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A modelis proposed and tested that exploresthe antecedents and consequences of board
memberengagement. This study uses a survey of board membersto understand individual
board member engagementand how engagementis associated to performance. The survey is
distributed through key executive contacts in approximately 20 different organizations resulting
in 134 board member responses. Analysissuggeststhat engagementis a significant predictor
of onesreported preparation and attendance at board meetings as well as the amount of time
spent on board service. Furthermore, group dynamics was a significant predictor of board
members active participationin oversightfunctions along with reported participationin board
meetings and perceived ability. Additional researchisongoingto furtherrefine instrument

characteristics and substantiate initial findings.
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Fosteringactive participation of board members isimportant because limited engagement by
board members can resultin poor oversightand inferior strategic choices, which are related to
weak and ineffective organizations (Smallman, McDonald, & Mueller, 2010). Nonprofit
executivesidentified “board member vitality” or “active participation” as among the top five
things board membersshould do (W. Brown, A. & Guo, 2010) and many expressed frustration
that board members need to be more engaged intheir role. A review of empirical research
provides modest specification of optimal behaviors for individual board members and limited
identification of antecedents. There isa growing number of studies that systematically examine
what board members actually do but there remains a substantive need for additional clarity
and definition (Francoeur, Aubé, Sponem, & Farzaneh, 2018, Heemskerk, Heemskerk, & Wats,
2015; Van Ees, Gabrielsson, & Huse, 2009). The paper testsa modified version of a model
developed by Brown (2014) that positions board member engagementas a significant predictor
of board member task performance. In addition, the model identifiesantecedentsto
engagementand moderators to board member performance including group processes and
dynamics. The paper starts with a summary of model (see figure 1) developed by Brown (2014),
then a measurement strategy to assess model components isdiscussed. The paper concludes
with analysis of survey data that tests the proposed relationships. Resultsindicate initial

support for a measurement strategy and model relationships.
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Figure 1: Antecedents to Board Member Performance
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Model Overview

The model proposes a relationship betweenindividual engagementand performance in board
tasks. Engagement is conceptualized asa composite psychological construct to reflectan
individual’s readiness to participate and is defined as the extentto which individuals bring
themselves fully (cognitively, emotionally, and physically) to the task at hand (Kahn, 1990; Rich,
Lepine, & Crawford, 2010). Engagement serves as a mediating element, which works through
situational constraints (meeting management practices) and supportive group dynamics to
predict participation. Engagementis developed through four antecedents, which are related to
individual perceptions of values alignment, task ownership, ability, and a sense of trust and

safety (see Figure 1).
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Board Member performance involves the fulfillment of board responsibilities. There remains
some ambiguity over how to classify what boards are supposedto do (Nicholson & Cameron,
2010), butin a broad sense, there are two fundamental functions of governance:
oversight/control and service. Using this classicframe of control and service details many of the
tasks board members are expected to fulfill (Hillman & Dalziel, 2003; Huse, 2007; Kreutzer &
Jacobs, 2011). Control includesfinancial oversight, reviewing executive’s performance, and
monitoring program performance. Service activitiesinclude providing advice and counsel to the
executive, promoting the organization and raisingresources for the organization (Aberg,

Bankewitz, & Knockaert, 2019).
Engagement and its Antecedents

The term “engaged board member” is used colloquially to describe a desired state, where
board members pay more attention, prepare before a meeting and take responsibility foractive
participation. Kahn (1990) defines engagementas entailing cognitive, affective and
psychological energy directedinto one’srole. Increasingly scholars have refined the concept
and recognize that engagementis a robust antecedentto maintenance and task performance
(Christian, Garza, & Slaughter, 2011; Kahn, 1990; Rich et al., 2010; Saks & Gruman, 2011). One
of the rationalesfor the robust nature of engagementisthat it isan amalgamation of
psychological perceptionsto reflectthe whole self. Asa more complete construct there issome
concern that engagement overlaps with other concepts (i.e., intentions, commitment). While
some overlap might exist, research suggests that engagementis a distinctive concept (Christian
etal., 2011; Rich et al., 2010). Engagement reflects the tendency of individualsto more fully
assume responsibility fortheirrole. This is exactly the crux of concern for board members.
Using engagementas a culminating psychological state of individual readiness makes it possible
to consider the factors both antecedents that support engagementand moderators that
mitigate performance.

