001), and determining the mission of the 

organisation (Inglis, 1997a; Yeh et al., 2009). These actions describe the different ways 

the board engages with its strategic function and are consistent with the continuum 

identified above. In addition to the specifics regarding the formulation and approval of 

strategy, there are other board tasks that fit within the broader strategic function. These 

tasks may not be directly part of a strategic planning process, but are board actions that 

have an influence on strategy.  

 

One such task is the hiring of the CEO (Inglis et al., 1999). The selection of a 

new CEO has strategic implications for the organisation as the choice of CEO can signal 

a desire for change or stability as the CEO often plays an influential role in the 

development and implementation of strategy (Schoenberg, 2012). Another board task 

with strategic implications is the creation or approval of the annual budget (Yeh et al., 

2009). Through the budget, the board is directing strategy by allocating where resources 

will be distributed. Additionally, the board’s task of public advocacy and lobbying is a 

strategic task as it develops future networks and opportunities for the organisation 

(Iecovich, 2004). 
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Overall, the board’s strategic function contains a range of different actions from 

active involvement in the creation of strategy (e.g., strategic planning) to fulfilling tasks 

that have strategic implications (e.g., hiring the CEO). Ultimately though, the strategic 

function is responsible for directing the future of the organisation. This function is 

achieved through a combination of active involvement, ratification of other decisions, 

and the fulfilment of strategy-influencing tasks (Ferkins & Shilbury, 2012). 

 

2.6.3 Board Functions Model 

The two board functions originate from different theoretical backgrounds. The 

conformance function is grounded in agency theory (Fama & Jensen, 1983) while the 

strategic function has been derived from resource dependence theory (Pfeffer & 

Salancik, 2003). The differences between the theoretical origin and the purpose of the 

two functions suggested the two functions were distinct from each other. This led to 

researchers examining the functions separately (Hillman & Dalziel, 2003). 

 

Despite the distinctive nature of the two functions, others have argued the 

functions do not necessarily need to be considered separately, despite their different 

theoretical backgrounds (Sundaramurthy & Lewis, 2003). Rather, linking the two 

functions together may provide a more comprehensive understanding of governance 

(Hillman & Dalziel, 2003; Pugliese et al., 2014). Ultimately, boards fulfil both 

conformance and strategic functions as part of their overall responsibility to the 

organisation meaning it makes sense to understand how the functions relate to each 

other (Hillman & Dalziel, 2003; Sundaramurthy & Lewis, 2003). A relationship 

between the two board functions has been theoretically supported but has generally 

received limited empirical attention (Pugliese et al., 2014). 
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This thesis turns to institutional theory to describe a predictive relationship 

between the two functions. Institutional theory suggests that normative, mimetic, and 

coercive pressures will result a level of isomorphism among boards of sport 

organisations (Kikulis, 2000). This isomorphism occurs due to the pressures from 

different stakeholders such as organisational members, government bodies, other 

boards, and individual board members (Miller-Millesen, 2003).  

 

Coercive pressures occur as sport governing bodies are largely dependent on 

public funding and, therefore, are subject to conditions imposed by funding bodies 

(Hoye, 2003). For example, the Australian Sports Commission has recently 

implemented mandatory governing principles (e.g., gender quotas and requirements 

regarding strategic planning) that national sport organisations must meet in order to 

receive funding (Australian Sports Commission, 2015b). In addition to coercive 

pressures, sport organisations have adapted to a range of normative pressures. These 

pressures include being more strategic (Ferkins & Shilbury, 2012), organising and 

managing effective board meetings (Hums & MacLean, 2013; Inglis & Weaver, 2000), 

and developing relationships with stakeholders (Sotiriadou, 2009). Finally, there are a 

range of expected behaviours within sport governance that reflect mimetic pressures to 

emulate other sport organisations. Within sport, these practices include the importance 

of electing board members (Minikin, 2015) and having member representatives on the 

board (Hoye, 2003).   

 

Boards adapting to these pressures reflect the tenet of institutional theory that 

states organisations respond to different pressures in order to achieve a sense of 

legitimacy (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). Thus, fulfilling the strategic function is one 
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example of a board conforming to the expectations of its environment. This suggests 

that boards that are more attuned to their conformance function will also be more aware 

of the need to be strategic. Therefore, institutional theory suggests fulfilment of the 

conformance function would be predictive of fulfilment of the strategic function as 

illustrated in Figure 2.1. Further support for this assertion can be found in examining the 

agendas of board meetings. Agendas describe what will be covered in a board meeting 

and commonly focus on conformance related tasks (e.g., approving reports) at the start 

of the meeting (Hums & MacLean, 2013; Inglis & Weaver, 2000). These agendas 

reflect an institutionalised practice of boards emphasising conformance issues which 

suggests that boards tend to fulfil the conformance function prior to fulfilling the 

strategic function.  

 

This section has outlined the conformance function and the strategic function as 

two primary board functions and also identified how specific board tasks fit within the 

two board functions. In addition, this section identified a lack of research examining the 

relationship between the two functions, leading to the creation of a model that suggests 

the strategic function can be predicted using the conformance function. The next section 

reviews the factors that influence the fulfilment of these board functions. 

 

 

 

Figure 2.1 Board functions model 
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2.7 Contextual Factors in Governance 

The previous section outlined two key functions of the board but provided 

limited explanation as to the setting in which these functions are fulfilled. Many 

different factors have been identified as having a relationship with board functions and 

these can be grouped into four broad factors; environmental, organisational, board, and 

individual (Hoye & Doherty, 2011). Environmental factors include pressures from and 

relationships with external organisations. Organisational factors relate to the 

organisation as a whole including professionalisation, relationships within the 

organisation, and organisational performance. Board factors include structures, 

processes, and intragroup dynamics of the board. Individual factors describe the 

individual board member and include, amongst others, attitudes and competencies.  

 

A further distinction can be made between these four factors. Environmental and 

organisational factors are external to the board whereas the individual and board factors 

are internal to the board. The distinction between external and internal factors aligns 

with the underpinning theory in this research. Viewed through a sociological lens, it is 

important to understand the different factors that can influence how a board fulfils its 

functions and what influences individual board member behaviour. Thus, institutional 

theory explains the influence of external factors while identity theory describes the 

effect of internal factors.  

 

The following sections examine the factors that contribute and hinder the board 

from fulfilling its conformance and strategic functions. This review serves three 

purposes. Firstly, it develops an understanding of the factors that influence board 

functions and individual board member behaviours. Secondly, it identifies a gap related 
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to the understanding of individual board member behaviours. Thirdly, it explains the 

influence of these factors using the lenses of institutional theory and identity theory.  

 

2.7.1 Environmental Factors 

A sport organisation operates in an environment that includes a range of 

influential actors (Chelladurai, 2009). Therefore, boards “must adapt to changes in an 

organization’s internal and external environments” (Hums & MacLean, 2013, p. 7). 

Institutional theory also attests that environmental changes can influence an 

organisation making it important to understand the environment of sport organisations 

(Kikulis, 2000; Meyer & Rowan, 1977). In particular, this research is interested in the 

environmental pressures that can influence board functions. 

 

The purpose and functions of a board evolve due to “a network of actors 

involved in competition, cooperation, negotiation and mutual adjustment” (Henry, 2007, 

p. 8). These actors can include the media, other sport organisations, or the government 

(Hums & MacLean, 2013). Highlighted in Chapter One, the general environment has 

become increasingly attentive to sport governance, particularly when governance has 

been poor. Large multi-national organisations, such as the International Olympic 

Committee, have adopted governance reforms in response to public pressure from the 

media (Kübler & Chappelet, 2007). The International Olympic Committee adopted 

principles from corporate governance by focusing on increasing democracy, 

transparency, and accountability (Kübler & Chappelet, 2007) and have recommended 

that member associations should also adopt a series of basic principles of good 

governance (International Olympic Committee, 2014). These governance reforms have 

become increasingly formalised with the recent strategic agenda for the International 
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Olympic Committee including a series of recommendations that focus on conformance 

issues such as compliance, transparency, and ethics (International Olympic Committee, 

2014). O’Boyle and Bradbury (2013) noted that calls for transparency and 

accountability were not restricted to large multi-national organisations. In response to 

the recognition that much of sport is funded through public expenditure, there has been 

an increasing call for transparency and accountability at all levels of sport (O'Boyle & 

Bradbury, 2013). The emphasis on transparency and accountability by the media and 

general public aligns with the conformance function of the board. Boards, as part of the 

conformance function, are expected to monitor the organisation to ensure compliance 

with legal requirements (Inglis, 1997a), funds are spent appropriately (Yeh et al., 2009), 

and staff operate in the best interest of the organisation (Herman & Renz, 2000). Thus, 

the external environment has heightened the expectations of boards to fulfil their 

conformance.  

 

In addition to the increased scrutiny, other environmental pressures have pushed 

boards to consider strategic decisions regarding increasing commercial opportunities. 

The economic growth of professional sport has provided opportunities to sell broadcast 

rights and increase revenue from sponsors (Hoye et al., 2015; O'Brien & Slack, 2003). 

The ability to increase revenue and enter commercial agreements provided both 

opportunities and threats. Sport organisations must balance the ideals of voluntary sport 

organisations with the realism of the need for continuous growth in a competitive 

marketplace (Gammelsæter, 2010). These opportunities and threats have placed new 

demands on board members who were accustomed to focusing on operational issues, 

but are now being forced to consider big picture thinking regarding the mission of the 

organisation as well as longer term planning (Ferkins & Shilbury, 2012; Shilbury, 
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2013). Thus, the economic growth of sport has resulted in an environment that has 

increasingly required boards to address the strategic function. 

 

Furthermore, the environment has drawn attention to both the conformance and 

strategic functions of the board. National sport bodies such as Sport Canada or the 

Australian Sport Commission are increasingly requiring boards to align with their 

specified governing principles in order to be eligible for funding (Australian Sports 

Commission, 2015b; Government of Canada, 2016). These governance principles 

emphasise both the conformance and strategic functions of the board. For example, 

boards are now expected to have audit committees and complete strategic plans 

(Australian Sports Commission, 2015b). The efficacy of initiatives by government 

organisations to improve sport governance have not been comprehensively tested 

meaning it is not clear whether the desired effect has been achieved. Overall, the 

pressures from the sport environment have emphasised and highlighted the importance 

of the board’s conformance and strategic functions (Hums & MacLean, 2013). 

 

2.7.2 Organisational Factors 

Over the past several decades, sport organisations have seen a rise in 

professionalisation (Shilbury et al., 2013). Professionalisation occurred with the 

introduction of paid managerial staff and can be defined as the transformation of sport 

organisations “from a volunteer driven to an increasingly business-like phenomenon” 

(Dowling, Edwards, & Washington, 2014, p. 527). The rise of professionalisation was 

in response to the increasing complexity of the sporting environment such as a critical 

reliance on government funding, expanding commercial considerations and 

opportunities, and greater demands of board members (Kikulis, Slack, & Hinings, 1995; 
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Shilbury, 2001; Thibault et al., 1991). These changes have influenced sport governance 

by altering the functions of the board, changing the power and leadership in the 

organisation, and shifting the nature of sport organisations (Chelladurai, 1987; Inglis, 

1997b; Shilbury, 2001). 

 

Prior to this era of professionalisation, boards and subcommittees tended to be 

responsible for both governance and the day-to-day activities, with “most decisions 

[being] made by volunteers with no obvious expertise” (Shilbury, 1993, p. 125). As a 

result of professionalisation, organisations have become more formalised and 

specialised by separating and defining operational and governance tasks (Hoye, 2007; 

Shilbury, 2001). Boards are no longer focused on the day-to-day operations of 

organisations, now under the purview of managerial staff, but have changed their focus 

to strategic and conformance functions as identified earlier in this chapter (Inglis, 

1997b; Shilbury, 2001). Thus, while the strategic and conformance functions are well 

established in corporate organisations, for many sport organisations this shift in focus is 

relatively new.  

 

Another effect of professionalisation is the shift in leadership of the 

organisation. Boards, historically, held the majority of the power and led the 

organisation in the direction they chose. With the hiring of managerial staff, the board 

has found their leadership role has changed (Auld, 1997; Auld & Godbey, 1998). As 

sport boards are traditionally composed of part-time volunteers (Inglis, 1997b), the full-

time CEO and staff have more access to information and better awareness of issues 

within the organisation (Inglis, 1997b). While the board maintains its hierarchical 

power, the board is often reliant on the CEO and other staff for information regarding 
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the organisation. This balance of power between the formal authority of the board and 

the informed position of the CEO has led researchers to emphasise the presence of 

shared leadership in sport governance (Auld, 1997; Auld & Godbey, 1998; Inglis, 1994; 

Shilbury, 2001). 

 

Finally, the nature of sport organisations has changed as a result of 

professionalisation. Prior to the introduction of paid staff, sport organisations were 

mutual-benefit organisations with members making the decisions with the aim to 

maximise the interests of members (Chelladurai, 1987). However, the effects of 

professionalisation have meant sport organisations have transitioned from mutual-

benefit organisations to service organisations (Inglis, 1997a; Thibault et al., 1991). 

Service organisations utilise a hired group of people to carry out decisions made by a 

select group of a members (Chelladurai, 1987). The hiring of paid staff to fulfil the 

plans of the board indicate that many sport organisations are now service organisations. 

 

Early examinations of the impacts of professionalisation, from a governance 

perspective, were interested in how professionalisation affected what the board did. 

However, more recent examinations of professionalisation have shifted from what the 

board does to how the board fulfils its tasks. Boards are increasingly expected to 

maintain a strategic focus, make decisions independently from staff, demonstrate 

accountability, and adopt processes such as nominations committees and composition 

quotas (Adriaanse & Schofield, 2013; Ferkins & Shilbury, 2015; Shilbury et al., 2013). 

Thus, while early effects of professionalisation changed the purpose of the board, the 

ongoing influence of professionalisation affects internal board practices. 
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Applied to this research, the professionalisation of sport has implications for 

both board functions and board member behaviours. Boards have moved away from an 

operational role and are expected to focus more on conformance and strategic activities 

(Inglis, 1997a). For board members, professionalisation has resulted in a list of key 

responsibilities that they are expected to fulfil while also considering long-term strategic 

plans and balancing leadership with the CEO (Auld & Godbey, 1998; Shilbury, 2001).  

 

2.7.3 Board Factors 

There are a diverse group of board factors that can influence board performance. 

These factors can be grouped into the structures, composition, and intragroup dynamics 

of the board (Hoye & Doherty, 2011; Lee, Alexander, Wang, Margolin, & Combes, 

2008; Schoenberg et al., 2016). There are both formal structures, such as those defined 

by constitutions, regulations, and other policies, as well informal structures created by 

the board in order to function. Examples of structural elements include board size, the 

presence and purpose of sub-committees, the appointment process for board members, 

and the use of agendas (Brown & Iverson, 2004; Carson, 2002; Enjolras, 2009; Inglis & 

Weaver, 2000; O'Regan & Sharon, 2005). These different structural elements provide 

boundaries and processes for how boards fulfil their functions by influencing the ability 

of boards to communicate effectively (Saxton, Kuo, & Ho, 2012), determining topics 

boards address in meetings (Inglis & Weaver, 2000; Parker, 2007), and prescribing how 

meetings are conducted (Bradshaw et al., 1992).  

 

Composition describes how individual attributes are collectively represented in 

the group (e.g., gender ratio, diversity in ethnic origin, professional background) 

(Callen, Klein, & Tinkelman, 2003; de Andrés-Alonso, Azofra-Palenzuela, & Romero-
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Merino, 2009; Prybil, 2006). Although, diversity among different individual attributes 

“may initially produce more conflict in the decision making process, the variety of 

perspectives that emerges cause decision makers to evaluate more alternatives and more 

carefully explore the consequences of these alternatives” (Carter, Simkins, & Simpson, 

2003, p. 36). Viewed this way, diversity can help the board by offering a better range of 

resources and perspectives, but can also make decision-making and consensus building 

more difficult and time-consuming. Empirical examinations have supported this 

perspective in gender diversity (Bradshaw et al., 1996), ethnic origin (Brown, 2002), 

and functional background (Miller et al., 1988) by identifying positive, negative, and 

neutral effects of diversity on board performance. “Although the literature on boards 

strongly supports diversity in the social and moral sense, the business case is not well 

supported by hard evidence” (Bradshaw & Fredette, 2013, p. 1114). However, others 

have suggested that simply attaining diversity does not result in the proposed benefits. 

Rather the benefits come through inclusive practices that engage with the challenges 

and opportunities of diversity (Fredette, Bradshaw, & Krause, 2016). Thus, the benefits 

brought about by diverse composition are best achieved through the interactions of 

board members. 

 

Intragroup dynamics describe the underlying social relationships that are 

developed through the interaction of group members (Schoenberg et al., 2016). 

Intragroup dynamics include cohesion (Doherty & Carron, 2003), conflict (Hamm-

Kerwin & Doherty, 2010; Kerwin, Doherty, & Harman, 2011), power patterns (Murray 

et al., 1992b), the board-CEO relationship (Hoye & Cuskelly, 2003), and boardroom 

climate (Parker, 2007). Each dynamic is conceptually independent from each other, but 

describes a different element of the social relationships between group members. 
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Intragroup dynamics are important as board members are expected to work together and 

engage in group discourse (Nicholson, Newton, & McGregor-Lowndes, 2012; 

Papadimitriou, 1999). Thus, these social elements may influence the fulfilment of board 

functions by affecting how effectively board members work together. Schoenberg et al. 

(2016) suggested that intragroup dynamics had been underrepresented in other 

governance models. 

 

Structures, compositions, and intragroup dynamics have often been examined 

separately from one another in governance research. Thus, the common approach to 

researching board factors has been to assume an independent effect of a board factor on 

board performance without recognising the potential for interrelated effects (Lee et al., 

2008). For example, as described above, diversity, by itself, is not a path to improved 

performance. Rather, when the relationships within the board (i.e., the intragroup 

dynamics) and the practices of the board (i.e., structural elements) embrace diversity, 

then benefits may result.  

 

For this thesis, board factors are an important consideration given the 

relationships outlined above. Relationships, board factors, and board functions suggest 

that the board’s fulfilment of its conformance and strategic functions will be influenced 

by the board’s structure, composition and intragroup dynamics. Furthermore, board 

factors may also “mediate the influence of environmental, individual, and organizational 

factors” (Hoye & Doherty, 2011, p. 276) meaning that the previously outlined 

environmental and organisational pressures may be enhanced or negated by factors 

within the board.  
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When viewed through the lens of identity theory, board structures, composition, 

and intragroup dynamics can shape the social structure of the board and the 

accompanying role expectations of board members. Thus, board factors, through their 

impact on social structures and role expectations, may influence individual board 

member behaviours. For example, a board that fosters debate may encourage an 

individual board member to express a dissenting opinion. Additionally, individual 

factors have been identified as impacting the board (Cornforth, 2001; Hoye & Doherty, 

2011) providing additional justification for researching the relationships between 

individual behaviours and board functions. To this point, the influences of 

environmental, organisational, and board factors have been identified and described as 

potentially influencing both board functions and board behaviours. The next section 

expands on these considerations by reviewing individual factors. 

 

2.7.4 Individual Factors 

While individual factors are often noted as influencing board performance 

(Cornforth, 2001), there has been limited examination of this relationship. Research on 

individual factors has tended to restrict analysis to the individual level rather than how 

the individual affects the group. Individual factors that have been examined include 

attitudes, attributes, and role ambiguity. 

 

Attitudinal examples of individual factors include motivation and commitment 

which have both been evaluated within the nonprofit board setting. There have been 

multiple attempts to identify different reasons why individuals volunteer to be board 

members. Inglis (1994) identified five different motivations and described these as 

growth, responsibility, contribution, recognition, and relations. Inglis and Cleave (2006) 
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described the enhancement of self-worth, learning through community, helping the 

community, developing individual relationships, unique contribution to the board, and 

self-healing as six reasons for individuals to volunteer on the board. Ward and McKillop 

(2011) had similar findings as both Inglis and Cleave (2006) and Inglis (1994). They 

identified enjoyment and interest, social, human capital, altruism, and moral duty as five 

motivational factors. These three conceptualisations of motivations share similar themes 

of altruism, social motivations, personal growth, and enjoyment. In addition to 

identifying similar reasons for motivation, these studies found similar themes, as 

altruism tended to be the most commonly cited or most important motivating factor for 

board members (Inglis, 1994; Inglis & Cleave, 2006; Ward & McKillop, 2011). 

Supporting this claim, board members were more likely to be altruistically motivated 

than volunteers outside the central position of the board (Prouteau & Tabariés, 2010b). 

The similar findings from these studies gives strong evidence that nonprofit board 

members are motivated by the cause and purpose of an organisation. The altruistic 

motivation suggests that individual board members are likely to direct their behaviours 

towards making a positive contribution to the organisation. Additionally, more effective 

boards were more likely to have board members who are passionately motivated by the 

purpose of the organisation (Taylor et al., 1991). Thus, the motivation of board 

members has been linked to both individuals and the board as a whole. 

 

Commitment describes the loyalty, belief, and involvement an individual has for 

an organisation or their role within the organisation (Cuskelly et al., 1998; Mowday, 

Porter, & Steers, 1982). Commitment has been linked to a variety of board member 

behaviours including citizenship behaviour, turnover behaviour, absenteeism, turnover 

intention, and as a predictor of individual performance (Cuskelly & Boag, 2001; Hoye, 
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2007; Preston & Brown, 2004). Commitment has benefits outside of predicting 

increased individual performance. Hoye (2007) argued that commitment helps explain 

tenure and hours contributed. Board members with more tenure who volunteer more 

hours may “develop higher competencies from experiencing a variety of issues on the 

board and thus are more able to contribute based on such experiences” (Hoye, 2007, p. 

118). Cuskelly (1995) reversed the traditional approach by examining how the 

performance of a board influenced the commitment of the board member, finding that 

higher functioning boards led to increased levels of commitment. While commitment of 

board members is important, the effect of commitment may be heightened when 

supported by relevant individual attributes (Winand, Rihoux, Robinson, & Zintz, 2012). 

 

Attributes refer to the individual competencies, skills, and experience of a board 

member. Some attributes apply equally to all boards whereas other attributes are more 

specific to certain boards or industries, such as sport. Generic attributes include general 

intelligence, strong communication skills, basic financial knowledge, and other 

professional skills (Balduck et al., 2010; Doherty, Misener, & Cuskelly, 2014; Pointer 

& Orlikoff, 2002). Context-dependent attributes usually involve a speciality area of 

knowledge. In sport, Shilbury (2001) identified that “board members believed that their 

special expertise was their sport experience” (p. 263) followed by their knowledge of 

the organisation. This finding reflects other findings that suggest board members tend to 

have close relationships with organisations prior to commencing board work (Balduck 

et al., 2010; Prouteau & Tabariés, 2010b). This may mean that board members can 

struggle to provide the new perspective desired of independent board members 

(Australian Sports Commission, 2015b). 
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Board members are usually expected to already possess the desired attributes 

prior to commencing board work (Prouteau & Tabariés, 2010b; Ward & Preece, 2012). 

Attributes relative to specific organisations or settings are often obtained through other 

volunteer positions in the organisation prior or in conjunction with the board member 

position (Cuskelly, Hoye, & Auld, 2006a; Prouteau & Tabariés, 2010b). Despite the 

benefits of providing training to board members (Cuskelly, Taylor, Hoye, & Darcy, 

2006b; Renz, 2010), boards rarely provide these opportunities due to a lack of time or 

willingness to participate in training activities (Hoye & Cuskelly, 2004).  

 

Identity theory provides an explanation for how individual attributes and 

attitudes can influence individual board member behaviours. Through the lens of 

identity theory, every board member has an individual identity. This identity is how an 

individual interprets their role as a board member (Stets & Burke, 2000; Stryker & 

Burke, 2000). Identities draw on interactions with the board as well as individual 

characteristics, such as attributes and attitudes, to guide behaviours related to the role of 

a board member (Callero, 1985; Golden-Biddle & Rao, 1997). As people have different 

attributes and attitudes, individuals will interpret and perform their board member role 

in different ways (Burke & Stets, 2009). 

 

Another contextual factor that influences the individual is role ambiguity. “Role 

ambiguity occurs when there is a vagueness or lack of clarity in some aspect of a 

relationship such as power distribution, hierarchy, nature of the tasks or duties, or 

consequences of an individual’s actions” (Schulz & Auld, 2006, p. 185). Doherty and 

Hoye (2011, p. 107) identified that “knowing what to do is fundamental to one’s 

performance”. Role ambiguity has been expected in the nonprofit governance context 
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due to the presence of multiple goals, a range of stakeholders, and confusion brought 

about by the professionalisation of the sector (Herman & Renz, 2000; Papadimitriou, 

2007). The presence of role ambiguity can be partially caused by poor communication 

regarding role expectations. Research evidence suggested that role ambiguity was 

predicted by tenure and communication and that better communication and longer 

tenure resulted in less role ambiguity (Schulz & Auld, 2006; Wright & Millesen, 2008). 

The expectations of a role “are ‘sent’ by others, verbally and nonverbally, and through 

job descriptions, media and other means of role socialization” (Widmer, 1993, p. 340). 

The presence of shared normative behaviours within the board would be one example of 

how role expectations are communicated to board members (Doherty et al., 2004). The 

importance of communication in role ambiguity can be explained through identity 

theory. Identity theory relies on interactions among members of a social structure to 

create role expectations (Stryker & Burke, 2000). Thus, when interactions within the 

social structure do not create clear role expectations, higher levels of role ambiguity 

would be expected (Widmer, 1993). 

 

The primary topic of this thesis, individual board member behaviour, has 

received limited examination in the governance literature (Prouteau & Tabariés, 2010b). 

Board member behaviours have been treated as secondary factors with limited 

theoretical development. Research on board member behaviours have typically included 

board member tasks such as attending meetings, donating money, tenure, time spent on 

board activities, or committee participation (Doherty & Hoye, 2011; Garnes & 

Mathisen, 2014; Hoye, 2007; Preston & Brown, 2004). While these activities are 

arguably important for board members, these activities capture normative prescriptions 

of what a board member should do (i.e., their tasks) and may be setting-dependant 
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rather than describe how a board member actually goes about performing their role (i.e., 

their behaviour). Through the lens of identity theory, behaviours describe how 

individuals respond to and interact with social structures (Stets & Serpe, 2013). Thus, 

while the use of prescriptive tasks can help understand what board members do, identity 

theory can help explain why board members behave in certain ways and how board 

members perceive their role (Burke & Reitzes, 1981; Stets & Burke, 2000). Therefore, 

using identity theory to examine board member behaviours can provide a meaningful, 

deep understanding of the interactions between individuals in a governance setting. 

 

2.7.5 Contextual Governance Factors Summary 

The individual, board, organisational, and environmental factors reflect different 

pressures on board functions and board member behaviours. These factors have 

typically been identified separately, but when considered together, identify a complex 

environment for board members to negotiate. This complexity exists through both 

rigidity and flexibility. Viewed rigidly, boards have clearly defined structures, 

processes, and tasks that are identified by internal and external rules and norms 

(Doherty et al., 2004). Viewed flexibly, boards are expected to respond to changes 

within the board, the organisation, and the environment, as well as strategically plan for 

an unpredictable future.  

 

Grounded in institutional theory, boards and board members experience tension 

between adapting to environmental and organisational pressures and retaining 

institutionalised governance practices. Internal factors (i.e., board and individual 

factors) also influence board functions and board member behaviours. Through the 

perspective of identity theory, the structure, composition, and dynamics of the board 
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describe the board’s social structure and, therefore, influence both the individual board 

member and how boards fulfil key functions. Additionally, identity theory describes 

how individual attributes and attitudes can result in different board member behaviours. 

Thus, the environmental, organisational, board, and individual factors are contextual 

considerations for understanding board member behaviours and board functions. 

 

In summary, this section has outlined a range of factors that influence board 

functions and board member behaviours. While board functions have been described in 

detail earlier in this chapter, this section revealed a gap in the understanding of 

individual board member behaviours. The factors described in this section provide a 

background for developing a model of board member behaviour that seeks to explain 

how board members negotiate the complexity inherent in their position. The following 

section draws on identity theory and the governance literature to develop a conceptual 

model of individual board member behaviours. 

 

2.8 Individual Board Member Behaviour 

This chapter has described theories related to this study and reviewed literature 

regarding boards of directors. In particular, a gap has been identified in the knowledge 

of individual board member behaviours. In considering how to further knowledge 

regarding board member behaviours, Khurana and Pick (2004) identified that 

“answering the question of how we are to understand directors’ behavior in boardrooms 

requires not only locating the etiology of their behavior, but also developing defensible 

premises about director behavior that can guide theory building and focus empirical 

investigation” (p. 1264). In identifying the lack of theoretical consideration for 

understanding board member behaviours, this section draws on identity theory to 
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develop a model of board member behaviour. The model is developed by integrating 

governance factors with the underlying principles of identity theory. 

 

There are many types of individual behaviours that have been identified in 

organisations. Examples include task-specific behaviours (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993; 

Johnson, 2003), helping behaviours (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 2000), 

and organisationally directed behaviours (Borman et al.; Podsakoff et al., 2000; 

Welbourne et al., 1998). The use of identity theory provides guidance in selecting what 

behaviours are more likely to fit in a sport governance context. The structure of this 

section builds on the previous discussion of identity theory by describing the board and 

organisation as social structures, identifying the different roles and accompanying 

expectations of board members, how these roles translate to individual identities, and 

the accompanying individual behaviours. An overview of the identity theory process 

and how it applies to sport governance is provided in Figure 2.2. More detail is provided 

regarding this process throughout this section. This process results in a theoretical 

model of board member behaviours that can be empirically tested. 

 

2.8.1 Social Structures 

Social structures are organised networks in which each individual participates 

through assigned roles (Stryker & Burke, 2000). In order to apply identity theory to 

board members, shared social structures form the basis for creating a model of board 

member behaviour. There are two social structures that are shared among all board 

members of an organisation; the board and the organisation. The board is an interactive 

micro structure and members are assigned certain positions (e.g., president, general 

member) within the structure to create stability and guidance. A board is nested within 
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the meso structure of an organisation. Therefore, individual board members are also 

participants in an organisation’s social structure (Khurana & Pick, 2004, p. 1283). As 

with a board, an organisation involves interactions and relationships between 

individuals who are fulfilling an organisational role (e.g., board member, staff, 

volunteer). Using identity theory, the contextual factors of the board and organisation 

underpin the role expectations of individual board members (Stets & Burke, 2014). 

 

 

Figure 2.2 Identity theory and its application to sport governance 

 
 
2.8.2 Roles 

The social structure of boards leads to different roles for board members. Board 

members may have an individual role, a board role, and an organisational role. The 

individual role refers to the expectations that come with a specific position an individual 

has on the board, such as president or secretary. The board role describes how the 

individual works with other members of the board. The organisational role describes the 

expectations of an individual to represent the organisation as a board member. Such 

Social 
Structure

•THEORY: Groups of people bonded by a commonality
•APPLIED TO GOVERNANCE: Boards of directors act as social structures

Role

•THEORY: The position an individual holds or is assigned within a social structure
•GOVERNANCE: The individual, board, and organisational roles an individual is expected 

to fill due to their position as a board member

Role 
Expectations

•THOERY: Shared expecations of the group on how an individual should fulfil a role
•GOVERNANCE: Board members are expected to follow institutionalised board 

practices, adapt to changes, provide oversight, and provide guidance

Identities

•THEORY: Identities describe how individuals interpret role expecations based on their 
experiences
•GOVERNANCE: Each board member draws on their own background to fulfil their role

Behaviours

•THEORY: The enactment of identity
•GOVERNANCE: Based on organisational behaviour, board members may be expected to 

use proficient, adaptive, and proactive behaviours to meet role expectations
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roles have also been identified in other applications of identity theory to organisations 

(Griffin et al., 2007; Welbourne et al., 1998). In these applications, the individual and 

the organisational roles remained similar, but a more contextually relevant role that 

reflected a work-group (e.g., team, department) replaced the board role. 

 

There are a range of contextual factors, described throughout this chapter, that 

create a series of expectations for these three roles (Hoye & Doherty, 2011, p. 276). 

Firstly, boards are expected to fulfil a conformance function through the completion of a 

set of important and clear central tasks (Gibelman et al., 1997). Therefore, individual 

board members are expected to help ensure the board fulfils its obligations for oversight 

and monitoring (Doherty et al., 2004). Secondly, boards are expected to direct and guide 

the organisation into the future (Ferkins & Shilbury, 2012). The strategic function 

suggests board members are expected to provide planning, foresight, as well as assist 

the development of strategic initiatives. Thirdly, board members are faced with 

ambiguity from both a complex and changing environment (Ostrower & Stone, 2010) as 

well as their individual roles (Schulz & Auld, 2006). The presence of complexity, 

change, and role ambiguity means it can be more difficult to identify and control 

specific role-related expectations. Rather, role expectations emerge organically as an 

individual adapts to the uncertain environment (Griffin et al., 2007; Katz & Kahn, 

1978). Therefore board members are expected to adapt to the changing and complex 

environment by adjusting their behaviour in response to changes to their individual role, 

changes to the board, and changes affecting the organisation. Finally, boards typically 

follow a predictable set of patterned behaviour (Kikulis, 2000; Ocasio, 1999). For 

example, boards have regular meetings that cover prescribed topics using established 
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processes (Bradshaw et al., 1992; Inglis & Weaver, 2000). Board members are expected 

to behave in a manner that facilitates the use of such institutionalised practices.  

 

In summary, individual board members hold three roles (individual, board, and 

organisational). Within these three roles, board members are expected to: (1) behave 

according to established institutionalised board practices; (2) adapt to a changing 

environment; (3) provide oversight to help the board fulfil its conformance functions; 

and, (4) provide guidance to help the board fulfil its strategic function.  

 

These four role expectations are derived from the social structure and are a 

description of typical expectations rather than a description of how any singular board 

member enacts their roles. Board members draw on internal identities to assign meaning 

to the expectations of board members in order to guide their individual behaviour. 

 

2.8.3 Identities 

Identities are the internal process that transform roles into behaviours through 

the individuals interpretation of their role and the corresponding expectations (Hogg et 

al., 1995). While the previous section described role expectations of board members, 

these are generalisations to board members and do not, necessarily, specify how each 

board member interprets the roles to create their own identities (Stets & Burke, 2000).  

 

Board member identities can vary due to differences between individuals and 

their interpretations of the expectations of the role and surrounding contextual factors 

(Burke, 1980). Individual differences among board members may include differences in 

gender (Bradshaw et al., 1996), ethnic origin (Brown, 2002), functional background 
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(Miller et al., 1988), tenure (Hoye, 2007), and age (Siciliano, 1996). Additionally, 

individual board members assess and interpret role expectations and contextual factors 

in different ways. For example, individual board members may not agree on the extent 

to which a board should monitor the CEO. These differences result in different identities 

between individuals. Identity theory states that identities are the link between roles and 

behaviours (Golden-Biddle & Rao, 1997). Therefore, different identities produce 

variation in the enactment of expected role behaviours. Expected behaviours are based 

on role expectations. The next section describes different types of behaviours expected 

of board members. 

 

2.8.4 Behaviours 

Studies on organisational behaviour have revealed many different individual 

behaviours including proactive behaviours (Grant & Ashford, 2008), counterproductive 

work behaviours (Fox, Spector, & Miles, 2001), servant leadership behaviours 

(Sendjaya, Sarros, & Santora, 2008), organisational citizenship behaviours (Podsakoff 

et al., 2000), prosocial behaviours (O'Reilly & Chatman, 1986), and deviant behaviours 

(Robinson & Bennett, 1995). Each of these behaviours describes a different way an 

individual can act within an organisation. However, not all behaviours are relevant in all 

contexts. Therefore, context and role expectations are used to identify what behaviours 

may be relevant to and expected from board members. Using the role expectations 

described previously, three types of behaviours have been identified that align with the 

expectations of board members. These behaviours include proficient behaviours, 

adaptive behaviours, and proactive behaviours.  
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Proficient behaviours focus on accomplishing core tasks and meeting the formal 

requirements of a position (Griffin et al., 2007; Martin, Liao, & Campbell, 2013). These 

behaviours are particularly important when the core tasks are predictable and stable 

(Martin et al., 2013). Therefore, proficient behaviours are important for both 

accomplishing core tasks and following proper procedures when doing so (Griffin et al., 

2007). From a leadership position, such as a board, proficient behaviours also describe 

the need to set guidelines and monitor staff (Martin et al., 2013).  

 

Proficient behaviours align with some of the role expectations of board 

members. For example, board members are expected to follow certain institutions in 

fulfilling their role. These institutions would be perceived as the standard and accepted 

practices within a board (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). Thus, proficient behaviours can 

capture how board members attempt to follow these accepted practices. Furthermore, 

proficient behaviours can describe how board members attempt to contribute to the 

fulfilment of the board’s conformance function. Both proficient behaviours and the 

conformance function focus on multiple well-defined tasks (Miller-Millesen, 2003). 

