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Abstract
Little consensus has emerged about how organiatmerformance should be defined and
measured. Most studies have used traditional appesao give their own perspective about
organizational performance and effectiveness, boerhave recently tried to encompass
these different views into one unified model. e ffresent paper, Chelladurai’'s systems view
of organizations is used to integrate the dimerss@frorganizational performance highlighted
by previous studies on non-profit sport organizagiolr hese organizational performance
dimensions are highlighted and categorized intoroadanensions (e.g., financial resources
acquisition, size, internal atmosphere, organipalioperating, financial independence,
achieving elite sport success and mass sport jpaticn). Relationships between these
macro-dimensions are analyzed. A multidimensioraahework is developed which gives an
overview of which dimensions constitute organizadigperformance in non-profit sport
organizations and of how to measure them. Furésarch directions and management

implications are discussed.
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The construct of organizational performance assems®rganization’s performance
by evaluating the input (e.g., available resourddspughput (e.g., processing of the input)
and output (e.g., goals achieved) of the orgarmmmatiowever, little consensus has emerged,
either theoretically or empirically, to what comstes organizational performance and how to
measure it (Sowa, Selden & Sandfort, 2004). Theeasing amount of literature and research
on this topic is characterized by varying theoddtferspectives and research objectives,
which make accumulation and integration very hater(nan & Renz, 1999). Nonetheless,
the option to move away from defining (and meag)rperformance (effectiveness and
efficiency) is not a viable one (Venkatraman & Ramjam, 1986). Performance is of
theoretical, empirical and practical significanEgen in non-profit organizations (NPOSs),
questions of performance have become increasingbpitant in the world of practice, as
government and philanthropic funders, clients, du@dpublic exert increased pressure on
NPOs to demonstrate their impact on complex s@ec@blems (Sowa, Selden & Sandfort,
2004). The apportioned amount of subsidy is usumled on some predetermined criteria
related to the characteristics, performance aretg¥ieness of organizations (Papadimitriou,
2007; Schulz, 2005). As a result, rational critema conditions for investments, subsidies
and their priorities need to be established (Liralget1994). Consequently, the application of
organizational performance criteria to NPOs managgrbecomes increasingly important.

To our knowledge, no recent study has fully attesdo synthesize the literature on
the organizational performance measurement of mofitgport organizations (NPSOs) into a
unified model. Based on a review of the studies $pacifically addressed the organizational
performance (and effectiveness) of NPSOs at operatievel, the present paper aims to
provide a multidimensional framework in order talarstand, analyze and measure
organizational performance of NPSOs. This papetriturtes to the literature on sport
management by proposing key dimensions and meastioeganizational performance of

NPSOs. Furthermore, it combines these dimensidnsaicoherent framework which serves
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as a starting point for future research and ainpgawide conceptual consistency in the study
of organizational performance in the sport manageierature. This paper provides policy
makers, government and managers of NPSOs a modeddeure performance.

The paper is structured as follows. First, the ephof organizational performance at
the operational level is defined. Secondly, a boiedrview is provided of the classical method
for measuring organizational performance and timeitations according to their application
to NPSOs. This is followed by a presentation ofvaht studies measuring organizational
performance in NPSOs in highlighting their simileas and divergences. Thirdly, an
explanation of how the unified model has been canttd through a literature review based
on performance criteria (i.e., dimensions and mea3us presented in the method section.
Fourthly, the model is described and the relatigpsshetween organizational performance
dimensions are discussed in the findings sectiomallly, suggestions for future research and
managerial implications are provided.

Organizational Performance in Question

Organizational performance has been studied carefuboth for-profit and non-
profit organizations. Nevertheless, the study gaoizational performance is complex and
there is still a “lack of conceptual consistencBalduck, 2009, p.22). Three reasons could
explain this. First of all, organizational perfonnca has been considered by different schools
of thought (Walton & Dawson, 2001from stakeholders’ perspective through to goadystem
resources models, each having their preferencesréada for understanding and
measurement, leading to various approaches. Sggohidas been studied in many different
types of organizations. Depending on the way siscisedefined by the organization,
performance will have different meanings. Becaugamzational mission and goals are
obviously different when it comes to different tgp& organizations, it requires different
definitions. As a result, researchers can investigad measure organizational performance

in different ways. Thirdly, there is the issue diltiple constituencies (Connolly, Conlon &
4
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Deutsch, 1980). That is, each stakeholder of aarozgtion may have an individual view on
how the organization’s performance should be asges#ich might not be the same as the
organization itself (Crozier & Friedberg, 1977).€Ble three reasons obviously obstruct the
possibility of a unified approach towards, and a&juea definition of, organizational
performance. As a consequence, we see diversiheiresearch on organizational
performance according to different approachesndefns and individuals’ expectations.
Therefore, the present paper argues in favor efevant and consistent definition and model
of organizational performance which can be useambtain a holistic picture of a NPSO’s
performance.
Defining and Measuring Organizational Performance