Proposition 1:
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Engagement signifies aboard member’sreadinessto participate and is a precursor to

performance.

Values congruence

Kahn (1990) proposesfour psychological antecedentsto engagement. The first is
“meaningfulness”, whichisdefined as the belief thatone’s work isimportant. This is influenced
by task elements and interactions with others that support the perception of value.In the
nonprofit context, meaning and importance are often drawn from the mission and social
purpose of the organization. Values alignmentis found to explain task (W. A. Brown, Hillman, &
Okun, 2011; Preston & Brown, 2004) and maintenance behaviors (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine,
& Bachrach, 2000). Affective alignmenttothe purposes of the organizationis critical and serves
multiple purposes such as encouraging persistence and sustaining energy (Mitchell & Daniels,
2003). Given the importance of purpose in the nonprofits, the first antecedent reflects the
alignment of values between the organization and the individual board member. Thisvalues
congruence (Rich et al., 2010) is likely to serve as a strong motivator and a significant source of
energyand purpose.

Proposition 2:

Board membersthat express congruence with the values of the organization are more likelyto

engage.

Task ownership

The second antecedentto engagementis task ownership. Agreement with mission purposesis
not sufficientto account for engagementin governance functions. This requiresthe board
memberto interpretand understand theirresponsibilities asa board member. Further
refinement must considerattitudes toward these behaviors because if board members do not
understand the relationship between actions and priorities they may disengage (Yanay & Yanay,
2008). The theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1991; Armitage & Conner, 2001) proposesthat

attitudestoward specificactivities can serve as a strong predictor of behaviorbecause it
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translates prioritiesintoactions. Individuals engage in behaviors that are aligned with their
priorities. Board members need to recognize theirresponsibilities evenifitis uncomfortable.
Translating motivationsintoa feltobligationto engage in specificactivitiesimproves
explanatory power (Liang, Farh, & Farh, 2012). In one study of nonprofit board members role
ambiguity and ambiguity about one’s responsibilities were the strongest predictors of poor
performance (Doherty & Hoye, 2011).

Proposition 3:

Individuals that recognize their responsibilities as a board member are more likely to engage.

Perceived ability

The third elementrelatestoindividual capabilities and how board members perceive their
ability to perform. One’s perceived ability to perform (Judge & Bono, 2001) is a significant
predictor of intentions and engagement. To be effective, board members must have the
appropriate skills, knowledge and abilities to engage in task related conversations, to process
information and to manage interpersonal relationships with peers and significant stakeholders
(Miller & Lee, 2001). Examples of team based (tacit) skillsinclude an ability to communicate
concerns and collaborate on problem solving (Stevens & Campion, 1994). Individuals ask
themselvesthree questionsto evaluate theirabilities. Whatis the task at hand; do | have skills
in thisarea, and is itmy responsibility to act?

Proposition4:

Positive perceptions of one’s abilities are likely to predict engagement.

Trust and safety

The final element was defined by Kahn (1990) as safety and reflectsan individual’s perception
that the risk of failure is mitigated. This perception draws from judgments about the potential
for success as well asthe sense that participationis safe. Board members must believe that the
social cost of voicingideas or concerns are acceptable. This judgmentis based on past
experiencesand linked to interpersonal relationships. The proposed element reflects asense of

trust and safety among board members because of the interactive and dynamic nature of
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discussion. Honest participation is facilitated by creating a safe space. A significant source of
safetyis a sense of interpersonal trust among board members. Team research suggests if
individuals feel asense of trust toward others they are more inclined to engage and participate
(Huse, 2009; Reinholt, Pedersen, & Foss, 2011). Trust refersto positive expectationsand
reduction of uncertainty of others actions (Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995). Trust is based on
shared experiences and positive interpersonal interactions. These perceptions are supported by
group norms and structures that reinforce positive actions (DeJong & Elfring, 2010). Trust isan
important precursor to engagementand participation because vocalizing opinionsand
modifying attitudesisinherently a risky process (Kaplan & Miller, 1987). Individuals needto be
willingto suspend concerns about theirown self-image to effectively participate and share and
trust of others is fundamental to that sense of safety.

Proposition 5:

Individuals that report trusting interpersonal relationships with fellow board members are

more likely to engage.