Therefore, board members may use proficient behaviours to meet role expectations 

regarding following institutionalised practices and helping the board to fulfil its 

conformance function. 

 

Adaptive behaviours can be used to fulfil the expectation that board members 

will respond to the changing environment of the board and the ambiguity in their role. 

“Adaptive behaviors involve individuals responding constructively to unexpected and 

new circumstances, which is increasingly important … in rapidly changing 

environments” (Griffin, Parker, & Mason, 2010, p. 175). These behavioural adjustments 



- 80 - 

are particularly important in uncertain contexts. Individuals in a stable context may 

rarely require behavioural adjustments whereas individuals in an uncertain context need 

to constantly adapt to the inevitable and ongoing changes (Shoss, Witt, & Vera, 2012). 

Examples of adaptive behaviours include learning new skills or using new processes. 

Adaptive behaviours are most commonly viewed as a response to external stimulus 

(Jundt, Shoss, & Huang, 2015), but some roles, by nature, have a high level of 

ambiguity (Wall, Cordery, & Clegg, 2002). Such ambiguity means individuals do not 

have clear expectations and, therefore, regularly engage in adaptive behaviours as their 

role evolves (Griffin et al., 2010; Katz & Kahn, 1978). Adaptive behaviours focus on 

responding to change, learning new skills, and adapting to the environment suggesting 

that adaptive behaviours would be an appropriate technique for board members to 

address the challenges created by change in the sport environment. 

 

Proactive behaviours are self-initiated and future-oriented (Grant & Ashford, 

2008). Board members may use proactive behaviours to fulfil the board’s strategic task. 

In order for individuals to be able to be proactive, there are certain contextual 

requirements that include a level of autonomy and ambiguity (Crant, 2000; Grant & 

Ashford, 2008; Griffin et al., 2007). Autonomy describes the ability of an individual to 

work independently with minimal supervision while self-managing their workload 

(Griffin et al., 2007). Ambiguity, in the context of proactive behaviours, describes a 

situation with unclear expectations regarding outputs and procedures (Grant & Ashford, 

2008). Furthermore, proactive behaviours are critical to accomplishing complex tasks 

within dynamic and decentralised groups (Belschak, Hartog, & Fay, 2010; Crant, 2000). 

These proactive behaviours align with the strategic function of the board. Boards are 

expected to consider the future of the organisation and have the autonomy to lead the 
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organisation (Ferkins & Shilbury, 2015; Heimovics et al., 1993). Thus, proactive 

behaviours may describe how board members can address the expectation to contribute 

to the board’s strategic function. 

 

These three types of behaviour ask different questions regarding board member 

behaviour. Proficient behaviours seek to describe “how does a board member 

accomplish core tasks?” Adaptive behaviours ask “how does a board member respond 

to changes?” Proactive behaviours question “how does a board member initiate positive 

changes?” As described above, each of these behaviours may suggest how board 

members fulfil role expectations. While research on individual board members has 

examined attitudinal, attributes, and demographic factors to understand board members, 

there has been limited behavioural approaches within governance (Davis, 2005; 

Westphal & Zajac, 2013). The use of behaviours provides a new perspective to 

understanding board members. The next section uses these three types of behaviours 

and the different roles of board members to create a theoretically derived model for the 

examination of individual board member behaviours. 

 

2.8.5 Board Member Behaviour Model 

It has been argued that identity theory can describe relevant behaviours for 

individual board members. The previous sections recognised how the board and the 

organisation are social structures in which individual board members participate. Board 

members were described as having an individual role, a board role, and an 

organisational role. Behavioural expectations for these three roles were developed using 

the contextual factors of the board and the organisation. Board members were described 

as having the following role expectations: (1) behave according to established 
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institutionalised board practices, (2) adapt to a changing environment, (3) provide 

oversight to help the board fulfil its conformance functions, and (4) provide guidance to 

help the board fulfil its strategic function. The interpretation of these expectations 

contributed to individual board members identities. Therefore, the literature was 

reviewed to identify types of behaviour that would align with the role expectations of 

board members. This led to the identification of three types of behaviour (proficient, 

adaptive, and proactive) that a board member may use to fulfil their role expectations. 

These three types of behaviour were defined, described, and linked to different role 

expectations. Proficient behaviours were linked to the expectations to follow 

institutionalised practices and provide oversight. Adaptive behaviours were linked to the 

need to adapt to a changing environment. Proactive behaviours were linked to the need 

to provide guidance. The development of board member roles, expectations, and 

behaviours provides the foundation for the board member behaviour model. 

 

The proposed board member behaviour model combines each of the three 

behaviours (proficient, adaptive, and proactive) with each of the three board member 

roles (individual, board, and organisational) to create a multi-dimensional model of 

board member behaviour. Thus, nine behaviours are developed through the combination 

of three roles with three types of behaviour. The decision to combine behaviours and 

roles was grounded in identity theory. Identities provide the link between roles and 

behaviours (Hogg et al., 1995). Identities describe how board members interpret their 

role and translate that role into behaviours (Stets & Serpe, 2013). Thus, the combination 

of roles and behaviours in this research accounts for the influence of identities in 

describing how board members behave. Figure 2.3 provides an overview and an 

example of each of the nine behaviours.  
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Individual Board 
Member Behaviours 

Proficient Adaptive Proactive 

Individual Role 
Individual Proficient 

E.g., Reviewing materials 
prior to meetings 

Individual Adaptive 
E.g., Using new 

technology for filing 
board reports 

Individual Proactive 
E.g., Took action to 

solve a long-standing 
issue 

Board Role 
Board Proficient 

E.g., Helping another 
board member with a task 

Board Adaptive 
E.g., Changing 

behaviours to match 
legislative changes 

Board Proactive 
E.g., Implemented an 
evaluation process for 

board members 

Organisational Role  
Organisation Proficient 
E.g., Supporting the staff 

of the organisation 

Organisation 
Adaptive 

E.g., Adjusting to 
strategic organisational 

restructuring 

Organisation 
Proactive 

E.g., Lead the 
development of a 

strategic plan 

Figure 2.3 Board member behaviours   

 

These nine behaviours are distinct constructs that describe different ways 

individual board member may behave. Board members may perform behaviours 

differently as identities incorporate individual interpretations of the social structure and 

role expectations as well as reflect individual experiences (Callero, 1985; Golden-

Biddle & Rao, 1997; Stets & Burke, 2014). Thus, this nine-behaviour model accounts 

for different identities by providing multiple behaviours that board members may enact. 

 

The board member behaviour model was based on two assumptions. The first 

assumption is that the individual, board, and organisational roles are interdependent. “In 

interdependent systems, the behaviour of an individual has an impact not only on the 

effectiveness of that individual, but also on the effectiveness of others, including 

groups, teams, and the organization as a whole” (Griffin et al., 2007, p. 330). Based on 

(Adapted from Griffin et al., 2007) 
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this definition of interdependence, a board member fulfilling their individual, board, or 

organisational role will influence the board and the organisation either directly or 

indirectly. The interdependent nature of these three roles means that a model of board 

member behaviour should include all three roles rather than focusing on just one role or 

creating separate models for each role. 

 

The second assumption is that each type of behaviour can be observed in each 

board member role. A board member fulfils their individual role by using proficient, 

adaptive, and proactive behaviours to complete their individual tasks. Similarly, board 

members fulfil their board and organisation roles by using all three types of behaviour 

and directing these towards either the board or the organisation.  

 

This model provides a new perspective on understanding individual board 

member behaviour. The use of identity theory accounted for the contextual factors 

identified throughout the governance literature. Furthermore, this model may be used to 

identify relationships with other governance constructs. The next section describes 

possible relationships between board functions and board member behaviours. 

 

2.9 Board Functions and Board Member Behaviours 

Two different models have been developed in this chapter; a board functions 

model and an individual board member behaviour model. This section describes the 

predicted relationships between behaviours and functions that guide this research. The 

relationships between the two models can provide theoretical and practical advancement 

beyond the explanatory power of the individual models. Figure 2.4 portrays multiple 

predictive relationships. These relationships exist between the proficient behaviours and 
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the conformance function; adaptive behaviours and both functions; and proactive 

behaviours and the strategic function. Additionally, the model depicts the predictive 

relationship between the conformance and strategic function as described earlier in this 

chapter. Furthermore, the model highlights the assumption of interdependence by 

depicting of covariant relationships between the nine behaviours. This section outlines 

the rationale for these predicted relationships. 

 
Figure 2.4 Predicted relationships between behaviours and functions 
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A central argument of this thesis is that board member behaviours will have a 

relationship with board functions. This is consistent with the governance research that 

examines how contextual factors (such as individual behaviours) influence board 

performance (Hoye & Doherty, 2011; Melkumov et al., 2015). Furthermore, the 

relationship between individual behaviours and board functions is supported by identity 

theory. While identity theory states that behaviours are enacted as a response to social 

structures (Stets & Burke, 2014), social structures are reliant on the interactions of 

group members and shared social standards (Stryker & Burke, 2000). Therefore, in a 

governance setting, board functions provide the expectations for individual behaviours 

which are targeted at fulfilling the needs of the board. 

 

The presence of nine distinct behaviours and two different board functions 

means the relationships of functions and behaviours may be complex with different 

behaviours expected to predict different functions. As these behaviours are 

combinations of roles and types of behaviour, it is important to consider the influence of 

both roles and types of behaviour on board functions. The interdependent nature of the 

board means that each board member role (individual, board, and organisational) is 

likely to influence the board’s fulfilment of its functions. Even though individual 

behaviours may be used to fulfil the individual role and organisational behaviours used 

to fulfil the organisational role, the performance of these roles are expected to influence 

the board as a whole (Griffin et al., 2007). 

 

The expectations of board members developed through identity theory were used 

in order to estimate the specific relationships between each type of behaviour and each 

task. Proficient behaviours were described as a response to expectations of board 
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members to provide oversight and help the board fulfil the conformance function. 

Therefore, the three proficient behaviours (individual, board, and organisational) are 

expected to predict the board’s fulfilment of its conformance function. Proactive 

behaviours were described as a response to expectations surrounding the board’s 

strategic function. Therefore, the three proactive behaviours are expected to correspond 

with the board’s fulfilment of its strategic function. Adaptive behaviours were described 

as a response to the uncertainty and complexity of the board’s environment. However, 

as the board’s environment can influence both the future of the organisation and is 

influenced by the requirements of the organisation, it is expected that adaptive 

behaviours in all three roles would relate to both functions.  

 

The predicted relationships between individual board member behaviours and 

the board’s fulfilment of its key functions were based on previous governance literature. 

The relationships between behaviours and functions were identified as being complex 

with different behaviours predicting different functions. To this point, the chapter has 

developed a board functions model, a board member behaviour model, and described 

relationships between functions and behaviours. The next section develops research 

questions that guide this thesis.  

 

2.10 Research Objectives and Research Questions 

Chapter One introduced three research objectives that were used to guide this 

literature review. The three objectives were:  

Objective 1: Develop a theoretically driven understanding of board member 
behaviours. 
Objective 2: Examine the relationship between different board functions. 
Objective 3: Examine the relationships between board member behaviours and 
board functions. 
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This section acknowledges these objectives through the development of three 

research questions that incorporate the board member behaviour model, the board 

functions model, and the relationships between functions and behaviours described in 

this chapter. These research questions direct the research toward the sport context. 

Although corporate, nonprofit, and sport governance literature has been used throughout 

this chapter, differences exist between the different settings. In order to minimise the 

effect of different settings, this research focuses on sport governing bodies. The first 

two research questions describe independent examinations of the two different models: 

RQ1: How does the board member behaviour model derived from identity 
theory fit the sport governing body context? 
RQ2: How does the board functions model fit the sport governing body context? 
 

Prior to this research, knowledge of individual board member behaviours has 

been under-developed with unclear theoretical origins. The common theoretical 

approaches to governance, agency theory and resource dependence theory, do not 

provide the explanatory power required to describe individual behaviours. Therefore, a 

sociological approach was used. Specifically, identity theory provided a new approach 

to understanding board member behaviours. This theoretical approach underpinned the 

development of a board member behaviour model. This model combined three board 

member roles (individual, board, organisational) and three types of behaviour 

(proficient, adaptive, proactive) to describe nine different board member behaviours. 

RQ1 tests the individual board member behaviour model to examine if the nine-

behaviour model can accurately distinguish, explain, and describe different board 

member behaviours. 

 

The conformance function and the strategic function have often been 

conceptualised as two key functions within corporate governance, and, to a lesser extent 
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the sport and nonprofit sector. These functions underpin the different tasks that boards 

are expected to accomplish. Empirical examinations of the conformance and strategic 

functions have typically identified the functions as independent of one another and 

focused on the relationship between one function and another governance factor. There 

has been minimal investigation into the relationships between the functions. This is 

partially due to the differences in the underlying theories with agency theory 

underpinning the conformance function and resource dependence theory underpinning 

the strategic function. This research draws on institutional theory to describe a 

predictive relationship between the two functions. Therefore, RQ2 tests the relevance 

and the relationships of the two-functions model in a sport governance setting. 

 

The first two research questions examined constructs within sport governance. 

RQ3 examines the relationships between the two constructs of behaviours and functions 

by asking: 

RQ3: What are the directions and strengths of the relationships between 
individual board member behaviours and the board’s fulfilment of its 
conformance and strategic functions? 
 

Through this chapter, the limited understanding of the relationships individual 

board member behaviours have with board functions has been identified. In response to 

this gap, theoretically justified predictive relationships have been conceptualised 

between board member behaviours and board functions as outlined in Figure 2.4.  

 

2.11 Chapter Summary 

Throughout this chapter, a range of theories, constructs and relationships have 

been described and identified. The chapter began with a critique of commonly used 
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governance theories. Agency theory and resource dependence theory were identified as 

being too focused on board-level outcomes as well as understating the influences of 

social processes in order to properly explain individual board member behaviours. This 

led to the introduction of identity theory and institutional theory. Institutional theory 

identified that organisations have institutionalised practices and adapt to pressures from 

their environment. Identity theory is specifically used for predicting and explaining 

individual behaviours. Grounded in a sociological perspective, identity theory described 

individual behaviours as reflective of internal identities. Individual identities are based 

on the meaning ascribed to the roles assigned by the different social structures with 

which each individual interacts. In order to use identity theory to describe behaviours, 

the role expectations that exist within a social structure needed to be understood. 

 

Next, through a review of the governance literature, the contextual factors 

relevant to individual behaviours were described. This review started with an overview 

of the different contexts of governance. A common theme, board performance, was 

identified and defined as the board’s fulfilment of its key functions. This led to a review 

of board tasks that were subsequently summarised in a board functions model. This 

model described the conformance function and the strategic function as two underlying 

board functions. Furthermore, fulfilment of the conformance function was expected to 

predict the fulfilment of the strategic function. This represents advancement in theory 

surrounding board functions as previous theory had tended to keep the two functions 

independent of each other. Following the creation of the board functions model, the 

influence of environmental, organisational, board, and individual factors were addressed 

and discussed. 
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The next section combined identity theory with the governance literature to create a 

model of individual board member behaviour. This model recognised individual, board, 

and organisational roles for board members. These roles shared four contextual factors 

that would influence role expectations: (1) behave according to established 

institutionalised board practices, (2) adapt to a changing environment, (3) provide 

oversight to help the board fulfil its conformance functions, and (4) provide guidance to 

help the board fulfil its strategic function. These expectations were used to identify 

proficient, adaptive, and proactive behaviours as three ways individuals seek to enact 

their identities by fulfilling role expectations. This led to a multi-dimensional model of 

individual board member behaviour that featured nine distinct behaviours based on the 

combinations of three different roles and three different behaviours. 

 

At the conclusion of the chapter, relationships were predicted between the board 

member behaviours model and the board functions model. These relationships may help 

explain how individual board member behaviours can predict the fulfilment of board 

functions. Ultimately, three research questions were developed in response to the thesis 

objectives and the gap identified in the literature. The next chapter describes the 

research approach used to address the three research questions. 
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 Method 

This chapter describes the approach used to address the research problem and 

research questions identified in Chapters One and Two. The philosophical 

underpinnings of research are discussed leading to the selection of pragmatism as a 

guiding paradigm. Pragmatism directed the researcher towards a quantitative research 

approach. After a brief overview of the two studies used to address the research 

questions, the chapter provides detailed information regarding the participants, 

materials, procedures, and analysis used in this research. The chapter concludes with a 

discussion of ethical considerations regarding this research. 

 

3.1 Paradigms and Research Approach 

The impacts of paradigms are increasingly discussed in social science research. 

Paradigms refer to a framework for thinking that includes ontological, epistemological, 

and methodological considerations (Gioia & Pitre, 1990). Ontology refers to beliefs in 

how reality is constructed and the role of humans in developing this reality. 

Epistemological debates argue whether the relationship between a researcher and what 

is known is objective or subjective. Methodology is focused on the techniques for 

acquiring knowledge and what is truly known (Gephart, 2004) . Different paradigms 

reflect different combinations of beliefs in ontology, epistemology, and methodology. 

The most diametrically opposed paradigms, representing opposite ends of the spectrum, 

are positivist-derived paradigms and interpretative-derived paradigms. Positivist and 

post-positivist paradigms are identified by belief in one central reality waiting to be 

discovered, an objective relationship between the researcher and the research, and a 

reliance on objective data (Neuman, 2006). The interpretive paradigm believes reality is 



- 93 - 

socially constructed, the researcher is embedded in the research, and knowledge is 

gained through an in-depth understanding of the research participants (Krauss, 2005). 

 

Morgan (2007) argued qualitative researchers introduced paradigmatic debate in 

order to legitimise qualitative methods. The paradigmatic debate occurred between the 

proponents of two distinct research approaches, qualitative and quantitative. The 

argument of qualitative researchers drew on the philosophy of knowledge to challenge 

the quantitative focus of research. This led to debates regarding the philosophic 

underpinnings of qualitative and quantitative research (Bryman, 2008).  

 

Quantitative research has traditionally aligned with positivist paradigms. 

Primarily deductive in nature, quantitative studies test theories with the aim to provide 

context-free and time-free generalisations (Das, 1983). Quantitative researchers view 

the observer as independent to the relationship being studied (Gephart, 2004) . Often, 

the researcher aims to identify cause and effect relationships between variables 

(Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998) 

 

Alternately, qualitative research tends to operate in an interpretive paradigm 

where there is not a singular reality that can be revealed (Denzin & Lincoln, 2003). The 

lack of a singular reality makes generalisation difficult. However, this is not of concern 

to the qualitative researcher as the in-depth contextual understanding of a phenomenon 

is what makes research worthwhile (Das, 1983). Qualitative approaches believe that the 

observer is unable to be completely independent of the data collected and, therefore, the 

researcher’s values must be accounted for in the analysis of the data (Guba & Lincoln, 

1994). Ultimately, qualitative research looks to build theory rather than test theory. 
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Viewing their own set of assumptions as ideal, purists of both quantitative and 

qualitative research tended to reject the other approach (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 

2004). The pragmatism paradigm shifted the focus away from philosophical debate by 

arguing the research approach used should be the approach most suited to answering the 

research questions (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003). Thus, rather than the ontological, 

epistemological, and methodological orientations of the researcher driving the research 

design, the research questions provide the justification for a research approach 

(Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2005). Pragmatism “offers a practical and outcome-oriented 

method of inquiry” (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004, p. 17).  

 

Pragmatism is not without its flaws. Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004) listed 

some of the shortcomings of pragmatism as including: a) the focus on usefulness can be 

vague unless addressed explicitly; b) pragmatism can be viewed as a way to avoid 

philosophical debates; and c) pragmatism can struggle to produce important 

fundamental societal changes. These flaws, however, can be addressed. Through the 

careful and meticulous design of a research study a researcher can demonstrate how the 

research approach is effective. Additionally, the research can include discussion 

regarding philosophical debates to indicate that the researcher is not attempting to avoid 

the philosophical debate and is willing to engage in this subject matter. Finally, framing 

research within existing literature ensures a research topic is of importance. 

 

This research used pragmatism as the guiding paradigmatic approach to 

answering the research questions. The use of pragmatism ensured the research questions 

remained the central factor in research design. The concerns regarding the use of 
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pragmatism are mitigated through Chapter Two’s engagement with the existing 

literature and the following detailed description of the research design. 

 

3.2 Research Design 

Research design describes the approach used to address the research questions. 

This section introduces and justifies the use of a quantitative, cross-sectional design 

using two sequential studies. Following this overview, details regarding the participants, 

materials, procedures, and analysis are provided. Using a pragmatic paradigm, 

“researchers should consider the research problem that they want to study… [and] the 

design should match the research problem” (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2007, p. 79). This 

study examined three research questions, listed below. RQ1 focused on examining a 

model of board member behaviour. RQ2 examined a model of board functions. RQ3 

investigated the relationships between board member behaviours and board functions.  

RQ1: How does the board member behaviour model derived from identity 
theory fit the sport governing body context? 
RQ2: How does the board functions model fit the sport governing body context? 
RQ3: What are the directions and strengths of the relationships between 
individual board member behaviours and the board’s fulfilment of its 
conformance and strategic functions? 
 

These research questions tested a series of relationships developed from a 

thorough examination of previous literature and theory. The development of a 

theoretically based board member behaviour model and a board functions model 

suggested a deductive theory-testing approach was suited for answering the research 

questions. Furthermore, the research questions were clearly defined with identifiable 

variables. Both the models and the research questions led the researcher to adopt a 

quantitative approach. Quantitative research approaches are effective in explaining a 

phenomenon, quantifying reality, and seeking out relationships (Denzin & Lincoln, 
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2003; Schutt, 2011) by providing objective, reliable, and valid results (Rudd & Johnson, 

2010). Finally, as quantitative research includes a large number of people who are 

representative of a larger population, the findings can be generalised to larger groups for 

an increased impact of the research (Bryman, 2003; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). 

Therefore, this study used quantitative methods to investigate the research questions.  

 

There are two primary approaches to quantitative research; questionnaires and 

experiments (Creswell, 1998). Questionnaires have demonstrated their validity and 

reliability in examining behaviours and perceptions whereas experiments are only 

appropriate and effective in controlled contexts where the researcher can isolate and 

manipulate variables (Black, 1999). In the case of boards of directors, there were far too 

many contextual factors to conduct a controlled experiment. Therefore, questionnaires 

were used to quantify and compare the nature and extent of the relationships under 

examination. Questionnaires allowed data to be collected for statistical analysis. 

 

The research questions focused on current relationships within and between 

behaviours and functions meaning a cross-sectional study was appropriate. Cross-

sectional research requires the collection of data from a suitable number of respondents 

in order to analyse the relationships between the variables of interest (Bryman & Bell, 

2011). Each response occurs at a single point in time (Bryman & Bell, 2011). While 

cross-sectional research is not designed to identify causal relationships, it is effective at 

mapping the relationships that currently exist between variables. 

 

In considering the research questions, it was pragmatic to conduct two sequential 

studies. Multiple studies allowed for findings of study one to inform study two 
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(Morgan, 1998). Study one was a quantitative questionnaire designed to address RQ1. It 

tested the individual board member behaviour model by surveying board members of 

Canadian provincial sport organisations. 

 

Study two addressed all three research questions by testing the board member 

behaviour model (RQ1), measuring the board’s fulfilment of its strategic and 

conformance functions (RQ2), and examining the relationship between board member 

behaviour and the board’s involvement in its strategic and conformance roles (RQ3). 

Study two used online questionnaires to survey board members of Australian state sport 

organisations. Australia was an appropriate location for the study to occur due to the 

similarities between the Canadian and Australian sport systems (Green, 2007; Green & 

Oakley, 2001). This meant that contextual differences were limited and the findings 

from study one are more likely to be replicated in study two. Additionally, examining 

the board member behaviour model in different countries can increase generalisability 

by expanding the population under consideration (Polit & Beck, 2010).  

 

Questionnaires were self-administered and distributed online. The online 

distribution of questionnaires has many benefits. Online questionnaires are more 

convenient for respondents due to the ability to access and respond at any time (Miller 

et al., 2002). Online questionnaires offer lower overall costs of distribution and 

collection, decreased turnaround times, improved design capabilities, and less 

respondent error (Bech & Kristensen, 2009; Birnbaum, 2004; Ilieva, Baron, & Healey, 

2002; Wright, 2006). Additionally the ability to reach and receive responses from a 

larger sample population (Hewson, 2003) means an increased likelihood of 

generalisability and validity (Riva, Teruzzi, & Anolli, 2003). Online questionnaires are 



- 98 - 

also effective “when the population under study is distributed across a large geographic 

region” (Van Selm & Jankowski, 2006, p. 438) such as Canada and Australia. There are 

issues regarding privacy, access, and non-response bias when using online 

questionnaires. However, it is widely considered that the benefits of online 

questionnaires outweigh these concerns (Birnbaum, 2004; Neuman, 2003; Wright, 

2006; Zikmund & Babin, 2007). Furthermore, Lonsdale, Hodge and Rose (2006) found 

similar responses in a comparison of online to offline questionnaires with online 

questionnaires having a better response rate, less missing data, and a faster return.  

 

Qualtrics, an online survey tool, was used to host and develop the 

questionnaires. The use of Qualtrics allowed the use of skip and display logic, 

validation techniques, forced and requested responses, and item randomisation. These 

survey design tools helped reduce the risk of missing data, erroneous data, response-set 

bias, and ensured that only applicable questions were displayed to participants 

(Deutskens, De Ruyter, Wetzels, & Oosterveld, 2004; Dillman, 2011). 

 

The next sections outline the participants, materials, procedures, and analysis of 

studies one and two. While the studies were conducted separately, the descriptions are 

integrated where possible to avoid repetition. 

 

3.2.1 Participants: Study One 

The online questionnaire had a total of 289 respondents from the provincial sport 

associations of five Canadian provinces. Most respondents were from organisations 

based in Alberta (n=101) or Manitoba (n=76) with the remaining responses coming 

from Saskatchewan (n=55), British Columbia (n=33), and Nova Scotia (n=24). Sport 
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organisations within these five provinces were contacted and asked to send the 

invitation to participate to their board members. Participation by organisations and 

individual board members was voluntary. The sample included 174 males (61.1%) and 

111 females (38.9%)1 with a mean age of 51 and a range from 18 to 83. The majority of 

board members were born in Canada (n=240, 84.2%). The United Kingdom (n=12, 

29.3%) and the United States (n=6, 14.6%) were the most common birthplaces of those 

born outside Canada. Most board members were currently employed full-time (n=159, 

55.8%). The three most common employment areas were management (n=69, 24.3%); 

business, finance and administration (n=56, 19.7%); and social sciences, education, 

government, and religion (n=55, 19.4%). Board members were well educated with most 

having a bachelors degree or higher (n=173, 60.7%). Of those with tertiary 

qualifications, the most common study area was business, management, and public 

administration (n=77, 27.1%). Within the sample there were a high proportion of 

presidents (n=76, 26.3%) and general members (n=75, 26.0%). Other roles included 

vice-presidents (n=26, 9.0%), staff member such as a CEO (n=17, 5.9%), sub-

committee chair (n=27, 9.3%), treasurer/secretary (n=31, 10.7%), or a representative 

position (e.g., athletes or officials representative) (n=22, 7.6%). Board members had a 

mean tenure of 5.6 years and a median of 4.0 years.  

 

In order to understand the survey participants, it is important to understand the 

context of the board and the organisation. The median number of board members was 

10 with a mean of 9.9, ranging between 4 and 21. Participants were mostly from 

moderately sized organisations that had a budget between $100,000 and $499,999 

                                                 
 
1 There were some missing responses within the data and, therefore, the total figures 
may not add up to the total number of responses. 
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(n=129, 44.6%) and a staff size between one and three (inclusive) (n=140, 48.6%) or 

above three up to and including eight (n=92, 31.9%), ranging from zero staff members 

to 18 staff members.  

 

3.2.2 Participants: Study Two 

The participants of study two included 453 board members of Australian state 

sport organisations that had a paid staff member with more than simple administrative 

duties. Participants were screened by asking whether their organisation employed a staff 

member with more than only administrative duties. This question was asked to delimit 

the study to organisations where the board was not responsible for all of the operations 

of the organisation. This delimitation meant that the boards involved with the study had 

similar board functions. Board members who serve organisations with no paid staff are 

often required to focus on organisational operations which limits the board’s ability to 

engage in its strategic role due to a lack of resources (i.e., time and people).  

 

Respondents came from organisations based in Victoria (n=95, 21.3%), South 

Australia (n=90, 20.2%), New South Wales (n=78, 17.5%), Queensland (n=70, 15.7%), 

Western Australia (n=59, 13.2%), the Australian Capital Territory (n=19, 4.3%), 

Tasmania (n=18, 4.0%), and the Northern Territory (n=17, 3.8%). As with study one, 

sport organisations within these states and territories were contacted and asked to send 

the invitation to their board members. The participation of organisations and their board 

members was voluntary. These board members were 64.6% male (n=292) and 35.4% 

female (n=160). The mean and median year of birth was 1961 with a range from 1936 

to 1997 meaning the average board member was 54 years old. Participants were mostly 

born in Australia (n=375, 83.3%) with the United Kingdom (n=34, 45.3%) and New 
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Zealand (n=15, 20.0%) being the most common origins of non-Australian born 

participants. The majority of the sample (n=356, 79%) were employed in some capacity 

as a full-time (45.6%), part-time (9.1%), or self-employed/employer role (24.0%). 

Within the sample, 19.5% (n=87) were both not working and not seeking employment. 

Of these participants, 67.9% were born in or before 1950 and presumably, have retired 

from the workforce. The sample was predominantly employed (or previously employed 

for those not working) in management (n=196, 43.8%) or professional (n=192, 43.0%) 

roles. The sample had a diverse range of educational achievement. 26.0% (n=118) of 

the sample had a postgraduate degree, 13.1% (n=59) had a graduate diploma or graduate 

certificate, 24.4% (n=110) had a bachelor degree, 20.7% (n=93) had tertiary education 

below a bachelor degree, and 15.5% (n=70) had not completed any tertiary education. 

Of those with tertiary education, 47.4% (n=173) had studied management or commerce.  

 

Within the sample, 36.9% of participants held a president (n=81, 17.9%), vice-

president (n=35, 7.7%), or treasurer/secretary (n=52, 11.5%) role. Staff members such 

as a CEO made up 7.5% (n=34) of the sample. Sub-committee chairs (n=51, 11.3%), 

representative positions (n=23, 5.1%) and general members (n=175, 38.6%) made up 

the rest of the sample. Board members had served a mean tenure of 4.5 years with a 

median of 3 years.  

 

Boards had a median size of 8 and a mean size of 7.7 ranging in size from 3 to 

15. Participating organisations ranged in size according to budget and staff size. With 

regards to budget, 24.4% (n=108) had a budget under $100,000; 25.3% (n=112) had a 

budget from $100,000 to $499,999; 13.6% (n=60) from $500,000 to $999,999; 30.1% 

(n=133) between $1m and $4.9m; and 6.5% (n=29) were $5m or greater. The number of 



- 102 - 

paid staff had a similar distribution with 21.3% (n=94) of organisations having less than 

one full-time equivalent staff member, 32.4% (n=145) between 1.0 and 3.0 staff 

members, 26.5% (n=117) between 3.1 and 8.0 staff members, 13.6% (n=60) between 

8.1 and 23.0 staff members, and 6.3% (n=28) having more than 23 staff members. 

 

3.2.3 Participants Summary 

Compared to the general population of Canada and Australia, board members 

tended to be older, were more likely to be male, were more likely to have tertiary/post-

secondary education, and were slightly more likely to be born in the country the survey 

took place (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2015a, 2015b; Statistics Canada, 2009, 

2013). While there were differences between the samples and the general population, 

the similarities in the profile of board members to previous sport governance studies 

(Doherty & Carron, 2003; Hamm-Kerwin & Doherty, 2010; Hoye, 2004; Shilbury, 

2001) meant the samples were reasonably representative of the board member 

population and, therefore, were suitable for the purpose of this research (Bryman & 

Bell, 2011; Creswell, 2009). 

 

3.2.4 Materials: Study One 

The online questionnaire developed for study one focused on the model of 

individual board member behaviours developed in Chapter Two. In order to test this 

model, a valid and reliable instrument was needed. To this point, no instrument had 

been used in a governance context to measure the nine behaviours described in the 

model. Therefore, the researcher examined the suitability of adapting other instruments 

to this research. The instrument that was most appropriate to measure the nine board 

member behaviours was the Work Role Performance (WRP) scale (Griffin et al., 2007). 
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The WRP was developed within public sector organisations for employees working in 

uncertain and interdependent environments. The instrument demonstrated a high level 

of model fit, validity, and reliability across three different organisations (Griffin et al., 

2007) suggesting it could be adapted to another context (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). 

This 27 item instrument measured nine distinct yet related types of behaviour 

(individual proficiency, team proficiency, organisation proficiency, individual 

adaptivity, team adaptivity, organisational adaptivity, individual proactivity, team 

proactivity, and organisation proactivity). Both the WRP and the board member 

behaviour model described nine behaviours that were based on the combination of types 

of behaviours (proficient, adaptive, and proactive) and roles (individual, board or team, 

and organisation). The similarities in model structure and content justified the use of the 

WRP instrument as the foundation for the board member behaviour instrument. 

 

The wording of the WRP items was appropriately generic to apply to the board 

member context with only limited modifications. The 27 original items and the 

modifications used in this study are listed in Table 3.1. Modifications were made to 

items by drawing on the language used in the governance literature (e.g., changing “job” 

to “role”) and in consultation with scholars experienced in the sport governance sector.  



- 104 - 

 
Table 3.1 Original and Modified Instruments for Board Member Behaviour 

ORIGINAL MODIFIED ITEM LABEL 
Carried out the core parts of your job well Carried out the core duties of your role well IndProf1 
Completed your core tasks well using the standard procedures Completed your core tasks well using standard procedures IndProf2 
Ensured your tasks were completed properly Ensured your tasks were completed properly IndProf3 
Adapted well to changes in core tasks Adapted well to changes in core tasks IndAdapt1 
Coped with changes to the way you have to do your core tasks Coped with changes to the way you have to do your core tasks IndAdapt2 
Learned new skills to help you adapt to changes in your core tasks Learned new skills to help you adapt to changes in your core tasks IndAdapt3 
Initiated better ways of doing your core tasks Initiated better ways of doing your core tasks IndProactive1 
Come up with ideas to improve the way in which your core tasks are done Come up with ideas to improve the way in which your core tasks are done IndProactive2 
Made changes to the way your core tasks are done Made changes to the way your core tasks are done IndProactive3 
Coordinated your work with coworkers Coordinated your work with fellow board members BoardProf1 
Communicated effectively with your coworkers Communicated effectively with your fellow board members BoardProf2 
Provided help to coworkers when asked, or needed Provided help to fellow board members when asked, or needed BoardProf3 
Dealt effectively with changes affecting your work unit (e.g., new members) Dealt effectively with changes affecting the board (e.g., new members) BoardAdapt1 
Learnt new skills or taken on new roles to cope with changes in the way your unit 
works 

Learnt new skills or taken on new roles to cope with changes in the way your board 
works BoardAdapt2 

Responded constructively to changes in the way your team works Responded constructively to changes in the way your board works BoardAdapt3 
Suggested ways to make your work unit more effective Suggested ways to make your board more effective BoardProactive1 
Developed new and improved methods to help your work unit perform better Developed new and improved methods to help your board perform better BoardProactive2 
Improved the way your work unit does things Improved the way your board does things BoardProactive3 
Presented a positive image of the organisation to other people (e.g., clients) Presented a positive image of the organisation to other people OrgProf1 
Defended the organisation if others criticized it Defended the organisation if others criticized it OrgProf2 
Talked about the organisation in positive ways Talked about the organisation in positive ways OrgProf3 
Responded flexibly to overall changes in the organisation (e.g., changes in 
management) Responded flexibly to overall changes in the organisation (e.g., changes in staff) OrgAdapt1 

Coped with changes in the way the organisation operates Coped with changes in the way the organisation operates OrgAdapt2 
Learnt skills or acquired information that helped you adjust to overall changes in the 
organization 

Learnt skills or acquired information that helped you adjust to overall changes in the 
organisation OrgAdapt3 

Made suggestions to improve the overall effectiveness of the organisation (e.g., by 
suggesting changes to administrative procedures) 

Made suggestions to improve the overall effectiveness of the organisation (e.g., by 
suggesting changes to administrative procedures) OrgProactive1 

Involved yourself in changes that are helping to improve the overall effectiveness of 
the organization 

Involved yourself in changes that are helping to improve the overall effectiveness of 
the organisation OrgProactive2 

Come up with ways of increasing efficiency within the organization Come up with ways of increasing efficiency within the organisation OrgProactive3 
Note. Original items were sourced from Griffin, et al., 2007. Words in bold and italics indicate a modification from the original instrument.
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The WRP used a five point Likert scale (Very Rarely; Rarely; Sometimes; 

Often; Very Often) to measure each of the 27 items. The five point scale was retained 

for this study. The use of a Likert scale was justified as it was proved to be valid and 

reliable in the original development of the WRP (Griffin et al., 2007). Furthermore, 

Likert scales were appropriate for this research as they are “comparatively easy to 

construct, can deal with attitudes of more than one dimension, and tend to have high 

reliabilities” (Vogt & Johnson, 2005, p. 175). Furthermore, the frequent use of Likert 

scales in social science research (Bryman & Bell, 2011) meant the format was likely 

familiar to participants and would reduce confusion and possible errors.  