Usually, organizational performance is seen aswabauation of effectiveness and
efficiency within the organization (Madella, Bagelome, 2005; Mouzas, 2006).
Effectiveness refers to the relationship betweenritial goals set by an organization and the
extent to which they have achieved them in theults. Efficiency, however, is traditionally
defined as the comparison between the availablesnafaan organization and the results they
achieve. Both efficiency and effectiveness are irtgyt in defining organizational
performance. In line with Arrington, Gautam and Mb@ (1995), Madella et al. (2005,
p.209) stated that organizational performance hagéater semantic extension than the
notion of organisational effectiveness”. They defint as “the ability to acquire and process
properly human, financial and physical resourceactieve the goals of the organisation.”
(Madella et al., 2005, p.209). This definition migiot put enough emphasis on efficiency.
However, the authors were able to shed light oeetlerucial points in which an organization
has to perform to reach high organizational pertoroe: (1) attract the necessary inputs and
(2) useltransform them efficiently during throughpuorder to (3) achieve relevant and
targeted outputs. These three phases reflect dliffeeent main models that have been

applied to measure organizational performanceth@d Systems Resources Model (Yuchtman
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& Seashore, 1967), (2) the Process Model (Pfeffer,7; Steers, 1977) and (3) the Goal
Model (Price, 1968; Scott, 1977). Added to thesenrapproaches, researchers (Bayle &
Madella, 2002; Cameron, 1986; Shilbury & Moore, &0Bave also highlighted two others
models dealing with constituents’/stakeholderstcpgtions of organizational performance:
the Multiple-Constituency Approach (Connolly et 4980) and the Competing Values
Approach (Quinn & Rohrbaugh, 1983).

Limitations of these models were highlighted by Bagnd Madella (2002) for
national sport organizations. NPSOs have intangibéecurate and/or vague goals which
make their measurement challenging in the Goal Mj@den more they (constantly) need to
adapt these goals to their changing and compesgtiveeonment. The Systems Resources
Model needs a clear connection between outputrgmd,iwhich is often lacking in non-profit
organizations. The reason for this is the recdipeésources from public agencies which are
annually renewable or other undefined resourceswtnuld lack transparency. The duality
of volunteers and paid staff of NPSOs make the ecion between organizational process
and the primary goals difficult to measure propérBssessing organizational performance
through the Process Model (Bayle & Madella, 2002 Multiple-Constituency Approach is
difficult to operationalize in non-profit organizans due to the amount of constituencies,
each having their own perception of what the orz@tron should be doing, and each
requiring a minimum degree of satisfaction. The @etimg Values Approach proposes a
theoretical framework with three dimensions whicatch constituent preferences: internal-
external, stability-flexibility and process-outcont®wever, the organization may not have a
clear view of its own priorities. This model isfttilt to apply to NPOs or NPSOs and does
not assess, in detail, the ability to achieve g(fad¢s/le & Madella, 2002).

Researchers (Herman and Renz, 1999, 2008; Shi#mdyoore, 2006) concluded
that organizational performance should be constlasea multidimensional construct, thus

measured by multiple criteria. We suggest in tlaiggy the following multidimensional and
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operational definition of organizational performanthe acquisition of necessary resources
and their efficient use through the organizationgesses to achieve relevant and targeted
goals, as well as a high satisfaction of the orgation stakeholders.

The following section gives an overview of thergtire on organizational

performance of NPSOs and its evolution towardsaektied multidimensional models.

Insert Table 1 about here

Organizational Performance Approaches for Non-Profi Sport Organizations

Table 1 shows a clear overview of the present alevant sport management
literature on organizational performance we distieseafter. We have summarized the
relevance, limitations and practical applicatioret#ven studies measuring or assessing
organizational performance.

One of the first studies on organizational perfamogin NPSOs was conducted by
Frisby (1986). She examined the structure and &@ffagess of 29 Canadian National Sport
Governing Bodies by integrating the goal and systesources models. The degree of
effectiveness under the goal model was measure&ebby ranking criteria. Effective
resources acquisition under the system resourcdelm@s measured by operating budget of
each organization and increase in funding theyiveddrom ‘Sport Canada’. This study
reveals that structural variables (i.e., job dedimn formalization, personnel and new
program decentralization, salaried program stadf @mmittee specialization, clerical ratio,
paid staff professionalism and turnover rate) asoeiated to improved goal achievement and
financial resources acquisition. Frisby (1986) adjthe need to analyze NPSOs from an
organization theory perspective in order to imprtheeway these organizations are managed.
However, her criteria to assess effectiveness vesteicted to success in elite sport and

attraction of funds. Other considerations (e.ggaoization processes, community goals
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achievement, stakeholders satisfaction) shoulshtleded when studying NPSO
performance.