Situational Constraints

Situational constraints are those factors that influence fulfillment of role responsibilities. For
instance, basic structural features like group size and meeting management practices can
encourage or mute participation. Structural research considers questions of how to ensure the
appropriate information and resources are available at the right time and providedto the right
decision-making group (Cronin, Weingart, & Todorova, 2011). Typical “structural” features
considered are aspects of board size, meeting frequency, composition, and committee
arrangements. There are alsoa number of considerations related to meeting management
practices, which include agendasetting practices, formats for encouraging discussion and
committee reporting practices. Situational constrains can resultin disengagementand
frustration.

Proposition 6:

Supportive situational factors are likely to result in more participation from engaged board

members.
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Group Dynamics

Group level effects are co-created through dominate norms and patterns of behavior exhibited
by group members. This creates the social and emotional contextthat influences participation.
Forbes and Milliken (1999) found that group effort norms were related to performance
accomplishments. They alsoinvestigated cohesion and found a curvilinearrelationship
suggestingthat there are appropriate levels of group cohesion but too much or too little can be
detrimental for productivity. Too much cohesion can reduce decision quality and lead to group
think patterns of engagement. This is particularly true when other factors are presentsuch
directive leaders and strong interpersonal attraction (Mullen, Anthony, Salas, & Driskell, 1994).
Norms regarding critical thought improved decision quality when compared to norms of
consensus (Postmes, Spears, & Cihangir, 2001). Itisnorms and patterns of participation that
inform perceptionsand ultimately engagement. These situational conditions create a context
that is conducive or prohibitive of individual participation. Fundamentally, however, itis the
individual members, theirattitudes and abilities that create the decision-making process (Miller
& Lee, 2001). The nextsection considers how engaged individuals drive the decision-making
process.

Proposition 7:

Group norms that support performance and build appropriate cohesion are likely to encourage

engagementand participation.

Model Summary

Seven concepts are discussedin the model (see Table 1). Engagement is proposed as a
compilation of individual attitudes and perceptions that create a readiness to fulfill
responsibilities. Engagement operates within the context of group dynamics and through
situational constraints to predict performance. Table 1 summarizesthe most salientfeatures

for each concept.
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Table 1: Model Components and key features

Component Key Features

Values Congruence Priorities of the individual align with purposes of the

organization

Task Ownership Perceive link betweenrole responsibilities, priorities,
and identity.
Perceived Ability Task clarity

Skillsand experience

Trust and Safety Interpersonal trust of other members creates a safe

place to contribute.

Engagement Cognitive, affective and physical readiness to participate

Group Dynamics Norms of critical decision-making
Appropriate cohesion

Minimize sub-group effects

Situational Constraints Information availability
Meeting practices to allow for discussion

Effective facilitation to manage the conversation

Seven propositionsregarding the model are proposed:

1) Engagement signifiesaboard member’sreadinessto participate and is a precursor to
performance.

2) Board membersthat express congruence with the values of the organization are more
likely to engage.

3) Individualsthatrecognize their responsibilities asa board member are more likely to
engage.

4) Positive perceptionsof one’sabilitiesare likely to predict engagement.

5) Individualsthatreport trusting interpersonal relationships with fellow board members

are more likely to engage.

10
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6) Supportive situational factors are likely toresult in more participation from engaged
board members.
7) Group norms that support performance and build appropriate cohesion are likely to

encourage participation.

The framework and propositions provide guidance to test a numberof constructs and
relationships. The modelis a simplified representation of complexinter-related elements. The
antecedentsdo interact, which complicates the model, but theoretically these factors have
robust predictive power. The model is reflective of the key elementsthatare likelyto predict

engagementand participation of nonprofitboard members.

Research Measures and Methods

A survey was developed based on the concepts describedinthe model. Drawing questions
from existing measures when available, and modifying as necessary or developing questionsto
reflectthe features of the concepts defined by Brown (2014). The survey was administered
using a convenience sample of nonprofit organizations. The process entailedinviting executives
to participate. Once executives confirmedinterest, researchers worked withthemto distribute
the surveyto their board members. Executives would eitherdistribute the surveylink
themselves orwould provide a list of board members with emails. Initially, 25 executive
expressedinterest, butonly 17 followed through to engage board members. This resultedin
134 board memberresponses, with an average of 8 board members per organization. Average
age of respondents was 53; majority of respondents were white (77%) and female (52%). In
regards to scale development, confirmatory factor analysis and Cronbach alpha were usedto

assess scale validity.