 

In addition to the items measuring individual board member behaviours, a range 

of other questions were asked to collect background information. These included a 

number of questions, modelled from the Canadian Census, that were used to elicit data 

regarding gender, age, country of birth, employment status, employment background, 

education level, and education field. Furthermore, single item questions were asked 

regarding the participant’s role within the board, their tenure, the board’s size, the 

number of staff within the organisation and the organisation’s budget. Prior to 

distribution to the sample, the questionnaire was sent to a group of individuals known to 

the researcher that consisted of sport management academics and individuals with 

experience serving on nonprofit boards. These individuals were asked to comment on 

the survey flow, length, and clarity. Responses were provided via email and minor 

changes were made to wording and design. Finally, ethical information regarding the 

study, including a consent form, was presented on the first page of the survey and 

required participants to indicate their consent before proceeding. 
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3.2.5 Materials: Study Two 

The online questionnaire developed for study two measured individual board 

member behaviour, the board’s fulfilment of its conformance and strategic functions, 

and collected data regarding the participant and the organisation they serve. 

 

Board Member Behaviour 

As in study one, the instrument used for collecting data on board member 

behaviour was based on the WRP scale. For study two, modifications were made based 

on the results of study one. The items measuring adaptive behaviours were not retained 

as these items and the adaptive constructs were found not to fit within a board context.2 

Additional items (Table 3.2) were devised to measure organisational proactive 

behaviour, organisational proficient behaviour, and board proficient behaviour. These 

items were included as the results of study one suggested that some of the items in the 

study one scale were slightly problematic due to low factor loadings and high 

covariance residuals.  

 

Table 3.2 Items Added to the Board Member Behaviour Instrument 

Construct New item Item label 
Board Proficient Supported the work of fellow board members BoardProf4 
Board Proficient Drawn on my knowledge to educate fellow board 

members 
BoardProf5 

Organisational 
Proficient 

Communicated with the organisation’s stakeholders OrgProf4 

Organisational Proactive Developed plans to help the future of the organisation OrgProactive4 

 

The additional items were developed by reviewing the theory of the underlying 

construct and identifying core words that reflected the behaviour. The development of 

                                                 
 
2 See Chapter Four for details regarding the results 
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these items was iterative as items were modified to increase clarity and simplicity 

following discussions with a group of experienced researchers that included the 

researcher’s supervisors and other academics within the university. The modified board 

member behaviour instrument consisted of 22 items measuring 6 behaviours. Individual 

proactive, individual proficient, and board proactive behaviours were each measured 

with the same three items from study one. Organisational proficient and organisational 

proactive behaviours were measured with four items including the three items from 

study one plus an additional item. Board proficient behaviours were measured with the 

three items from study one plus two additional items.  

 

Board Functions 

The fulfilment of board functions is complicated to measure due to both the 

subjective nature of the term ‘fulfilment’ and the difficulties in capturing actual board 

activities. Fulfilment of board functions has limited actions or metrics that can be 

reported objectively and accurately capture the range of board roles. Additionally, the 

subjective nature of concepts such as the board’s responsibility to provide advice means 

it is difficult to observe or report board activities. Furthermore, board activities that 

contribute to the fulfilment of board functions can frequently occur via phone, email, 

meetings, and other correspondence meaning it is difficult to measure and evaluate all 

attempts of a board to achieve its functions. Therefore, the perception of board function 

fulfilment is often used as a proxy for measuring board functions (Knockaert & 

Ucbasaran, 2013). The use of perceptual measures is advantageous as there is usually “a 

relatively high level of validity because researchers can pose questions that address 

directly the underlying nature of a construct” (Lyon, Lumpkin, & Dess, 2000, p. 1058). 
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Perceptual measures are also effective as board members are usually highly 

knowledgeable about the organisation (Pugliese et al., 2014).  

 

For this research, board functions consisted of two separate constructs; the 

board’s fulfilment of its conformance function and the board’s fulfilment of its strategic 

function. While the conceptual underpinning of these constructs is similar across a 

range of studies, there is no consensus on an instrument for measuring these constructs. 

Thus, the researcher considered the suitability of the items to the sport governance 

setting in selecting an instrument. Pugliese and colleagues (2014) used a seven item 

instrument that measured the board advice function with four items and the board 

monitoring function with three. The Pugliese et al., (2014) instrument showed 

sufficiently robust reliability and factor loadings. The board monitoring scale had item 

loadings ranging from 0.737 to 0.830 with a Cronbach’s alpha score of 0.781. The 

board advice scale had factor loadings ranging from 0.670 to 0.882 with a Cronbach’s 

alpha score of 0.832. As the Cronbach’s alpha scores were both over 0.7, the two factors 

demonstrated sufficient reliability. Pugliese et al., (2014) did not specifically address or 

measure validity within their manuscript. However, a thorough review of the items 

within the context of the governance literature suggest face validity has been achieved. 

Pugliese et al., (2014) used exploratory factor analysis and regressions on subsamples 

were used to identify factors and test for differences in the findings based on the 

characteristics of the organisations in the sample. However, there are more robust 

statistical tests that could be used to increase confidence in the results including 

confirmatory factor analysis and tests for invariance. These tests are described in further 

detail in the analysis section of this chapter. 
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Despite the use of the terms monitoring and advice rather than conformance and 

strategic, the items reflected the central themes of the conformance and strategic 

constructs as defined in the current study. Some minor modifications were made to the 

items to reflect the nonprofit context as well as improve clarity as the researcher 

identified some terms that may be confusing to respondents. For example, the term firm 

was replaced with the term organisations. Furthermore, the fourth strategic item, “The 

board supervises all strategic phases” was reframed to “The board prepares plans for the 

organisation” to reflect a focus on the future and avoid the use of the term supervises 

due to its connotative associations with the conformance construct. Also, a fourth item 

was added to the board conformance function to reflect the importance of legal 

compliance as a component of the board conformance role. These modifications were 

discussed and made in consultation with the researcher’s supervisors as well as 

academics experienced in scale development. Items were measured using a five point 

Likert scale ranging from “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree”. The original and 

modified items are displayed in Table 3.3. 

 

In considering the adaption of the Pugliese et al., (2014) item for this study it 

was important to reflect on the nature of their study and how it fits within the context of 

this study. Both the Pugliese et al., (2014) and this study conceptualise board functions 

as dependent variables that can be predicted by other constructs. The Pugliese et al., 

(2014) study examined how a corporate organisation’s performance and industry can 

influence the board’s fulfilment of key functions. They found strong support for the 

hypothesis that boards were less likely to engage in their monitoring role for 

organisations that had a history of strong financial performance. Additionally, boards 

were more likely to engage in monitoring activities when financial performance had 
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previously been poor. Organisations in highly regulated industries were more likely to 

engage in both the advice and monitoring roles whereas the predictive power of low 

regulated industries was low and not statistically significant. Finally, this study 

described a correlative relationship between the two functions that suggested boards 

tend to engage in both functions at the same time. The Pugliese et al., (2014) study 

informs this study through both similarities and differences. Similarities of the studies 

include the conceptualisation of two board functions, board functions as dependent 

variables, and the use of perceptual measures. However, differences exist that suggest 

the current research complements rather than replicates the Pugliese et al., (2014) 

research. This research examines different independent variables, occurs in a sport 

rather than corporate setting, and asks board members directly rather than only asking 

the CEO.  

 

Table 3.3 Original and Modified Instruments for Fulfilment of Board Functions 

Original Item Modified Item Item Label 

The board provides advice to the 
management (0.675) The board provides advice to staff Strategic1 

The board discusses alternative 
strategic options (0.882) 

The board discusses alternative strategic 
options Strategic2 

The board takes strategic decisions 
(0.861) The board makes strategic decisions Strategic3 

The board supervises all strategic 
phases (0.670) 

The board prepares plans for the 
organisation Strategic4 

The board keeps itself informed about 
the financial position of the firm 
(0.737) 

The board keeps itself informed about the 
financial position of the organisation Conformance1 

The board oversees that activities and 
operations are properly enacted (0.830) 

The board oversees that the organisation’s 
activities and operations are conducted 
appropriately 

Conformance2 

The board monitors the CEO (0.747) The board monitors the Executive Director (or 
CEO, General Manager, or similar) Conformance3 

- The board ensures the organisation fulfils its 
legal requirements Conformance4 

Note. Original items were from Pugliese et al., 2014. Modifications are indicated with 
bold and italics. Factor loadings from the original study are indicated in parentheses. 
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Other instruments for measuring board function fulfilment were considered, but 

not selected due to a variety of reasons. These reasons included too much focus on the 

relationship between the CEO and the board at the expense of other board functions 

(Carpenter & Westphal, 2001), no conformance function (Hodge & Piccolo, 2005; 

Machold et al., 2011; Siciliano, 1996), the use of a single item (Buchholtz, Amason, & 

Rutherford, 2005), a focus on board tasks rather than board functions (Inglis, 1997a; 

Shilbury, 2001),or too much focus on for-profit considerations such as financial issues 

(Minichilli et al., 2009; Tacheva & Huse, 2006; van Ees, van der Laan, & Postma, 2008; 

Voordeckers, Van Gils, Gabrielsson, Politis, & Huse, 2014). 

 

Other Items 

Other data were gathered relating to the individual such as gender, birth year, 

country of birth, employment status, and education. These questions replicated those 

used in the General Social Survey administered by the Australian Bureau of Statistics. 

Additionally, participants were asked to provide information regarding the organisation 

(organisation name, budget, staff size, and board size) as well as information regarding 

the respondent’s role on the board (position, tenure, how they were recruited to the 

board, information regarding any governance training received). 

 

As in study one, information regarding ethics and consent were provided to the 

participant on the first page of the study and consent was required to participate in the 

study. Prior to distribution, the questionnaire was circulated to sport management 

academics selected for their familiarity with governance and measurement techniques as 

well as a selection of nonprofit board members known to the researcher. These 
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academics and board members were requested to provide feedback regarding the items 

which was incorporated to improve item clarity. 

 

3.2.6 Procedures: Study One and Two 

The procedure of administering and distributing questionnaires was similar for 

study one and study two and, therefore, are described together. Study one occurred in 

late 2014 and early 2015 while study two took place in mid-2015. 

 

The first step was contacting the provincial or state sport federation for each 

province or state to be included in the study. Sport federations are non-profit member-

based organisations that act as a united voice for a region’s sport governing bodies. For 

study one, attempts were made to contact the sport federations in the Canadian 

provinces of British Columbia, Alberta, Saskatchewan, Manitoba, Nova Scotia, Ontario, 

and Newfoundland. For study two, the state sport federations in the states of 

Queensland, New South Wales, Victoria, South Australia, Western Australia and the 

Australian Capital Territory (ACT) were contacted via email to arrange for a meeting 

with the researcher. Neither Tasmania nor the Northern Territory had a sport federation 

in place and, therefore, no federation was able to be contacted for these regions. 

 

Meetings were held with the CEO of each of the Canadian and Australian 

federations with the exceptions of Ontario, Newfoundland, and the ACT. The Ontario 

sport federation responded after multiple attempts to contact the organisation but its 

response came after data collection had concluded. The Newfoundland sport federation 

did not respond to multiple emails. The ACT ceased operations eight days after the 

initial email was sent and did not respond to the inquiry. In addition to organisations 
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that did not respond, some provinces were not contacted. Prince Edward Island (PEI) 

was not included in the study as the small population of PEI meant the state sport 

organisations operate in a different environment than the rest of their Canadian 

counterparts. Also, the researcher’s lack of French meant that he did not contact the 

sport federations for Quebec and New Brunswick.  

 

Introductory meetings took place via phone, with the exception of Queensland 

where an in-person meeting was held. In these meetings, the research project was 

discussed and each of the federations agreed to contact their member organisations via 

email to introduce the researcher and the research project. This was done to provide a 

sense of legitimacy to the questionnaire (Birnbaum, 2004). It is understood that all sport 

federations, with the potential exception of Sport BC, distributed an introductory email 

to their members. The researcher was included in most of the introductory emails, but 

not that of Sport BC. The low number of responses from the large province of British 

Columbia suggested that the introductory email was not sent, meaning participating 

organisations would not have received an introduction from the federation prior to the 

initial contact from the researcher. 

 

Ethical restrictions regarding privacy laws meant that the researcher could not 

receive a membership contact list from a third-party such as the sport federations. 

Therefore, a contact list was compiled by combining publicly available member lists 

from the websites of each sport federation. Tasmania and the Northern Territory did not 

have sport federations, but the government department responsible for sport had a list of 

sport organisations operating in that area and, therefore, were included in the study. 

Member lists were reviewed to identify sport organisations that had a focus on 
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delivering a particular sport (e.g., badminton) or sport for a particular group of people 

(e.g., sport for the deaf). Sport organisations whose prime focus was delivering multi-

sport games or school-based competition were excluded as their purpose differs from 

organisations that are integrated in federated sport structures. Using the internet, a 

contact list was created by identifying publicly available email addresses for each 

organisation. Where possible, email addresses for both the president and CEO `were 

included in the contact list. However, some organisations did not have this information 

publicly available, so a generic email address or a web-based ‘contact us’ form was 

used. For study two, where contact for the president or CEO was not available, 

alternative contacts were used such as the secretary or an administrative officer prior to 

the use of a generic email address. 

 

The contact list was initially created in Microsoft Excel and then imported into 

MailChimp. MailChimp is an email management and distribution software system. The 

use of MailChimp assisted the researcher in contacting organisations and increasing 

response rates in multiple ways. MailChimp increased the efficiency of contacting 

organisations as the software allowed the researcher to send personalised emails to each 

organisation through the use of merge fields. While study one used some of 

MailChimp’s basic features such as email personalisation, clickable text, and statistical 

tracking, study two used more advanced features. This included clickable buttons, 

highlighted text, and text boxes with calls-to-action. These tools made it easier for 

recipients to understand the purpose of the email and highlight the requests of the 

researcher. In addition, study two used A-B testing as a strategy to increase response 

rate. The process of A-B testing involved sending emails to a small sample of the email 

list with a mild difference in content to determine which email received the most 
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responses. The email with the most responses was then distributed to the rest of the 

email list. Tests were used to compare email subject lines. Tests included: 

• A: *“Governance Research | PhD Study | *|FED|*” with B: “Governance Survey 
| PhD Study | *|FED|*” 

• A: *“Follow-Up | Governance Study | *|FED|*” with B: “Reminder | 
Governance Survey | *|FED|*”   

• A: *“Follow-up and Thank You | Governance Survey | *|FED|*” with B: 
“Reminder and Thank You | Governance Survey | *|FED|*”3 
 

Through the MailChimp software, emails were sent to all contacts with the 

request that the organisation encourage its board members to participate in the survey. 

The recipient of the email was asked to forward the email to members of the 

organisation’s board or email board members the link to the questionnaire that was 

included in the email. The researcher was not able to contact board members directly 

due to the privacy laws preventing the receipt of third-party lists of contact information.  

 

For study one, the researcher contacted each organisation twice with a reminder 

email sent after a minimum of 14 days had passed. The use of follow-ups and reminders 

can increase both response rate and response quality (Deutskens et al., 2004; Dillman, 

2011). The first email to each organisation introduced the study and its purpose, asked 

recipients to distribute to their board, and provided a link to the questionnaire. The 

second email provided a brief background along with an invitation to participate and the 

link for the questionnaire. The second email also restated the request for recipients to 

distribute the survey link to the organisation’s board. 

 

                                                 
 
3 *|FED|* was a customisable merge field which allowed the researcher to personalise 
the email 
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For study one, 414 people were contacted representing 309 organisations. For 

the initial contact, the average open rate was 62.0% with a click rate of 27.7%. The 

follow up email had an open rate of 60.1% and a click rate of 17.1%. The open rate 

refers to whether the recipient of the email opened the email and the click rate registers 

whether the recipient clicked on the survey link. These overall summary statistics apply 

to the email sent and cannot determine which individuals clicked on the link or whether 

the survey link was distributed to board members. As there was no direct contact with 

most board members it was not possible to calculate an accurate response rate. 

Furthermore, since there was no data collected about which organisations had 

participated, it was not possible to conduct specialised follow-ups. This led to the 

inclusion of the organisation’s name in the study two questionnaire. In response to the 

survey link, a total of 450 questionnaires were started in study one. 

 

For study two, the researcher contacted each organisation three times with the 

exception of organisations that requested to no longer be contacted. The first email, sent 

to all organisations, included a brief introduction and background to the study along 

with a request to participate. For the second email, the researcher segmented the list into 

two groups depending on whether the organisation had participated in the study. 

Organisations that had participated in the study after the first email were sent an email 

thanking them for their participation and asking them to remind their board members to 

participate in the study. Organisations that did not participate after the first email were 

reminded of the initial contact and asked again to participate. The third email was also 

segmented into two groups. The first segment included organisations had responded 

only once to the survey. This segmentation was chosen as the researcher believed it was 

possible that the contact within some organisations may have misinterpreted the 
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instructions and responded on behalf of the entire organisation rather than distributing 

the survey link to the board. The second segment included all other organisations, which 

were reminded to participate and given a deadline to respond by the end of the 

following week.  

 

The researcher recognised that there was, for some organisations, an extended 

period of time between the email from the researcher and the commencement of survey 

responses due to the use of an intermediary for contacting board members. Therefore, 

the three emails were sent at lengthier intervals than recommended to provide time for 

the organisation to receive, distribute and respond to the email. The first email was sent 

to organisations at the end of July 2015 or at the start of August 2015 and had an open 

rate of 63.7% and a survey click rate of 28.2%. The second emails were sent in the third 

week of September 2015 and had an open rate of 55.4% and a survey click rate of 

17.9%. The third emails were sent near the end of October 2015 and had an open rate of 

51.7% and a survey click rate of 3.0%. The survey was closed for further responses at 

the end of the first week of November 2015. The researcher was not contacted by any 

organisations or individual board members after this date seeking participation. One 

organisation requested a hard copy of the survey as one of their board members did not 

have internet access. This organisation was emailed with a Microsoft Word version of 

the survey for the CEO to print and deliver to the board member. The board member 

completed the hard copy and it was mailed back to the researcher who entered the 

information into the online questionnaire. 

 

For study two, 353 different organisations were contacted using 464 different 

email contacts. As the survey was distributed through an intermediary it is not possible 



- 118 - 

to know the full size of the sample meaning an accurate response rate could not be 

calculated. Following data screening and data cleaning there were 453 usable responses 

from 182 different organisations meaning 51.6% of organisations had at least one 

participant in the study. 

 

3.2.7 Analysis 

The following sections describe the analysis procedures for study one and study 

two. The analysis was similar for both studies and thus they are described together, 

albeit with differences between the studies explicitly stated. This section begins with a 

discussion of data cleaning before outlining the use of factor analysis and the criteria 

required for model fit and validity. Next, the section describes model modification and 

model comparison procedures. The analysis sections concludes by discussing structural 

equation modelling and invariance testing. 

 

3.2.7.1 Data Cleaning 
The first step in data cleaning was removing responses from those that did not 

agree to participate in the survey as well as incomplete responses. The next step was to 

inspect the data for other issues. This led to the deletion of careless responses, duplicate 

responses, and responses that indicated the respondent had a non-voting position on the 

board. Careless responses were identified by examining responses that used only one 

response category and completed the survey in a notably shorter time (Johnson, 2005; 

Meade & Craig, 2012). Duplicate, non-identical responses may have occurred due to 

multiple reminders over an extended period of time (Johnson, 2005). Responses were 

analysed on multiple dimensions including IP address, organisation, position, birth year, 

and country of birth to identify duplicates. Using guidance from Meade and Craig 

(2012), the first response was retained as this reflected the initial exposure to the 
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questions. Next, the data were analysed for potential issues with data integrity. This 

included the analysis of the variables for out-of-range entries, missing data, outliers, 

normality, and multi-collinearity. Table 3.4 outlines the total sample size and the 

number of responses deleted at each stage of the data cleaning process.  

 

The data were reviewed for potential inaccuracies by examining frequencies as 

well as minimum and maximum values. This included converting text entries into 

numerical data where respondents had typed, for example ‘one’ instead of entering ‘1’. 

A common response for questions of Tenure and Number of Staff was ‘<1’. These were 

converted to 0.5 to allow for statistical testing. There were some impossible or 

improbable answers provided in response to certain questions such as the response 

‘55,000’ for the question of board size. In these cases the entry was deleted and treated 

as a missing value. All variables that received modification were duplicated prior to any 

changes being made in order to retain the raw data. Descriptive statistics were then 

examined to compare the modified variable with the raw data to determine the effect, if 

any, of the changes. 

 

Table 3.4 Sample Size and Data Cleaning Steps 

Step Study One Study Two 
Starting sample size 450 739 
No consent indicated 18 8 
Incomplete responses 106 248 
Deletion for other reasons (e.g., duplicate responses) 13 18 
Deletion of univariate and multivariate outliers 22 12 
Total sample size 289 453 

 

 

There was no clear pattern of participant error in study one. In study two, there 

were more errors identified in the staff and board size measures. Errors were detected 
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due to variation among respondents from the same organisation. The mean response for 

staff size and board size for each organisation was calculated and individual responses 

were compared to the mean of the responses from others in the organisation. Variations 

in board size were minimal as only four responses deviated from the mean response by 

more than two board members. However, more than 10% of the responses related to 

staff size varied from the mean of the organisation’s responses by more than three staff 

members. Therefore, the decision was made to change the staff size variable from a 

continuous variable to a categorical variable. Categories were created by inspecting the 

data and using a least squares approach which compared the individual response to staff 

size with the mean of the responses of other members of the same organisation 

(Wackerly, Mendenhall, & Scheaffer, 2008). Categories were determined by identifying 

cut-off points that minimised the discrepancy between the individual and the group 

response. Five categories (<1; 1.0-3.0; 3.01-8.0; 8.01-23; >23) were identified. It is 

anticipated that there would also be inconsistency across responses from participants 

from the same organisations in study one, but as the name of the organisation was not 

collected in study one, any errors were impossible to detect.  

 

Missing data can impact the validity of the research (Hair, Black, Babin, & 

Anderson, 2009; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The most important consideration for 

missing data is identifying if there is a pattern to missing data or if data are missing at 

random (McDonald & Ho, 2002). It is also important to consider the amount of missing 

data. Variables with more than 5% missing data may be problematic (Hair et al., 2009; 

Tsikriktsis, 2005). The use of online questionnaires allowed the researcher to force 

responses to questions to minimise missing data. Forced response was used for key 

variables in the study but not for peripheral variables used to describe the data (e.g., 
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level of education or gender) (Hair et al., 2009). Responses were required as the 

methods of data analysis required no missing data for certain questions. While forcing 

responses may have resulted in fewer completed surveys, it increased the integrity of the 

completed questionnaires (Albaum, Roster, Wiley, Rossiter, & Smith, 2010). 

 

Within study one, there were no identified issues with missing data. For study 

two, there was a significant amount of missing data for three questions regarding board 

member training and induction. This was due to an error in survey design. The question 

asked participants to indicate if they had received a variety of training and induction 

activities, rather than asking if they had or had not. This meant responses could not be 

used as there was no way to identify whether a lack of response indicated a not-

answered question or a meaningful negative response. Therefore, these three questions 

were removed from any further analysis. No other pattern of missing values was found 

in the remaining variables.  

 

Outliers are cases that are distinctly different than the other cases within the 

study and can distort the statistical tests of the data leading to findings that may not be 

generalisable (Hair et al., 2009). Outliers were identified in two stages. Firstly, 

multivariate outliers were identified using Mahalanobis distance. This statistic 

calculates the distance from each case to the centroid of the means of the other cases 

using the variables included in the model (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). For study one, 

this included the board member behaviour variables. For study two, the items measuring 

board member behaviours and board functions were used to calculate Mahalanobis 

distance. Scatterplots were used to identify visually distinct multivariate outliers which 

were removed from future analysis. Secondly, univariate outliers were identified by 
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reviewing each of the variables in the study and identifying cases with outliers. Outliers 

were defined as being ±4.0 standard deviations from the mean (Hair et al., 2009). 

Outliers were detected in tenure, board size, and staff size in study one (n=15) and in 

tenure in study two (n=5). These outliers were removed from future analysis.  

 

Normality was examined using skewness and kurtosis statistics, histograms, and 

p-p plots. Values above 1.96 or below -1.96 for skewness and kurtosis4 can indicate 

problems with normality. Histograms and p-plots were visually inspected. Histograms, 

with a normal curve displayed, allowed the researcher to evaluate the distribution of 

data in comparison to a normal curve (Hair et al., 2009). P-p plots overlay two 

probability distributions with a line reflecting a normal distribution and scatterplots 

reflecting the data (Hair et al., 2009). If data are normally distributed the dots from the 

scatterplot should closely align with the normality line and there should not be any 

pattern among deviations from the line (Hair et al., 2009). The use of multiple methods 

for assessing normality allowed the researcher to judge the extent of any nonnormality.  

 

In study one, staff size and tenure both demonstrated mild positive skewness and 

were more leptokurtic than normally distributed data. In study two, tenure was found to 

be clearly non-normal with strong positive skewness and a leptokurtic distribution, 

while several other variables demonstrated some mild deviations from normality. The 

most common deviations from normality in study two were a slight negative skew as 

well as a slightly leptokurtic distribution. In order to address these deviations, a series of 

transformations were trialled following guidelines from Tabachnick and Fidell (2007). 

                                                 
 
4 Kurtosis is centred to zero using SPSS rather than the calculated value of three. 
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These included taking the square root or the logarithm of the initial value and 

calculating a new score in a transformed variable. After the transformations were 

complete, the skewness, kurtosis, histograms and p-plots were reviewed again to 

determine if normality had been improved. Tenure, under a logarithmic transformation, 

demonstrated improved normality, but other transformed variables exhibited mixed 

results. While the kurtosis and skewness statistics had improved, the histogram and the 

p-p plots did not demonstrate an improvement and, in some cases, appeared to be less 

normal than before the transformation. Given tenure is not a central variable to the study 

and the transformation removed meaning from the value, it was determined to use the 

original values for tenure and other variables. 

 

Multicollinearity refers to a high correlation between two predictor items (Hair 

et al., 2009). When correlations between predicting items are too high it is difficult to 

identify the individual contribution items make to explaining variance in the latent 

variable (Grewal, Cote, & Baumgartner, 2004). High levels of multicollinearity can 

result in inaccurate coefficients, an increased likelihood of a Type II error (i.e., false 

negative), and artificially increased standard error (Grewal et al., 2004). In order to 

identify any issues with multicollinearity, the correlation matrix of the measured items 

was examined to identify any correlations between items above 0.9 (Tabachnick & 

Fidell, 2007). For study one, there were no correlations above 0.8. For study two, the 

only notably high correlation was between organisational budget and number of staff 

(r=0.84), but this was still within the acceptable range. This suggested that 

multicollinearity was not an issue for either study. The processes described in this 

section ensured that the data for both studies were appropriate for the multivariate 

statistical techniques used in this research. 
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3.2.7.2 Factor Analysis 
The two primary approaches to factor analysis are exploratory factor analysis 

(EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). EFA is a technique used in early stages 

of analysis or when there is competing or insufficient theory to expect relationships 

between concepts (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). EFA uses statistical techniques to 

identify patterns between observed variables that may indicate an underlying factor 

(Meyers, Gamst, & Guarino, 2006). Therefore, EFA is an inductive approach to theory 

as conclusions are drawn out of existing data. In contrast, CFA is a deductive theory-

testing approach to analysing data (Schumaker & Lomax, 2010; Tabachnick & Fidell, 

2007). This research is based on existing theory and the research questions focus on 

testing conceptual models meaning CFA was an appropriate approach for factor 

analysis. Thus, rather than allowing the data to determine the underlying factors, the 

researcher specified how the observed items load onto the latent variables (e.g., 

behaviours and functions) (Brown & Moore, 2012).5 Latent variables are theoretical 

constructs that have been developed utilising existing theory and are measured using a 

series of observed items. 

 

The relationship between the latent variable and the observed items can be 

reflexive or formative. In a reflexive, or principal component model, the latent variable 

is hypothesised to account for variation in the observed items (Jarvis, MacKenzie, & 

Podsakoff, 2003). Thus, a reflexive relationship describes observed items that vary 

when the value of the latent variable varies. This causality is indicated by drawing a 

single-ended arrow that initiates at the latent variable and ends at the item. Furthermore, 

                                                 
 
5 It is worthwhile to note that, within CFA language, the term latent variable is often 
synonymous with the terms factor and latent construct. In all three cases, the term refers 
to a theoretical concept. 
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as the cause of variation in observed items originates from variation in the construct, it 

is expected that there would be correlations among the observed items as they are 

explained by the same underlying theoretical concept (Jarvis et al., 2003). Within a 

reflexive model, the unidimensional nature of the underlying variable means that an 

item could be removed from the measurement and not affect the overall validity of a 

construct as each item is reflecting the same underlying concept (Jarvis et al., 2003). In 

a formative relationship, or composite latent variable model, the causal relationship is 

reversed and the observed items each impact a single construct (Jarvis et al., 2003). 

Causality in formative models is indicated with an arrow from the item to the latent 

construct. Additionally, each item is presumed to be independent of the others meaning 

correlation between the items should not be expected (Jarvis et al., 2003). Since each 

item represents a different contribution to the construct, the removal of an item in a 

formative model fundamentally modifies the make-up of the construct (Jarvis et al., 

2003). In this research, the board member behaviour and board functions models were 

designed as reflexive models due to the causal nature of the latent variables. Each of the 

individual behaviours and board functions were developed as underlying theoretical 

constructs rather than composites of a range of other items. 

 

This analysis used two types of CFA; one-factor models and measurement 

models. The one-factor models were used to test each behavioural dimension 

individually (e.g., individual proficient) whereas the measurement models measured 

either the board member behaviour model or the board functions model. A one-factor 

model refers to the use of CFA to examine the fit between the observed items and a 

single latent variable (Dragovic, 2004). One factor models can be parallel, tau-

equivalent, or congeneric. Parallel models assume that “all items must measure the same 
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latent variable, on the same scale, with the same degree of precision, and with the same 

amount of error” (Graham, 2006, p. 934). A tau-equivalent model is similar to the 

parallel model, but relaxes the restriction on error variances meaning items all use the 

same scale to measure the same latent variable but have different amounts of error 

(Raykov, 1997). Congeneric models assume that each item is measuring the same latent 

variable, but the scale, error, and precision may be different (Graham, 2006). The less-

restrictive congeneric models are more effective at identifying reliability issues for 

items and latent variables (Raykov, 1997).  

 

A measurement model refers to the use of CFA to examine if multiple latent 

variables are discriminant from one another while also testing the relationships between 

the observed items and the latent variables (Brown & Moore, 2012). Measurement 

models are used to determine whether a proposed theoretical framework is supported or 

rejected by the data (Schumaker & Lomax, 2010). Thus, for this research, measurement 

models were used to test the board member behaviour model and the board functions 

model. CFA estimates the relationships between parameters, provides numerical values 

as an output for evaluation, and estimates model fit. However, there are multiple 

estimation techniques and the researcher must dictate the technique used for estimating 

these values. Maximum likelihood was used in this research as it is the most commonly 

used technique and is robust to deviation from normality (Bagozzi & Yi, 2012; Raykov 

& Marcoulides, 2000). 

 

Some of the constructs in this study were measured using three items which can 

lead to problems with identification in one-factor models. Identification is an important 

concept for both measurement models and one-factor models. Identification refers to the 
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number of known and unknown parameters (Hair et al., 2009). Known parameters 

describe observed items whereas unknown parameters are calculated by the model 

(Kenny & Milan, 2012). Models can be underidentified, just-identified, or 

overidentified. Underidentified models have more unknown parameters than known 

parameters and, therefore, a solution cannot be identified (Kenny & Milan, 2012). Just-

identified models have an equal amount of known and unknown parameters which 

results in a model with perfect fit (Hair et al., 2009). Overidentified models have more 

known parameters than unknown parameters which leads to discrepancy between model 

solutions and the data (Kenny & Milan, 2012). The discrepancies found in an 

overidentified model provide an indication as to how close the model fits the data and is 

the basis for calculating model fit. In order for the techniques used in CFA to provide 

results of interest, a model must be overidentified (Hair et al., 2009). The board member 

behaviour model, the board functions model, and some one-factor congeneric models 

were overidentified. However, one-factor congeneric models measured with only three 

items (e.g., individual proactive behaviour) required extra steps to achieve 

overidentification. In these models, two constraints were required to achieve the 

overidentification needed to produce model fit statistics. Therefore, a just-identified 

model was used to identify the two most similar factor loadings. These factor loadings 

were both constrained to one resulting in overidentification and the ability to examine 

three-item congeneric models.  

 

In addition to identification, CFA requires attention to sample size. In 

considering sample size for a CFA, it is recognised that any singular rule is arbitrary 

and fails to account for different factors within each model (Hoyle, 2000). However, 

some minimum guidelines include four responses per free parameter for simple models 
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(Tanaka, 1987), while Bentler and Chou (1987) suggested a 5:1 ratio as a minimum 

threshold. Rather than a ratio, an absolute minimum of 200 responses may be an 

appropriate (Hoyle, 2000). The primary issue with small sample size is an increased 

likelihood of Type I error (i.e., false positive) on certain fit criteria, particularly when 

using maximum likelihood as an estimation technique. Study one had a sample size of 

289 responses which meant that it met the 200 minimum sample size. The board 

member behaviour model had 90 free parameters which meant that study one was on the 

low side of the recommended ratio between responses and free parameters. However, 

the revised board member behaviour model had 51 free parameters which meant study 

one met absolute and relative sample size recommendations. Study two had 453 

responses for 76 free parameters which met both the absolute and relative sample size 

recommendations. While sample size is important, Bagozzi and Yi (2012) suggest that 

excessive focus on sample size can detract from other considerations.  

 

For study one, CFA was used to test the nine-behaviour measurement model. 

First, the latent variables (i.e., each of the nine behaviours) were tested as one-factor 

congeneric models to examine whether each variable demonstrated model fit and 

validity. Next, the measurement model, with all nine behaviours, was tested. For study 

two, CFA was used to test the revised board member behaviour model, based on the 

findings of study one, by following the same procedure as study one by examining the 

congeneric models first prior to the measurement model. CFA was also used to test the 

board functions measurement model. In order to determine whether the models 

demonstrated an accurate representation of the data and to compare the models against 

other models, a range of model fit criteria were used as well as tests for validity of the 

measurement model. 
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3.2.7.3 Model Fit Criteria 
Approaches for determining the fit of a model can be grouped into two sets of 

categories, absolute fit versus comparative fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Absolute fit 

measures how well the theoretical model represents the data collected while relative fit 

compares how well the theoretical model compares to a baseline model (Hu & Bentler, 

1999; West, Taylor, & Wu, 2012). There is a plethora of indices developed to evaluate 

model fit. This research used recommendations by Bagozzi and Yi (2012) and West et 

al. (2012) in selecting fit statistics to evaluate. Absolute fit was measured using the chi-

square statistic (χ2), the Standardised Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR), and the 

Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA). Comparative fit was measured 

with the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI)6 and the Comparative Fit Index (CFI). This 

collection of fit indices provided multiple benefits: (1) the inclusion of both absolute 

and comparative fit measures; (2) precise measurement ranges allowing for the use of 

acceptable cut-off values; (3) a mixture of statistics that reward parsimony and 

complexity; and (4) some statistics that are independent of sample size (Bagozzi & Yi, 

2012; West et al., 2012). 

 

The χ2 statistic “assesses the magnitude of discrepancy between the sample and 

fitted covariance matrices” (Hu & Bentler, 1999, p. 2). Preferably, the difference 

between the two matrices should be insignificant (p>0.05) indicating an absolute 

goodness-of-fit between the model and the data. While the χ2 test is the best indicator of 

fit, there are limitations to the usefulness of the test due to its reliance on sample size. 

As sample size increases, the power of the χ2 test means that minute differences 

between the two covariance matrices are identified as significant, leading to increased 

                                                 
 
6 The TLI is also referred to as the nonnormed fit index (Bagozzi & Yi, 2012) 
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Type II errors under the strict application of the χ2 test (West et al., 2012). Additionally, 

the χ2 test rewards model complexity as the addition of parameters will always decrease 

the χ2 value (Hair et al., 2009). Finally, multivariate nonnormality leads to an inflated 

chi-square statistic particularly when using the maximum likelihood estimation method. 