Chelladurai (1987) extended the research in tleia By developing a theory of
organizational performance in NPSOs using fouriti@thl models. According to Chelladurai
(1987), every organization receives inputs fronengironment (Systems Resource Model),
processes this input into desired outputs (Progkesel) and produces this output in order to
reach their goals (Goal Model). Furthermore, thgaaization is dependent upon its
environment represented by the various interesits ebnstituencies (Multiple-Constituency
Approach) whose expectations need to be satisfieild.general view on organizations led
him to develop an open systems view of models gaimzational performance. The model
developed by Chelladurai (1987) synthesizes tHeréifit models into a multidimensional
approach. His conceptualization is a shift in tgdosm the use of basic models to more
elaborated and multidimensional models specifidBR5O performance measurement.

The theoretical model of Chelladurai (1987) hashesed by Chelladurai, Szyszlo
and Haggerty (1987) and Koski (1995) to measuraraegtional performance of NPSOs.
These researchers were the first who analyzed lgbwbanizational performance of NPSOs
measuring specific dimensions and their relati@teelladurai et al. (1987) highlighted six
dimensions of organizational performance for Nadldport Organizations in Canada. They
focused on the monetary and human resources (iapdt}he throughput and output of both
elite and mass sport.

In line with this open system perspective, Koslkig8) examined the organizational
performance of Finnish sports clubs accordingue dimensions: (1) the ability of a sports
club to obtain resources, (2) the internal atmosph@) the efficiency of the throughput
process, (4) the realization of aims (i.e., suceeskparticipation), and (5) the general level of
activity. In this research, Koski (1995) tried tetermine the relationships between all five

dimensions. The findings showed that all dimensiwase intercorrelated, except internal
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atmosphere (i.e., quality of social interactiororganizations). It was found that the success
of an organization is highly correlated with howdefy the club is known. Additionally, there
was a relationship between the success of a cldlitsability to obtain income. Similarly, a
correlation between the ability to obtain income &ow widely the club is known was
determined. Koski (1995) suggested that succesdemdyto better reputation and greater
resource acquisition or that the ability to obtaicome has to come first to start being
successful and known. Finally, performance was daorbe linked to the size of the
membership, ideological orientation, and organaradl environment. Although Koski's
(1995) study showed very different dimensions aeésarement of a sport club performance,
the study focused essentially on efficient and eaan perspectives. More attention should
have been paid to interaction and the organizatmmaosphere within the organization. The
same critique could be addressed to Chelladuii €1987) who focused on elite and mass
sport and neglected social interaction. The moti€lhelladurai (1987) was a good step
forward in the concept of organizational perforrenENPSOs and the identification of
dimensions through constituents’ perceptions, tdbés not clearly provide specific
dimensions and a range of measures to fully uraedghe specific nature of NPSOs.
Growing interest emerged in the sport managemtsmature towards
constituents’/stakeholders’ perceptions of orgaronal performance, in line with the
Multiple-Constituency Model. This model has beevestigated by Papadimitriou and Taylor
(2000) to analyze different constituents’ percapdiof effectiveness in Hellenic national
sports organizations (NSOs). Six constituent grouge surveyed — national coaches, elite
athletes, international officials, scientific stgfhid administrative staff and board members —
using a 33-item inventory of effectiveness. Faetwalysis showed that five operational
dimensions were perceived critical for effectiveneslibre of the board and external
liaisons, interest in athletes, internal procedu@sy-term planning and sports science

support. These dimensions are, however, limitatieémrganization process. The results also
9
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showed that athletes, coaches and scientific w&fé the least satisfied groups. These
findings substantiate the general premise thatrozgtional performance is a
multidimensional construct and encourage the agipdin of a multiple constituency approach
to organizational performance assessment. Papadiménd Taylor (2000) study support a
multi-perceptual approach leading to deepening kedge in organizational performance
assessment.

Wolfe, Hoeber and Babiak (2002) also investigategnizational performance
through constituents’ perceptions. They conductedsa study (within the context of
Intercollegiate Athletics) based on perceptionnofividuals (n=10) across different
stakeholder groups to discover the relationshipsranthe attributes that contribute to
perceptions of organizational performance. Contrgsvith Papadimitriou and Taylor
(2000), Wolfe et al. (2002) did not limit their giuto organization processes. Their results
showed that six factors are essential determiramsrceptions of athletic program success:
(1) athletic performance on the field, (2) studatitlete education, (3) program ethics, (4)
effects of programs on a university’s image, (Sptgces management and (6) institutional
enthusiasm. Furthermore, the data from the intersvighowed that, while determinants of
perceptions of success often work in concert wite another (performance on the field,
effects of programs on a university’s image, resesimanagement, institutional enthusiasm),
some determinants tend to influence perceptiossiotess on their own (program ethics and
student-athlete education). The link between imstibal education and athletics programs
influence the dimensions highlighted by stakehadeithe study of Wolfe et al. (2002). The
programs delivered by colleges and universitighénUnited States have both objectives of
academic and athletics excellence. Therefore, shmensions (e.g., education, institutional
enthusiasm, university’s image) might not be diseapplicable to most NPSOs (e.qg.,
European National sport organizations, local sploitts) which rely on a different sports