Measures
Engagement scale items were drawn from Utrech Work Engagement Scale (Schaufeli & Bakker,

2004) and modifiedto fitthe context. A confirmatory factor analysis suggested two dimensions

11



W. A. Brown DRAFT — Antecedents to Engagement & Performance

with some itemsloadingon both dimensions. Inan effortto refine measurement, inter-item
correlations were investigated as well as predictive validity of items using a stepwise
regression. A select number of items provided substantive predictive validity. Furthermore,
discriminate validity was tested using and exploratory factor analysis by includingitems from
the process performance measure. Through this analysissevenitemswere identified as having
strong predictive validity and discriminate validity from performance based items. A
confirmatory factor analysis demonstrated a single factor and Cronbach alpha of .912 (see

Table 2).

Table 2 Engagement Scale

| exert my full effort to my role

| strive as hard as | can to complete my role

| exertalot of energy on my role

| feel energeticat my role

| feel positive about my role

| aminterested in my role

| devote a lot of attentionto my role

Alpha .95

Antecedentscale items were drawn from various sources to reflect the characteristics of the
construct. Values congruence scale items (3) were drawn from mission attachment (W. Brown,
A. & Yoshioka, 2003). A confirmatory factor analysisidentified just one factor with a scale
reliability of .788. For the Trust and Safety antecedent, fouritems were drawn from Brown,
Hillman & Okun (2012). Confirmatory factor analysis resultedin two factors with one itemon
the second dimension. Dropping that item from the scale resultedina three-itemtrustscale

witha Cronbach Alphaof .70 (See Table 3).

12
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Table 3 Trust and Safety Factor Analysis

I regularly interact with the executive director outside of board meetings | 0.828

| feelas if | belongon thisboard 0.776 0.361
The executive and other members care about me as a person 0.771
Other board members are committed to doing quality work 0.932

Cronbach Alpha.70

Two items were used to assess perceived ability and a factor analysis confirmed just one factor
witha Cronbach Alphaof .82. Similarly, three itemswere usedto assess Task Ownership,

resultinginjust one factor with Cronbach alpha of .87.

Performance Measures

Several different performance measures were developed. Process oriented measures were
drawn from Preston and Brown and tended to reflect basic performance expectations such as
meetingattendance and participationin discussions (Preston & Brown, 2004). Initiallysixitems
were used and a confirmatory factor analysis suggested 2 factors with one itemloading heavily
on two factors. Droppingthat itemlefttwo distinct factors (see Table 4). The discussion
oriented scale had acceptable reliabilityat.72. The third factor, assessing meetingattendance,

had marginally acceptable reliability at.64.

Table 4 Process Performance Measures

Component

1 2
Before voting, | ask questions and have a necessary information and 0.827
understandingto cast a meaningful vote
| participate indiscussionswhen | have somethingto contribute 0.816

13
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| challenge issuesand assumptions 0.787

| follow up on assignmentsand requestsin a timely manner REMOVED

| attend all board meetings 0.861
| prepare for board meetings by reading and understanding advance 0.829
materials

Alpha 724 .636

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Board Task Performance

Task Performance Measures were taken from Brown, Hillman & Okun (2012) and reflect basic
board roles and functionsincluding monitoring performance and financials. Twelve items were
factor analyzedresultingintwo distinct factors. One itemloaded onto both dimensions, which
was removed. This resultedin two distinct factors, one with sevenitemsreflecting oversight
functions and one with four items reflecting service oriented activities (see Table 5). Both

exhibited strongreliability (.88for oversightand .72 for service tasks).

Table 5 Task Performance Factor Analysis

Component

1 2
Monitoring organizational performance and taking action when 0.825
required
Ensuring the organization fulfillsits legal obligations 0.815
Overseeingthe financial management systems and procedures of 0.766
the organization

14
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Reviewingboard performance and ensuringit works well 0.710
Selectingand monitoringthe organization's chief executive 0.707

Settingthe organization's mission, values and strategic direction 0.678

Spending Time on Strategic Issues 0.641 0.346
Representingthe interests of stakeholders to the organization REMOVED
Representingthe organization externally 0.854
Acting as a link with important groups/organizations the nonprofit 0.785
dealswith

Helpingraise funds or other resources for the organization 0.784
Recruiting new board members 0.390
Alpha.882 .880 .720

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Other Performance Measures

In addition to the four scales discussed, we used two additional measures of performance. The
first was a self-reported number of hours spent on board service overthe last year.
Respondentsindicated and average of 38.14 hours in board service. In addition, we asked
executivestoassign a lettergrade (A, B, C, D or F) to each board member. Fifty grades were
received from X executives. Lettergradeswere recodedto numeric1-5 (F=1; A=5). Mean score

was 4.36.