While steps were taken to reduce multivariate nonnormality, real world data often 

struggles to find multivariate normality (Gao, Mokhtarian, & Johnston, 2008). While 

not to be ignored, exclusive use of the χ2 test is not necessarily the best measure of 

model fit given the issues with the χ2 test and the presence of acceptable alternatives 

(Hair et al., 2009). 

 

SRMR measures the standardised square root of the mean of squared residuals 

(West et al., 2012). These residuals come from discrepancies between the observed and 

the predicted values (Hair et al., 2009). By standardising these values, SRMR can be 

compared across models (West et al., 2012). For SRMR, lower values indicate better fit 

as the differences between observed and predicted values are reduced. RMSEA, like 

SRMR, associates better model fit with lower RMSEA values. However, RMSEA uses 

a distribution of the population to account for approximation errors (Byrne, 2010). 

Thus, RMSEA is designed for examining how a model represents a population as 

opposed to the sample used for estimation (Hair et al., 2009). The use of SRMR and 

RMSEA were used to measure the absolute fit of the models investigated in this study.  

 

TLI compares the χ2 value between the theorised model and a baseline model. 

Typically, the baseline model refers to an independence model that fixes the observed 

variables to share no correlation (Hair et al., 2009). TLI uses a ratio that rewards model 

parsimony and punishes complexity (West et al., 2012). As a goodness-of-fit statistic, 
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TLI increases as the model fits the data better. CFI is similar to TLI but is more robust 

for testing complex models as it avoids deflating values (West et al., 2012). 

Furthermore, CFI is normed to ensure the value has a limited range from zero to one. 

These two fit statistics provided a different perspective on fit than χ2, SRMR, and 

RMSEA by comparing the models being studied to independence models.  

 

Hu and Bentler (1999) provided recommendations for appropriate statistical cut-

off criteria for each test after examining the accuracy of fit statistics on samples drawn 

from a known true-population model. While the Hu and Bentler (1999) criteria are 

useful, researchers are advised against adopting an inflexible application of criteria 

(West et al., 2012). Similarly, just because a model meets the fit criteria does not mean 

the model is automatically a correct or valuable model as fit statistics measure a lack-of-

fit (Byrne, 2010). Thus, in reviewing the recommendations by Hu and Bentler (1999) as 

well as other sources (Bagozzi & Yi, 2012; Hair et al., 2009; MacCallum, Browne, & 

Sugawara, 1996), the criteria in Table 3.5 were used to evaluate model fit. 

 

Table 3.5 Model Fit Criteria used for Evaluating CFA and SEM Models 

Statistic Type of Fit Criteria Source 
χ2 Absolute p-value > 0.05 (Hu & Bentler, 1999) 

 
RMSEA Absolute Preferred <0.06  

Acceptable <0.08 
(Hu & Bentler, 1999) 
(MacCallum et al., 
1996) 

SRMR Absolute Preferred <0.07 
Acceptable <0.08 

(Bagozzi & Yi, 2012) 
(Hu & Bentler, 1999) 

TLI Comparative Preferred > 0.95 
Acceptable > 0.92 

(Hu & Bentler, 1999) 
(Hair et al., 2009) 

CFI Comparative Preferred > 0.95 
Acceptable > 0.92 

(Hu & Bentler, 1999) 
(Hair et al., 2009) 

 

More stringent preferred values are indicated as well as less stringent acceptable 

values. It would be expected that a well-fitting model should achieve preferred values 
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on some of the tests and no values would be unacceptable, with the exception of the χ2 

test as the χ2 test is often significant in social science research due to large sample sizes 

 

3.2.7.4 Validity 
While model fit statistics are important in evaluating a model, it is also 

important to consider validity. Construct validity include convergent validity and 

divergent validity. Convergent validity tests whether the items used to measure a 

construct are accurate measures of that construct. Divergent validity tests whether items 

do not measure constructs they were not designed to measure and whether constructs 

are discriminant from each other. This study included eleven different constructs, nine 

board member behaviours and two board functions,that needed to be tested for validity.  

 

Convergent Validity 

Convergent validity, a concept that includes reliability, refers to how the 

different observed items relate to each other in measuring a latent variable (Brown & 

Moore, 2012). Convergent validity is important, particularly in reflexive models, to 

ensure that the items are in fact measuring the same variable (Bagozzi, Youjae, & 

Phillips, 1991). To test for convergent validity, Cronbach’s alpha (α) and Composite 

Reliability (CR) scores were calculated for each construct and a score higher than 0.7 

indicated convergent validity (Hair et al., 2009; Raykov, 1997). Additionally, the 

average variance extracted (AVE) scores for each latent variable were calculated and a 

score higher than 0.5 was indicative of convergent validity (Hair et al., 2009). Finally, 

each item was expected to have a factor loading of 0.5 or higher in order to achieve 

convergent validity (DeVellis, 2012). As with model fit criteria, convergent validity can 

be measured in multiple ways and failure to meet the cut-off values in one measure does 

not necessarily mean that the variable does not have convergent validity. Rather, 
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measures should be examined and interpreted together to identify whether convergent 

validity has been achieved (Churchill, 1979) . Testing for convergent validity helped to 

ensure that each of the board member behaviours and board functions were measured 

reliably by the intended items. 

 

Divergent Validity 

Divergent validity examines whether different constructs are discriminant from 

each other and the items only measure the intended construct (Brown & Moore, 2012). 

Divergent validity was measured using a nested model technique (Bagozzi et al., 1991). 

This technique compares an unconstrained model to a constrained model. An 

unconstrained model does not include any restrictions on the model other than what is 

needed to achieve overidentification. A constrained model includes restrictions on 

parameter values introduced by the researcher. For the purposes of testing divergent 

validity, the researcher sets the covariance of two latent variables to one. By 

constraining the covariance to one, two latent variables represent one construct and, 

therefore, are not discriminant (Bagozzi et al., 1991). The two models (unconstrained 

and constrained) are compared using the chi-square difference test. The chi-square 

values for both the unconstrained and constrained models are evaluated to see if they are 

significantly different from each other. If the constrained model is statistically different 

than the unconstrained model (i.e., p<0.05) then the two variables are discriminant 

(Bryant & Satorra, 2012). If the chi-square difference returns a non-significant value 

(p>= 0.05), then the two models do not differ and the variables are not discriminant 

from each other (Bryant & Satorra, 2012). This process was repeated for each 

combination of board member behaviours in the behavioural model and for the two 
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board functions in the functions model. This testing was used to confirm that the 

different behaviours and functions were each separate constructs. 

 

3.2.7.5 Model Modification Process 
Modifications refer to the addition or removal of paths or observed items within 

the model. These modifications may include removing an item and its subsequent paths 

or adding a path that was not previously included such as a covariant path between error 

terms. These minor modifications to the model are based on the analysis and the fit 

criteria and are used to improve the model. However, as CFA is used to test rather than 

develop theory, it is important that any modifications are theoretically justified 

(McDonald & Ho, 2002). For this research, modifications were used to attempt to 

overcome issues with the board member behavioural model, refine one-factor 

congeneric models, and increase the fit of the board functions model. Details regarding 

the use of model modifications in this research are provided in Chapter Four, but the 

process and justification for model modification is outlined here. 

 

Modifications were based on the examination of the standardised residuals and 

the modification indices provided in the output. The standardised residuals matrix 

displays the differences between the theorised covariance matrix and the observed 

covariance matrix. Scores above 2.58 are considered to be large and indicate that the 

model does not explain the relationship between the items well (Byrne, 2010; 

Schumaker & Lomax, 2010). Modification indices document the amount the chi-square 

value would be expected to drop if a new relationship was included in the model and the 

estimated value of the introduced relationship (Byrne, 2010; Schumaker & Lomax, 

2010). The decision to make modifications was considered in the context of applicable 

theory and the explanatory benefit gained from the modification. 
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Theoretical explanations for modifications depend on the adjustment being 

made. For example, the introduction of a covariant relationship between error terms is 

explainable if the two items being measured may measure a sub-construct of the latent 

variable that the other items do not capture. While some modifications are acceptable, 

the changes should be minor and not substantially change the underlying theory of the 

model (McDonald & Ho, 2002). Too many modifications for the purpose of meeting 

model fit criteria can result in a lack of parsimony that can make generalisation of the 

model more difficult (Brown & Moore, 2012).  

 

3.2.7.6 Model Comparison 
The board member behaviour and board function models examined in this 

research were developed using identity theory. Model comparison allowed for these 

models to be compared to “alternative models that reflect competing theoretical 

accounts or offer a more parsimonious account of the data” (Hoyle, 2012, p. 8).  

 

There are two main approaches for comparing models. The first approach is 

used for examining nested models. Nested models occur when one model is a 

constrained version of another model such as setting the covariance between two latent 

variables to one. As with examining discriminant validity, the chi-square difference test 

can be used in the case of nested models to determine if one model is a better fit than 

the other (Bagozzi et al., 1991).  

 

Non-nested models have fundamental differences in their structures due to 

differences in the underlying theory. The chi-square difference test is not suitable for 

non-nested models. Therefore, for non-nested models, model selection indices are 

required. The two model selection indices used in this research were the Consistent 
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Akaike Information Criterion (CAIC) and the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC). 

The CAIC is a variation of the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) that measures the 

“expected discrepancy between the true model and the hypothesized model” (West et 

al., 2012, p. 223). The AIC tends to favour complex models, particularly with a small 

sample size, but this tendency is reduced in CAIC when compared to AIC. The BIC is 

similar to the CAIC but instead of rewarding complex models, the BIC punishes the 

addition of parameters (West et al., 2012). The use of CAIC and BIC means that 

oversimplified or overcomplicated models will be identified by one or the other of these 

criteria. Both the CAIC and BIC do not have any absolute values when used to examine 

model fit. Rather, they are used to compare different models. The better fitting model is 

the model with the lower CAIC and BIC scores. 

 

The alternative models included grouping items in less specific constructs or 

estimating different relationships between latent variables. For study one, the six-

behaviour model was tested against possible alternative explanations including (a) a 

single variable of behaviour; (b) two types of behaviour with no consideration for roles; 

(c) three roles with no consideration for type of behaviour and; (d) five variables 

including three roles and two behaviours with each item loading onto both relevant 

variables. Models (a), (b), (c), and (d) are visually depicted in Figure 3.1. Competing 

models (a), (b), and (c) each provided more parsimonious explanations of board 

member behaviour. Model (d) identifies both roles and types of behaviour but does not 

combine them. Model comparison was the last step in the analysis of study one 
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Figure 3.1 Visual depiction of comparison models 
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3.2.7.1 Structural Equation Modelling 
Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) moves from examining the relationships 

between measures and latent variables (i.e., CFA) to the relationships between the latent 

variables (Jarvis et al., 2003). Whereas CFA is used as a form of factor analysis, SEM 

combines factor analysis with path analysis (i.e., regression). The combination of 

regression and factor analysis allows the researcher to model relationships between 

latent variables whereas regression only allows for relationships between observed 

variables (Bagozzi & Yi, 2012; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Thus, the inclusion of path 

analysis allows SEM to describe the direction and strength of relationships between 

latent variables (Hoyle, 2012) which is important to the research questions guiding this 

study. Similar to CFA, SEM models are based on theory and are, therefore, theory-

testing rather than theory-developing. 

 

As this research aimed to test relationships between individual behaviours and 

board functions based on existing theory, SEM was an appropriate tool to use. Each of 

the different individual behaviours and board functions were constructs and not directly 

observable. Therefore, SEM allowed the researcher to combine observed measures of 

the constructs and predict relationships between latent constructs. 

 

The procedure for evaluating an SEM model followed the same criteria applied 

in CFA. Thus, results of SEM were evaluated using chi-square, SRMR, RMSEA, TLI, 

and CFI statistics. Model modifications and model comparisons in SEM, as in CFA, 

must be theoretically justified. Convergent and divergent validity of the behaviours and 

functions constructs were established in the CFA stage and, therefore, were not 

considered in the SEM analysis. 
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The model examined in study two included the following predictive 

relationships: (a) the three proficient behaviours were predicted to influence the board’s 

fulfilment of its conformance role; (b) the three proactive behaviours were predicted to 

influence the board’s fulfilment of its strategic role; and (c) the board’s fulfilment of its 

conformance role was predicted to influence the board’s fulfilment of its strategic role. 

The rationale behind these predictive relationships was outlined in section 2.9 

 

As with CFA, it is possible to compare models using SEM to identify if a more 

parsimonious model or a theoretically justifiable alternative model is a better fit for the 

data than the prescribed model. For study two, the alternative models tested included: 

(a) the predictive relationships between behaviours and board functions were reversed 

suggesting that board functions would dictate behaviours; and (b) the strategic function 

would predict the conformance function. Model (a) is based on the theoretical argument 

that individual behaviours will occur in response to the environment rather than from an 

individual’s identity (Cuskelly, 1995; Haslam, 2004). Model (b) is based on the 

theoretical argument that boards that focus on the strategic role will, as part of that 

strategic focus, fulfil their conformance role axiomatically (Shilbury & Ferkins, 2011). 

 

3.2.7.2 Measurement Invariance 
The final test conducted in the analysis of study two examined the invariance of 

the results. “Invariance assesses whether specific parameters of the measurement model 

or structural model are equivalent across groups” (Yoo, 2002, p. 358). Claims regarding 

generalisability are supported by finding invariance between groups as it suggests an 

absence of systematic bias in the way different groups respond to measurement items 

(Netemeyer, Bearden, & Sharma, 2003; Steenkamp & Baumgartner, 1998). In the 

absence of invariance, termed noninvariance, differences in responses may be 
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attributable to influences from sources other than the constructs (Millsap & Olivera-

Aguilar, 2012). This research examined measurement invariance in the board member 

behaviours and board functions models as well as structural invariance in the 

relationships between behaviours and functions across individual, board, and 

organisational characteristics.  

 

To test for invariance, dichotomous groups were formed within the study two 

sample based on organisational budget, number of staff, board size, board position, 

tenure, formal governance training, board recruitment method, gender, age, level of 

education, field of education, employment status, and employment role. Each of these 

factors was divided into two groups in order to keep the sample size as close to 200 as 

possible. For some contingent factors, the division point was clear. For example, gender 

and formal governance training were both dichotomous in nature meaning those 

variables were already in two groups. Other variables such as age or board size were 

continuous. In these examples, the median value was used as a division point for the 

two groups. Ordinal variables such as budget and staff size were split into groups by 

identifying a value that would create as close to equal groups as possible. Finally, 

nominal variables meant statistics should not be the primary factor in creating two 

groups. These groups were created by balancing a conceptual rationale for groupings 

with considerations for sample size. This was done by considering the governance 

literature and identifying a theoretical reason for splitting the groups. For example, 

following Doherty et al., (2004), board positions such as president, vice-president, and 

treasurer were identified as central board positions whereas other positions such as a 

general member or a representative were non-central positions. Details regarding the 

criteria for each group and the corresponding sample size are found in Table 3.6. 
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Table 3.6 Group Descriptions for Factors Used in Invariance Testing 

Contingent Factor Group 1 Description Sample 
Size Group 2 Description Sample 

Size 

Organisational Budget 
Small (Less than $500k) 220 Large ($500k or greater) 222 

Number of Staff 
Small (Less than or equal to 3.0 FTE1) 237 Large (Greater than 3 FTE1 staff members) 205 

Board Size 
Small (Less than 8 board members) 222 Large (Greater than or equal to 8 board members 230 

Board Position 
Central position (president, CEO, VP, 

treasurer, secretary) 
202 Non-central position (Chair of sub-committee, representative, 

general member, other) 
251 

Tenure 
Less than 3 years 196 Greater than or equal to 3 years 255 

Formal Governance 
Training 

No 284 Yes 161 

Gender 
Male 292 Female 160 

Recruitment Method 
Elected 242 Other 211 

Birth Year 
Older (Born before 1962) 217 Younger (Born after 1961) 208 

Education Level 
Less than a Bachelor’s Degree 163 A Bachelor's degree or higher 287 

Education Field 
Management and Commerce 171 Other 190 

Employment Status 
Full-time employee 207 Other 244 

Employment Role 
Manager 196 Other 251 

Notes. Sample sizes may not add up to 453 due to some missing data. 1Full-time equivalent 
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Measurement invariance was tested using metric invariance. Metric invariance 

focuses on the factor loadings within a measurement model (Netemeyer et al., 2003). 

The achievement of metric invariance suggests the interpretation and response to 

individual items were not systematically biased between groups (Steenkamp & 

Baumgartner, 1998). Metric invariance is generally accepted as sufficient for 

measurement invariance (Yoo, 2002). Other tests of measurement invariance include 

scalar and strict invariance. Scalar invariance involves testing for invariance across 

intercepts while strict invariance also includes invariance across error terms (Millsap & 

Olivera-Aguilar, 2012). Scalar invariance is primarily used to support comparisons of 

differences in construct means (Steenkamp & Baumgartner, 1998). The purpose of this 

research was to examine the viability of two measurement models rather than make 

comparisons within the models. Therefore, scalar invariance was regarded as 

unnecessary for the purposes of this research. Furthermore, tests for strict invariance 

were not conducted as strict invariance is predicated on scalar invariance (Millsap & 

Olivera-Aguilar, 2012). 

 

In addition to measurement invariance, tests were conducted for the structural 

invariance of the relationships between board member behaviours and board functions. 

Structural invariance focuses on the relationships between the constructs rather than the 

relationships between items and constructs (Byrne, 2010). Achieving structural 

invariance strengthens the generalisability of the findings as the relationships identified 

between constructs would not be a result of systematic bias within the groups (Yoo, 

2002). As the objective of RQ3 was to examine the relationships between board 

member behaviours and board functions, structural invariance was tested by examining 

the regression paths between behaviours and functions (Byrne, 2010).  
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In order to test for invariance, the results of two models are compared 

(Netemeyer et al., 2003). The first model is an unconstrained model meaning all the 

parameters may vary across groups in order to achieve the best fitting model for that 

group. The second model is a constrained model. This model restricts the ability of 

parameters to vary across groups by forcing them to be equal in each group. The 

parameters restricted depends on the level of invariance being examined. In order to test 

for metric invariance, the factor loadings are constrained across groups. In order to test 

for structural invariance, the factor loadings and the regression paths are constrained 

across groups. For all invariance tests, models are compared using the chi-square 

difference test (Bagozzi & Yi, 2012). An insignificant result in the chi-square difference 

test meant there was no difference between the two groups and full invariance has been 

achieved. However, a significant result would mean that differences did occur across the 

groups and, therefore, full invariance was not achieved. However, full invariance is not 

always necessary to claim a lack of systematic bias invariance claims as there is still the 

possibility to achieve partial invariance (Byrne, Shavelson, & Muthén, 1989; Millsap & 

Olivera-Aguilar, 2012).  

 

Partial invariance refers to a model that has both invariant and noninvariant 

parameters (Yoo, 2002). Partially invariant models allow the researcher to conduct more 

restrictive tests of invariance (Steenkamp & Baumgartner, 1998). There is little 

agreement on what qualifies as partial invariance. Some authors suggest that “most of 

the parameters should be invariant” (Yoo, 2002, p. 359) while others require invariance 

in “at least one item [per construct]” (Steenkamp & Baumgartner, 1998, p. 81). For this 

research, both of these restrictions were implemented. 
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3.3 Ethical Considerations 

There were no significant ethics issues that impacted the study. The research 

was conducted in accordance with the approved protocol granted by Griffith 

University’s Human Research Ethics Committee in 2013 (Protocol: HSL/28/10/HREC). 

In order to ensure informed consent by participants, a plain language statement was 

provided at the start of the online questionnaire that detailed the voluntary nature of the 

research, the expectations of the participant, and how data were protected. Measures 

consistent with contemporary research methods were taken to ensure the anonymity and 

confidentiality of all individuals and organisations participating in the research project. 

Respondents were unable to withdraw from the study once the online questionnaire had 

been completed as identifiable data were not collected. However, respondents were able 

to discontinue participation in the study by closing the survey within their web browser. 

 

3.4 Chapter Summary 

This chapter described the method used to address the research questions 

outlined in Chapter Two. The chapter described the debate regarding the philosophical 

underpinnings of research and selected pragmatism as the guiding research philosophy. 

Using pragmatism, a two-study quantitative research approach was designed to address 

the research questions. The first study tested the board member behaviour model in a 

sample of board members of Canadian provincial sporting organisations. The second 

study tested the revised board member behaviour model, a board functions model, and 

the relationships between board member behaviours and board functions in a sample of 

board members of Australian state sport organisations. The two primary data analysis 

techniques were confirmatory factor analysis and structural equation modelling. Chapter 

Four describes the results of both studies. 
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 Results 

The previous chapter outlined the research approach and methods. Two studies 

were used to answer the research questions. The first study was conducted in Canadian 

provincial sport organisations and examined the board member behaviour model. The 

second study tested the board member behaviour model, the board functions model, and 

the relationships between behaviours and functions in Australian state sport 

organisations. This chapter provides the results of the analysis. The chapter structure is 

aligned with the research questions. The first section addresses RQ1 by presenting the 

CFA results of the board member behaviour model. The results for RQ1 are further 

separated into subsections for study one and study two. The second section addresses 

RQ2 by providing the results from a CFA of the board functions model. Finally, the 

third section examines RQ3 by presenting the results of the SEM analysis. This chapter 

concludes by summarising the results. A discussion of the results occurs in the 

following chapter.7 

 

4.1 Research Question One 

RQ1 focused on board member behaviour and addressed the question: How does 

the board member behaviour model derived from identity theory fit the sport governing 

body context? In order to investigate this research question, two sequential studies were 

conducted in different countries to test whether the proposed model suited the sport 

governance context. Results from study one were used to inform study two.  

 

                                                 
 
7 This chapter uses the processes, tests, and criteria outlined in the Analysis section of 
Chapter 3. While this chapter includes reminders of the analysis procedures, for full 
detail and justification of these procedures please refer to Chapter 3. 
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4.1.1 Study One 

The sample for study one was 289 responses from board members of provincial 

sport organisations in the Canadian provinces of British Columbia, Alberta, 

Saskatchewan, Manitoba, and Nova Scotia. As outlined in Chapter Three, the profile of 

participants resembled other studies investigating board members of sport organisations. 

 

4.1.1.1 One-factor Congeneric Models of Behaviours 
One-factor congeneric models were used to examine the fit of each behaviour 

prior to evaluating the full model. These congeneric models provide a quasi-test of 

construct validity through the evaluation of model fit statistics and convergent validity 

(Holmes-Smith & Rowe, 1994). Results of the congeneric models are found in Table 

4.1. The results for each of the nine board member behaviours met model fit criteria 

(SRMR < 0.07; RMSEA < 0.06; CFI > 0.95; TLI > 0.95). Some of the congeneric 

models demonstrated a level of overfit with extremely low SRMR and RMSEA scores 

and extremely high CFI and TLI scores. The high scores were attributed to a much 

higher sample size to parameter ratio than would be needed for simplistic models (Wolf, 

Harrington, Clark, & Miller, 2013). In this case, the examination of the chi-square 

values suggested that the models were acceptable and overfit on other criteria were not 

cause for concern (West et al., 2012).  
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Table 4.1 One-Factor Congeneric Models Examined in Study One 

Behaviour χ2 Df  p  SRMR RMSEA CFI TLI AVE α CR 
Individual Proficient 0.324 1 0.569 0.007 0.000 1.00 1.01 0.574 0.784 0.799 
Individual Adaptive 0.364 1 0.546 0.010 0.000 1.00 1.02 0.347 0.608 0.614 
Individual Proactive 1.406 1 0.236 0.010 0.038 1.00 1.00 0.673 0.853 0.859 
Board Proficient 2.000 1 0.157 0.018 0.059 1.00 0.98 0.492 0.739 0.741 
Board Adaptive 0.012 1 0.914 0.002 0.000 1.00 1.02 0.447 0.664 0.696 
Board Proactive 0.296 1 0.586 0.004 0.000 1.00 1.01 0.664 0.854 0.856 
Organisational Proficient 0.220 1 0.639 0.004 0.000 1.00 1.00 0.607 0.770 0.817 
Organisational Adaptive 0.155 1 0.694 0.006 0.000 1.00 1.02 0.471 0.712 0.723 
Organisational Proactive 0.497 1 0.481 0.007 0.000 1.00 1.01 0.612 0.814 0.826 
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There were some potential issues with convergent validity. Four behaviours, including 

all three adaptive behaviours and the board proficient behaviour had an AVE score of 

less than 0.5 meaning the underlying construct explains less than half of the variance 

within the items (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Additionally, the individual adaptive and 

the board adaptive behaviours had scores of less than 0.7 on both Cronbach’s alpha and 

composite reliability further illustrating issues with convergent validity. The use of 

congeneric models revealed mild convergent validity issues with four behaviours 

(individual adaptive, board adaptive, organisational adaptive, and board proficient). 

However, the model fit statistics, including the non-significant chi-square values, met fit 

criteria. The issues with the four behaviours were noted when considering the results of 

future analysis. Following the one-factor congeneric models, the next step was a CFA of 

the measurement model. 

 

4.1.1.2 Nine-Behaviour Model 
The nine-behaviour model, outlined in Figure 4.1, was tested next. This model 

failed the CFA test as the inter-construct covariance matrix was not positive definite. A 

not positive definite result means the matrix, or a nested submatrix, has a negative 

determinant and, therefore, is an inadmissible solution (Byrne, 2010; Wothke, 1993). 

The matrix in question, Table 4.2, was reviewed to identify the source of the negative 

determinant. Table 4.3 lists the determinants of the whole matrix as well as the 

determinants of six different submatrices based on each of the three roles and the three 

behaviours used to create the model. The negative determinant of the adaptive 

behaviours submatrix meant the three adaptive behaviours were the source of the 

inadmissible solution highlighting the convergent validity issues found in the one-factor 

congeneric models.  
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Figure 4.1 Nine-behaviour model of board member behaviour
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Table 4.2 Inter-Construct Covariance Matrix 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1. Individual Proficient 0.255         
2. Individual Adaptive 0.147 0.245        
3. Individual Proactive 0.134 0.301 0.463       
4. Board Proficient 0.142 0.152 0.143 0.219      
5. Board Adaptive 0.142 0.231 0.221 0.187 0.217     
6. Board Proactive 0.114 0.238 0.361 0.195 0.258 0.487    
7. Organisational Proficient 0.150 0.119 0.118 0.160 0.163 0.129 0.312   
8. Organisational Adaptive 0.141 0.259 0.220 0.209 0.269 0.274 0.198 0.367  
9. Organisational Proactive 0.111 0.249 0.378 0.202 0.252 0.470 0.146 0.376 0.654 

 
 
 
Table 4.3 Determinants of the Inter-Construct Covariance Matrix and Submatrices 

Matrix Determinant 
Whole model <0.0001 
Proficient 0.0065 
Adaptive -0.0002 
Proactive 0.0186 
Individual 0.0033 
Board 0.0021 
Organisation 0.0191 
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Despite the issues with adaptive behaviours, minor modifications were 

attempted, based on examination of the standardised residuals and the modification 

indices, to determine if the not positive definite matrix could be resolved and an 

admissible solution identified. These model modifications included introducing 

covariance between error terms, removal of items, and setting the covariance between 

highly correlated constructs to one. However, these modifications were unable to 

eliminate the problem of the not positive definite matrix. At this point, the researcher 

was concerned that too many modifications were introduced and these modifications 

were being driven by statistical findings rather than theory, contrasting 

recommendations about model modifications (McDonald & Ho, 2002). Therefore, the 

nine-behaviour model was not supported by the data meaning the board member 

behaviour model described in Chapter Two did not apply to the sport governing body 

context in study one. 

 

4.1.1.3 Model Respecification 
The failure of the nine-behaviour model to produce an admissible solution led to 

the re-examination of the model and the underlying theoretical principles. Specifically, 

the theory underpinning the adaptive behaviours was re-examined. An alternative 

interpretation of the theory explained why adaptive behaviours were not appropriate to 

the governance context.8 However, the theory relating to the three roles (individual, 

board, and organisational) and two behaviours (proficient and proactive) was supported 

by the data. Therefore, the nine-behaviour model was revised to a six-behaviour model 

based on three roles and two types of behaviours (individual proficient, board 

                                                 
 
8 See Chapter Five for an in-depth discussion on why adaptive behaviours did not fit the 
sport governing board context. 
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proficient, organisational proficient, individual proactive, board proactive, 

organisational proactive). The data from study one, excluding the questions regarding 

the adaptive behaviours, were used to test the revised, six-behaviour model. 

 

4.1.1.4 Six-Behaviour Model 
The six behaviours included in the revised board member behaviour model were 

previously tested as one-factor congeneric models. Therefore, the first step in testing the 

revised model was a CFA including all six factors. The six-factor model demonstrated 

good overall fit by meeting the preferred level of fit criteria (χ2=226.132, df=120, 

p=.000; SRMR=0.06; RMSEA=0.06; CFI=0.96; TLI=0.95). Given the overall fit of the 

model, modification was not necessary. The next step involved testing the convergent 

and divergent validity of the measurement model. 

 

Standardised factor loadings, the critical ratio, AVE, Cronbach’s alpha, and 

composite reliability were calculated in order to address convergent validity and are 

presented in Table 4.4. Overall, convergent validity was achieved. All factor loading 

scores were greater than 0.5 and were statistically significant. All Cronbach’s alpha and 

composite reliability scores were above 0.7. Additionally, the AVE scores were greater 

than 0.5 for all latent variables except board proficient behaviour (0.492). However, as 

AVE is a conservative measure of convergent validity (Malhotra, 2010) and, as board 

proficient behaviour met all other criteria, it was determined that convergent validity 

was achieved.  
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Table 4.4 CFA Results of the Six-Behaviour Model – Study One 

Label Factor Name and Items Factor Loading1 Critical Ratio2 AVE α CR 
 Individual Proficient   0.573 0.784 0.799 
IndProf1 Carried out the core duties of your role well 0.759 13.917*    
IndProf2 Completed your core tasks well using standard procedures 0.642 11.150*    
IndProf3 Ensured your tasks were completed properly 0.854 16.039*    
 Individual Proactive   0.671 0.856 0.859 
IndProactive1 Initiated better ways of doing your core tasks 0.910 18.945*    
IndProactive2 Come up with ideas to improve the way in which your core tasks are done 0.818 16.173*    
IndProactive3 Made changes to the way your core tasks are done 0.719 13.547*    
 Board Proficient   0.492 0.739 0.744 
BoardProf1 Coordinated your work with fellow board members 0.724 12.573*    
BoardProf2 Communicated effectively with your fellow board members 0.645 10.829*    
BoardProf3 Provided help to fellow board members when asked, or needed 0.733 12.861*    
 Board Proactive   0.665 0.859 0.856 
BoardProactive1 Suggested ways to make your board more effective 0.758 14.590*    
BoardProactive2 Developed new and improved methods to help your board perform better 0.853 17.360*    
BoardProactive3 Improved the way your board does things 0.832 16.696*    
 Organisational Proficient   0.607 0.77 0.818 
OrgProf1 Presented a positive image of the organisation to other people (e.g., stakeholders) 0.862 16.655*    
OrgProf2 Defended the organisation if others criticized it 0.570 9.914*    
OrgProf3 Talked about the organisation in positive ways 0.868 16.783*    
 Organisational Proactive   0.617 0.814 0.826 
OrgProactive1 Made suggestions to improve the overall effectiveness of the organisation 0.825 16.310*    

OrgProactive2 Involved yourself in changes that are helping to improve the overall effectiveness of 
the organization 

0.640 11.403*    

OrgProactive3 Come up with ways of increasing efficiency within the organization 0.872 17.650*    

Notes. 1Factor loadings presented are the standardised factor loading. 2 The critical ratio is the t-value of the unstandardised factor loading.  
* p<0.001
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While a minimum factor loading of 0.5 is necessary, a factor loading of 0.7 or higher 

is preferable (Hair et al., 2009). A factor loading of 0.7 or higher means a squared multiple 

correlation score of 0.49 or higher. A squared multiple correlation score above 0.5 indicates 

the construct explains most of the variance of an item (Hair et al., 2009). The factor loadings, 

of IndProf2 (0.642), BoardProf2 (0.645), OrgProf2 (0.570), and OrgProactive3 (0.640) were 

under the 0.7 threshold.9 Of particular concern was the loading of OrgProf2 (0.570). Within 

the organisational proactive construct, two of the items, OrgProactive1 (0.825) and 

OrgProactive3 (0.872) had high loadings in comparison with OrgProactive2 (0.640). Thus, 

one aim of study two was to develop additional items to address the measurement concerns 

identified within the three constructs including low AVE and factor loading (board 

proficient), low factor loading (organisational proficient) and a large discrepancy between 

factor loadings (organisational proactive). 

 

The chi-square difference test was used to test for divergent validity by comparing the 

base model with a model in which two constructs were forced to have a covariance of 1. As 

detailed in Chapter 3, the chi-square difference test compares the chi-square values of two 

models. If the resulting difference has a p-value greater than or equal to 0.05 then the two 

models are not statistically different. If the p-value is less than 0.05, then the two models are 

different (Bagozzi et al., 1991). For tests of divergent validity, a significant p-value indicates 

that divergent validity has been achieved. Table 4.5 provides the results for the comparisons 

of each combination of constructs. The results for all combinations were statistically 

significant meaning the six identified behaviours were discriminant from each other.

                                                 
 
9 IndProf2, BoardProf2, OrgProactive3 refer to items whereas individual proficient, board 
proficient and organisational proactive refer to constructs. All items are listed in Table 4.4 
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Table 4.5 Divergent Validity Analysis for the Six-Behaviour Model – Study One  

Model χ2 df p Δχ2 Δdf p 
Unconstrained 226.132 120 <0.001    
Individual Proficient <--> Board Proficient 385.899 121 <0.001 159.767 1 <0.001 
Individual Proficient <--> Organisational Proficient 377.609 121 <0.001 151.477 1 <0.001 
Individual Proficient <--> Individual Proactive 378.362 121 <0.001 152.230 1 <0.001 
Individual Proficient <--> Board Proactive 386.831 121 <0.001 160.699 1 <0.001 
Individual Proficient <--> Organisational Proactive 437.300 121 <0.001 211.168 1 <0.001 
Board Proficient <--> Organisational Proficient 368.853 121 <0.001 142.721 1 <0.001 
Board Proficient <--> Individual Proactive 375.140 121 <0.001 149.008 1 <0.001 
Board Proficient <--> Board Proactive 352.954 121 <0.001 126.822 1 <0.001 
Board Proficient <--> Organisational Proactive 400.962 121 <0.001 174.830 1 <0.001 
Organisational Proficient <--> Individual Proactive 372.965 121 <0.001 146.833 1 <0.001 
Organisational Proficient <--> Board Proactive 367.711 121 <0.001 141.579 1 <0.001 
Organisational Proficient <--> Organisational Proactive 404.457 121 <0.001 178.325 1 <0.001 
Individual Proactive <--> Board Proactive 291.176 121 <0.001 65.044 1 <0.001 
Individual Proactive <--> Organisational Proactive 334.462 121 <0.001 108.330 1 <0.001 
Board Proactive <--> Organisational Proactive 315.659 121 <0.001 89.527 1 <0.001 

Note. All Comparisons were made with the unconstrained model.
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4.1.1.5 Model Comparison 
In addition to testing the model’s fit and validity, the model was compared with 

possible alternative explanations. Alternative explanations were outlined in the analysis 

section of Chapter Three and visually depicted in Error! Reference source not found.. 

These models included (a) a single variable of behaviour; (b) two types of behaviour 

with no consideration for roles; (c) three roles with no consideration for type of 

behaviour; (d) five variables including three roles and two behaviours with each item 

loading onto multiple variables. Results for these comparisons are found in Table 4.6. 

The singular factor model, the separate behaviours, and the separate roles model did not 

achieve minimum fit statistics. Model (d), that accounted for both roles and behaviours 

independently, did achieve acceptable fit. However, the BIC and CAIC of model (d) 

were both higher than the original model indicating the data achieved a better fit with 

the original model. This finding indicates that roles and types of behaviour explain 

additional variance when combined rather than separated. Therefore, the six-behaviour 

model was identified as the best fit to the data. 

 

Table 4.6 Comparison with Alternative Explanations of Behaviours – Study One  

Model Description χ2 df  SRMR RMSEA CFI TLI BIC CAIC 
Original model 226.132* 120 0.058 0.055 0.96 0.95 515.12 566.12 
One-factor 1119.535* 135 0.128 0.159 0.63 0.58 - - 
Two Behaviours 694.757* 134 0.086 0.121 0.79 0.76 904.42 941.42 
Three Roles 937.903* 132 0.132 0.146 0.70 0.65 1158.89 1197.89 
Separate roles and 
behaviours 

251.762* 113 0.061 0.065 0.95 0.93 580.42 638.42 

Notes. BIC and CAIC cannot be calculated for one-factor models. *p<0.001 

 

4.1.1.6 Summary Study One 
Study one examined the board member behaviour model. Results indicated that 

the nine-behaviour model was not supported. The model was inadmissible due to a not 
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positive definite matrix. Examination of the results and consideration of theory led to 

the removal of the three adaptive behaviours. The respecified model included six 

individual board member behaviours. This revised model was tested and met model fit 

criteria. Additionally, this model demonstrated both convergent and divergent validity. 