model.
10
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Papadimitriou (2002) attempted to examine and loddisby’s (1986) conceptual
framework. In this research, Greek local sport shulere analyzed based on measurements of
contextual (e.g., organizational size, age anduresodependence) and structural (e.qg.,
formalization, specialization, centralization) \&diies. The relationship between performance
and these variables was examined. The results gegpatrend towards a loosely structured,
less bureaucratic organizational operation foldleal sport clubs, which is accompanied by
external resource dependence and moderate perfoemainis study used the number of
athletic programs and sports offered by a club ¢asare a sport club performance. These
indicators are not relevant in countries whereamati sport organizations and sport clubs are
responsible for one sport only.

The study of Bayle and Madella (2002) was the fomstombine mixed data to
measure annual organizational performance of NP, constructed a multidimensional
organizational performance model measured by bodmtitative (e.g., financial data,
organizations’ reporting) and qualitative data (esgperts’ and stakeholders’ perceptions and
judgment) from different sources (e.g., governmspgyt federations, media). Their model
consists of 6 dimensions: (1) institutional (mensbgy and elite sport results), (2) social
internal, (3) social external, (4) economic andifiaial, (5) promotional, (6) organizational.
The performance of national sport governing bott@s France across these 6 dimensions
was measured and compared with one another. Alsg,developed their new performance
measurement technique in a taxonomic perspectisa result, six performance profiles of
sport governing bodies were identified through @tieg, named the mighty, the effective,
the dilemma, the atypical, the defective and tlabl@matic. This taxonomy allows the
analysis of the global organizational performaniceport federations. It reveals interaction
between dimensions and actions to be viewed frgenaral perspective. Although
combining quantitative and qualitative data to depe multidimensional model is laudable,

measurement of some dimensions might be argualgle ¢enstituents’ perceptions of the
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social and economic contribution of their NPSOdoisty to measure social external
performance).

Madella, Bayle and Tome (2005) have also devel@peuaiitidimensional model of
organizational performance. They were the first wieasured it in different countries. They
studied national swimming organizations in four Medtanean countries. To allow
comparison between organizations, they used classghting variables (e.g., GDP, sport
participation, total population), and discusseddifferent sport system across countries.
However, they did not use other external, politmatultural variables in their measurement.
They argued that sport federations’ features aadtmtingent nature of performance (i.e.,
changing goals, environment and life cycle) needet@onsidered when comparing the
performance of the same individual organizationrgears, rather than benchmarking similar
organizations, as was the case in their study. Gimensions were constructed: (1) human
resources, (2) finance, (3) institutional commumag partnership and inter-organizational
relation, (4) volume of services delivered andi@@rnational competitive results of athletes.
All national swimming organizations were classiflemsed on their score on each dimension.
A global evaluation of performance was calculatdddella et al. (2005) were able to identify
key success factors of performance through interwief key individuals of governing bodies
(e.g., capacity to generate funds, involvemenbahkr athletes, access to services, financial
assistance and high level expertise for athleMsyertheless, they did not pay close attention
to stakeholders’ perceptions.

The Competing Values Approach (CVA) has first bapplied to non-profit national
Olympic sporting organizations in Australia by $hity and Moore (2006). In their study,
constituents of 10 of these organizations wereesugd. Shilbury and Moore applied a factor
analysis on each of the four quadrants of the Oé@ealing a one-factor structure for six out
of eight cells defined in the original CVA approadimese were flexibility, resources,

planning, productivity, availability of informatioand stability. The other two cells, skilled
12
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workforce and cohesive workforce, had a two-fastaucture. Furthermore, they performed a
confirmatory factor analysis, which showed thatrt®nal-goal model, including
productivity and planning, was the critical detemanit for the effectiveness of national
Olympic sporting organizations. Their results ataticated that financial resources
acquisition was not perceived by constituent graaga critical determinant of effectiveness
despite other studies (Frisby, 1986; Koski, 19%Seding that resources underpin
effectiveness. The authors assumed the latter astii@ates its importance in organizational
effectiveness as the proportion of government’sifuiends to decline. They recommended
further research to investigate what constitutesipctivity.

More recently, Balduck (2009) also studied the pizgtional effectiveness of NPSOs
(i.e., sport clubs in Flanders, Belgium) using @A approach. More specifically, she put
forward two levels of analysis: management effextass and program effectiveness. These
two levels were originally introduced by Sowa, ®gléind Sandfort (2004) and were found to
be particularly relevant for NPSOs. As a result, ¢hteria that she extracted from an
extensive literature review were generated fromlevels of analysis, management and
program, within the four domains of the CVA. Thermagement level refers to the
characteristics that deal with organizational issaied management actions of the
administrators and assistants (such as coachdshlie organization. The program level
refers to the characteristics that deal with theises or programs provided by the
organization. Balduck surveyed (2009) only two ¢basnt groups (i.e., board members and
sport members) of sport clubs, but others (e.gff,seferees, trainers, sponsors, representing
authority at community level, spectators) couldénbeen included.