Mediators

A scale to assess situational constraints was developed and reflected meeting structures and
procedures. Eightitemswere enteredinto a confirmatory factor analysisresultingintwo
factors with one itemloadingon the second factor. Dropping that itemresults inone factor

withsevenitems (alpha.79) to asses board Procedures and Structures (see Table 6).

15
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Table 6 Board Procedures and Structures Component

1 2
Does the board use committees effectively? 0.733 0.391
Are committees evaluated on theirperformance? 0.732

Does the board use short-term, ad hoc committees, and/or | 0.701

task forces?

Does the board review its committee structure annually? 0.699

Board committees have written charters or job 0.697

descriptions?

Are the responsibilities of the board as a whole statedin 0.563 0.366
writing?
Is time at board meetings well spent? 0.529

Does the board use a consent agenda at board meetings? REMOVED | 0.732

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Values<.33 removed

Six questions explored how membersinteract and function as a group. A confirmatory factor

analysis demonstrated one factor with Cronbach Alphaof .77.

Measurement Summary
Scales were calculated by taking the mean across all itemsresponses. Table 7 summarizes
variablesusedin subsequentanalysis. All scales, exceptoversightand service tasks, were

scored on a five pointscale. Hours spentin service to the board is a continuous variable.

Table 7 Summary Table

Iltems | Alpha N Min Max Mean Std. D

Values Congruence 3 .79 130 1 5 4,76 0.64

16
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Iltems | Alpha N Min Max Mean Std. D
Task Ownership 3 .87 129 1 5 4.54 0.70
Trust and Safety 3 .70 129 2 5 4.30 0.74
Perceived Ability 2 .82 129 2 5 4.25 0.77
Engagement 7 .95 68 2.14 5 4.37 0.59
Board Procedures 7 .79 149 1.71 5 3.53 0.74
Group Dynamics 6 77 149 2.33 5 4.07 0.59
Performance Measures
Process Discussion 3 72 128 1 5 4.15 0.86
Process Prepare 2 .64 129 2 5 4.20 0.61
Oversight tasks 7 .88 127 1 4 2.62 0.82
Service tasks 4 .72 127 1 4 2.85 0.68
Hours Spent 1 n/a 113 0 600 38.14 61.76
Grade 1 n/a 50 2 5 4.36 0.77

Analysis and Results

Correlationsfor all variables are presentedin Table 8. There is modestinter-correlations among
antecedentvariables. Notably perceived abilityis highly correlated (.74) to trust and task (.62)
ownership. Thisis a somewhat expected as the antecedent concepts are typically strongly
correlated. There may be valueinfurther refiningand, if possible, simplifying the antecedent
measures. Otherwise, all overvariables demonstrate modest and predictable correlations.

Subsequentanalysis will explore the predicted relationshipsthrough linear regression.

17




Table 8 Correlations for All Variables

Values | Task Trust Ability Engage | Meet Group Discuss | Prepare | Over- Service | Hours Grade
sight

Values 1 .620** [ .492** | 528** | 0.235 .182* .313** | 0.093 0.137 .187* 0.024 -0.113 | 0.176
Task .620** |1 .525%* | .621** | 0.209 .350** | .487** |-0.007 | 0.09 0.16 0.024 -0.096 | 0.181
Trust J492%* [ 525%* 1 1] .738*%* | .649** [ 0.168 A25%* | 399%* | 229%* | 238** | 249** | -0.096 | .647**
Ability .528** [ .621** [ .738** |1 .561** | 0.155 ABA** | 378%* | 275%* | 384** | 263** | 0.094 .325%*
Engage 0.235 0.209 .649** | 561** [ 1 -0.09 0.208 440** | .549** | .249* .279* .310* A472%*
Meet .182* .350** | 0.168 0.155 -0.09 1 .529** | -0.079 | 0.169 .198* .205%* -0.008 | 0.229
Group .313%* [ .487** [ .425** | .464** | 0.208 .529%* |1 0.155 0.08 .273** | .189* 0.014 0.183
Discuss 0.093 -0.007 | .399** | .378** | .440** |-0.079 | 0.155 1 A12%* [ 366%* | .237** | .198* .500%**
Prepare 0.137 0.09 .229%* | [275%* | 549** [ 0.169 0.08 A412%* |1 AT77** | .300** | .224* .582%**
Oversight | .187* 0.16 .238** | .384** [ 249* .198* 273%* | 366%* | .477** |1 .581** | 267** [ .453%*
Service 0.024 0.024 .249%* | 263** [ 279%* .205%* .189* .237** [ .300** | .581** |1 0.185 .364*
Hours -0.113 | -0.096 |-0.096 | 0.094 .310* -0.008 | 0.014 .198* .224* .267** [ 0.185 1 0.027
Grade 0.176 0.181 .647** | 325% 472%* 0.229 0.183 .500** [ .582** [ .453** | 364* 0.027 1
N 127 126 126 126 67 124 124 126 127 127 127 109 48