The results indicated that additional items may be beneficial for measuring the board 

proficient, organisational proficient, and organisational proactive behaviours. The 

model was compared against other models and the six-behaviour model was shown to 

be the best fit for the data. RQ1 asked whether the board member behaviour model fit 

the sport governing body context. The results of study one answered RQ1 by indicating 

that a six-behaviour model was supported by data from Canadian provincial sport 

governing organisations. However, in order to provide additional support and increase 

generalisability, the model was tested in a second study in a different context.  

 

4.1.2 Study Two 

Study two had 453 responses from board members of Australian state and 

territory sport organisations. Study two addressed RQ1 by examining the board member 

behaviour model in a different country to test the generalisability of the model and test 

refinements to the measurement instrument. These refinements included additional 

items introduced in response to minor issues identified in study one. Two items were 

added to the board proficient scale in order to attempt to overcome the low AVE score 

and the low loading of one item. One item was added to each of the organisational 

proficient and organisational proactive scales.  

 

4.1.2.1 One-factor Congeneric Models 
Using the same process as study one, one-factor congeneric models were created 

for each of the six behaviours. While all models met the model fit criteria, the board 
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proficient and organisational proficient behaviours did not meet the criteria of the chi-

square test (see Table 4.7). Given the simplicity of these one-factor models, it expected 

that the model would achieve a non-significant chi-square value despite the issues 

identified with chi-square values in Chapter Three (West et al., 2012). 

 

In addition to not meeting the chi-square criteria, organisational proficient 

behaviour had a low AVE score. An examination of the standardised residual matrix 

and modification indices suggested issues with the OrgProf2 and OrgProf4 items. 

Furthermore, the factor score of OrgProf4 was less than 0.5. In the interest of trying to 

retain the item, the first attempt at model modification was the introduction of shared 

error between OrgProf2 and OrgProf4. However, the AVE score dropped to 0.45 

meaning this modification decreased the convergent validity of the latent variable. Thus, 

the wording of OrgProf2 and OrgProf4 was reviewed to identify issues that had 

previously been undetected. Both items revealed potential ambiguity that would result 

in increased error (Churchill, 1979) . OrgProf2, “I have defended the organisation when 

it has been criticised”, is based on an assumption that the organisation has received 

criticism. If the responding board member was not aware of criticism, it is unclear how 

they should respond to this item. OrgProf4, “I have communicated with the 

organisation’s stakeholders”, includes the term stakeholders which is subject to a broad 

range of interpretations that may cause confusion for participants (Herman & Renz, 

2000; Huse, 1998). Ultimately, the similarity of the issues affecting OrgProf2 and 

OrgProf4 led the researcher to retain the original scale that was effective in study one by 

dropping OrgProf4. The congeneric model was run with three items and achieved model 

fit (χ2=.001, df=1, p=.970; SRMR=0.003; RMSEA=0.000; CFI=1.00; TLI=1.008) and 

convergent validity (AVE=0.540, Cronbach’s Alpha=0.695, CR=0.770).  
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Table 4.7 One-Factor Congeneric Models Examined in Study Two 

Behaviour χ2 df p SRMR RMSEA CFI TLI AVE α CR 

Individual Proficient 0.087 1 0.768 0.000 0.003 1.00 1.01 0.564 0.791 0.795 
Individual Proactive 0.851 1 0.356 0.000 0.006 1.00 1.00 0.680 0.861 0.865 
Board Proficient (five items) 19.580 5 0.001 0.080 0.036 0.97 0.94 0.402 0.756 0.768 
Board Proactive 0.825 1 0.364 0.000 0.006 1.00 1.00 0.673 0.859 0.86 
Organisational Proficient (four items) 11.711 2 0.003 0.104 0.036 0.98 0.94 0.459 0.713 0.76 
Organisational Proactive (four items) 2.633 2 0.268 0.026 0.010 1.00 1.00 0.599 0.854 0.856 
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The congeneric model for the board proficient behaviour revealed issues with a 

low AVE (0.400) and poor model fit (χ2=19.580, df=5, p=.001). Two items, 

BoardProf3, “I have provided help to fellow board members when asked, or needed”, 

and BoardProf5, “I have drawn on my knowledge to educate fellow board members”, 

were identified as a potential sources of poor fit through the examination of 

standardised residuals and modification indices. Based on the modification indices, a 

covariance was introduced between the error terms of the two items and justified as both 

items referred to assisting other board members. However, the introduction of the error 

term decreased AVE to 0.393 indicating reduced convergent validity. Furthermore, 

BoardProf5 had a factor loading below 0.5. In addition to the low factor loading, 

BoardProf5 is different from the other board proficient items as it indicated a leadership 

role by including the term educating. Other board proficient items used terms linked 

with teamwork such as coordinated, communicated, provided help, and supported. This 

difference in connotative meaning was used to justify the exclusion of BoardProf5. The 

four-item board proficient congeneric model achieved model fit (χ2=2.041, df=2, 

p=.361; SRMR=0.012; RMSEA=0.007; CFI=1.00; TLI=1.00). Convergent validity was 

also achieved as all factor loadings were above 0.5 and both the Cronbach’s alpha 

(0.755) and composite reliability (0.761) were above 0.7, even though the AVE score 

was below 0.5 (0.455). 

 

4.1.2.2 Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
The next step was to test the measurement model that included all six behaviours 

using CFA. The six behaviour model met model fit criteria (χ2=290.466, df=155, 

p=.000; SRMR=0.05; RMSEA=0.04; CFI=0.97; TLI=0.96). The overall fit of the model 

meant that model modification based on standardised residuals and modification indices 
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was not necessary. Therefore, the convergent and divergent validity of the measurement 

model were examined. 

 

The results of the CFA are presented in Table 4.8. In addressing convergent 

validity, there were a few minor issues, but overall, convergent validity was achieved. 

All factor loadings, with the exception of OrgProf2, were greater than 0.5. All AVE 

scores, with the exception of the Board Proficient behaviour, were above 0.5. Finally, 

all Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability scores were above 0.7. The issues with 

OrgProf2 and board proficient behaviour were minor given other convergent validity 

criteria were met. Discriminant validity was also achieved with significant results on the 

chi-square difference test for each combination of latent variables (see Table 4.9).  

 

 

.
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Table 4.8 CFA Results of the Six-Behaviour Model – Study Two 

Label Factor Name and Items Factor Loading1 Critical Ratio2 AVE α CR 
 Individual Proficient   0.564 0.791 0.794 

IndProf1 Carried out the core duties of your role well 0.779 17.362*    

IndProf2 Completed your core tasks well using standard procedures 0.689 15.114*    

IndProf3 Ensured your tasks were completed properly 0.781 17.442*    

 Individual Proactive   0.676 0.861 0.862 

IndProactive1 Initiated better ways of doing your core tasks 0.849 21.276*    

IndProactive2 Come up with ideas to improve the way in which your core tasks are done 0.869 22.028*    

IndProactive3 Made changes to the way your core tasks are done 0.743 17.626*    

 Board Proficient   0.445 0.755 0.762 

BoardProf1 Coordinated your work with fellow board members 0.683 14.647*    

BoardProf2 Communicated effectively with your fellow board members 0.666 14.091*    

BoardProf3 Provided help to fellow board members when asked, or needed 0.617 12.837*    

BoardProf4 Supported the work of fellow board members 0.700 15.035*    

 Board Proactive   0.673 0.859 0.860 

BoardProactive1 Suggested ways to make your board more effective 0.769 18.564*    

BoardProactive2 Developed new and improved methods to help your board perform better 0.869 22.226*    

BoardProactive3 Improved the way your board does things 0.820 20.375*    

 Organisational Proficient   0.541 0.695 0.771 

OrgProf1 Presented a positive image of the organisation to other people (e.g., stakeholders) 0.861 19.580*    

OrgProf2 Defended the organisation if others criticized it 0.492 10.160*    

OrgProf3 Talked about the organisation in positive ways 0.799 17.992*    

 Organisational Proactive   0.596 0.854 0.855 

OrgProactive1 Made suggestions to improve the overall effectiveness of the organisation 0.773 18.727*    

OrgProactive2 Involved yourself in changes that are helping to improve the overall effectiveness of the 
organization 

0.748 17.846*    

OrgProactive3 Come up with ways of increasing efficiency within the organization 0.846 21.428*    

OrgProactive4 Developed plans to help the future of the organisation 0.716 16.836*    

Notes. 1Factor loadings presented are the standardised factor loading. 2 The critical ratio is the t-value of the unstandardised factor loading. 
*p<0.001 
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Table 4.9 Divergent Validity Analysis for the Six-Behaviour Model – Study Two 

Model χ2 df p Δχ2 Δdf p 
Unconstrained 290.466 155 <0.001    

Individual Proficient <--> Board Proficient 593.071 156 <0.001 302.605 1 <0.001 

Individual Proficient <--> Organisational Proficient 558.545 156 <0.001 268.079 1 <0.001 

Individual Proficient <--> Individual Proactive 522.129 156 <0.001 231.663 1 <0.001 

Individual Proficient <--> Board Proactive 544.664 156 <0.001 254.198 1 <0.001 

Individual Proficient <--> Organisational Proactive 529.859 156 <0.001 239.393 1 <0.001 

Board Proficient <--> Organisational Proficient 542.364 156 <0.001 251.898 1 <0.001 

Board Proficient <--> Individual Proactive 547.599 156 <0.001 257.133 1 <0.001 

Board Proficient <--> Board Proactive 502.861 156 <0.001 212.395 1 <0.001 

Board Proficient <--> Organisational Proactive 516.204 156 <0.001 225.738 1 <0.001 

Organisational Proficient <--> Individual Proactive 530.262 156 <0.001 239.796 1 <0.001 

Organisational Proficient <--> Board Proactive 517.933 156 <0.001 227.467 1 <0.001 

Organisational Proficient <--> Organisational Proactive 472.007 156 <0.001 181.541 1 <0.001 

Individual Proactive <--> Board Proactive 413.681 156 <0.001 123.215 1 <0.001 

Individual Proactive <--> Organisational Proactive 411.031 156 <0.001 120.565 1 <0.001 

Board Proactive <--> Organisational Proactive 395.117 156 <0.001 104.651 1 <0.001 

Note. All Comparisons were made with the Unconstrained model.
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The larger sample size of study two allowed for tests of measurement invariance 

within the sample. These tests were conducted to examine if factor loadings were 

equivalent between different groups based on different individual and organisational 

characteristics. Equivalent factor loadings meant the underlying construct was 

responsible for variance in items rather than variance occurring because of systematic 

bias. The characteristics tested included organisational budget, number of staff, board 

size, board position, tenure, formal governance training, board recruitment method, 

gender, age, level of education, field of education, employment status, and employment 

role. Two groups were made for each characteristic and details regarding group 

membership was provided in Chapter Three and Table 3.6. Each characteristic was 

tested independently.  

 

As outlined in Chapter Three, the test for metric invariance involved the 

comparison of two groups across two models. The first model was unconstrained and 

the second model was constrained. In the unconstrained model, the factor loadings for 

each item were allowed to be different between groups. In the constrained model, the 

factor loadings were fixed between groups meaning the items had the same factor 

loadings in each group. Then, the two models were compared using a chi-square 

difference test. A significant result on this test meant the two models were different 

when factor loadings were forced to be equivalent. The results of the chi-square 

difference tests are presented in Table 4.10. 

 

Overall, most of the contingent factors were determined to be fully metric 

invariant, meaning differences in factor loadings between groups were not statistically 

significant. However, the method of recruitment and the number of staff were not fully 
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invariant. Therefore, these were examined further to identify if partial invariance could 

be achieved. Following recommendations by Byrne (2010), noninvariance was 

identified using a two-step process. First, behaviours were examined for potential 

noninvariance by creating six models that tested the invariance of each behaviour 

individually by only constraining the factor loadings within that particular construct. 

Each model was compared to the unconstrained model using a chi-square difference 

test. A significant result indicated that the source of noninvariance was probably within 

the items measuring that latent variable. Second, after identifying the noninvariant 

behaviour, one model was created for each of the items within noninvariant latent 

variables by constraining all factor loadings in the model except for one item. Each 

model was compared to the unconstrained model. A nonsignificant result on the chi-

square difference test meant a model had identified a noninvariant item. 

.  

Table 4.10 χ2 Difference Test of Invariance for Board Member Behaviours 

Characteristic Δχ2 Δdf p 
Organisational Budget 15.327 20 0.757 
Number of Staff 38.109 20 0.009 
Board Size 23.324 20 0.273 
Board Role 21.445 20 0.371 
Tenure 29.236 20 0.083 
Formal Governance Training 26.611 20 0.147 
Recruitment Method 36.472 20 0.014 
Gender 22.983 20 0.290 
Birth Year 20.823 20 0.408 
Education Level 24.560 20 0.219 
Education Field 24.542 20 0.220 
Employment Status 25.593 20 0.180 
Employment Role 27.123 20 0.132 

Note: The table provides the changes in chi-square value and degrees of 
freedom in relation to an unconstrained model 
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The results of testing for invariance are presented in Table 4.11. For recruitment 

method, testing revealed IndProf3 as the noninvariant item. For staff size, the individual 

proficient behaviour was most likely to be the source of invariance. However, a single 

item could not be identified as the source of noninvariance. Combinations of two of the 

three items suggested that noninvariance may be attributed to the IndProf2 and IndProf3 

items as the p-value for the chi-square difference test was 0.048, but this value still falls 

below the 0.05 threshold. With all three Individual Proficient items allowed to load 

freely, the p-value actually decreased to 0.035. In reviewing the original tests of each 

construct, the individual proactive construct was barely non-significant with a p-value 

of 0.052. Therefore, three further models were tested that allowed one of the three 

individual proactive items to load freely along with IndProf2 and IndProf3. The model 

that allowed IndProf2, IndProf3, and IndProactive2 to load freely across groups passed 

the chi-square difference test revealing those three items to be the source of 

noninvariance. Thus, partial invariance was achieved for both staff size and recruitment 

method. Partial invariance is used to describe models that have invariant and 

noninvariant parameters (Yoo, 2002). Therefore, the model was found to be fully or 

partially invariant across a range of contingent factors indicating that the underlying 

constructs are responsible for variance within the items. Additionally, the finding of 

invariance supports generalisability of the model.
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Table 4.11 Measurement Invariance Tests – Board Member Behaviour Model 

 Staff Size Recruitment Method 
 Δχ2 Δdf p Δχ2 Δdf p 

Fully constrained 20 38.109 0.009 36.472 20 0.014 
Only Individual Proficient items constrained 3 11.452 0.010 12.344 3 0.006 
Only Board Proficient items constrained 4 4.303 0.367 0.674 4 0.954 
Only Organisational Proficient items constrained 3 5.997 0.112 8.112 3 0.044 
Only Individual Proactive items constrained 3 7.711 0.052 2.288 3 0.515 
Only Board Proactive items constrained 3 3.784 0.286 9.296 3 0.026 
Only Organisational Proactive items constrained 4 7.811 0.099 3.462 4 0.484 
All but IndProf1 constrained 19 37.98 0.006 36.291 19 0.010 
All but IndProf2 constrained 19 31.259 0.038 35.321 19 0.013 
All but IndProf3 constrained 19 37.340 0.007 28.752 19 0.07 
All but IndProf2 and IndProf3 constrained 18 29.024 0.048 - - - 
All but IndProf1 and IndProf3 constrained 18 37.265 0.005 - - - 
All but IndProf1 and IndProf2 constrained 18 31.253 0.027 - - - 
All but IndProf1 and IndProf2 and IndProf3 constrained 17 28.965 0.035 - - - 
All but IndProf2 and IndProf3 and IndProactive1 constrained 17 27.598 0.050 - - - 
All but IndProf2 and IndProf3 and IndProactive2 constrained 17 25.156 0.091 - - - 
All but IndProf2 and IndProf3 and IndProactive3 constrained 17 28.918 0.035 - - - 

Note. Comparisons were made to the unconstrained model. ‘-’ indicates that the chi-square difference was not calculated 
for this combination of model and characteristic. P-values greater than 0.05 indicate partial invariance has been identified
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4.1.2.3 Model Comparison 
The model in study two was compared to the same alternate conceptualisations 

of board member behaviour examined in study one. Table 4.12 provides the results for 

the comparison with the following different models: (a) a single variable of behaviour; 

(b) two types of behaviour with no consideration for roles; (c) three roles with no 

consideration for type of behaviour; (d) five variables including three roles and three 

behaviours with each item loading onto both relevant variables. Similar to study one, 

models (a), (b), and (c) all did not meet the minimum fit criteria. In contrast to study 

one, model (d) also did not meet minimum fit criteria as the TLI fell below 0.92. As 

with study one, the original model provided the best explanation of the data. 

 

Table 4.12 Alternative Theoretical Explanations of Behaviours – Study Two 

Model 
Description χ2 df SRMR RMSEA CFI TLI BIC CAIC 

Original model  290.466* 155 0.047 0.044 0.97 0.96 626.84 681.84 
One-factor 1641.890* 170 0.107 0.138 0.66 0.62 - - 
Two Behaviours 1262.390* 169 0.086 0.120 0.74 0.71 1513.14 1554.14 
Three Roles 1176.983* 167 0.098 0.116 0.76 0.73 1439.97 1482.97 
Separate roles 
and behaviours 

459.559* 146 0.053 0.069 0.93 0.90 850.98 914.98 

Note. BIC and CAIC cannot be calculated for one-factor models. *p<0.001 
 

 

4.1.2.4 Summary Study Two 
Study two addressed RQ1 by refining and testing the six-behaviour model from 

study one in a different context. Two items (BoardProf4 and OrgProactive4) were added 

to the model while the addition of two items (BoardProf5 and OrgProf4) were not 

supported by the data and, therefore, excluded. The model demonstrated convergent and 

divergent validity as well as good model fit. Additionally, the model was tested for 

metric invariance and was found to be fully invariant across most contingent factors 
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with staff size and recruitment method showing partial invariance. As in study one, the 

model was compared to alternative models and was the best explanation of the data. 

 

4.1.3 Comparing Study One and Study Two 

In order to further examine RQ1, the results from study one and study two were 

compared. These models were slightly different due to the addition of two scale items in 

study two. However, the model fit statistics from both studies were similar as displayed 

in Table 4.13. A direct comparison between study one and study two was conducted by 

removing the scale items added in study two. The removal of these items meant that the 

two studies now had identical items. The fit statistics for this version of the study two 

model also met the fit criteria and demonstrated similarity to the results from study one.  

 

Table 4.13 Comparison of Fit Statistics from Study One and Study Two 

Model 
Description χ2 df SRMR RMSEA CFI TLI BIC CAIC 

Study one  226.132* 120 0.06 0.06 0.96 0.95 515.12 566.12 
Study two 290.466* 155 0.05 0.04 0.97 0.96 626.84 681.84 
Study two^ 237.949* 120 0.05 0.05 0.97 0.96 549.86 600.86 

Note. ^This model is equivalent to study one as two items were removed. *p<0.001 
 

 

The matching study one and study two models were tested for invariance to 

compare the generalisability across the contexts. Results of this test (see Table 4.14) 

indicated a significant difference between the fully constrained model and the 

unconstrained model. Therefore, a series of partial invariance models were examined to 

locate the potential issues. These tests indicated noninvariance in both OrgProactive1 

and OrgProactive2. However, the remainder of the model was found to be invariant 

supporting generalisability of the model across the Canadian and Australian samples.  
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Table 4.14 Results of Tests of Invariance Between Study One and Study Two 

Model Description Δdf Δχ2 p 
Fully Constrained 18 33.305 0.015 

Only Individual Proficient constrained 3 5.835 0.120 

Only Organisational Proactive constrained 3 12.888 0.005 

Only Board Proficient constrained 3 9.785 0.020 

Only Organisational Proficient constrained 3 2.274 0.517 

Only Individual Proactive constrained 3 2.243 0.524 

Only Board Proactive constrained 3 0.833 0.841 

All but OrgProactive1 constrained 17 25.967 0.075 

All but OrgProactive2 constrained 17 25.661 0.081 

All but OrgProactive3 constrained 17 33.231 0.011 

All but BoardProf1 constrained 17 30.429 0.023 

All but BoardProf2 constrained 17 32.783 0.012 

All but BoardProf3 constrained 17 29.535 0.030 
Note. Comparisons were made to the unconstrained model. 

 

4.1.4 Summary RQ1 

RQ1 sought to examine whether the board member behaviour model developed 

through identity theory was supported in a sport governance context. The original model 

identified three types of behaviour (proficient, adaptive, and proactive) and three roles 

(individual, board, and organisational). The results from study one rejected this nine-

behaviour model as the inter-construct covariance matrix was not positive definite. 

Examination of the matrix identified an issue with the adaptive behaviours, but 

supported proficient and proactive behaviours as well as the three roles. Thus, the model 

was respecified to include six behaviours based on two types of behaviours and three 

roles. Results from study one supported the respecified model across tests of model fit 

and validity. The results from study two echoed the findings from study one in both fit 

and validity. Additionally, model invariance was tested for and supported by study two. 

The six-behaviour model was compared to alternative explanations of the data in both 
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study one and two. Results from both studies indicated that the six-behaviour model 

was a better representation of the data. Finally, the results from a comparison between 

study one and study two and tests for invariance suggested the six-behaviour model was 

generalisable across the two contexts.  

 

In summary, the nine-behaviour model was not supported by the data. A revised 

six-behaviour model demonstrated excellent fit, validity, and generalisability across 

both samples. This suggests that board members account for individual, board, and 

organisational roles and seek to fulfil the expectations of these roles using proficient and 

proactive behaviours. These findings are discussed in Chapter Five.  

 

4.2 Research Question Two 

RQ2 asked: How does the board functions model fit the sport governing body 

context? The board functions model included two constructs, the conformance function 

and the strategic function. Both functions were measured using four items. In order to 

address RQ2, data were analysed from the responses of 453 board members of 

Australian State Sport Organisations. The following sections provide the results of a 

CFA, tests for validity, and tests for measurement invariance. 

 

4.2.1 Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

The results of the CFA of the board functions model indicated acceptable fit 

across each of the specified model fit criteria (χ2=75.950, df=19, p=.000; SRMR=.0415; 

RMSEA=.081; TLI=.943; CFI- 0.961). The TLI and the RMSEA both met acceptable 

fit standards but neither met the preferred level. Additionally, the chi-square value was 

high for a simple model. It was determined that it may be possible to make a minor 
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modification to improve model fit. Standardised residuals, factor loadings, and 

modification indices were examined to identify potential issues. The item Strategic1 had 

the lowest standardised factor loading (0.328) of the eight items and also had high 

standardised residuals with Conformance3 (2.822) and Strategic4 (2.561). Furthermore, 

the squared multiple correlation of Strategic1 was only 0.108 indicating that the board’s 

strategic function provided limited explanation of the variance in Strategic1. All of 

these reasons made removing Strategic1 a justifiable decision from a statistical 

viewpoint. In addition to the statistical rationale behind removing Strategic1, further 

examination of the item revealed a theoretical justification for removing the item. 

Strategic1 states “The board provides advice to staff” whereas the other three items 

measuring the strategic construct referred to organisation and strategy. Thus, the 

Strategic1 item was dropped from the model and the CFA analysis was repeated. Model 

fit criteria, with the exception of the chi-square values, reached preferred levels of fit for 

the revised model (χ2=30.011, df=13, p=.005; SRMR=.0255; RMSEA=.054; TLI=.98; 

CFI=0.988). No further modifications were made. 

 

Next the convergent and divergent validity of the measurement model was 

examined. The model met all criteria for convergent validity as all factor loadings were 

greater than 0.5, AVE scores were above 0.5, and both Cronbach’s alpha and composite 

reliability scores were above 0.7 as displayed in Table 4.15. Divergent validity was 

tested by comparing an unconstrained model with a model that constrained the 

covariance between the conformance and the strategic function to one. The nested chi-

square difference test provided a significant result (Δχ2=153.279; Δdf=1; p=<0.001) 

indicating that the strategic and conformance constructs were discriminant. 
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Table 4.15 CFA Results of the Board Functions Model 

Label Factor Name and Items Factor 
Loading1 

Critical 
Ratio2 AVE α CR 

 Conformance   0.507 0.787 0.804 
Conformance1 The board keeps itself informed about the financial position of the organisation 0.762 17.750*    
Conformance2 The board oversees that the organisation’s activities and operations are properly enacted 0.692 15.663*    
Conformance3 The board monitors the Executive Director (or CEO, General Manager, or similar) 0.674 15.135*    
Conformance4 The board ensures the organisation fulfils its legal requirements 0.716 16.315*    
 Strategic   0.613 0.815 0.824 
Strategic2 The board discusses alternative strategic options 0.794 19.213*    
Strategic3 The board makes strategic decisions 0.875 22.005*    
Strategic4 The board prepares plans for the organisation 0.665 15.082*    

Notes. 1Factor loadings presented are the standardised factor loadings; 2 The critical ratio is the t-value of the unstandardised factor loading. *p<0.001
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Measurement invariance was tested and the results of the chi-square difference 

tests are presented in Table 4.16. Full metric invariance was found for most individual 

and organisational characteristics. However, significant results on the chi-square 

difference tests of board size, board position, age, level of education, and employment 

role suggested further examination was required to establish partial invariance. Similar 

to the process described earlier, establishing partial invariance required identifying the 

source of noninvariance (Byrne, 2010). This involved identifying which construct 

contained noninvariant items by constraining all the conformance items in one model 

and all the strategic items in a second model and comparing to an unconstrained model. 

The next step identified noninvariant items by creating a model that constrained all 

items except for one item. The results for these tests are displayed in Table 4.17. The 

noninvariant items were identified through this process for board position 

(Conformance1), level of education (Strategic2), and employment role (Conformance1). 

Further steps were required to identify noninvariant items within board size and age. 

 

Table 4.16 χ2 Difference Test of Invariance for Board Functions  

Characteristic Δχ2 Δdf p 
Organisational Budget 3.314 7 0.854 
Number of Staff 13.018 7 0.072 
Board Size 26.527 7 <0.001 
Board Role 19.007 7 0.008 
Tenure 12.233 7 0.093 
Formal Governance Training 5.453 7 0.605 
Recruitment Method 5.341 7 0.618 
Gender 7.678 7 0.362 
Birth Year 20.496 7 0.005 
Education Level 19.265 7 0.007 
Education Field 12.985 7 0.072 
Employment Status 13.074 7 0.070 
Employment Role 17.834 7 0.013 

Note. The table provides the changes in chi-square value and 
degrees of freedom in relation to an unconstrained model 
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Table 4.17 Measurement Invariance Tests – Board Functions Model  

Model Description Board Size Board Role Age Level of Education Employment Role 
 Δχ2 Δdf p Δχ2 Δdf p Δχ2 Δdf p Δχ2 Δdf p Δχ2 Δdf p 

Fully Constrained 26.527 7 <0.001 19.007 7 0.008 20.496 7 0.005 19.265 7 0.007 17.834 7 0.013 

Only Conformance  17.106 4 0.002 14.130 4 0.007 12.705 4 0.013 6.509 4 0.164 8.583 4 0.072 

Only Strategic 11.422 3 0.010 5.665 3 0.129 12.757 3 0.005 13.87 3 0.003 6.256 3 0.100 

All but Conformance1 22.785 6 0.001 9.955 6 0.127 16.569 6 0.011 - - - 11.455 6 0.075 

All but Conformance2 18.942 6 0.004 14.248 6 0.027 17.364 6 0.008 - - - 16.064 6 0.013 

All but Conformance3 26.430 6 <0.001 18.095 6 0.006 20.386 6 0.002 - - - 17.766 6 0.007 

All but Conformance4 22.174 6 0.001 18.736 6 0.005 19.624 6 0.003 - - - 15.751 6 0.015 

All but Strategic2 26.397 6 <0.001 - - - 18.849 6 0.004 6.969 6 0.324 16.379 6 0.012 

All but Strategic3 20.805 6 0.002 - - - 19.546 6 0.003 18.997 6 0.004 12.534 6 0.051 

All but Strategic4 21.589 6 0.001 - - - 18.238 6 0.006 19.256 6 0.004 15.325 6 0.018 

All but Conformance1 and Conformance4 16.178 5 0.006 - - - - - - - - - - - - 

All but Conformance1 and Strategic3 15.625 5 0.008 - - - - - - - - - - - - 

All but Conformance4 and Strategic3 15.300 5 0.009 - - - - - - - - - - - - 

All but Conformance1, Conformance4, and Strategic3 6.867 4 0.143 - - - - - - - - - - - - 

All but Conformance1 and Strategic4 - - - - - - 13.936 5 0.016 - - - - - - 

All but Conformance1, All but Strategic2, and Strategic4 - - - - - - 10.916 4 0.028 - - - - - - 

All but Conformance1 and all Strategic Items - - - - - - 5.802 3 0.122 - - - - - - 

Notes. Comparisons were made to the unconstrained model. ‘-’ indicates that the chi-square difference was not calculated for this combination of model and 
characteristic. P-values greater than 0.05 indicate partial invariance has been identified. 
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There was no clear source of noninvariance for board size after reviewing each 

item independently. Therefore, the researcher examined whether multiple items may be 

noninvariant. The standardised regression weights of each item were compared between 

the groups in the unconstrained model and three items (Strategic3, Conformance1, and 

Conformance4) had a difference greater than 0.1. Three additional models were created 

that allowed for two of these three items to freely load between groups while all other 

items were constrained. None of these models resulted in a nonsignificant value on the 

chi-square difference test. Finally, all three potentially noninvariant items were allowed 

to freely load across groups. This model demonstrated partial invariance suggesting 

there is no systematic bias in the responses based on board size. 

 

The same process was conducted to identify the source of noninvariance within 

age. Initial tests suggested that noninvariance was present in both the conformance and 

strategic function. No single item was the source of noninvariance, so subsequent 

models tested different combinations of items to identify noninvariance. The 

combinations of items were based on the differences in regression weights between the 

younger and older board members. Larger differences in regression weights were more 

likely to be noninvariant (Byrne, 2010). The model that passed the test for invariance 

combined all three strategic items and one conformance item. However, since all 

strategic items were included, the board functions model was not partially invariant to 

age as partial invariance requires at least one item per construct to be invariant 

(Steenkamp & Baumgartner, 1998). This means there is systematic bias in the way the 

items were answered based on age. More specifically, the factor loadings of all three 

strategic items on the strategic latent construct were higher for younger board members 

than older board members. This difference indicated incongruence between the two 

groups in the interpretation of items. This finding was only found for age and not board 
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tenure. Thus, there may different viewpoints regarding the board’s strategic function 

based on age. This finding is discussed in Chapter Five.  

 

4.2.2 Summary RQ2 

In summary, RQ2 tested and supported the board functions model after minor 

modification. The initial eight-item model included one item (Strategic1) that was not 

explained by the underlying strategic function. The removal of this item led to increased 

model fit as well as the achievement of convergent and divergent validity. The model 

was found to be fully invariant across seven contingency factors and partial invariance 

was identified for board size, board position, employment role, and level of education. 

Model invariance was not supported for age. The presence of full and partial invariance 

supports the generalisability of the model across a range of organisational, board, and 

individual characteristics. The results support the conceptualisation of distinct 

conformance and strategic functions in the sport governance context. This finding 

suggests that the conformance function and the strategic function do capture different 

aspects of the board’s overall purpose. At this stage, the direction of the relationship 

between the conformance and strategic functions cannot be established due to the 

simplicity of the model. Therefore, the direction of the relationship was tested during 

the analysis of RQ3.  

 

4.3 Research Question Three 

RQ3 asked: What are the directions and strengths of the relationships between 

individual board member behaviours and the board’s fulfilment of its conformance and 

strategic functions? RQ3 linked the models identified in RQ1 and RQ2 as outlined in 

Figure 4.2. This model was developed in Chapter Two but was modified due to the 
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findings from RQ1 and RQ2. Thus, the three adaptive behaviours identified in the 

Chapter Two model have been removed. The model constructs included six covarying 

behaviours (individual proficient, board proficient, organisational proficient, individual 

proactive, board proactive, and organisational proactive) and two board functions 

(conformance and strategic). Predictive relationships were modelled from the three 

proficient behaviours to the conformance function, the three proactive behaviours to the 

strategic function, and the conformance function to the strategic function. Items dropped 

in the board member behaviour model and the board functions model through the 

analysis described previously in this chapter remained excluded. Analysis addressing 

RQ3 focused on the structural relationships between the individual behaviours and the 

board functions. The focus on structural relationships was justified as the measurement 

relationships were tested in RQ1 and RQ2 and demonstrated fit and validity. 

 

4.3.1 Structural Equation Modelling  

The model was accepted as all model fit statistics met the criteria outlined in 

Chapter Three (χ2=510.771, df=302, p=<.001; SRMR=0.0601; CFI=0.964; TLI=0.958; 

RMSEA=0.039; BIC=975.58; CAIC=1051.58). This model explained 21.7% of the 

variance within the conformance function and 75.2% of the variance within the strategic 

function. Both Figure 4.2 and Table 4.18 display the regression weights between the 

latent variables. Of the seven direct relationships, four were statistically significant and 

three were statistically insignificant. The statistically significant relationships included 

three positive and one negative relationship. Positive relationships were found between 

board proficient and the conformance function, organisational proficient and the 

conformance function, and between the two functions. The negative relationship was 

between organisational proactive and the strategic function. The strength of the three 
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positive relationships ranged from weak to very strong, while the negative relationship 

was weak (Bollen, 1989; Kline, 1998).  

 

 

Figure 4.2 Relationships between board member behaviours and board functions  

Note. To facilitate understanding, the error terms and items were not included in this 
visual depiction of the model. *p<0.05 
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Table 4.18 Structural Factor Loadings between Behaviours and Functions 

Path β p 
Conformance <--- Individual Proficient -0.037 0.563 
Conformance <--- Board Proficient 0.181 0.010 
Conformance <--- Organisational Proficient 0.372 <0.001 
Strategic <--- Individual Proactive 0.109 0.093 
Strategic <--- Board Proactive 0.016 0.836 
Strategic <--- Organisational Proactive -0.171 0.040 
Strategic <--- Conformance 0.884 <0.001 

Note. β is the standardised regression weight 

 

In addition to these direct relationships, the model outlined indirect relationships 

from the three proficient behaviours to the strategic function via the conformance 

function. Two indirect relationships (board proficient and organisational proficient) 

were statistically significant while one indirect relationship (individual proficient) was 

insignificant. Table 4.19 summarises the direct, indirect, and total relationships.  

 
Table 4.19 Direct, Indirect, and Total Predictive Relationships 

Behaviour Conformance 
(Total) 

Strategic 
(Direct) 

Strategic 
(Indirect) 

Strategic 
(Total) 

Individual Proficient -0.037 n/a -0.033 -0.033 
Board Proficient 0.181* n/a 0.160* 0.160* 
Organisational 
Proficient 

0.372* n/a 0.329* 0.329* 

Individual Proactive n/a 0.109 n/a 0.109 
Board Proactive n/a 0.016 n/a 0.016 
Organisational 
Proactive 

n/a -0.171* n/a -0.171* 

Conformance n/a 0.884* n/a 0.884* 
Notes: All scores are standardised. *p<0.05 

 

In examining the different significant and insignificant predictive relationships, 

there appeared to be some common themes. Firstly, all positive statistically significant 

relationships involved the conformance function. The conformance function was 

predicted by organisational and board proficient behaviours, predicted the strategic 
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function, and was the pathway for organisational and board proficient behaviours to 

indirectly predict the strategic function. Secondly, the individual behaviours did not 

have a significant relationship with either of the board functions. Thirdly, the 

relationships between the three proactive behaviours and the strategic function were 

either insignificant or very weak. The diversity of strength and direction throughout 

these relationships indicated that there is not a simple answer to RQ3. Rather, the 

relationships were nuanced and varied as different behaviours had different 

relationships with the board’s key functions. 

 

4.3.2 Model Comparison 

The model was tested against other possible explanations of the data. Alternative 

models included: (a) reversing the relationship between the conformance and strategic 

function and (b) reversing the relationships between the behaviours and functions. 

Model fit criteria for the original and alternative models are presented in Table 4.20. 

Model (a) demonstrated good fit to the data. However, the fit criteria of Model (a) was 

not as strong a fit as the original model and the comparative statistics (BIC and CAIC) 

supported the original model as the better fit meaning the predictive relationship from 

conformance to strategic was better supported by the data. Model (b) did not 

demonstrate good fit to the data and was rejected as a possible explanation. 