Considering strategic objectives and operationalgyim multiple dimensions,
Winand, Zintz, Bayle and Robinson (2010) proposedantitative model to measure the
organizational performance of sport governing bedieBelgium. Furthermore, the authors

assessed, through internal stakeholders’ perceptiba priority of each dimension and each
13
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strategic objective for 13 Olympic sport governbaglies. Their results showed that five
dimensions were critical for organizational perfarme: sport, customer, communication and
image, finance and organization. They also iderdifension between elite and sport for all
objectives in term of resources allocation. Thdarg assumed that the performance of sport
governing bodies could have an effect on the rad&fn of the priority of their strategic
objectives and operational goals. They called forech method design combining
quantitative and qualitative data in analyzing oigational performance and the
development of performance measurement tools. Uithees assumed Olympic sport
governing bodies have elite sport aims, but folrad some were only mass sport oriented or
did not consider elite sport as a priority.

The studies mentioned above are relevant arti@@sidg or measuring
organizational performance for NPSOs. They showdtheelopment of organizational
performance research in NPSOs from basic modeteote sophisticated multidimensional
models, to greater attention to constituents’ paroas and expectations and more fine-
grained and mixed data. The aforementioned artadesribute to the knowledge and
understanding of organizational performance researtlPSOs. The combination of their
findings could lead to a general multidimensiomahfework of organizational performance
in NPSOs, acknowledging that particular researcthats were used in various contexts for
different organizations and time periods.

Method

The added value of this paper is to combine thermiht research perspectives on the
organizational performance of NPSOs in order tcstroict one framework (i.e., unified
model). First we extracted all the dimensions aeasnrements suggested by relevant articles
exploring organizational performance in NPSOs. Next related these dimensions to one of
the main categories of the systems view model dgeel by Chelladurai (1987): (1) input, (2)

throughput, (3) output and (4) stakeholders’ petioag, in line with the basic models (i.e.,
14
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(1) system resources model, (2) process modefjd@)model, (4) multiple constituency
approach, associated with competing values appyddasn, we contrasted and matched
authors’ dimensions with one another accordindpéir tdefinition and/or measurement. As a
result, similar dimensions merge into one macroetigion. The dimensions highlighted
through stakeholders’ perception of effectivenass @erformance were treated differently.
They shed light on elements of organizational permce that stakeholders find relevant.
We also identified the stakeholders surveyed. Elsalt of this methodological process is a
synthesis of the findings of studies on organizatigerformance in NPSOs.

Eleven articles were considered relevant in thearsh of organizational performance
measurement in NPSOs. Seven articles measured NgS$fosnance and four assessed
NPSO stakeholders’ perceptions of organizationdbpmance. Forty-eight dimensions of
organizational performance were highlighted in aesle measuring organizational
performance. We reduced them to twenty macro-dirnaasPerceptions of twenty-one
stakeholders on NPSOs performance were assesddftément studies using stakeholder
theory. We reduced them to nine main stakeholdgenghat the same entities appear more
than once. Dimensions of organizational performamerge that have not been measured in
literature, but that stakeholders deem critical.

In the next step, we extracted the significanteatron coefficients found between the
authors’ organizational performance dimensionsvia dlifferent articles (Bayle & Madella,
2002; Chelladurai et al., 1987; Koski, 1995; Papuidiou, 2002; Winand et al., 2010). One
hundred and thirty-six coefficients were highlight&ppendix 1 shows in an open manner
each correlation coefficient for each author acecwydo their own dimensions. As macro-
dimensions are the result of a categorization ahedent dimensions between different
authors, these correlations indicate how macro-dsias relate with one another. However,

caution needs to be taken given that the autherewed in this paper have used different
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research designs. Therefore each time a relatipitiveen macro-dimensions is discussed,
the author(s) who generated the results are given.
Findings

Twenty macro-dimensions of NPSOs performance a@elighted and divided into
four categories: (1) input, (2) throughput, (3)puttand (4) feedback. Each category is
described and the relationships between their mdionensions are discussed. Tables 2t0 5
present the definition and measurement of eachrdiioe in order to validate the
categorization of dimensions into macro-dimensiamg to help the reader to understand their
content. Stakeholders’ perceptions of organizatipegormance is the fifth highlighted
category concerned with research in the sport azgtan literature using multiple-
constituency and competing values approaches (Ebleshows which dimensions

stakeholders find relevant.