Testing Model Relationships

Propositions 2-5 suggesta positive relationship between antecedents and engagement. Table 9
presents results of regression analysis that suggests that perceived ability, task ownership, and
trust are significant predictors of board member engagement (R-Sq=.488). In regards to control
variables (Model 2) only ethnicity demonstrated significant predictability, which suggest white
board members reported slightly high levels of engagement, although given the low number of
non-white board members additional data collectionis necessary (see Table 9).

Table 9 Regression of Antecedents to Engagement

Model 1 Model 2

B Std. Error | B Std. Error
(Constant) | 2.605*** | 0.437 1.9%%* 0.478
Ability 0.256* 0.114 0.278** | 0.109
Task -0.219* | 0.11 -0.24** 0.109
Trust 0.45**%* 1 0.11 0.438*** | 0.105
Values -0.055 0.112 -0.026 0.108
Gender -0.078 0.107
Ethnicity 0.423** | 0.145
Age 0.005 0.004
Yrs. onbrd 0.002 0.013
R-Sq .488 .574
Adj R Sq 454 .515

Dependentvariable: Engagement; N=65; *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001

Proposition 1 suggests that engagementis a significant predictor of board member
performance. Several calculations were used to assess the extentto which engagement
explainsvariance of different performance measures. Table 10 shows regression results on two
performance measures: the extentto which board membersreported theirinvolvementin

discussions and the extentto which board membersreported that they attended and prepared
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for board meetings. Inregards to discussion, just task ownership accounts for variance in both

models with and without controls. R-Sq for model 1 and 2 is just over30%. In regards to

preparing for meetings, engagement and age are the strongest predictors accounting for about

40% of the variance.
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Table 10 Regression on Discussion and Preparation
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Participate in Discussion

Prepare and attend meetings

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
B Std. B Std. B Std. B Std.
Error Error Error Error
(Constant) | 2.408* | 0.94 | 2.156* | 1.005 1.493* 0.652 | 1.344* 0.656
Ability 0.386 0.203 | 0.412 0.214 0.052 0.141 | 0.03 0.139
Task 0.453* | 0.194 | 0.509* | 0.21 0.019 0.135 | -0.079 0.137
Trust 0.264 | 0.212 | 0.31 0.222 -0.269 0.147 | -0.23 0.145
Values -0.02 0.192 | 0.005 0.2 0.082 0.133 | 0.145 0.131
Engagement | 0.259 0.219 | 0.159 0.246 0.726*** | 0.152 | 0.737*** | 0.161
Gender -0.013 | 0.2 -0.216 0.13
Ethnicity 0.231 0.29 -0.227 0.189
Age 0.006 0.008 0.01* 0.005
Yrs on Brd -0.002 | 0.024 -0.021 0.016
R-Sq 0.302 0.316 0.341 0.428
Adj R-Sq 0.244 0.207 0.286 0.337
Dependentvariable: Process Performance Measures; N=65; *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001

Table 11 shows results for analysis to predict participationin governance tasks. Scale

developmentidentified two dimensions of governance tasks (internal oversight and external

service tasks). In regards to participationin oversightfunctions, age and perceived ability are

the onlyvariablesthat provide any predictive validity. Furtheranalysis reveals that olderboard

membersreport high levels of participationin oversight functions. None of the variablesin

modelsthree or four account for significantvariance in fulfillment of externally oriented

governance functions.