 

Table 4.20 Alternative Relationships Between Behaviours and Functions 

Model description χ2 df SRMR RMSEA CFI TLI BIC CAIC 

Base model 510.771 302 0.060 0.039 0.96 0.96 975.58 1051.58 

(a) Strategic to 
Conformance 

562.758 302 0.071 0.044 0.96 0.95 1027.57 1103.57 

(b) Tasks predicting 
behaviours 

1353.800 317 0.200 0.085 0.82 0.80 1726.87 1787.87 

Note. *p<0.001 
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4.3.3 Structural Invariance 

The next stage of the analysis tested for structural invariance. This analysis 

examined whether the relationships between individual behaviours and board functions 

varied depending on other factors. These factors were the same thirteen characteristics 

previously outlined in tests of measurement invariance. For RQ3, invariance testing 

extended beyond the measurement relationships and examined if there were differences 

in the relationships between structural models. Measurement invariance is required prior 

to establishing structural invariance (Byrne, 2010; Yoo, 2002). Therefore each 

contingent factor was first tested for measurement invariance. Gender, organisational 

budget, field of education, employment status, governance training, tenure, age, level of 

education, and recruitment method demonstrated full measurement invariance. Staff 

size, board size, board position, and employment role did not demonstrate full 

invariance. The first method in identifying noninvariant items was reviewing the results 

from the tests for invariance earlier in this chapter and using those findings as guidance 

for identifying noninvariant items. This method was effective for board position 

(Conformance1) and board size (Conformance1, Conformance4, and Strategic 3) as 

freely loading the previously identified noninvariant items resulted in partial 

measurement invariance. For employment role (Conformance1) and staff size 

(IndProf2, IndProf3, and IndProactive2), allowing the noninvariant item or items from 

previous analysis did not result in measurement invariance. Therefore, further analysis 

was required to establish partial invariance for employment role and staff size. 

 

For employment role, a review of Table 4.17 suggested that Strategic3 also 

demonstrated noninvariance in the board functions model. Therefore, both Strategic3 

and Conformance1 were allowed to load freely across groups. This model remained 

noninvariant. Therefore, the search for noninvariant items was expanded to the 
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behavioural side of the model. Using the same process as described earlier this chapter, 

each of the behaviours was tested independently which narrowed the potential source of 

noninvariance to the board proficient behaviour. Examination within this construct 

revealed BoardProf2 to be the source of noninvariance. The model that allowed 

BoardProf2, Conformance1, and Strategic3 to freely load demonstrated invariance 

(Δχ2=21.654; Δdf=16; p=0.155). 

 

For staff size, the next step was to test the conformance and strategic functions 

for potential sources of noninvariance. After identifying the source as within the 

strategic function, further testing identified Strategic4 as the noninvariant item. A final 

model was tested that allowed Strategic4, IndProf2, IndProf3, and IndProactive2 to 

freely load while all other measurement loadings were constrained and this model 

passed the test for invariance (Δχ2=24.276; Δdf=15; p=0.061). 

 

Having established models of full or partial measurement invariance for all 

thirteen contingent factors, the next step was to test for structural invariance in the 

relationships between behaviours and functions. This involved comparing a fully 

unconstrained model to a model that included measurement constraints (full or partial 

depending on the contingent factor under consideration) and constraints on the 

structural regression weights in the model between the two groups. The results of these 

model comparisons are found in Table 4.21. As all of the p-values are greater than 0.05, 

there was no structural invariance within the model according to any of the tested 

factors. This means that the structural relationships identified in the model were not 

influenced by these contingent factors and, therefore, were more likely to be 

generalisable across different contexts.  
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Table 4.21 χ2 Difference Test of Structural Invariance 

Contingent Factor Δdf Δχ2 p 
Organisational Budget 22.541 26 0.659 
Number of Staff 30.186 22 0.611 
Board Size 19.279 23 0.685 
Board Role 29.447 25 0.246 
Tenure 37.577 26 0.066 
Formal Governance Training 25.449 26 0.494 
Recruitment Method 29.841 26 0.274 
Gender 31.729 26 0.202 
Birth Year 33.662 26 0.144 
Education Level 31.807 26 0.200 
Education Field 23.591 26 0.599 
Employment Status 33.238 26 0.155 
Employment Role 25.496 23 0.325 

Note: Compared to unconstrained model and accounting for noninvariant items 

 

4.3.4 Summary RQ3 

RQ3 sought to understand the nature of the relationships between board member 

behaviours and the board’s key functions. The model achieved fit criteria meaning the 

relationships within the model can be interpreted to answer the research question. The 

model demonstrated positive and negative relationships that ranged in strength from 

weak to strong. Board proficient and organisational proficient behaviours had a direct 

relationship with the board’s conformance function and an indirect relationship with the 

board’s strategic function. Organisational proactive behaviours demonstrated a negative 

relationship with the board’s strategic function. Individual proficient, individual 

proactive, and board proactive behaviours did not have a significant relationship with 

either board function. Furthermore, the conformance function was a strong predictor of 

the strategic function. A few patterns exist within these relationships: positive 

relationships involved the conformance function; the individual role was not significant; 

and proactive behaviours were insignificant or weak predictors of the strategic function. 
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The original model was a better fit for the data than alternative models. 

Alternative models included a reverse of the predictive relationship between 

conformance and strategic functions and a model that reversed the direction of the 

relationships between behaviours and functions. Additionally, the relationships 

identified in the model demonstrated structural invariance across a range of different 

individual, board, and organisational factors suggesting that these findings represent 

relationships between the variables rather than masking the influence of other 

considerations. In summary, the results for RQ3 identified that the relationship between 

board member behaviours and board functions depended on the specific behaviour and 

function being examined. No statement can be made regarding an overall relationship 

between board member behaviours and board functions. That is, each type of behaviour 

(e.g., individual proactive or board proficient) has a different relationship with the 

functions of the board. 

 

4.4 Chapter Summary 

This chapter has presented and described the results from the analysis conducted 

to address the three research questions. Analysis for RQ1 included data from both study 

one and study two. Study one examined a nine-behaviour model and identified a 

problem with adaptive behaviours. Reflection on these findings after the analysis led the 

researcher to remove the adaptive behaviours resulting in a six-behaviour model. This 

revised model was supported by the data from study one. The model met the criteria for 

model fit, convergent validity, divergent validity, and was the best representation of 

data when compared to alternate models. The six-behaviour model was also examined 

in study two. The model in study two included four additional items designed to 

strengthen the measurement of some behaviours. Support for the inclusion of these 
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items was mixed with two items remaining in the model and two excluded. As in study 

one, the six-behaviour model was supported by the data. In addition to meeting fit and 

validity criteria, the behavioural model was found to be invariant across thirteen 

individual, board, and organisational factors. The final step of analysis compared the 

data from study one and study two and further supported the generalisability of the 

board member behaviour model.  

 

The analysis for RQ2 used data from study two to examine the board function 

model. After removing one of the items measuring the strategic function, the model was 

found to fit the data and also met validity and invariance (with the exception of age) 

criteria. RQ3 examined the relationships between individual board member behaviours 

and board functions. The model met the fit criteria, was structurally invariant, and was 

the best representation of the data when compared to alternative explanations. Results 

regarding the relationships within the model were mixed with three behaviours (board 

proficient, organisational proficient, and organisational proactive) having a statistically 

significant relationship with board functions while the other three behaviours were not 

statistically significant predictors of board functions. These relationships were positive 

between the two proficient behaviours and the conformance function but were negative 

between organisational proactive behaviours and the board’s strategic function. 

Additionally, support was found for a predictive relationship originating from the 

conformance function to the strategic function. The next chapter provides discussion 

and reflection on these findings.  
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 Discussion and Conclusions 

This chapter integrates the results described in Chapter Four with the literature 

reviewed in Chapter Two. The primary purpose of this chapter is to discuss and situate 

the findings of this study in the context of governance literature. This chapter begins by 

discussing each of the three research questions in sequence. Within each research 

question, the background, as described in Chapter Two, and the results, from Chapter 

Four, are briefly summarised to orient the reader prior to discussing the findings. After 

discussing each research question separately, common themes from the research 

questions are identified and integrated. These common themes underpin the broader 

implications of this research. Implications for theory and practice are presented. 

Following these implications, the limitations of the study and future research 

opportunities are described before the chapter is summarised and a concluding 

statement is made. 

 

5.1 Board Member Behaviours 

The first objective of this research was: Develop a theoretically driven 

understanding of board member behaviours. Prior to this research, board member 

behaviours have been described as the fulfilment of specific tasks (e.g., attending 

meetings or donating money), which can be context-dependant and lack theoretical 

underpinning (Doherty & Hoye, 2011; Garnes & Mathisen, 2014; Hoye, 2007; Preston 

& Brown, 2004). This research drew on identity theory to develop a theoretically 

derived model of board member behaviour. Identity theory suggests that individuals 

enact roles within social structures (Burke & Stets, 2009). Furthermore, interactions 

within a social structure create role expectations that individuals use to guide behaviour 

(Hogg et al., 1995). In governance, board members were predicted to fulfil three 
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different roles (individual, board, and organisational) (Hillman et al., 2008). Within the 

sport governance setting, role expectations were identified through contextual factors 

and environmental pressures that affect the board. These role expectations were used to 

predict three types of behaviour (proficient, adaptive, and proactive) that board 

members may use to meet role expectations. Therefore, a nine-dimensional board 

member behaviour model was developed based on the interactions of three roles 

(individual, board, and organisational) and three types of behaviour (proficient, 

adaptive, and proactive). This model is a more theoretically and generalisable model of 

board member behaviour than the studies that focused on specific board member tasks. 

In addressing the research objective and the predicted model, RQ1 asked: How does the 

board member behaviour model derived from identity theory fit the sport governing 

body context? 

 

5.1.1 Findings 

The board member behaviour model was not generally supported by the data 

from a study conducted with Canadian provincial sport organisations. Specifically, the 

three adaptive behaviours were not supported. These three behaviours were removed 

and a revised six-behaviour model was tested using the Canadian data and a separate 

study of Australian state sport organisations. The six-behaviour model was supported by 

data from both studies as it met the criteria for model fit and passed validity and 

invariance tests. In a strict interpretation of RQ1, the answer is that the nine-behaviour 

model did not fit the sport governing body context. However, a more nuanced approach 

to answering RQ1 suggests the six-behaviour model did fit the context and therefore, 

can be used to provide insight into board member behaviours.  
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The development of a model of individual board member behaviour can be 

better understood by reflecting on how the behavioural model aligns with the 

governance literature. This includes the consideration of different theoretical 

perspectives, different governance factors, and how board member behaviours link to 

governance. The following sections addresses RQ1 by discussing board member roles 

prior to discussing each type of behaviour. 

 

5.1.2 Roles 

The discriminant nature of the six-behaviour model suggests that individual 

board members fulfil their duties in multiple ways. Prior to this study, board members 

had been conceptualised as having multiple roles (Hillman et al., 2008), but this 

conceptualisation had not extended to empirical verification. This research supported 

the presence and discriminant nature of individual, board, and organisational roles. The 

empirical support for different roles provides insight on how individuals come together 

to form a board. Support for multiple and different roles suggests a level of consensus 

among board member regarding the positions of other board members and how other 

board members should behave (Burke, 1980). Thus, the presence of roles helps to 

facilitate interaction among board members by creating a series of expected behaviours 

and shared standards (Stets & Serpe, 2013; Stryker & Burke, 2000). These findings 

suggested that these expected behaviours occur within individual roles (e.g., president 

or treasurer), board roles (e.g., member of the board), and organisational roles (e.g., 

representative of the organisation). While this section provides a brief overview of the 

three different roles, further discussion regarding these findings is in following sections. 

These later sections integrate roles into the discussions of the three types of behaviour. 

 



- 190 - 

The individual role focused on core tasks related to the participant’s position on 

the board (e.g., president or general member). Items regarding the individual role 

focused on how board members addressed their core tasks. The evidence supporting an 

individual role suggests board members believe that positions on the board are 

accompanied by shared expectations to address core tasks. The purpose of this study 

was not to identify specific core tasks, but rather identify whether board members 

perceived a set of expected behaviours. This approach was based in identity theory 

which suggests that board members will interpret their roles differently and thus may 

not be consistent in the perception of core tasks (Stets & Burke, 2014). Therefore, this 

finding does not necessarily describe what the core tasks of a board member are, but 

identifies that board members do perceive a set of core tasks they are expected to fulfil.  

 

The findings supporting the discriminant nature of the board role suggests that 

participants recognise that board members are expected to fulfil not only their individual 

core tasks, but are also expected to interact with fellow board members. Items 

measuring the board role centred how board members interacted with other members of 

the board. Other research has highlighted the importance of these interactions 

(Schoenberg et al., 2016). For example, board members are expected to work as a group 

to address board issues by discussing them and making decisions together (Ferkins & 

Shilbury, 2012; Papadimitriou, 1999).  

 

The measurement of the organisational role focused on how board members 

advocated for the organisation to an external audience and how they perceived their 

contributions to organisational effectiveness. As with the individual and board roles, the 

organisational role was found to be distinct from other roles. These findings suggest 

board members view themselves as important members of the organisation and have a 
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responsibility to provide a positive representation of the organisation. The perception of 

involvement in organisational effectiveness suggests board members do regard 

themselves as organisational leaders (Hoye, 2004; Shilbury, 2001). 

 

Therefore, being a board member encompasses a range of different roles that 

include individual, board, and organisational responsibilities. The different roles imply 

that board members perceive expectations to consider individual-specific tasks as well 

as obligations to the board and organisation. Through identity theory, each of these 

three board member roles (individual, board, and organisational) would be accompanied 

by a set of role expectations (Stets & Burke, 2014). These role expectations can be 

created and influenced by the interactions of the group (identity theory) (Stets & Serpe, 

2013) and external pressures (institutional theory) (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). This 

study did not identify specific types of role expectations, but examples of these 

expectations have been highlighted in other examinations of sport and nonprofit 

governance. For example, board members have highlighted their expectations of others 

regarding attendance, contributing to group cohesion, and engaging in debate 

(Bradshaw et al., 1992; Doherty & Carron, 2003; Doherty et al., 2004). In addition to 

these expectations of each other, environmental pressures have pushed board members 

to consider transparency and independence in their decision-making (Ferkins & 

Shilbury, 2015; Shilbury et al., 2013). Thus, board members are faced with a complex 

set of expectations that range across different roles which are influenced by other board 

members and external forces. 

 

The identification of different roles and different expectations suggests a diverse 

range of attributes are required to fulfil the role expectations that accompany being a 

board member. For example, in an individual role such as treasurer, role expectations 
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may relate to how well the board member manages the financial reports. However, in an 

organisational role, role expectations might include how well a board member 

represents the organisation. Possibly as a result of different roles, examinations of board 

member characteristics have identified many different types of desired attributes 

including communication ability, knowledge of the organisation, and professional skills 

(Balduck et al., 2010; Doherty et al., 2014). Different attributes may help to fulfil the 

different expectations boards have of board members. Thus, the identification of 

different board member role expectations helps to provide an understanding of the 

demands of board members and why, as a consequence, the preferred set of board 

member attributes is diverse.  

 

While not explicitly examined in this study, identity theory suggests that 

individual board members may demonstrate different levels of identification with each 

of their roles (Stets & Burke, 2014; Stryker, 1968). For example, some board members 

may place more emphasis on the individual role while others may focus on the 

organisational role. Emphasis on different roles echoes the findings of a study of 

conflict within boards. The presence of board members with different priorities led to 

increased conflict within the board (Kerwin et al., 2011). The identification of the 

complex set of roles board members are expected to fulfil may partially explain how 

board members have different priorities in their governance roles. 

 

In summary, the support from this study for different board member roles 

highlights the role expectations of board members. These complex expectations are 

influenced by other board members as well as the external environment. In response to 

different roles, individuals require a wide range of attributes to effectively meet all role 

expectations. Furthermore, individuals may interpret and prioritise different board 
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member roles which may lead to increased conflict within the board. In addition to 

board member roles, this study also examined the types of behaviours board members 

use to fulfil their roles. These behaviours are now discussed. 

 

5.1.3 Proficient Behaviours 

Proficient behaviours were supported by model fit and validity statistics in study 

one and study two at the individual, board, and organisational level. Proficient 

behaviours are used to accomplish core tasks, fulfil formal requirements, and meet role 

expectations (Griffin et al., 2007; Martin et al., 2013). Support for proficient behaviours 

suggests that there are a series of agreed-upon expected tasks for board members within 

a sport governance context. In addition to which tasks are being accomplished, 

proficient behaviours emphasise the use of proper procedures for completing tasks 

(Griffin et al., 2007). The empirical evidence supporting the use of proficient 

behaviours means board members recognise the need to follow certain procedures. 

Therefore, in addition to agreed-upon expectations of what to do, board members appear 

to have a shared understanding of what methods should be used to accomplish tasks. As 

an example, one expectation could include using formal motions to ratify board 

decisions (Hums & MacLean, 2013). 

 

Furthermore, the distinction between individual proficient, board proficient, and 

organisational proficient behaviours suggests that each role has distinct expectations 

regarding core tasks and appropriate procedures. The measurement of individual 

proficient behaviours in this study did not seek to identify specific expected tasks but 

rather sought to identify if board members perceived a series of expected tasks. The 

factor loadings and convergent validity of items that included terms such as “core 

tasks”, “core duties”, “standard procedures” and “completed properly” suggests that 
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board members do perceive a set of expected tasks and certain procedures for fulfilling 

them. Other studies have identified examples of individual expectations such as 

attending and preparing for meetings (Doherty et al., 2004; Garnes & Mathisen, 2014). 

 

Board proficient behaviours relate to the interactions with fellow board 

members. The board proficient construct was measured using terms that suggested 

collaboration such as “teamwork”, “communication”, and “coordination” with one item 

being dropped as it focused more on leadership rather than collaboration. This suggests 

that board members recognise expectations to work as part of a collaborative group. 

Furthermore, board members may separate collaborative activities from leadership 

activities. Other studies have identified expectations of collaboration among board 

members. This has included sharing the workload, open communication, and using 

effective meeting management techniques (Bradshaw et al., 1992; Doherty et al., 2004; 

Nicholson et al., 2012).  

 

Organisational proficient behaviours describe how board members act as 

representatives of the organisation. In this study, items measuring organisational 

proficient behaviours focused on whether board members described an organisation 

positively to others. The evidence supporting organisational proficient behaviours 

suggests board members do expect to be advocates for the organisation mirroring other 

suggestions in the literature (Hillman et al., 2008; Preston & Brown, 2004). 

 

The support for proficient behaviours can be explained through both identity 

theory and institutional theory. Rather than conflict with each other, the two theoretical 

explanations for proficient behaviours are complementary. Institutional theory suggests 

that there are established institutions that govern behaviour (Zucker, 1987). These 
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institutions describe the procedures board members would be expected to follow 

(Barley & Tolbert, 1997; Washington & Patterson, 2011). Thus, the focus of proficient 

behaviours on proper procedures helps explain how board members follow 

institutionalised practices within a board. Identity theory explains proficient behaviours 

by describing individual behaviours as the response to role expectations (Withers et al., 

2012). Therefore, identity theory explains how individuals use proficient behaviours to 

meet role expectations. Ultimately, the use of proficient behaviours by board members 

means that board members recognise and respond to clearly defined role expectations. 

 

5.1.4 Adaptive Behaviours 

Adaptive behaviours were not supported in a sport governance context by the 

evidence in this study. Adaptive behaviours describe how individuals modify their 

behaviour in response to change and ambiguity outside of their control (Griffin et al., 

2010; Wall et al., 2002). These changes particularly occur within uncertain 

environments (Shoss et al., 2012). The argument for adaptive behaviours in a sport 

governance context was based on the assertion that sport organisations experience 

regular and ongoing change. Changes due to professionalisation, funding requirements, 

and commercial considerations have affected the expectations of board members 

(Dowling et al., 2014; Ferkins & Shilbury, 2015; Shilbury, 2001). However, despite the 

changing environment, the evidence from this study did not find empirical support for 

adaptive behaviours. 

 

The lack of support for adaptive behaviours suggests that board members in this 

study did not modify their behaviour in response to changes across individual, board, 

and organisational roles. In this research, adaptive behaviours were measured with items 

that referred to coping with changes and learning new skills. The lack of convergent 
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validity suggests that these items do not form valid constructs and, therefore, board 

members may not engage in adaptive behaviours as defined in this and previous studies 

(Griffin et al., 2010; Wall et al., 2002). Therefore, the evidence of this study suggests 

that board members did not adjust their behaviours in response to change nor did they 

seek to learn new skills to address board issues. This finding was in contrast to the 

model described in Chapter Two. This discussion draws on multiple, possibly 

conflating, explanations regarding the lack of evidence of adaptive behaviours. 

 

Firstly, board members tend to receive limited ongoing training (Hoye & 

Cuskelly, 2004) despite the benefits of such activities (Cuskelly et al., 2006b; Renz, 

2010). As board members of sport organisations are often part-time volunteers, there 

may be limited time and willingness to engage in training exercises at the expense of 

‘actual board work’ (Hoye & Cuskelly, 2004). Additionally, the lack of training can be 

explained by “a belief that when individuals have reached [board] level they have 

acquired all the relevant experience and learning needed to carry out the role 

effectively” (Ward & Preece, 2012, p. 631). Without training, board members may not 

be learning new skills, which restricts board members from performing adaptive 

behaviours in response to change. 

 

Secondly, institutional theory suggests that boards continue to use similar 

institutionalised processes (Kikulis, 2000). Therefore, despite change in the external 

environment, the effect of normative and mimetic institutional pressures have resulted 

in a level of isomorphism within the processes and structures of a board (Ocasio, 1999). 

For example, many boards conduct much of their work in meetings that are governed by 

agendas (Inglis & Weaver, 2000) and delegate work to sub-committees (Carson, 2002). 

Furthermore, isomorphism extends across sectors with nonprofit and corporate 
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governance sectors converging upon an ideal of strategically active boards that provide 

guidance and boundaries (Miller-Millesen, 2003; Thomsen, 2014; Valenti, 2008). The 

institutionalisation in the board and governance environment may mean that board 

members do not have the same need to use adaptive behaviours as individuals in 

contexts that experience more change.  

 

Thirdly, this study, like others in sport, found board members tended to be older, 

were more likely to be male, had more education, and were less likely to be immigrants 

than members of the general population (Doherty & Carron, 2003; Hamm-Kerwin & 

Doherty, 2010; Hoye, 2004; Shilbury, 2001). Homogeneity across a governance setting 

may inhibit innovative thinking resulting in the continuation of normative, 

institutionalised behaviours (Carter et al., 2003). Thus, board members may not display 

adaptive behaviours as a result of continuing institutionalised processes as a part of 

established governance traditions. 

 

Fourthly, another explanation for the lack of adaptive behaviours centres on the 

role of the board. The board ultimately holds responsibility for the organisation and sits 

at the top of the organisation’s hierarchy (Heimovics et al., 1993; Pye, 2004) meaning 

the board might be more likely to drive change rather than be a passive recipient of 

change. Therefore, individual board members might be less likely to need or enact 

adaptive behaviours.  

 

Fifthly, the failure of this study to support adaptive behaviours may relate to 

measurement issues rather than conceptual issues. The items used may have caused 

confusion for some respondents. Items asked board members how they responded to 

change. However, it was unclear how participants should respond if they had not 
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perceived or experienced change. Also, as the items were self-report, it could be that 

board members do not recognise changes in their behaviours.  

 

In summary, while this research did not examine why the measurement of 

adaptive behaviours were not supported, explanations were found in the literature. Other 

governance research has examined forces of stability such as: (a) isomorphic pressures 

from outside the organisation, (b) norms within the board and organisation, and (c) 

restrictions on innovative thinking due to board composition. These factors suggest that 

board members may not be regularly confronted with change in their roles. 

Additionally, board members may not receive adequate training that would allow them 

to use new skills in their board work. Accordingly, board members may not be 

modifying their behaviours or learning new skills in order to fulfil their roles. 

 

5.1.5 Proactive Behaviours 

Proactive behaviours describe individual efforts to initiate change in ambiguous 

and autonomous contexts (Crant, 2000; Grant & Ashford, 2008; Griffin et al., 2007). 

This research found empirical support for proactive behaviours in all three roles 

(individual, board, organisational). Support was found through model fit and validity 

statistics that indicated board members enacted individual proactive, board proactive, 

and organisational proactive behaviours. 

 

The evidence for proactive behaviours suggests that board members try to 

initiate change. Furthermore, board members look to create change in their individual, 

board, and organisational roles. In the individual role, board members may recognise 

opportunities to improve how core tasks are fulfilled. Whereas proficient behaviours 

describe the recognition of core tasks and the fulfilment of tasks according to proper 
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procedures, proactive behaviours describe attempts at improving how these tasks are 

completed. For example, a board’s secretary is usually responsible for recording and 

distributing minutes of a meeting. The secretary may see an opportunity to improve the 

accuracy of meeting minutes by creating an audio recording of the meeting. 

 

Board proactive behaviours were measured with items that asked whether board 

members attempted to make the board more effective. The purpose of these items was 

not to solicit actual suggestions or methods for improving the board but rather sought to 

identify whether board members took action regarding potential board improvement 

strategies. For example, this could be a suggestion to introduce or improve a board 

evaluation program. Other studies have echoed board proactive behaviours by outlining 

the responsibilities of board members to make a contribution to improving the board 

(Brown, 2007; Doherty et al., 2004) or to seek information to help the board fulfil its 

functions (Rutherford & Buchholtz, 2007). 

 

Organisational proactive behaviours describe whether board members attempt to 

use their role as a board member to instigate and contribute to change that affects the 

whole organisation. Items measuring organisational proactive behaviours focused on 

helping the organisation to become more efficient and effective. The evidence 

supporting organisational proactive behaviours indicated that board members involve 

themselves in organisational projects. Thus, organisational proactive behaviours 

highlight how board members can engage in shared leadership (Auld, 1997; Auld & 

Godbey, 1998). Rather than restricting themselves to work within the board, 

organisational proactive behaviours may demonstrate how board members work with 

other members of the organisation to gather information to help in their governance role 

(Inglis, 1997b). This finding describes board members as involved in organisational 
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activities against the recommendations for board members to restrict involvement to the 

creation of policy (Carver, 2006; Nobbie & Brudney, 2003).  

 

Furthermore, proactive behaviours have been identified as a response to role 

ambiguity (Grant & Ashford, 2008). Thus, the presence of proactive behaviours in 

governance suggests board members might experience some role ambiguity; an 

assertion that has been identified in other sport governance research (Doherty & Hoye, 

2011; Schulz & Auld, 2006). However, research on role ambiguity has typically focused 

on the individual. The support for board proactive and organisational proactive 

behaviours indicates that role ambiguity may extend to board and organisational roles.  

 

The evidence supporting proactive behaviours in boards complements findings 

on the motivations of board members. Proactive behaviours are typically used to create 

positive changes (Grant & Ashford, 2008). The use of proactive behaviours, therefore, 

aligns with the altruistic motives of board members. Board members may join a board 

because they are interested in having a positive impact on an organisation (Inglis, 1994; 

Inglis & Cleave, 2006; Ward & McKillop, 2011). Proactive behaviours might be one of 

the tools board members use to enact this motivation. 

 

Interestingly, the empirical support within this study for proactive behaviours 

and the lack of support for adaptive behaviours suggest conflicting accounts of the state 

of uncertainty and change within the boards of sport organisations. Proactive behaviours 

suggest board members recognise ambiguity and seek to create change through their 

independent actions. However, the lack of empirical support for adaptive behaviours 

suggested boards may be stable entities with entrenched processes that restrict the 
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impact of change. This theme of change and stability is discussed in more depth towards 

the end of this chapter. 

 

5.1.6 Generalisability 

The board member behaviour model and instrument was tested in two different 

contexts; Canadian provincial sport organisations and Australian state sport 

organisations. The results identified in the previous chapter indicated strong support for 

the six-behaviour model and identified invariance across Canadian and Australian 

settings as well as across different contextual factors. This suggests the model can be 

generalised to board members of provincial and state sport organisations. 

 

However, it is important to not over-generalise these findings. Despite the 

support across two contexts it is worth noting that the two contexts were selected due to 

their similarities and, therefore, similar findings would be expected. Thus, the 

behavioural model is likely to apply to other contexts that feature regional sport bodies 

operating within a federated structure, but that assumption should not be extended to all 

sport organisations. Noting this caveat, the model was built on a range of assumptions 

drawn from nonprofit and corporate governance influences suggesting that the 

principles of the model are likely to be supported in non-sport settings. Additionally, as 

the items used for this study were adapted from an employee context and not designed 

to be specific to sport governance, the instrument has demonstrated flexibility in 

examining different contexts. While the foundations of the model has a certain level of 

generalisability, further testing would be required to extend into other settings. 
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5.1.7 Board Member Behaviour Summary 

RQ1 asked: How does the board member behaviour model derived from identity 

theory fit the sport governing body context? The findings from this study did not 

support the nine-dimensional model but supported a six-dimensional model. While the 

nine-behaviour model was not supported, the evidence regarding the six-behaviour 

model suggested fit within the sport governance context. Thus, for state and provincial 

sport governing bodies, individual board member behaviour was found to be multi-

dimensional. Board members have three different roles which they fulfil using 

proficient (i.e., fulfilling clearly defined tasks) and proactive (i.e., creating future-

focused change) behaviours.  

 

The multi-dimensional nature of board member behaviours highlights the 

complexity of the board member role. This complexity is illustrated by the shared 

expectations of board members developed in response to interactions between board 

members as well as external pressures (Kikulis, 2000). Some of these expectations were 

clear and well-defined yet there remained a level of ambiguity around board member 

roles (Doherty & Hoye, 2011). To manage this balance between ambiguity and clarity, 

board members used two types of behaviours; proficient behaviours (e.g., attending 

meetings) and proactive behaviours (e.g., making suggestions to improve board 

effectiveness). Furthermore, the balance of ambiguity and clarity extended beyond a 

specific role. Board members used proficient and proactive behaviours in their 

individual role, their interactions with other board members, and as a representative of 

an organisation. These diverse expectations suggest being an effective board member is 

difficult due to the varied attributes and characteristics required to succeed across the 

individual, board, and organisational roles of a board member (Balduck et al., 2010; 

Doherty et al., 2014). For instance, success in the individual proficient dimension 
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requires an attention to detail and processes whereas success in the organisational 

proactive dimension require big-picture, innovative thinking. Board members are 

expected to fulfil different roles and use different types of behaviour in order to address 

various role expectations. 

 

 Change was another element that appears to play a nuanced role in board 

member behaviour. Board members did not demonstrate adaptive behaviours as a 

technique for responding to environmental change. Rather, board members may 

continue to use traditional board processes to align with institutionalised expectations of 

board member behaviour. Furthermore, the minimal training that board members 

receive (Hoye & Cuskelly, 2004) may contribute to lack of adaptive behaviours. In 

contrast to the potential limited influence of environmental change on board member 

behaviours, board members sought to create change within their individual, board, and 

organisational roles through proactive behaviours. Board members may draw on 

altruistic motivations to improve performance in their individual position as well as 

positively influence the board and organisation (Inglis & Cleave, 2006). 

 

In summary, the support for the six-behaviour model suggests that individual 

board members are expected to fulfil clearly defined tasks, work together, and 

implement positive change in their individual roles, as a member of the board, and as a 

member of the organisation. Overall, individuals can act in many different ways in 

response to the position of board member. The identification of three different roles and 

two different types of behaviour reflects a conceptualisation of how individuals enact 

board member expectations. The different behaviours described in this section suggest 

that board members require a wide range of attributes and characteristics to effectively 

fulfil their expected roles. The board member behaviour model gives a new 
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understanding of the expectations of board members and can be used as a framework to 

link other findings together. 

 

5.2 Board Functions 

The second objective of this research was to: Examine the relationship between 

different board functions. Board functions were described in Chapter Two as 

underpinning the range of board tasks that have been identified in governance literature 

(e.g., Brown & Guo, 2010; Inglis, 1997; Inglis et al., 1999; Miller-Millesen, 2003; 

Shilbury, 2001). This research tested a model that included two key functions, 

conformance and strategy, similar to other conceptualisations by governance researchers 

(Hillman et al., 2008; Hoye & Cuskelly, 2007; Melkumov et al., 2015). Research 

question two focused on the board functions model and asked: How does the board 

functions model fit the sport governing body context? Building on previous findings, 

this study aimed to contribute to knowledge in two ways. Firstly, it tested the two-

function model in a sport governance context; a test that had not been done previously. 

Secondly, and more importantly, this thesis examined the relationship between the two 

functions. Previous studies had described board functions, but had not investigated the 

relationship between the functions. 

 

5.2.1 Findings 

The board functions model was measured using seven items adopted from a 

study on governance in Italian corporations plus one additional conformance item 

developed for this study (Pugliese et al., 2014). Chapter Four outlined support for the 

two-function model by identifying a high level of model fit, as well as convergent and 

divergent validity. Results from this study were comparable to the results from the 



- 205 - 

Pugliese et al., (2014) study. The Cronbach’s alpha scores for the corporate study were 

0.781 for the monitoring scale and 0.832 for the advice scale in comparison with a 

0.787 score for the conformance scale and 0.815 in this study. Additionally the factor 

loading scores across the two scales were similar. While the majority of the results were 

comparable, the item, “the board provides advice to staff”, did not fit the model in the 

sport governance setting and was excluded. 

 

The relationship between the functions were tested using model comparison 

techniques. Overall, the model had better fit when the conformance function was 

predicting the strategic function rather than vice versa. The predictive relationship from 

the conformance function to the strategic function was strong and positive. The 

following section discusses these findings and how these findings advance knowledge 

within the governance literature. 

 

5.2.2 Board-Staff Relationship 

Boards are often expected to advise and monitor staff in both corporate and 

nonprofit organisations (Herman & Renz, 2000; Melkumov et al., 2015). Within this 

research, the monitoring task was measured in the board’s conformance function while 

the advice task was included in the strategic function. This conceptualisation aligned 

with other research on the board-staff relationship (Pugliese et al., 2014). The findings 

from this research supported the monitoring task as a part of the board’s conformance 

function. Conversely, the advice to staff task was not supported as a part of the board’s 

strategic function.  

 

Prior to considering a conceptual explanation for this finding, it is worth noting 

that measurement error could have contributed to the exclusion of the advice item. The 
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term staff may have been too broad and not specifically captured the relationship 

between the board and management or executive staff. Boards are, generally, not 

expected to be involved in day-to-day operations and are supposed to use the CEO as 

the primary staff contact (Auld & Godbey, 1998; Ferkins & Shilbury, 2012). Thus, the 

use of ‘staff’ may have been ambiguous to participants as it may be unclear how board 

members should have responded if they provided advice to the CEO and other 

executives, but did not provide advice to other staff. Furthermore, it is worth noting that 

the organisations that participated in this study tended to be small organisations. Over 

three quarters of respondents indicated their organisation had eight or less full time staff 

members, with half of respondents indicating three or less staff. In these small 

organisations, staff may play a more administrative role while boards acts as the 

primary leader rather than the CEO and the board sharing leadership (Auld, 1997; Smith 

& Shen, 1996). This may mean that advice to staff may not be as relevant to 

organisational strategy in small organisations as it is in larger organisations.  

 

In Chapter Four, part of the justification for excluding the advice to staff item 

was based on a comparison of the four items intended to measure the strategic function 

as other items used more explicit references to strategy and the organisation. Yet, 

studies in other contexts have identified advice to staff as an important part of the 

strategic function (Carpenter & Westphal, 2001; Hodge & Piccolo, 2005; Pugliese et al., 

2014) and, therefore, it was expected to fit the sport governance setting. Thus, while 

measurement error may have been a contributing factor, it was worth considering advice 

to staff in the context of sport governance. This exclusion of the advice to staff item, 

taken at face value, suggests that advice to staff is not viewed as a strategic task of sport 

boards and counters a well-established principle within corporate (Pugliese et al., 2014), 

nonprofit (Brown & Guo, 2010), and sport governance (Shilbury, 2001). However, the 
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professionalisation of sport and its resulting impact provides an alternative explanation 

for why board members do not perceive providing advice to staff as a strategic task.  

 

Sport governance has increasingly placed an emphasis on strategic boards that 

leave the operations of the organisation to staff (Inglis, 1997b; Shilbury, 2001). 

Furthermore, the effects of professionalisation have shifted the relationship between 

board and staff. Staff members have become increasingly central because of their strong 

understanding and awareness of organisational issues (Inglis, 1997b). With more 

professional staff, boards may be less capable or confident in providing advice to staff. 