Insert Table 2 about here

Input

As five articles demonstrated convergence in méagumput, we reduced the twelve
dimensions they highlighted into 4 macro-dimensiQrable 2). They are numbered from 1 to
4 below. Input is mainly studied with regard todintial and human resources. Number of (1)
members, (2) volunteers and (3) technical stafcareidered as resources. They give
information about the size of organizations. Numidfenembers is used by four studies
(Chelladurai et al., 1987; Koski, 1995; Madellakt 2005; Papadimitriou, 2002) to measure
organization size. Financial resources acquisi@mefers to the ability of NPSOs to obtain
large and various financial resources. Frisby (}986elladurai et al. (1987), Koski (1995)
and Papadimitriou (2002) showed that financial ueses are mainly acquired through
government support (i.e., subsidies, public resggjrgrants), sponsorship and private

donations (e.g., membership fees).
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The macro-dimensions regarding size (volunteersnioeeship and technical staff) are
intercorrelated, according to Papadimitriou (2002 not surprising that, although there
might be scale effects, more members require moltenteers and technical staffs. At the
same time, financial resources acquisition is ¢atee positively with all three dimensions

referring to size (Chelladurai et al., 1987; Kodl95; Papadimitriou, 2002).

Insert Table 3 about here

Throughput

As we learnt from the literature, similarities edigtween five articles measuring
throughput through fourteen dimensions. We havaaed these dimensions into 8 macro-
dimensions numbered from 1 to 8 below (Table 3esEvrefer to processes used by NPSOs
in order to achieve their goals and to operateiefiitly. Internal atmosphere (1) is assessed
through the relationships between internal stalddrsl(Bayle & Madella, 2002; Koski, 1995)
whereas (2) organizational operating is understasothe quality and stability of functioning
in reference to education, experience, reactivity @mrnover (Bayle & Madella, 2002,
Winand et al., 2010). Internal atmosphere is styoogrrelated to organizational operating,
showing a link between social atmosphere and tipdigation of internal stakeholders and the
guality and stability of functioning (Bayle & Mada] 2002). Internal atmosphere is also
correlated to (3) process efficiency which referghie breadth of operations divided by
income and number of staff (Koski, 1995). Interai@mhosphere is negatively correlated to (4)
external communication and contacts (Koski, 19Bf®wever, external communication and
contacts is correlated to (5) financial indepeneéesied both of them are negatively correlated
to (6) financial resources management (Winand.eR@lL0). Investment in communication
and partnerships might help reach financial inddpane, but seems to conflict with
allocation of resources for members’ activitiesidficial independence refers to
independence from public funding and thus the ithstion of funding streams and the

organization’s capacity of self-financing over timéhich includes the concept of financial
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sustainability. Chelladurai et al. (1987) highliggh (7) elite and (8) mass sport programs in
reference to throughput. They considered and medgsbese as processes whereas other
researchers (Koski, 1995; Papadimitriou, 2002; \Wihet al., 2010) considered the quantity

and quality of services offered to members ane ealitd defined them as output.

Insert Table 4 about here

Output

Seven articles showed nineteen dimensions measouipgt, which we reduced to 6
macro-dimensions, numbered from 1 to 6 below, dubeir similar measurement (Table 4).
They refer to (1) the achievement of elite spodcggs, (2) mass sport participation and (3)
services the NPSOs could provide to society, (4nbership, (5) elite athletes and (6)
multipurpose services. The achievement of spouitesneasured by international sport
success or high world ranking seems to be coreelatéhe achievement of mass sport
participation goals in reference to the evolutibmembers or share of active participants
(Bayle & Madella, 2002). Both of them are correthte services to society, measured by the
social legitimacy of the NPSOs’ activities in sdgjeand services delivered measured by
general services provided (Bayle & Madella, 20&8rvices to members is correlated to the
achievement of elite success and volume of serdekgered (Koski, 1995), but is not
consistently correlated to the achievement of nspsst participation. Services to elite
athletes and to members are correlated (Papadmi2002). The former seems to be linked

to achieving elite success, according to Winaral.gR010).

Insert Table 5 about here

Feedback

Three dimensions were found in two articles meagueedback. We have reduced
them to 2 macro-dimensions regarding external atetnal feedback (Table 5). Bayle and
Madella (2002) and Koski (1995) found that image. (iexternal feedback) refers to the

notoriety and representation people have of the®& &stimation refers to internal feedback
18
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regarding the satisfaction of key internal stakdbmd (Koski, 1995). A correlation between
these two macro-dimensions has been found by K@98®5), who measured satisfaction
through manager’s estimation, however, a more thtfuigassessment including external and

internal stakeholders should be considered.