Table 11 Regression Results on Governance Tasks

Participationinternal

Participation external

21
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Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
B Std. | B Std. B Std. | B Std.
Error Error Error Error
(Constant) | 0.905 0.99 | 0.208 | 1.002 2.063 0.833 | 2.189 | 0.888
Ability 0.521* 0.214 | 0.47* | 0.213 0.242 0.18 | 0.228 | 0.189
Task -0.143 0.204 | -0.272 | 0.21 -0.163 0.172 | 0.166 | 0.186
Trust -0.147 0.223 | -0.075 | 0.222 0.1 0.188 | 0.07 | 0.196
Values 0.068 0.202 | 0.145 | 0.2 -0.103 0.17 | 0.101 | 0.177
Engagement | 0.104 0.231 | 0.047 | 0.245 0.127 0.194 | 0.17 | 0.218
Gender 0.223 | 0.199 0.043 | 0.177
Ethnicity 0.091 | 0.289 0.183 | 0.256
Age 0.019* | 0.008 0.001 | 0.007
Years serve -0.02 0.024 0.02 | 0.021
R-Sq 0.165 0.266
Adj R-Sq 0.095 0.148

Dependentvariable: Governance Tasks; N=65; *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001
An additional performance measure of annual number of hours spent on governance functions
is presentedinTable 12. Resultssuggest that trust and engagementaccount significant

variance in hours reported.

Table 12 Regression Results on Hour Spent on Governance

Model 1 Model 2
B Std. Error B Std. Error
(Constant) -57.27 68.888 -44.573 69.824
Ability 23.039 14.898 16.928 14.845
Task -0.868 14.214 -4.41 14.629
Trust -53.471** 15.528 -56.312%*** 15.448

22
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Values -7.678 14.044 -4.428 13.91
Engagement | 61.246%** 16.05 74.33*** 17.107
Gender -7.461 13.892
Ethnicity -51.046 20.131
Age 0.311 0.543
Years serve -0.292 1.683
R-Sq 0.282 0.368

Adj R-Sq 0.221 0.264

Dependentvariable: Hours spent in board service; N=65; *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001

Table 13 Regression Results on Grade

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
B Std. B Std. B Std.
Error Error Error
(Constant) 1.924 1.195 0.487 0.93 0.559 1.047
Ability -0.289 | 0.258 -0.46* 0.191 -0.438 0.208
Task -0.072 | 0.247 -0.005 0.18 0.036 0.203
Trust 0.9%** 0.269 1.064*** | 0.198 1.084*** | 0.214
Values -0.099 |0.244 -0.157 0.17 -0.187 0.187

Engagement | 0.136 0.278 -0.378 0.231 -0.425 0.272

Discussion 0.11 0.12 0.099 0.129
Prepare 0.638** 0.187 0.647** | 0.216
Oversight 0.168 0.143 0.207 0.167
service 0.032 0.153 0.029 0.171
Gender -0.106 0.194
Ethnicity 0.191 0.274
Age -0.005 0.008
Yrs Served -0.01 0.023
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R-Sq 0.49 0.801 0.826

Adj R-Sq 0.373 0.702 0.664

DependentVariable: Grade; N=27; *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001

The final performance measure was a “grade” assigned by the executive as an overall
assessment of the board member’s performance. Results (see Table 13) suggest that trust and
engagementaccount significantvariance in grade assigned. It is necessary to note that thereis
a relatively low number grades (n=27) that were assigned to board members. Consequently,

additional analysisis necessary.

Mediator Effect

In an effortto betterunderstand factors that might support board members in fulfillment of
governance functions, additional analysis was conducted to explore if the process performance
measures, situational factors, and group dynamics would have a moderating effect on board
memberperformance. A group meanwas calculated for situational factors and group
dynamics. This group average was assigned to all members of the board (group-level mean).
The executive directoras well as board members were includedin these calculations.
Fulfillment of governance task functions was used as the dependentvariable. The first analysis
looked at oversight functions and found that, similarto prior analysis, several independent
variables were a significant predictor of performance. In addition, process performance
measures (meetingattendance and hours spent on governance tasks), along with group
dynamics and meetingstructures were also predictive of performance. Model four has an R Sq.
of over .6 (see Table 14). Additional analysis on service functions does not provide any better
predict ability forthat aspect of performance. To determine if there was any interaction affects
with engagementand the proposed moderators (situational constraints and group dynamics),
an interaction variable was calculated using standardized measures. Unfortunately, those

interaction factors do not provide any additional explanation of variance.