Furthermore, boards that provide advice may be perceived as meddling in operational 

issues as the difference between providing strategic advice and operational direction is 

nuanced and complex. This shift in attitude is reflected in prescriptive guidelines on 

governance that make the board responsible for confirming strategic direction and 

supporting staff (Australian Sports Commission, 2012). The change in terminology, 

away from advice and towards support and confirmation, may suggest an expectation 

for the board to be passive and supervisory rather than active and involved. Thus, 

ambiguity regarding the definition and role of strategically-focused advice may restrict 

the willingness of board members to provide advice to staff members. Additionally, 

policies that encourage boards to restrict their role as advice-providers may limit the 

effectiveness of the board in contributing to the organisation. Furthermore, a passive 

board counters the stated desires of staff to receive advice from boards (Shilbury, 2001) 

and the importance of an interdependent board-staff relationship (Hoye & Cuskelly, 

2003). Therefore, the exclusion of advice contrasts other findings and is likely a result 

of the combination of measurement error and uniqueness in this specific context. 
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5.2.3 Relationships Between Functions 

One of the key points of inquiry in RQ2 was the relationship between the two 

board functions. The identification of a relationship builds on the current knowledge of 

governance. Governance research, to this point, has tended to focus on establishing and 

defining the functions and tasks of a board (Brown & Guo, 2010; Shilbury, 2001). This 

research used confirmatory techniques to establish the distinctiveness of two functions: 

conformance and strategic. Ultimately, the statistical evidence for divergent validity and 

model fit supported the conceptualisation that two underlying functions produce 

separate board tasks (Hoye & Cuskelly, 2007). These results suggest that boards do 

have conformance and strategic functions. 

 

The conformance function was measured with items that used terminology such 

as oversees, monitors, and informed. The convergent validity of the conformance 

construct suggests that these items do measure an underlying conformance function that 

describes the board’s legal obligation to oversee the organisation (Stone & Ostrower, 

2007; Wiehl, 2004). This finding suggests that some board tasks identified by other 

research reflects the board’s conformance function. Examples of these tasks may 

include monitoring the CEO (Herman & Renz, 2000), setting financial policies 

(Shilbury, 2001), supervising program implementation (Nicholson & Newton, 2010), 

and ensuring legal compliance (Inglis, 1997a).  

 

The strategic function was measured with items that focused on planning, 

making, and discussing strategic activities. The identification of the strategic function as 

a valid construct provides statistical support for claiming the board has an underlying 

role to provide direction and guidance to the organisation (Ferkins & Shilbury, 2012). 

This suggests that the strategic function underpins more specific board tasks such as 
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developing long term plans (Shilbury, 2001), hiring of the CEO (Inglis et al., 1999), and 

publicly advocating for the organisation (Iecovich, 2004). 

 

This research examined two functions. Other researchers have identified similar 

approaches to identifying underlying functions in nonprofit governance that have 

resulted in three (Inglis et al., 1999; Miller-Millesen, 2003) or four (Iecovich, 2004; 

Inglis, 1997a) functions. While this research was conducted in a nonprofit sport 

governance context, the findings supported the common conceptualisation of board 

functions in corporate governance. Corporate governance researchers refer to a two-

function model that reflects a conformance and strategic distinction despite the use of 

slightly different terminology (Hillman et al., 2008; Melkumov et al., 2015). Although 

these findings do not end the debate regarding the total number of board functions, this 

research strengthens the claims that a small group of board functions underpins a 

broader range of board tasks. 

 

In addition to strengthening the understanding of board functions, this research 

contributes new knowledge regarding governance. Previous examinations of board 

functions have not examined any predictive relationship between the two board 

functions, even when examined in the same study (Pugliese et al., 2014). This research 

found support for a predictive relationship from the conformance function to the 

strategic function as well as in the opposite direction. Despite finding statistical support 

for both directions, model comparison suggested the model demonstrated better fit 

when the relationship was from the conformance function to the strategic function. This 

means a board fulfilling its conformance function is also more likely to be fulfilling its 

strategic function. Perhaps this finding suggests that boards that are attuned to and meet 

the pressures from their environment (i.e., the conformance function) are also more 
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aware of the opportunities available to the board and the organisation (i.e., the strategic 

function). This finding aligned with the expectations developed in Chapter Two. As this 

relationship was captured via cross-sectional data, this research does not make any 

claims regarding causality. 

 

The predictive relationship may be explained in multiple ways. Firstly, the 

failure of the board to enact its conformance function could cause a crisis or 

organisational failure (Gibelman et al., 1997). Organisational failure means the future-

focused strategic function becomes irrelevant as the organisation focuses on survival. 

Secondly, board meetings have operated in institutionalised ways that begin and focus 

on conformance actions such as reports and approvals early in a meeting that can limit 

the time available for the discussion of strategic items (Inglis & Weaver, 2000). 

Ultimately, the professionalisation of sport governance has led researchers and 

practitioners to increasingly focus on the board’s strategic function (Australian Sports 

Commission, 2015b; Ferkins & Shilbury, 2012; Shilbury & Ferkins, 2011). However, 

the strength and direction of predictive relationship means that the conformance 

function should not be disregarded. Policies, information-sharing, and monitoring, are 

critical elements of good governance and may ensure boards are better prepared to meet 

their conformance obligations.  

 

5.2.4 Generalisability 

The board functions model was tested using a sample of board members from 

Australian state sporting organisations. The goodness-of-fit statistics and the tests for 

invariance suggested a model that was generalisable to the population of board members 

of Australian state sport organisations. However, the model was found to be 

noninvariant according to age suggesting that younger board members responded 
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differently than older board members to the three strategic items. This was the only 

factor, of those tested, that resulted in a noninvariant result. The noninvariant result 

means that cross-group comparisons based on age would not be appropriate (Milfont & 

Fischer, 2015). This suggests some caution should be made with regards to generalising 

the board function model across different age groups (Netemeyer et al., 2003; 

Steenkamp & Baumgartner, 1998). Interestingly, noninvariance was found in age, but 

the data supported invariance for tenure, meaning differences were related only to age 

and not to a period of service on the board. The discrepancy based on age might be a 

reflection of the changing environment of sport governance, particularly given the 

invariance found in other factors. Older board members, defined as those born before 

1962, may have been involved with sport organisations as the impacts of 

professionalisation expanded and affected relationships between boards and staff (Auld, 

1997; Auld & Godbey, 1998) as well the evolution of the board’s primary functions 

(Shilbury & Ferkins, 2011; Thibault et al., 1991). In contrast, younger board members 

may not have direct experience with the changes brought about by professionalisation 

leading to the differences in perceptions of board functions based on age. Overall, the 

emergence of professionalism may contribute to different perceptions regarding the 

board’s function based on board member age (Dowling et al., 2014). 

 

This findings from this research were comparable to findings from a study using 

a similar instrument (Pugliese et al., 2014). While there were modifications to the 

instrument, the similarities between the two sets of results provide some evidence for 

generalisability given the contrast between Italian corporations and Australian state 

sport organisations. However, definitive statements regarding the generalisability to all 

governance contexts would be an inappropriate conclusion of the findings of these 

complementary studies. With that in mind, the results of this study support the items 
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from Pugliese et al., (2014) as a foundation for examining governance in a range of 

contexts and provide some evidence that corporate and sport organisations may share 

similar aspects of governance in terms of the overall functions of boards. 

 

5.2.5 Board Functions Summary 

RQ2 asked: How does the board functions model fit the sport governing body 

context? The findings from this study supported the predicted board functions model in 

a sport governance context. This model included a predictive relationship between two 

discriminant board functions; conformance and strategic. The distinction between and 

the support for both functions suggests that specific tasks are underpinned by broad 

functions. Additionally, this research suggests boards are expected to monitor and 

control the organisation while also providing direction and guidance. 

 

These findings provided contribution and insight into sport governance. Firstly, 

board members of sport organisations might not view advice to staff as part of their 

strategic function in contrast to other governance findings and theory. This finding was 

explained by the impact of professionalisation and the resultant emphasis on supportive 

boards rather than active boards in order to avoid over-stepping boundaries and 

engaging in organisational operations. Secondly, the conformance function and the 

strategic function are discriminant from one another. This finding both supports other 

conceptualisations of board findings and empirically supports the distinction between 

the two functions in sport. In a further contribution, a predictive relationship from the 

conformance function to the strategic function was supported. This finding highlighted 

the importance of conformance in a sport governance context. Ultimately, these findings 

addressed the second objective of this thesis by describing the relationships between the 

conformance and the strategic function in a sport governance context. 
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5.3 Relationships Between Behaviours and Functions 

The third objective of this research was to: Examine the relationships between 

board member behaviours and board functions. Specifically, objective three was 

addressed with RQ3, which asked: What are the directions and strengths of the 

relationships between individual board member behaviours and the board’s fulfilment 

of its conformance and strategic functions? In order to examine this research question, 

the board member behaviours model and the board functions model were linked. 

Relationships were predicted between board member behaviours and board functions 

based on a review of governance literature outlined in Chapter Two. Testing of these 

relationships was designed to advance the understanding of how individual board 

member behaviours can predict the fulfilment of key board functions. While RQ1 

addressed board member behaviour in a sport governance context, RQ3 examined if 

these board member behaviours were predictive of board functions. These findings 

build on the contributions of RQ1 and RQ2 by developing insight into the relationship 

between and individual board member and the board. 

 

5.3.1 Findings 

The results identified a number of relationships between the multi-dimensional 

board member behaviour model and the two board functions. The conformance function 

was directly and positively predicted by board proficient and organisational proficient 

behaviours. The strategic function was directly predicted by the conformance function 

(positive) and organisational proactive behaviours (negative). Indirectly, both board 

proficient and organisational proficient behaviours positively predicted the strategic 

function. There was no evidence that individual proficient, individual proactive, and 

board proactive behaviours had significant relationships with board functions. With 
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regards to strength, the relationship between the conformance function and strategic 

function was very strong (Bollen, 1989; Kline, 1998). The direct and indirect effects of 

organisational proficient behaviours on board functions were moderate. The effects of 

board proficient behaviours and organisational proactive behaviours were small. The 

discussion for RQ3 is separated into two sections. Firstly, the relationships between 

proficient behaviours and the conformance function are discussed. Secondly, the 

relationships between proactive behaviours and the strategic function are discussed. 

 

5.3.2 Proficient Behaviours and the Conformance Function 

Organisational and board proficient behaviours were predictive of the 

conformance function while individual proficient behaviours were not. These findings 

provide insight into the board conformance function in several ways. 

 

Proficient behaviours focus on the achievement of well-defined core tasks 

(Griffin et al., 2007; Martin et al., 2013) and were expected to predict fulfilment of the 

conformance function as many conformance tasks are well-defined and explicitly 

described. These conformance tasks include financial oversight, legal compliance, and 

organisational monitoring (Herman & Renz, 2000; Inglis, 1997a; Yeh et al., 2009). Two 

of the three dimensions of behaviour that included proficient behaviours were effective 

as predictors of the conformance function suggesting there is a link between proficient 

behaviours and the conformance function. However, this link only existed when the 

board member was considering their board and organisational roles. When the board 

member focused on tasks specific to their individual board position (e.g., president, 

treasurer, general member), there was no relationship to the conformance function. 

Thus, the evidence suggests board member behaviours that focus on the board and the 

organisation are more likely to predict a conforming board.  
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The positive relationships found between board proficient and organisational 

proficient behaviours with the conformance function suggest the importance of 

collaboration in achieving conformance. Board proficient behaviours focus on how 

board members work together while organisational proficient behaviours relate to how 

the individual interacts with others outside the board. The development of these 

relationships may be a central reason for the predictive relationships with conformance. 

That is, it may be that as board members engage in more relationship-building 

behaviour, the board’s conformance increases. Stronger relationships are more likely to 

include information sharing (Hoye & Cuskelly, 2003; Morrison & Salipante, 2007). 

This is important because board members require information in order to effectively 

fulfil the conformance function. For example, in order to monitor program 

implementation, the board requires reports and updates from those implementing the 

program (Nicholson & Newton, 2010). Information may come from within the board 

(e.g., a treasurer providing a financial update) or from a source outside the board (e.g., a 

CEO, auditor, etc.). Thus, the predictive relationships of both board and organisational 

proficient behaviours with the conformance function supports the findings of other 

research that emphasise the importance of relationships and information sharing (Auld 

& Godbey, 1998; Hoye & Cuskelly, 2003; Sotiriadou, 2009). 

 

The lack of a relationship between individual proficient behaviours and 

conformance was unexpected as individual tasks often seem directly related to 

conformance. Board members are expected to review reports, prepare for meetings, and 

attend meetings; all tasks that should help prepare an individual to contribute to the 

conformance function of the board (Doherty et al., 2004; Shilbury, 2001). Yet the 

completion of individual tasks did not predict the board’s fulfilment of its conformance 

function. This finding can be explained by considering the purpose of boards. A board 
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of directors exists as a checks-and-balances system that limits the influence one person 

can have on the organisation (Fama & Jensen, 1983; Hart, 1995). The checks-and-

balances are intended to restrict individual influence by ensuring that group actions are 

required. For example, while an individual board member may write a new policy, the 

board, as a group, determines if the policy will be adopted and enacted. Thus, checks-

and-balances may explain why individual proficient behaviours were not predictive of 

the conformance function. 

 

5.3.3 Proactive Behaviours and the Strategic Function 

The predictive power of organisational proactive behaviours on the board’s 

fulfilment of its strategic function was small and negative. The other proactive 

behaviours, individual proactive and board proactive, did not have significant predictive 

relationships with the strategic function. These findings were in contrast to the expected 

relationships developed in Chapter Two.  

 

Proactive behaviours are used to create future-oriented change (Grant & 

Ashford, 2008) as well as accomplish complex tasks in groups (Belschak et al., 2010; 

Crant, 2000). The strategic function of the board refers to future-oriented planning 

(Ferkins & Shilbury, 2012), environmental analysis (Pugliese & Wenstøp, 2007), and 

the fulfilment of tasks with complex strategic implications (Nicholson & Newton, 

2010). However, despite the apparent parallels between the board’s strategic function 

and proactive behaviours, this research found that proactive behaviours had either no 

relationship or a negative relationship with the strategic function of the board. These 

findings mean that the board’s fulfilment of its strategic function was not able to be 

predicted by examining individual board members attempts to initiate change. 
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One explanation for these findings draws on the purpose of boards to act as a 

group rather than individuals (Fama & Jensen, 1983; Hart, 1995). Thus, the efforts of 

board members to create change through proactive behaviours may be limited by the 

processes of the group. This finding can be considered within the range of three board 

roles (individual, board, organisational). Individual proactive behaviours focus on the 

board member’s individual role. Board proactive behaviours focus on the board as a 

whole. Organisational proactive behaviours aim to create change within the 

organisation. Thus, both individual and board proactive behaviours exist to create 

change within the board, while organisational proactive behaviours make changes 

outside the board. The limited predictive ability of individual and board proactive 

behaviours may support findings related to the ability of board factors to mediate the 

influence of the individual board members (Hoye & Doherty, 2011). According to 

institutional theory, a series of established norms, rules, and assumptions govern 

organisations and restrict change from occurring (Barley & Tolbert, 1997; Zucker, 

1987). The normalised practices and rules within boards (Ocasio, 1999; Pugliese et al., 

2009) may prevent the attempts of individuals to create change through proactive 

behaviours. Furthermore, the influence of intragroup dynamics such as cohesion 

(Doherty & Carron, 2003), conflict (Hamm-Kerwin & Doherty, 2010), and power 

patterns (Murray et al., 1992b) may also limit the effectiveness of a single board 

member’s attempt to initiate change. Thus, despite individual board members engaging 

in proactive behaviour, the institutional practices and intragroup dynamics of the board 

may prevent change from occurring within the board. 

 

However, the potential mediating influence of intragroup dynamics and 

institutionalised practices on proactive behaviours may be less effective outside of the 

board. As defined in this study, organisational proactive behaviours represent a board 
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member’s attempt to make direct changes to an organisation, rather than creating 

change through the board. These behaviours negatively predicted the fulfilment of the 

board’s strategic function in contrast to the expectations described in Chapter Two. 

While this research did not specifically identify the cause of this negative relationship, 

other perspectives can provide insight. Group discourse is important for boards 

(Bastedo, 2009; Papadimitriou, 1999). Through this discourse, board members 

collaborate to identify strategic priorities for the organisation (Ferkins et al., 2009). 

Thus, organisational changes enacted by individual board members, rather than the 

board, may not have been subject to board discussion or approval and may contradict 

the board’s strategic vision.  

 

Furthermore, the negative relationship may be indicative of the shift in board 

functions as a result of the professionalisation of the sport sector. Boards are 

increasingly expected to avoid managing operational issues and focus instead on their 

conformance and strategic functions (Inglis, 1997b; Shilbury, 2001). Yet some board 

members may have their own priorities and get involved with organisational operations 

(Ferkins & Shilbury, 2012). Thus, individual board members initiating changes in the 

organisation may contrast the expectations to stay out of operational activities by 

engaging in behaviours that reflect their own priorities. Additionally, the negative 

relationship provides support for suggestions that board members should restrict 

themselves from engagement in organisational activities (Carver, 2006; Houle, 1997). 

 

A further explanation for the limited or negative relationships identified in this 

research relates to change. Both proactive behaviours and the strategic function are 

future-focused. However, proactive behaviours are specifically related to the creation of 

change whereas fulfilment of the board’s strategic function may not require change. 
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Boards that are effective in their strategic function may be regularly examining and 

adjusting strategy (Ferkins et al., 2009). This regular examination may reduce the 

frequency and need for major strategic changes. In Australia, sport governing bodies are 

increasingly required to undertake strategic activities as part of their funding 

requirements (Australian Sports Commission, 2015b). Regular strategic planning and 

the emphasis on its importance may mean board members are constantly working 

together to update the strategic direction in response to shifts in the environment 

through incremental, rather than large-scale, changes.  

 

The predictive relationship between the conformance function and the strategic 

function was strong and positive. This relationship was discussed earlier in this chapter 

so will not be addressed specifically here as RQ3 focuses on the relationships between 

individual behaviours and board functions. However, the pathway between the two 

functions allow for an indirect relationship of two behaviours with the strategic 

function. The strength of the relationship between the conformance function and the 

strategic function means that organisational proficient and board proficient behaviours 

were statistically significant indirect predictors of the board’s strategic function. These 

findings suggest board members consider strategic actions as a core task to be carried 

out with other board and organisational members. This discussion point reinforces the 

theme that board functions are achieved through group work and individuals focusing 

on the core tasks of the group. Furthermore, achievement of the strategic function may 

require collaborative and consultative work rather than the dedicated actions of an 

individual. This finding supports the research from Ferkins and Shilbury (2012), which 

suggested the board’s strategic function was best completed by the group rather than a 

powerful individual. Additionally, dominance by a single individual, such as a president 

or CEO, has been found to have a negative influence on governance (Murray et al., 
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1992b; Schoenberg et al., 2016). It is important to note the cross-sectional nature of the 

research as a reminder that the direct and indirect relationships highlighted in this 

research do not point to any causal links between individual board member behaviours 

and board functions. 

 

5.3.4 Generalisability 

RQ3 was examined in the context of Australian state sport organisations. While 

it was not possible to identify a response rate, the sample size and representativeness of 

the sample suggest the findings would be generalisable to the population of board 

members of Australian state sport organisations. However, caution is important in 

generalising these findings outside of the context of this study. This is the first time 

relationships between individual board member behaviours and board functions have 

been examined and, as such, there are no comparisons with which to make conclusions 

regarding generalisability to other contexts as there was with RQ1 (i.e., studies in 

Canada and Australia) and RQ2 (i.e., comparison to results from a corporate study). 

Thus, these findings should be carefully considered outside of Australian state sport 

organisations. However, the tests for measurement and structural invariance identified 

that the relationships between the constructs were invariant giving some support to the 

possibility of generalisable results (Yoo, 2002).  

 

For the purpose of clarification, it is critical to note that tests for invariance do 

not test for deviations within a construct but test the relationships between constructs or 

between constructs and items. Invariance, in this study, means the relationships between 

individual behaviours and board functions are the same regardless of the characteristics 

of the individual and board, meaning that characteristics such as board member tenure 

or organisational size did not influence the relationships described between behaviours 
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and functions. The invariance tests conducted for this research cannot be used to claim 

equivalence within a construct. For example, invariance does not test whether the 

fulfilment of the strategic function changes based on the size of the board. Rather, 

invariances tests whether there was systematic bias that affected the relationship 

between organisational proactive behaviours and the strategic function. A focus on 

model invariance, rather than mean comparison, was appropriate for this thesis as the 

research questions focused on the relationships between constructs. 

 

Governance models have highlighted a range of factors that influence boards 

such as industry (Minichilli et al., 2009), environmental factors (Lee et al., 2008), or 

organisational size (Iecovich, 2005; Minichilli et al., 2009; Ostrower & Stone, 2010). 

The presence of structural invariance suggests that these factors did not affect the 

relationships between board member behaviours and board functions. As the current 

study was conducted in a single context, the identification of structural invariance 

suggests a level of isomorphism within the sport context. This finding supports the 

assertion that isomorphism can occur as a result of industry and environmental factors 

(Hums & MacLean, 2013; Kikulis, 2000; Meyer & Rowan, 1977).  

 

The relationships between individual behaviours and board functions remained 

the same regardless of organisational budget, number of staff, board size, board role, 

tenure, formal governance training, board recruitment method, gender, age, level of 

education, field of education, employment status, and employment role. The presence of 

invariance means that the relationships in this research provide a unique contribution to 

the understanding of governance as other factors did not influence the findings. Thus, 

individual board member behaviours are a governance factor worthy of integration into 

broader understandings of governance. 
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5.3.5 Relationships Between Behaviours and Functions Summary 

The relationships between board member behaviours and board functions were 

diverse in both strength and direction. Overall, board members behaviours played a 

small to moderate, positive role in predicting the board’s conformance function but had 

a limited relationship or no relationship with the board’s strategic function. These 

findings allowed for insights that contributed to further understanding regarding the 

governance of sport organisations. Firstly, fulfilment of the conformance function is 

reliant on the group rather than the individual. Board member behaviours that focused 

on working with board members or organisational members were predictive of board 

functions whereas individually focused behaviours did not contribute to board 

functions. Conformance may be predicated by positive, information-sharing 

relationships built on trust and regular communication within and between groups rather 

than the dedicated and focused efforts of one individual (Hoye & Cuskelly, 2003; 

Morrison & Salipante, 2007). Thus, the core tasks for an individual board member 

extend beyond an individual role and include actions that facilitate relationship building 

within the board and the organisation as evidenced in the predictive relationship both 

board and organisational proficient behaviours had with conformance as well as 

suggestions from the literature (Hoye & Cuskelly, 2003; Sotiriadou, 2009). 

 

Secondly, institutionalised group norms may prevent individuals from making 

changes that affect the group. Proactive behaviours at the individual or board level did 

not predict a change in the achievement of the board’s strategic function as they may 

have been negated by the institutionalised expectations for group discourse among 

board members (Bastedo, 2009; Ferkins et al., 2009). Therefore, in order to change and 

shift institutionalised board processes and practices, board members must work 

together. This aligns with the board’s purpose to restrict the ability of one individual to 
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control the organisation (Fama & Jensen, 1983; Hart, 1995). Some boards may be 

dominated by a strong member such as the president or CEO, but these findings and 

other literature findings suggest that a dominant figure is not necessarily in the best 

interest of the board (e.g., Murray et al., 1992; Schoenberg et al., 2016).  

 

Thirdly, other governance factors did not influence the relationships between 

board member behaviours and board functions. Therefore, individual board member 

behaviours are not a compilation of individual characteristics (e.g., age, tenure, and 

functional background) but represent a separate governance factor.  

 

Fourthly, there are parallels in the predictors of the conformance and strategic 

functions. The conformance function was predicted by proficient behaviours (i.e., 

executing core, well-defined tasks). The strategic function was predicted by the 

conformance function which is a collection of formal tasks. Thus, the strategic function 

and the conformance function were both predicted by the execution of core tasks with 

the difference lying in whether the tasks are completed by an individual board member 

or by the whole group. This supports the importance of role clarity as it is important that 

board members know what to do (Doherty & Hoye, 2011; Schulz & Auld, 2006). 

Furthermore, this research suggests that, in addition to the importance of role clarity for 

individual board members, role clarity is important for the board. Other authors have 

noted the issues that can arise from ambiguity regarding the board’s role and the 

benefits that result from a clear understanding of board functions (Ferkins & Shilbury, 

2012; Nicholson & Kiel, 2004). 
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5.4 Discussion Themes 

To this point of the chapter, the findings regarding each of the three research 

questions have been described and discussed using previous governance literature, 

identity theory, and institutional theory. Each research question has been addressed 

separately. Prior to discussing the implications of this study, this section serves to 

identify the common and contrasting themes described thus far. The description of these 

themes form the basis for latter sections that outlines the implications of this research.  

 

One theme throughout the discussion was the power of institutional theory as an 

explanatory lens for understanding behaviours and functions relating to boards of 

directors. Institutional theory was used in two ways throughout the three research 

questions to explain the results. The first method involved recognising how the board, 

as an institution, prevents change from occurring and prevents individuals from 

asserting too much authority in an organisation. The second use of institutional theory 

recognised the institutionalised norms, processes, and practices within the board. These 

norms act as a method of controlling how individual board members behave within their 

role. For example, individual and board proactive behaviours were not significant 

predictors of the strategic function meaning individual attempts at change may not be 

effective at creating change within the board. When individuals act in a way that seeks 

to change the group, the effects of their actions may be minimised by the power and 

presence of group norms. 

 

Another theme involved how a board works as a group to fulfil its functions and 

mediate the influence of individual board members. A focus on working as a group 

helps to describe both what the board can accomplish and what the board can restrict. 
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The board restricts the impact of unexpected changes initiated by individual board 

members as well as ensuring only individual behaviours targeted at the group can 

predict the fulfilment of board functions. Furthermore, the board’s conformance 

function was a better predictor than individual behaviours of the strategic function, 

although it is worth noting the presence of common method variance. This is discussed 

further in the upcoming limitations section. Ultimately, individual behaviours that 

focused on working with group members were predictive of board functions while 

unilateral individual behaviours were not predictive of board functions. 

 

The third theme centred on the complexity of governance. Complexity was 

indicated by the diverse relationships identified in RQ3. Relationships between 

behaviours and functions were neutral, small, and moderate in strength as well as both 

positive and negative. Additionally, there was a very strong predictive relationship from 

the conformance function to the strategic functions. Complexity was also identified in 

both RQ1 and RQ2. RQ1 identified that individual behaviours are multi-dimensional in 

response to a complex set of roles and accompanying behavioural expectations created 

by social interactions and environmental pressures. 

 

The professionalisation of sport management was another theme throughout the 

discussion of each research question. The changes due to professionalisation in the sport 

setting appear to have had a minimal effect on individual board member behaviours due 

to the presence of institutionalised board structures and processes. These structures and 

processes might help to temper the influence of one board member. Rather, individual 

board member attempts to drive change were largely unrelated to board functions. 

However, professionalisation seems to have affected the way sport boards view their 

strategic role in comparison to non-sport boards as this study suggested that sport 
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boards did not perceive giving advice to staff as part of the strategic function, possibly 

due to the increased professionalisation of paid staff. 

 

Clarity and ambiguity was a consistent theme in the discussion. Proficient 

behaviours and the conformance function are both predicated on the presence of a clear 

understanding of the expectations of the individual board member and the board 

(Doherty & Hoye, 2011). For the board, this means knowing the board’s purpose and 

functions. For the individual, clarity refers to an understanding of the expectations of 

the individual. RQ1 demonstrated the importance of role clarity in explaining why 

board members engage in proficient behaviours. The strong, positive relationship 

between the conformance function and the strategic function suggests that clarity in the 

board’s conformance role may correspond to increased fulfilment of the strategic 

function. Finally, the indirect relationships identified in RQ3 suggested that clarity in an 

individual role may also contribute to the strategic function. 

 

While each research question developed further understanding of sport 

governance, these five themes together provide broader insight into sport governance. 

This section served to describe five themes. The next section examines how these 

themes support, contribute, and contrast previous understandings of governance. 

 

5.5 Implications 

The implications of this study have been divided into three sections. The first 

section integrates the findings into the sport governance body of knowledge. The second 

section addresses the contributions of this study to identity theory. The third section 

outlines the implications of this study for practitioners.  



- 227 - 

5.5.1 Implications for Sport Governance 

Governance models have a range of factors that influence governance processes 

such as individual, board, organisational, and environmental factors (Hoye & Doherty, 

2011). Research on individual factors has tended to focus on individual attitudes, 

attributes, or characteristics (e.g., Cuskelly et al., 1998; Hoye, 2007; Pointer and 

Orlikoff, 2002; Shilbury, 2001). The limited studies on board member behaviour have 

tended to focus on the fulfilment of specific individual tasks (Doherty & Hoye, 2011; 

Garnes & Mathisen, 2014; Preston & Brown, 2004) rather than a broader perspective 

that describes how board members fulfil their role (i.e., behaviours). Thus, the model of 

board member behaviour developed in this thesis provides a different perspective of 

individual board members than has previously been described. Furthermore, this model 

was shown to be independent of a range of other individual characteristics suggesting 

that individual board member behaviours are a separate construct from other individual 

factors such as age and education.  

 

Boards of directors, arguably the central component of the governance system 

(Clarke, 2004; Rosenau, 1995; Shilbury & Ferkins, 2015), have become 

institutionalised within the system (Kikulis, 2000). The institutionalised processes and 

practices of boards can minimise the influences of changes attributable to 

professionalisation (Shilbury et al., 2013). These institutions, therefore, may limit the 

need for individual board members to respond to change as well as preventing 

individual board members from unilaterally implementing change. 

 

The institutionalisation of boards has not necessarily prevented all change from 

occurring. While board members may be not be strongly affected, boards seem to have 

experienced change due to the professionalisation of sport. Professionalisation refers to 
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the change in sport organisations from volunteer-managed organisations to a 

managerial, business-style organisation (Dowling et al., 2014; Shilbury et al., 2013). 

Professionalisation has resulted in boards placing more emphasis on their conformance 

and strategic functions and reducing their operational role (Inglis, 1997b; Shilbury, 

2001). Additionally, professionalisation has resulted in an increasingly important board-

staff relationship (Schoenberg et al., 2016). This research found that board members did 

not associate providing advice to staff with the strategic function. This contrasts with 

the conceptualisation of the strategic function which emphasises the board’s advice task 

in a range of different governance contexts (Brown & Guo, 2010; Pugliese et al., 2014; 

Shilbury, 2001). This contrasting finding suggests that professionalisation within sport 

has possibly contributed to ambiguity regarding expectations of the board.  

 

Role clarity has been identified as an inherent part of nonprofit and sport 

governance due to the complexities associated with balancing different goals and 

stakeholders (Herman & Renz, 2000; Papadimitriou, 2007). At an individual level, 

increased clarity was associated with better individual performance (Doherty & Hoye, 

2011; Schulz & Auld, 2006). In this research, the findings suggested clarity is important 

in two other ways. Firstly, in addition to clear expectations regarding an individual’s 

core tasks, clarity is important regarding how the individual is supposed to interact with 

other board members and the organisation. These interactions with others help shape 

intragroup dynamics among the board (Schoenberg et al., 2016). Secondly, the 

conformance function consists of a range of well-defined monitoring and review tasks 

(Brown & Guo, 2010; Inglis, 1997a; Yeh et al., 2009). This research identified that a 

more conforming board was predictive of a more strategic board suggesting that 

increased clarity of board tasks could result in better fulfilment of board functions. 
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The identification of a relationship between the conformance function and the 

strategic function also represents a contribution to the understanding of governance. 

Governance researchers and practitioners have frequently examined and produced lists 

of board tasks and groupings of board tasks into broader board functions (Australian 

Sports Commission, 2012; Iecovich, 2004; Inglis, 1997a; Inglis et al., 1999; Miller-

Millesen, 2003). Perhaps the most commonly identified board functions have been the 

board’s conformance and strategic functions (Hillman et al., 2008; Hoye & Cuskelly, 

2007; Hoye & Doherty, 2011; Melkumov et al., 2015). Previous research has examined 

the validity of each of these constructs (Pugliese et al., 2014), but did not consider the 

relationships between the functions nor test for the independence of these two 

overarching functions in board settings. This study identified both divergent validity 

and a predictive relationship between the two functions. Therefore, this research has 

increased the understanding the relationship between board functions.  

 

A final reflection on the governance implications of this research relates to the 

overall functioning and power of the board. Boards exist to limit the authority of an 

individual by using the group to moderate individual influence (Fama & Jensen, 1983; 

Hart, 1995). Furthermore, boards, as a group, are expected to draw on the knowledge, 

skills, and experiences of the group to govern as a group (Steane & Christie, 2001). The 

group, and the resulting intragroup dynamics, can affect the governance of the board 

and the organisation (Schoenberg et al., 2016). The results of the present study provided 

empirical support for these claims. Individual board members attempting to create 

change showed limited or no relationship with board functions within this study. 

Furthermore, the lack of statistically significant predictive relationships from both 

individual proficient and individual proactive behaviours to board functions suggests 

board members fulfilling tasks specific to their individual role may not influence board 
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function. Within this study, the individual board member behaviours that were focused 

on completing tasks within a group (board or organisation) were predictive of the 

fulfilment of board functions. Moreover, the predictive relationship between the 

conformance and strategic functions was stronger than that of individual behaviours. 

This finding implies that, while individual board members have some influence on 

board functions, the board, as a group, has the most influence on the fulfilment of board 

functions, although it is important to note the possibility of common method variance.  

 

In summary, this research identified that individual board member behaviours 

are a factor worthy of consideration in sport governance models. Furthermore, board 

members continue to rely on established board norms regarding processes and practices. 

This institutionalised nature of the board of directors suggests that individual board 

members are less likely to need to respond to change within their environment. 

However, changes within the sport setting may have resulted in confusion among the 

board as to how to enact its strategic function, particularly in relation to working with 

staff. Clarifying the expectations of the board and board members may help boards with 

this problem as role clarity was described as critical in explaining why some individual 

behaviours were predictive of board functions and why other behaviours were not. 

Clarity also helped to explain why the conformance function predicted the strategic 

function. Implications were discussed regarding the finding that the conformance and 

the strategic functions were separate but related constructs. Ultimately, this findings of 

this research suggest a board is most effective when operating as a group echoing the 

research that suggests the board limits the overt influence of change and individual 

behaviours (Fama & Jensen, 1983; Hart, 1995). 
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5.5.2 Implications for Identity Theory 

Identity theory predicts individual behaviours by describing how social 

structures and their corresponding roles influence individual identities (Stets & Burke, 

2000). These identities guide individual behaviours (Hogg et al., 1995). Research on 

identity theory has often focused on finding support for the presence of identities and 

linking identities to other outcomes (Brenner et al., 2014; Merolla et al., 2012). Yet the 

prime purpose of identity theory is the explanation and description of individual 

behaviours (Blumer, 1986; Hogg et al., 1995). The development of identity theory has 

focused on the relationships between behaviours, identities, and roles (Stets & Burke, 

2014). The current research used identity theory for the purpose of linking board 

member behaviours with other constructs extending the use of identity theory outside of 

a purely sociological perspective. By conceptualising a model of individual board 

member behaviour based on the underlying principles of identity theory, this research 

was able to examine relationships between individual behaviours and board functions. 

The empirical support for the model means that identity theory can be an effective 

approach for identifying behaviours and may be a useful tool for researchers who are 

interested in the relationships between behaviours and other constructs in a governance 

setting. It is worth noting that identity theory does not account for the environmental 

influences that can influence social groups (Burke, 1980; Meyer & Rowan, 1977). 

However, this thesis described how institutional theory can complement identity theory 

to account for environmental considerations. 

 

In addition to extending the use of identity theory, this research advanced the 

understanding of identity theory. One basic tenet of identity theory is that each 

individual holds multiple roles associated with multiple social structures (Hogg et al., 

1995; Stets & Burke, 2000; Stryker, 1968). Building on this tenet, this research 
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demonstrated that a single social structure can result in multiple roles. In the board 

context, multiple roles were identified conceptually and supported empirically. Board 

members demonstrated a distinction between individual, board, and organisational 

roles. Each of these roles originated from the individual’s participation in the social 

structure of the board. These roles aligned with the concept of nested social structures 

(i.e., macro, meso, and micro) (Stets & Burke, 2014). Viewed this way, board members 

have an individual role that is contextualised within a board role that is situated within 

an organisational role. Despite the nested nature of these roles, they remained 

discriminant from each other. The independent nature of the three roles indicates that 

individuals can and do distinguish between nested roles within a single social structure 

such as a sport organisation’s governing board. The explicit identification in this 

research of multiple roles derived from a single social structure adds another level of 

nuance to identity theory. Rather than each social structure being the setting for a single 

individual role, it is possible that a social structure may result in multiple roles for an 

individual. These multiple roles mean individuals sometimes navigate multiple sets of 

role expectations within a single social structure.  

 

Role expectations are a critical part of identity theory. Role expectations provide 

guidance to individuals on what behaviours would be expected in order to fulfil the 

individual’s role (Stets & Burke, 2014; Welbourne et al., 1998). This research identified 

that individuals enact different types of behaviour (i.e., proficient and proactive) within 

each role (i.e., individual, board, and organisational). This indicates that role 

expectations are not restricted to providing unidimensional guidance for behaviour. 

Identities provide the bridge between role expectations and individual behaviour by 

interpreting and assigning meaning to role expectations (Burke, 1980; Stryker & Burke, 
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2000). Thus, the support for both proficient and proactive behaviours in each role 

suggests that role expectations can lead to multi-dimensional behavioural expectations. 