Insert Table 6 about here

Stakeholders’ perceptions

Perceptions of nine main internal and externaledtalders have been assessed in the
literature (Balduck, 2009; Papadimitriou & Tayl@002; Shilbury & Moore, 2005; Wolfe et
al., 2002): (1) board members, (2) affiliate memsbé3) coaches, (4) officials, (5)
administrative paid staff, (6) scientific and teidah paid staff, (7) elite athletes, (8) sponsors
and (9) government agencies. The dimensions thiakel®lders deemed important when
considering organizational performance are highdidrand subdivided into input, throughput,
output and feedback in table 6. Stakeholders’ i@es of input refer to financial and
human resources, as mentioned previously, buttalpbysical resources (i.e., sport
accommodation and sport material). The physicaless issue has not been considered by
researchers outside the stakeholders’ perceptiproaph. Stakeholders’ perceptions of
throughput refer to the processes within the ogion, including communication, share of
information, internal procedures, planning, eliteletes’ assistance, scientific support,
support and recognition of the staff. It also refterthe characteristics of the latter: education,
skills, relationships, calibre of the board andrtle&ternal contacts, and characteristics of the
whole organization (stability, atmosphere). Sevefdhese dimensions highlighted by
researchers through stakeholders’ perceptions maraken into account when measuring
organization performance: scientific support, digb{system of retention of internal
stakeholders and consistency management), recogstiaff support and planning.

Stakeholders’ perceptions of output refer to adatiyersity of goals which represent the
19
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organization’s success: financial goal, social geatietal goal, competition goal, recreation
goal, education of athletes, safety of sport malt@md sport activities. Stakeholders’
perceptions of feedback refer to satisfaction, @sittem, organization’s reputation and image

(external profile) and ethical values projectedabtivities and players.

Insert Figure 1 about here

Unified model of non-profit sport organizations peformance

This review of the sport management literature om-profit sport organization
performance results in the unified model preseimtdéigure 1. This model shows each
macro-dimension distributed into one of the keygaties of the systems view model of
Chelladurai (1987), as well as the main stakehsldeNPSOs and the dimensions they
consider critical (underlined in Figure 1). In order the figure to be read, it only shows the
strong (i.e., correlations superior to .4 betwegthars’ dimensions) relationships between
macro-dimensions, following the sequence inputighput-output. All significant
correlations between the authors’ dimensions asgnted in appendix 1 and discussed
below.

The model represents the human and financial ressuequired (input) to develop
efficient and effective processes (throughput)patiag to how an organization is
functioning, to achieve its sport and services g¢alitput). These observable results have an
effect on its image and reputation and on thefsatisn of its internal and external
stakeholders (feedback) whom expectations matchehzeption of how the organization
should be managed, what elements are criticaltéesolders and which goals should be
reached. The following section discusses the mawi@lthe relationships between the
different macro-dimensions within the systems view.

(Con)relations between (macro-)dimensions of orgamational performance
A clear connection exists between the acquisitidimancial resources and size

(Chelladurai et al., 1987; Koski, 1995; Papadiritri2002). Larger membership based
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organizations can receive more membership fees1s9p® and funders might also be more
willing to support them. An increased amount of bens may require the organization to
have an increased number of technical staff {pe goaching and training), and could also
require the organization to have more volunteesifiport their activities. Membership size
and financial resources acquisition have positalationships with mass sport programs
(Chelladurai et al., 1987) and external communicasind contacts (Koski, 1995), and
negative relationships with process efficiency amdrnal atmosphere (Koski, 1995). On the
one hand, more human and financial resources ¢alfrto develop activities in mass sport
participation and investment in the developmertarhmunication and partnerships. On the
other hand, it could be more difficult to keep pefatrelationships between staff when the
latter are increasing or when more financial resesiare in balance.

Size and financial resources acquisition are catedlwith elite and mass sport goals,
as well as services delivered by NPSOs. Positiveladions were identified between
financial resources acquisition, elite sport progggChelladurai et al., 1987) and elite sport
success (Chelladurai et al., 1987; Koski, 199530Amembership size is correlated with the
achievement of elite sport results (Bayle & Madel@02; Koski, 1995). Large human and
financial resources seem to be linked with eliterspuccess. Explanations could be a bigger
talent pool and higher financial resources or lgyftict that successful organizations should
be able to attract more members. However, Cheltadural. (1987) found no correlation
between membership size and elite sport achievement

Financial resources acquisition and membershiphaze also been found to be
correlated with mass sport participation (Chelladet al., 1987). Nevertheless, Koski (1995)
found a negative correlation between membershgam mass sport achievement -measured
by the share of active participant- but a posit@gelation between size and services to

members and general services delivered, in line Répadimitriou (2002). Thus, more
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members might not always mean more active memhgnsight be linked to an increased
number of programs, activities or advantages.