Table 14 Regression on Oversight Functions with Mediators
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Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
B Std. B Std. B Std. B Std.
Error Error Error Error
(Constant) 0.905 0.99 -0.127 0.945 -4.118 1.564 | -6.729 1.418
Ability 0.521* |[0.214 0.37 0.197 0.293 0.183 | 0.318* 0.152
Task -0.143 0.204 -0.105 0.189 -0.273 0.179 | -0.493** | 0.16
Trust -0.147 | 0.223 0.18 0.23 0.397 0.225 | 0.8*** 0.205
Values 0.068 0.202 0.043 0.179 0.2 0.169 | 0.293* 0.142
Engagement | 0.104 0.231 -0.602* 0.262 -0.986*** | 0.271 | -1.744*** | 0.282
Discussion 0.104 0.127 -0.002 0.12 -0.181 0.105
Prepare 0.653*** | 0.182 0.898*** | 0.185 [ 1.23*** 0.174
Hours 0.003* 0.002 0.005** 0.002 | 0.008*** | 0.002
Group 1.158** 0.441 | 2.414*** | 0.412
Meeting -0.262 0.253 | -0.902*** | 0.22
Gender 0.43* 0.14
Ethnicity 0.937*** | 0.231
Age 0.009 0.005
Yrs Served 0.037* 0.018
R-Sq 0.165 0.393 0.514 0.700
Adj R-Sq 0.094 0.307 0.424 0.616

Dependent Variable: Oversight Functions; N=65; *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001

Summary of Analysis

Proposition 1 was partially supported and proposed that engagementis a precursor to

performance. Based on the analysis we see that engagementis a significant predictor of ones

reported preparation and attendance at board meetings as well as the amount of time spent on

board service.
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Proposition 2 proposed that values congruence would align with engagement was not
supported. Proposition 3 (task ownership), 4 perceived ability and 5 (trust) are aligned with
engagementand tend to predict higherlevels of reported engagement. Furthermore, it was
found that task ownership was a significant predictor of board members active participation in
discussions. Perceived ability was a significant predictor of board members reported

participationin oversight functions, along with age.

Proposition 6 that suggested situational factors as influential in governance task performance
was not supported. Proposition 7, which was related to group dynamics a significant predictor
of board members active participation in oversight functions along with reported participation

in board meetings and perceived ability. Thisrelationshipissummarizedin Figure 2.

Figure 2 Summary of Statistically Significant Relationships

Task )
ownership + Time Spent
+ .

Perc_e_|ved Engagement Overs_lght

ability Meeting Functions

+ L Attendance
Trust &
Safety Group
Dynamics

Discussion & Conclusion

The paper and analysis propose and test a measurementtool to assess and understand
antecedentsand consequences of board member engagement. Scale analysis supported four
distinctantecedentsand a distinct construct of engagement. Two mediators were also
assessed. Performance was assessedinseveral ways. There were two process-oriented

measures (meeting attendance and participationin discussion) as well as two governance task
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scales (oversight functions and service tasks). Two additional performance measures were
considered: time spent on governance over the last year and a composite “grade” assigned by

the executive.

Analysis was based on a convenience sample of 134 board members from 17 organizations.
Results support a positive and predictive relationship between three antecedents (task
ownership, perceived ability, and one’s sense of trust and safety with the group) and
engagement. Furthermore, engagementwas a positive and predictive factor to explainself-
reported meetingattendance and preparation as well as time spend to governance. Three
factors explained participationin oversight functions: meeting attendance, group dynamics,
and perceived ability. Additional analysisfoundthat trustin the group as well as meeting
attendance were predictive of grade assigned by executives. Similarly, trustinthe group and

engagementwere predictive of time spent on governance service.

The core principle of the model was supported, in that engagementhad a positive and
distinctive predictive relationship with procedural performance measures: reported meeting
attendance and preparation as well as hours spent on governance service. Furthermore, group
dynamics had a directrelationship to fulfilling governance tasks, along with perceived ability

and meeting attendance.

Primary limitation was small, non-random sample of participants. While construct validity was
established, additional analysisis necessary to ensure that the assessmenttool isvalid with
various types of nonprofitboard members. Some of the predicted relationships were

supported, but additional analysis and refinementis necessary.
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