 

An individual uses identities to link external roles with individual behaviours 

(Burke, 1980; Stets & Burke, 2000; Stryker & Burke, 2000). The combination of a role 

and a type of behaviour into a singular construct may account for individual identities. 

As identities link roles and behaviours, combining them into a singular construct 

represents the purpose of identities in mediating the relationship between roles and 

behaviours (Stets & Serpe, 2013). While this research did not seek to measure identities, 

there was empirical support for the presence of individual identities. The evidence 

supporting the presence of identities was found by comparing the board member 

behaviour model to alternative explanations. One of the comparison models separated 

the behaviours from the roles resulting in five dimensions (individual, board, 

organisational, proficient, and proactive). The separation of roles and behaviours does 

not account for identities. This five-dimensional model was not as strong a fit as the six-

dimensional model that combined roles and behaviours (e.g., individual proficient). 

These results suggest that the combining roles and behaviours is a better explanation of 

the data than keeping roles and behaviours separate. Thus, when roles and behaviours 

were modelled as separate constructs, the underlying meaning provided by identities 

was not accounted for. The model had better fit when roles and behaviours were 

combined, suggesting identities did help explain board member behaviour. Therefore, 

this research suggests empirical support for the abstract, internal concept of identities.  

 

The focus of identity theory on individual behaviours has led to a deeper 

understanding of why and how behaviours occur. Recently, there has been more interest 

in how individual behaviours influence the social structure (Stets & Burke, 2014). This 
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research examined how individual board member behaviour, derived from an 

understanding of the social structure of the board, predicted the board’s fulfilment of its 

strategic and conformance functions. The findings were mixed, suggesting that expected 

board member behaviours do not necessarily translate into board functions. Integrating 

this finding into identity theory suggests that role expectations are reflective of the 

social structure’s perceived desirable behaviours but fulfilling these expectations does 

not necessarily influence the behaviour of the group. Thus, the evidence of this research 

suggests that while social structures may underpin expected behaviours, enactment of 

these behaviours do not always influence the overall social structure. 

 

In summary, identity theory was shown to be effective in developing a context-

specific model of individual board member behaviour. Furthermore, individuals hold 

multiple roles in multiple social structures, but can also hold multiple roles within a 

single social structure such as a governing board in sport. The complex role 

expectations identified in this study supported the role of identities in interpreting role 

expectations prior to enacting behaviours (Burke & Stets, 2009). Finally, while 

individuals draw on role expectations to guide their behaviour, the fulfilment of these 

expectations does not necessarily mean that individuals will contribute to accomplishing 

the tasks needed within the social structure. 

 

5.5.3 Implications for Practice 

In addition to the theoretical contributions, this research has implications for 

practice. These implications may apply to board members, staff, and policy-makers in 

the domain of sport delivery systems. These implications are separated into four themes; 

clarity, institutionalisation, identities, and relationships. 
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Boards should seek to increase the clarity regarding expectations for the board 

and individual board members. While other studies have identified the importance of 

individual role clarity (Doherty & Hoye, 2011; Schulz & Auld, 2006), this research 

suggests that clarity is also important in board and organisational roles. For the 

individual, clarity in board and organisational roles refers to helping board members to 

understand expectations regarding how they should interact with other board members 

and other stakeholders. Clarity of board tasks and board functions is also important for 

the board. While some board tasks may seem straight-forward, others may be more 

nuanced. For instance, what is actually meant by monitoring the CEO? How frequently 

should monitoring occur? What, specifically, will be monitored? Clarifying these 

questions, among others, may help board members reach an agreed-upon definition of 

monitoring that will help the board to fulfil its functions. While a general level of 

congruence exists among recommended board tasks, the specifics of each task may vary 

from organisation to organisation. Open discussions among board members and relevant 

stakeholders regarding the expectations of individual board members and the board may 

contribute to increased role clarity for board members as they discharge their board and 

organisational roles. 

 

Furthermore, this research may help guide boards in understanding the desired 

characteristics of individual board members. The positive relationships found with 

board and organisational proficient behaviours suggests boards should seek out board 

members with experience working in teams as well as understanding and fulfilling well-

defined tasks. Additionally, this research highlighted the benefits of boards working 

together so it would be preferable for boards to consider how new board members 

would work with existing board members. Finally, the limited relationships between 
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proactive behaviours and board functions suggests changes implemented by board 

members are unlikely to assist the board in fulfilling its key functions. While potential 

board members may be interested in serving on a board due to a desire to implement 

change, the board should be cautious in recruiting board members who will attempt to 

self-initiate and create change as this may not be beneficial to the fulfilment of board 

objectives.  

 

Boards and board members who identify the need for change must recognise 

how the institutionalisation of governance (i.e., the nature of the board and the norms 

within the board) can prevent change from occurring. Boards should review their 

internal processes and be aware of how these processes may inhibit change. Thus, board 

members leading change require support and action from the board rather than acting 

unilaterally to create change. Evidence from this study suggests board members who act 

unilaterally and outside the scope of the board appeared to have a negative influence on 

the board’s strategic function.  

 

Boards should attempt to cultivate and strengthen the salience of board 

members’ identities as board and organisational members. Increasing the salience of 

these identities may lead to more board proficient and organisational proficient 

behaviours. To do this, board members should be encouraged to consider themselves as 

part of a group with clear objectives and positive relationships. The concept of the board 

as a team may be particularly relevant within the sport context (e.g., Nicholson et al., 

2012). Viewing the board as a team may help reinforce broader board and 

organisational goals rather than individual tasks and motivations.  
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In regards to the strategic function, boards should review their relationships with 

staff. Almost unanimously, governance literature recognises that the board should 

provide advice to staff regarding strategy and direction (Brown & Guo, 2010; Pugliese 

et al., 2014; Shilbury, 2001). Yet the results from this study suggested that providing 

advice to staff was not congruent with other items measuring the strategic function. It 

seems unlikely that this specific setting would be an exception to this governance norm 

given the near unanimous support within the governance literature and the specific 

focus on shared leadership within sport organisations (Auld, 1997; Auld & Godbey, 

1998; Inglis, 1994; Shilbury, 2001). Therefore, boards, CEOs, and other staff should 

consider the nature of their relationship and focus on rebuilding the ability and 

willingness of the board to provide strategic advice in a way that does not interfere with 

operational issues. 

 

The common themes throughout this chapter suggest that boards should focus on 

working as a group on well-defined tasks. Board members should concentrate on 

building relationships with each other as well as other key stakeholders in order to 

facilitate and enhance group work. Additionally, board members should seek to reduce 

ambiguity by seeking clarity regarding individual expectations of them as a board 

member and the board’s role. Furthermore, board members who are seeking to create 

change must recognise that change is a slow process and requires group work. Thus, 

individual attempts to create change are likely to have minimal impact on the overall 

work of the board.  

 

In addition to the implications for board members, this research has implications 

for staff members and policy-makers. Staff members, particularly the CEO, are in a 

unique position to use the findings of this research. Staff members are often more aware 
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of issues in the organisation and have more access to information than board members 

(Inglis, 1997b). Using this position, staff could ensure the board receives regular 

updates regarding the organisation. An in-depth understanding of the organisation and 

its activities was identified in this study as potentially contributing to the fulfilment of a 

board’s conformance and strategic functions. In addition to information regarding the 

organisation, the full-time nature of staff generally results in greater knowledge 

regarding the organisation’s environment. Thus, staff can be an important link in 

updating the board regarding environmental changes that may influence the board. 

Furthermore, staff and the board could work together to clarify expectations and 

boundaries for board members. This research demonstrated the benefit of clear 

expectations for board members and highlighted an ineffectiveness of board members 

attempting to create unilateral change. Finally, this study had some evidence that boards 

did not consider providing advice to staff was a part of the strategic function. Staff may 

be able to actively seek board advice regarding strategic issues. By asking for strategic 

advice, staff members may help the board fulfil this pivotal board task as board 

members may sense that staff value and seek their input.  

 

This research provides some guidance for policy-makers. The findings of this 

research suggested that boards of sport organisations continue to be influenced by 

institutionalised practices and processes. Policy-makers have been increasingly active in 

prescribing governance practices that, in some cases, may contravene these 

institutionalised practices (Australian Sports Commission, 2015b; Sport New Zealand, 

2015). Thus, while policy-makers may be seeking to impose change within sport 

governance, it is important to recognise that instant and significant changes are unlikely 

in boards. Additionally, the importance of clear expectations as identified in this 
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research suggests that policy-makers should seek to provide as much clarity as possible 

when outlining guidelines for boards. 

 

5.6 Limitations 

This research provides a significant contribution to the understanding of sport 

governance. The research was conducted in a rigorous manner as outlined in Chapter 

Three. Chapter Four provided the results of the studies which allowed for theoretical 

implications to be identified. However, this research, as with all research, has 

limitations that should be acknowledged. These limitations are not presented to negate 

the contribution of the research. Rather, the recognition of limitations acknowledges the 

boundaries of this research as well as identifies opportunities for future research.  

 

Data were collected using surveys that asked board members of sport 

organisations to reflect on their previous behaviours as well as the board’s fulfilment of 

key functions. This approach requires acknowledgement of limitations. Firstly, survey 

responses inherently contain measurement error that can be attributed to the use of 

scales to measure constructs and the inability of respondents to provide an accurate and 

unbiased account of their behaviour and board functions (Hair et al., 2009). The amount 

of error was limited by the use of previously established surveys, multiple studies, and 

the careful adaptation of items. Furthermore, the validity of the results suggested that 

measurement error was not a major issue in this study. 

 

In addition to measurement error, this study collected all quantitative data using 

a single method. The use of a single method allows for the possibility of common 

method variance which is described as "variance that is attributable to the measurement 
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method rather than to the constructs the measures are assumed to represent” (Podsakoff, 

MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003, p. 879). One test for the presence of common 

method variance involves comparing the model being tested with a model that includes 

all items loaded onto a single construct (Podsakoff et al., 2003). As part of the model 

comparison in Chapter Four, these models were run and shown to have poor fit as well 

as significantly different from the multi-dimensional factors. Thus, common method 

variance was present in this research, but was not a major issue. 

 

A further limitation relates to the use of a cross-sectional design. Although 

directional influences were proposed between the different constructs, cross-sectional 

data do not allow researchers to test temporal relationships between variables (Hair et 

al., 2009). Therefore, the results of this research do not suggest causal relationships and, 

instead, identify only associations between the constructs. 

 

This research included multiple organisations with, in some cases, multiple 

responses from individuals within each organisation. This means data, particularly the 

data related to the items measuring board functions, were not independent as the 

individual’s perceptions of board functions would be partially influenced by the actions 

of a few other individuals within the study. Unfortunately, this concern was unavoidable 

given the design of the study. It would have been preferable to test for invariance based 

on the organisational affiliation of each board member but the small number of 

responses per organisation meant that there was insufficient sample size to test for 

invariance within boards. However, the small number of responses per organisation 

means this lack of independence was unlikely to have a large effect on the results so the 

impact of this limitation would be minimised. Furthermore, invariance was found for a 
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wide range of organisational and board characteristics that suggested these 

characteristics may not have affected the relationships identified.  

 

Finally, the quantitative nature of this research did not allow for an in-depth 

understanding of different viewpoints on the relationships between individual 

behaviours and board functions. While qualitative research may have uncovered 

additional considerations or themes not examined in this research, there was sufficient 

underlying theory described in Chapter Two to justify a quantitative approach.  

 

5.7 Future Research 

The findings and limitations of this research suggest areas for future research. 

This research examined the board members for Canadian provincial and Australian state 

sport organisations. Replication in different contexts would be a valuable step in 

determining the generalisability of these findings. There are a range of different 

contexts that would be suitable. Within sport governance, this research could be 

expanded from regional governing bodies to focus on local clubs and national 

governing bodies both within and outside Australia and Canada. In addition to the clubs 

and governing bodies that largely make up the federated sport system, other nonprofit 

sport organisations such as those that run events or advocacy groups could provide an 

interesting context. As this research included literature from the nonprofit sector and the 

corporate context, testing the results of this research in those contexts could highlight 

similarities and differences between different governance settings. 

 

This research developed a theoretically grounded model of individual board 

member behaviour. However, this model did not test and identify all types of individual 



- 242 - 

behaviours. Rather, using the sport governance context, the model focused on three 

roles (individual, board, and organisational) and three behaviours (proficient, adaptive, 

and proactive). Other research, in a corporate context, has suggested additional board 

member roles such as a customer or shareholder (Hillman et al., 2008; Melkumov et al., 

2015). Furthermore, studies of organisational behaviour have identified a range of other 

individual behaviours that may apply to a governance context. These include, among 

others, organisational citizenship behaviours (Podsakoff et al., 2000), prosocial 

behaviours (O'Reilly & Chatman, 1986), or deviant behaviours (Robinson & Bennett, 

1995). In particular, a study on disruptive behaviours may provide additional insight 

into possible barriers to effective board functioning. Researchers using identity theory, 

or other theoretical approaches, could justify investigations into roles and behaviours 

not examined in this study to see if they are relevant in a governance context. 

 

One of the notable contributions of this research was the identification of a 

relationship between two board functions. However, the research approach used to 

identify this relationship does not allow for an explanation of the relationship’s causal 

or temporal nature. Qualitative research may provide the in-depth understanding of the 

relationship that would help understand the origin of the predictive relationship. 

Furthermore, in contrast to the strategic and conformance functions, other researchers 

have conceptualised board functions differently by identifying three or four functions or 

long lists of board tasks. This research shifted the focus from what board functions exist 

to how the functions relate to each other. Further research on the relationships between 

different board functions may strengthen the findings of these results as well as identify 

previously undiscovered relationships.  
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This research examined the relationships between two specific governance 

factors; individual board member behaviours and board functions. This was the first 

research to examine how individual board member behaviours integrated with another 

governance factor. The multi-dimensional understanding of individual board member 

behaviour developed in this research allowed for more nuanced insight into the 

relationships between board member behaviours and other governance factors. Previous 

research into individual board members has typically focused on unidimensional 

conceptualisations of individual actions. For example, while research has linked 

organisational commitment with individual behaviour (Cuskelly & Boag, 2001; Hoye, 

2007), it is unclear as to which of the six individual behaviours may be influenced by 

commitment. Other research could examine relationships between behaviours with other 

governance factors such as board structure or intragroup dynamics. 

 

The findings from this research provide a starting point regarding the 

understanding of individual behaviours and the relationships with board functions. 

However, there remains a range of opportunities to expand this further. This study did 

not include an examination of organisational outcomes. Further study could consider the 

relationships between their behaviours and organisational outcomes as well as probe 

deeper into an examination of what behaviours are perceived as important.  

 

5.8 Chapter Summary 

This chapter discussed and integrated the findings of this research study within 

the context of the literature on which the study was based. Each of the three research 

questions were addressed separately. The support for a model of board member 

behaviours derived from identity theory suggested that board members are expected to 
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fulfil individual, board, and organisational roles. Board members use proficient and 

proactive behaviours to meet the expectations of these roles suggesting board members 

perceive expectations to complete clearly defined tasks as well as implement change. 

However, there was no support for adaptive behaviours which could imply that board 

members continue to use institutionalised board practices, even within the changing 

environment of sport organisations.  

 

The chapter also discussed a board functions model and described how the 

discriminant nature of the conformance function and the strategic function aligned with 

previous research. Additionally, the professionalisation of the sport context was 

described as influencing the relationship between advice to staff and the strategic 

function was discussed. Finally, the finding of a predictive relationship between board 

functions was integrated into the previous literature on the subject.  

 

The relationships identified between board member behaviours and board 

functions were complex. Board member behaviours were most effective at predicting 

board functions when the behaviours were focused on working as a group. Behaviours 

were ineffective behaviours when board members focused on their individual role or on 

creating change. Following the discussion of each research question separately, 

common themes were identified. These common themes formed the basis for the 

broader implications of this research. A range of implications for sport governance, 

identity theory, and practice were outlined. The chapter concluded with a discussion of 

the limitations of the study and opportunities for future research. 
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5.9 Concluding Statement 

This thesis identified three research objectives regarding individual board 

member behaviours, board functions, and the relationships of board member behaviours 

with board functions. Drawing on institutional theory and identity theory, two 

theoretical models were developed; one model of board member behaviours and one 

model of board functions. Additionally, relationships between board member 

behaviours and board functions were conceptualised. Three research questions, aligned 

with the three research objectives, provided guidance throughout the study. 

 

Chapter One described the context of sport governance with a particular focus 

on the governance systems in Canadian and Australian sport. Chapter Two provided a 

detailed review of the literature relevant to this research. This included a review of 

common governance theories, an in-depth discussion of identity theory, an overview of 

the purpose and history of governance, and an analysis of critical governance factors. 

The end of Chapter Two developed and outlined a conceptual model that linked board 

member behaviours with board functions. Chapter Three described the method used to 

conduct this research. The participants, procedures, materials, and analysis techniques 

for two sequential quantitative studies were outlined. Chapter Four presented the results 

of the analysis. The results did not support a nine-dimensional model of board member 

behaviour, but did support a revised six-dimensional model. The board functions model 

was also supported. The relationships between board member behaviours and board 

functions were complex with positive, negative, and insignificant relationships of 

varying strengths. Finally, this chapter outlined how these findings related to the 

literature discussed in Chapter Two. 
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It was concluded that board members use a range of behaviours to fulfil the 

expectations of being a board member. These behaviours include fulfilling clearly 

defined tasks and managing ambiguity across individual, board, and organisational 

roles. Furthermore, the evidence suggested that board members do not necessarily 

adjust their approach to the board member role nor do they learn new skills. Rather, 

board members are likely to continue to follow institutionalised processes rather than 

seek out new techniques for governance. 

 

A second conclusion related to the relationship of board functions. The evidence 

supported the discriminant nature of the conformance function and the strategic 

function, suggesting that boards do have two separate functions, at a minimum. 

Furthermore, the evidence supported a predictive relationship between the two functions 

implying that boards which fulfil their conformance function were also more likely to 

fulfil their strategic function. This finding emphasised the importance of outlining clear 

expectations regarding what boards are expected to do and may also indicate higher 

levels of board member engagement. 

 

A final conclusion focused on the relationships between board member 

behaviours and board functions. Individual behaviours that target core group tasks 

directly predicted the board’s fulfilment of its conformance function and indirectly 

predicted the fulfilment of the strategic function. Individual board member behaviours 

that attempt to create change had either a negative or neutral relationship with the 

board’s strategic function. Thus, this research suggests that role clarity can direct board 

members towards tasks that may enhance the board while role ambiguity may result in 

board members attempting ineffective change. 
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Overall, this research provided further understanding of board member 

behaviours and board functions. Additionally, the investigation into the relationships 

between behaviours and functions highlighted the importance of clear expectations and 

working as a group in order to fulfil board functions. 
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Appendix A: Ethical Clearance Documentation 

         GRIFFITH UNIVERSITY HUMAN RESEARCH ETHICS COMMITTEE 
 
                                                              06-Aug-2013 
 
 
Dear Mr Schoenberg 
 
I write further to the additional information provided in relation to the provisional 
approval granted to your application for ethical clearance for your project "NR: 
Examining individual and board level factors impacting board member performance" 
(GU Ref No: HSL/20/13/HREC). 
 
The additional information was considered by Office for Research. 
 
This is to confirm that this response has addressed the comments and concerns of the 
HREC. 
 
Consequently, you are authorised to immediately commence this research on this basis. 
 
The standard conditions of approval attached to our previous correspondence about this 
protocol continue to apply. 
 
Regards 
 
Dr Amanda Fernie 
 
Office for Research 
Building N54 Room 0.10D Nathan Campus 
Griffith University 
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         GRIFFITH UNIVERSITY HUMAN RESEARCH ETHICS COMMITTEE 
 
                                                              29-Jul-2014 
 
 
Dear Mr Schoenberg 
 
I write further to your application for a variation to your approved protocol "NR: 
Examining individual and board level factors impacting board member performance" 
(GU Ref No: HSL/20/13/HREC).  This request has been considered by the Office for 
Research. 
 
The OR resolved to approve the requested variation: 
 
Requested extension of clearance from 28/11/2014 to 01/05/2015 
 
 
 
This decision is subject to ratification at the next meeting of the HREC.  However, you 
are authorised to immediately commence the revised project on this basis.  I will only 
contact you again about this matter if the HREC raises any additional questions or 
comments about this variation. 
 
Regards 
 
 
 
Dr Amanda Fernie 
 
Office for Research 
Building N54 Room 0.10D Nathan Campus 
Griffith University 
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         GRIFFITH UNIVERSITY HUMAN RESEARCH ETHICS COMMITTEE 
 
                                                              13-Jul-2015 
 
 
Dear Mr Schoenberg 
 
I write further to your application for a variation to your approved protocol "NR: 
Examining individual and board level factors impacting board member performance" 
(GU Ref No: HSL/20/13/HREC).  This request has been considered by the Office for 
Research. 
 
The OR resolved to approve the requested variation: 
 
Requested extension of clearance from 01/05/2015 to 31/01/2016. 
 
 
 
This decision is subject to ratification at the next meeting of the HREC.  However, you 
are authorised to immediately commence the revised project on this basis.  I will only 
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Regards 
 
 
 
Rick Williams 
Manager, Research Ethics 
Office for Research 
Bray Centre, N54 Room 0.15 Nathan Campus 
Griffith University 
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Appendix B: Informed Consent Letter 

 
 
Examining individual board member behaviour 
 
INFORMATION SHEET – ONLINE QUESTIONNAIRES 
 
Student researcher 
Geoff Schoenberg 
Department of Tourism Sport and Hotel Management 
g.schoenberg@griffith.edu.au 
+614 0390 9045 
 
Senior researchers 
Professor Graham Cuskelly   Professor Chris Auld 
Griffith Business School   Griffith Business School 
g.cuskelly@griffith.edu.au   c.auld@griffith.edu.au  
+617 5552 8472    +617 5552 7818 
 
Dear Participant: 
  
This research is being conducted to examine individual board member behaviours. The 
identification of different types of behaviours will assist in developing a better 
understanding of board members, provide practical guidance for boards looking to 
increase board member contributions and assist policy makers in developing appropriate 
governance policies. 
  
I am asking you to complete an online questionnaire that should take approximately 15 
minutes. All participants in this study are board members of sport organisations. Your 
participation in this study is voluntary and you are free to withdraw at any time by 
closing the browser window to exit the survey collection software. 
  
The conduct of this research involves the collection, access and/or use of your identified 
personal information. The information collected is confidential and will not be disclosed 
to third parties without your consent, except to meet government, legal or other 
regulatory authority requirements. This data will be collected using a secure online 
questionnaire management tool. All data will be password protected in this online 
system and will be accessible only by the researchers. A de-identified copy of this data 
may be used for other research purposes. However, your anonymity will at all times be 
completely safeguarded. For further information consult Griffith University’s Privacy 
Plan at 
http://www.griffith.edu.au/aboutgriffith/plans-publications/griffith-university-privacy-
plan or 
telephone  +617 3735 5585. 
  
Further questions about this research can be directed to the primary researcher 
(Professor Graham Cuskelly). 
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This research is being conducted in accordance with the National Statement on Ethical 
Conduct in Human Research (2007). If you have any concerns or complaints about the 
ethical conduct of the research project, you should contact the Manager, Research 
Ethics on 07 3735 4375 or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au. 
  
If you are interested in receiving a copy of the research results, you may contact the 
student researcher via email after December 15, 2015 requesting the results. 
  
By completing the survey instrument, you are indicating you have read and understood 
this information and you consent to participation in this research. 
  
Please print a copy of this information and retain it for your records. 
  
Thank you for your time and assistance with this research. 
  
  
Geoff Schoenberg 
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Appendix C: Study One Questionnaire 

Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study.10 There are three parts to this study. 
Part one asks you about the organisation and the board. Part two asks about your actions 
as a board member. Finally, part three collects some basic information about yourself. 
The survey should take approximately 15 minutes. 
 
What is your organisation's annual operating budget? 
 Under $100,000 
 $100,000 - $499,999 
 $500,000 – $999,999 
 $1 Million – $4.99 Million 
 $5 Million – $9.99 Million 
 $10 Million or more 
 
How many staff members work for your organisation? ___ 
 
How many members (including yourself) are on the board of your organisation? ___ 
 
Approximately how long have you been on this board? (in years) ___ 
 
What best describes your primary role on this board? 
 President/Chairperson 
 Vice President 
 CEO/Executive Director/General Manager (i.e. a staff member) 
 Chair of Sub-committee 
 Treasurer or Secretary 
 I officially represent a group (e.g., officials, athletes) 
 General Member/Director 
 Other (please enter) __________________ 
 
Please indicate the option below that best identifies how you came into your position on 
the board: 
 I was elected by the membership of the organisation 
 I was appointed by the board itself 
 I was appointed/nominated by a group/organisation to fill a representative position 

on the board. 
 Other ____________________ 
 

                                                 
 
10 Appendix B appeared as the first page of the questionnaire and included a question 
that asked the participant to indicate their consent.  
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As a board member, you are expected to complete individual tasks (e.g., preparing for 
meetings, filing individual reports). Please focus on your individual board member 
tasks when responding to the following items.  
 
Over the last six months please rate how often you have carried out the behaviours 
described below from Very Rarely to Very Often 
 

 Very 
Rarely Rarely Sometimes Often Very 

Often 
Carried out the core duties of 
your role well           

Completed your core tasks well 
using standard procedures           

Ensured your core tasks were 
completed properly           

Adapted well to changes in core 
tasks           

Coped with changes to the way 
you have to do your core tasks           

Learned new skills to help you 
adapt to changes in your core 
tasks 

          

Initiated better ways of doing 
your core tasks           

Come up with ideas to improve 
the way in which your core tasks 
are done 

          

Made changes to the way your 
core tasks are done           

 
 
  



- 289 - 

As a board member, you interact with other board members during and outside of 
meetings. Please focus on your interactions with other board members when 
responding to the following items. 
 
Over the last six months please rate how often you have carried out the behaviours 
described below from Very Rarely to Very Often 
 
 

 Very 
Rarely Rarely Sometimes Often Very 

Often 
Coordinated your work with 
fellow board members           

Communicated effectively with 
your fellow board members           

Provided help to fellow board 
members when asked, or needed           

Dealt effectively with changes 
affecting the board (e.g., new 
members) 

          

Learnt new skills or taken on new 
roles to cope with changes in the 
way your board works 

          

Responded constructively to 
changes in the way your board 
works 

          

Suggested ways to make your 
board more effective           

Developed new and improved 
methods to help your board 
perform better 

          

Improved the way your board does 
things           
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As a board member, you interact with staff, members, the public and other groups 
within and outside the organisation (i.e., stakeholders). Please focus on your 
interactions with organisational stakeholders when responding to the following items. 
 
Over the last six months please rate how often you have carried out the behaviours 
described below from Very Rarely to Very Often 
 

 Very 
Rarely Rarely Sometimes Often Very 

Often 
Presented a positive image of the 
organisation to other people           

Defended the organisation if others 
criticised it           

Talked about the organisation in 
positive ways           

Responded flexibly to overall 
changes in the organisation (e.g., 
changes in staff) 

          

Coped with changes in the way the 
organisation operates           

Learnt skills or acquired 
information that helped you adjust 
to overall changes in the 
organisation 

          

Made suggestions to improve the 
overall effectiveness of the 
organisation (e.g., by suggesting 
changes to administrative 
procedures) 

          

Involved yourself in changes that 
are helping to improve the overall 
effectiveness of the organisation 

          

Come up with ways of increasing 
efficiency within the organisation           
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What year were you born? _____ 
 
What is your gender? 
 Male 
 Female 
 
In which country were you born? 
 Canada 
 Other (please enter) ____________________ 
 
What is the highest level of education you have attained? 
 No degree, certificate or diploma 
 High school graduation certificate 
 Trades certificate or diploma 
 College certificate or diploma 
 University certificate or diploma below bachelor level 
 Bachelor's degree 
 University certificate or diploma above bachelor level 
 Medical degree 
 Master's degree 
 Earned doctorate 
 
What was the field of study that you attained your highest level of education? 
 Education 
 Visual and performing arts, and communications technologies 
 Humanities 
 Social and behavioural sciences and law 
 Business, management and public administration 
 Physical and life sciences and technologies 
 Mathematics, computer and information sciences 
 Architecture, engineering, and related technologies 
 Agriculture, natural resources and conservation 
 Health, parks, recreation and fitness 
 Personal, protective and transportation services 
 
Of the following categories, which best describes your current employment status? 
 Full-Time employee 
 Part-Time employee 
 Self-employed -- not employing others 
 Employer 
 Employed - unpaid worker in a family business 
 Unemployed - seeking full-time work 
 Unemployed - seeking part-time work 
 Not employed - not seeking employment 
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Of the following categories, which best describes your current (or, if unemployed, most 
recent) area of employment? 
 Management occupations 
 Business, finance and administrative occupations 
 Natural and applied sciences and related occupations 
 Health occupations 
 Occupations in social science, education, government service and religion 
 Occupations in art, culture, recreation and sport 
 Sales and service occupations 
 Trades, transport and equipment operators and related occupations 
 Occupations unique to primary industry 
 Occupations unique to processing, manufacturing and utilities 
 
 
You have completed the survey. Thank you for participating. Any feedback or questions 
can be directed to Geoff Schoenberg at g.schoenberg@griffith.edu.au or +61 403 909 
045. 
 
  

mailto:g.schoenberg@griffith.edu.au
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Appendix D: Study Two Questionnaire 

Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study.11 There are five short parts to this 
study. Part one asks you about the organisation and the board. Part two asks about your 
actions as a board member. Part three asks about the behaviour of the board as a whole. 
Part four asks two open-ended questions. Finally, part five collects some basic 
information about yourself. The survey should take no more than 15 minutes. 
 
What is the name of your organisation? _______________________________ 
 
What is your organisation's annual operating budget? 
 Under $100,000 
 $100,000 - $499,999 
 $500,000 – $999,999 
 $1 Million – $4.99 Million 
 $5 Million – $9.99 Million 
 $10 Million or more 
 
How many paid full-time equivalent staff members work for your organisation? ___ 
 
How many members (including yourself) are on the board of your organisation? ___ 
 
Approximately how long have you been on this board? (in years) __________ 
 
What best describes your primary role on this board? 
 President/Chairperson 
 Vice President 
 CEO/Executive Director/General Manager (i.e. a paid staff member) 
 Chair of Sub-committee 
 Treasurer or Secretary 
 I officially represent a group (e.g., officials, athletes) 
 General Member/Director 
 Other (please enter) ____________________ 
 
Please indicate the option below that BEST identifies how you came into your position 
on the board: 
 I was elected by the general membership of the organisation 
 I was appointed/co-opted by the board 
 I was appointed/nominated by a group/organisation to fill a representative position 

on the board 
 I was appointed to the board through a nomination committee 
 Other ____________________ 
 

                                                 
 
11 Appendix B appeared as the first page of the questionnaire and included a question 
that asked the participant to indicate their consent. 
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As a board member, you are expected to complete individual tasks (e.g., preparing for 
meetings, submitting reports). Please focus on your main tasks as an individual 
board member when responding to the following items. 
 
Over the last six months please rate how often you have carried out the behaviours 
described below from Very Rarely to Very Often 
 

 Very 
Rarely Rarely Sometimes Often Very 

Often 
I have carried out the core duties 
of my role well           

I have completed my core tasks 
well using standard procedures           

I have ensured my core tasks 
were completed properly           

I have initiated better ways of 
doing my core tasks           

I have come up with ideas to 
improve the way in which my 
core tasks are done 

          

I have made changes to the way I 
do my core tasks           
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As a board member, you interact with other board members during and outside of 
meetings. Please focus on your interactions with other board members when 
responding to the following items.   
 
Over the last six months please rate how often you have carried out the behaviours 
described below from Very Rarely to Very Often 
 

 Very 
Rarely Rarely Sometimes Often Very 

Often 
I have coordinated my work with 
fellow board members           

I have communicated effectively 
with my fellow board members           

I have provided help to fellow 
board members when asked, or 
needed 

          

I have supported the work of 
fellow board members           

I have drawn on my knowledge to 
educate fellow board members           

I have suggested ways to make 
my board more effective           

I have developed new and 
improved methods to help my 
board perform better 

          

I have improved the way my 
board does things           
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As a board member, you interact with staff, members, the public and other groups 
within and outside the organisation (i.e., stakeholders). Please focus on your 
interactions with organisational stakeholders when responding to the following 
items. 
 
Over the last six months please rate how often you have carried out the behaviours 
described below from Very Rarely to Very Often 
 

 Very 
Rarely Rarely Sometimes Often Very 

Often 
I have made suggestions to improve 
the effectiveness of the organisation 
(e.g., by suggesting changes to 
policies or administrative 
procedures) 

          

I have involved myself in changes 
to improve the effectiveness of the 
organisation 

          

I have developed ways of 
increasing efficiency within the 
organisation 

          

I have developed plans to help the 
future of the organisation           

I have presented a positive image of 
the organisation to other people           

I have defended the organisation 
when it has been criticised by 
others 

          

I have talked about the organisation 
in positive ways           

I have communicated with the 
organisation’s stakeholders           
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The board, as a whole, has a range of responsibilities. Please focus on the board as a 
whole when responding to the following items. 
 
Over the last six months please indicate your level of agreement with the following 
statements. 
 

 Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

The board keeps itself 
informed about the 
financial position of the 
organisation 

          

The board oversees that 
the organisation’s 
activities and operations 
are conducted 
appropriately 

          

The board monitors the 
performance of the 
Executive Director (or 
CEO, General Manager, or 
similar) 

          

The board ensures the 
organisation fulfils its legal 
requirements 

          

The board provides advice 
to staff           

The board discusses 
alternative strategic 
options 

          

The board makes strategic 
decisions           

The board prepares plans 
for the organisation           
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Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements. 
 

 Strongly 
Disagree Disagree 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

Agree Strongly 
Agree 

In this board we have a 
"we are in it together" 
attitude 

          

Board members keep 
each other informed           

Board members feel 
understood and 
accepted 

          

There are real attempts 
to share information in 
this board 

          

This board searches for 
new ways of looking at 
problems 

          

This board takes time 
to develop new ideas           

This board cooperates 
to develop and apply 
new ideas 
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The following two questions are important to understanding the role of an individual 
board member. Please take your time in answering these questions. Note that you are 
not limited in the length of your response by the size of the box. 
 
A board of directors has the responsibility of planning, preparing, and guiding the 
organisation's future. This is referred to as the board's strategic role. How have you, as 
an individual board member, contributed to the board fulfilling its strategic role? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A board of directors is expected to oversee and monitor the organisation's adherence to 
both internal and external rules and regulations. This is referred to as the board's 
conformance role. How have you, as an individual board member, contributed to 
the board fulfilling its conformance role? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Figure 3.1 Visual depiction of comparison models 
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What year were you born? _______ 
 
Gender? 
 Male 
 Female 
 
In which country were you born? 

 
____________________ 
 
What is the highest level of education you have attained? 
 Postgraduate Degree 
 Graduate Diploma/Graduate Certificate 
 Bachelor Degree 
 Advanced Diploma/Diploma 
 Certificate III/IV 
 High School 
 Less than high school 
 
What was the field of study in which you attained your highest level of education? 
 Natural and Physical Sciences 
 Information Technology 
 Engineering and Related Technologies 
 Architecture and Building 
 Agriculture Environment and Related Studies 
 Health 
 Education 
 Management and Commerce 
 Society and Culture 
 Creative Arts 
 Food Hospitality and Personal Services 
 Mixed Field Programs 
 
The following statements describe training opportunities conducted within the 
organisation. Please tick the statements that apply to your experience as a board 
member. 
 When I joined this board, I was given a formal orientation to the board. 
 I participated in training conducted by the board regarding my role as a board 

member. 
 I pursue ongoing training and development opportunities to become a better board 

member through or within my organisation. 
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Have you completed any formal governance training administered by an organisation 
outside your board (e.g., a course from The Australian Institute of Company Directors). 
 No 
 Yes (please enter the name of the course and/or the organisation conducting the 

training) ____________________ 
 
Of the following categories, which best describes your current employment status? 
 Full-Time employee 
 Part-Time employee 
 Self-employed -- not employing others 
 Employer 
 Employed - unpaid worker in a family business 
 Unemployed - seeking full-time work 
 Unemployed - seeking part-time work 
 Not employed - not seeking employment 
 
Of the following categories, which best describes your current (or, if unemployed, most 
recent) area of employment? 
 Manager 
 Professional 
 Technician or Trades Worker 
 Community and Personal Service Worker 
 Clerical and Administrative Work 
 Sales Worker 
 Machinery Operator and Driver 
 Labourer 
 
 
You have completed the survey. Thank you for participating. Any feedback or questions 
can be directed to Geoff Schoenberg at g.schoenberg@griffith.edu.au or 0403 909 045. 
 

mailto:g.schoenberg@griffith.edu.au
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