Elite sport programs seem to be correlated to hotlevement of elite sport success
and — to a lesser degree — to mass sport partmip@helladurai et al., 1987) whereas mass
sport programs seems to be correlated only to syaws$ participation (Chelladurai et al.,
1987). External communication and contacts is p@sit correlated to ‘elite success’, to
‘services to members’ and to ‘services deliverétiwever, it is also negatively correlated to
mass sport participation achievement (Koski, 1988grnal atmosphere is positively
correlated to mass sport participation achiever(ieoski, 1995) and organizational operating
(quality of functioning and reactivity) (Bayle & Malla, 2002). Bayle and Madella (2002)
also found connections between organizational dperanass sport participation (evolution
of membership) and service to society, all macroetisions inter-correlated. Winand et al.
(2010) found a correlation between financial resesrmanagement and services to members.
They suggested that better allocation of finan@aburces for members might increase the
number of services.

Image is correlated with several dimensions. afstll, it is positively correlated to
the elite success (Koski, 1995). This might be wuhe fact that elite success generates good
reputation for NPSOs, which might also allow thenattract members and athletes. Even if
no consistent correlation has been found to linkgenand mass sport participation
achievement, image has been found to be positreddyed to the general services delivered
and services to members (Koski, 1995). Image & r@ksted to external communication and
contacts, financial resources acquisition and firenndependence (Bayle & Madella, 2002;
Koski, 1995). Although we cannot presume any cargdations, having a good reputation can
allow an organization to develop diverse exteroaltacts to acquire more various resources,
in line with the arguments of Koski (1995) who adsgued that the ability to acquire

resources could come first for success and reput#ai follow.
22



Running head: NON-PROFIT SPORT ORGANIZATIONS PERRORNCE

Satisfaction is correlated to human and finan@aburces (i.e., financial resources
acquisition, membership size), as well as goalgegeiment (i.e., elite and mass sport
achievement, services delivered and services tolmaemn(Koski, 1995). Acquiring sufficient
resources and achieving expected goals seem tabaldor internal stakeholders’
satisfaction. External communication and contactdso correlated to satisfaction (Koski,
1995).

Some dimensions highlighted in the studies basestakeholders’ perceptions of
performance of NPSOs have not been paid partiati@ention to in studies measuring their
organizational performance. Physical resources{gigcommodation, sport material),
stability and consist management, sports sciengeast) staff support and recognition, are
example of dimensions found to be critical by shaltders, but not fully investigated in
research. As well, societal feedback should beidered more carefully, including impact for
sport members and spectators (external profile)adsmlthrough the ethical values projected.
According to researchers (Balduck, 2009; Papadimnit& Taylor, 2000; Shilbury & Moore,
2005; Wolfe et al., 2002) who investigated constitis’ perceptions, the aforementioned
dimensions play a role in perceptions of effectassand therefore performance. These
elements could be further studied and might legaxdypothes(e)s to be tested.

Discussion & Conclusions

It is important for future research on NPSO perfance to have a common ground on
which researchers can further build. Baruch and &laon(2006, p.39) stated that “in
choosing criteria for future studies, we [Barucll &amalho] recommend adopting a
common ground, backed up by specific criteria waeector is unique, to reflect
convergence and divergence in OEP [organizatidfedtereness and performance]
research”. Through a review of relevant literataipeut organizational performance
measurement and assessment of NPSOs, we havepialanified model of non-profit

sport organizations performance which combinesrthim findings of research in this area.
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The model presented in this paper helps to estalsommon ground. It highlights critical
macro-dimensions and measurements specific to B&Ncontext and distributes them
among the different elements of the systems vieweahof Chelladurai (1987): input,
throughput, output, perceptions of stakeholdersfaadback.

Improving the way the organization is operatingjuding its quality, reactivity,
qualification and staff experience might have atpasinfluence on the organization climate,
the relationships between staff members, evoluifanembers and its reputation. Investment
of NPSOs in external communication and contaatsfdid by its financial and human
resources, might be of value to increase imagenantber of services delivered by an NPSO
to its members. Furthermore, elite successes sestrengthen image and partnerships of an
NPSO.

The unified model presented in Figure 1 includes&eas highlighted through
stakeholders’ perceptions (underlined in figureShme of these areas (underlined and
marked with an asterisk [*] in figure 1) have neeln measured which allows for future
development. Despite their interest in studiestakeholders’ perceptions, as well as on non-
profit sport governance (Ferkins, Shilbury & McDah&009) and management (Cuskelly,
Taylor, Hoye & Darcy, 2006), human resources mamege has received little attention in
studies measuring organizational performance of O Researchers (as well as managers
and policy-makers) should consider the assessnii€h} calibre, (2) training support, (3)
recognition and (4) retention of volunteer boardnhers and professionals for inclusion in an
organizational performance model.

The use of physical resources (i.e., sports accatatian and materials) highlighted
by Balduck (2009) is underestimated in organizatiqerformance research. Physical
resources are important organization inputs to tatceaccount, especially for non-profit

sport clubs or federations possessing their owthittas and sport equipment. Furthermore,
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Balduck (2009) pointed out that safety of sportenats is being considered by stakeholders
as critical for performance.

Planning has also been highlighted by Papadimitmd Taylor (2002) and Shilbury
and Moore (2006) as critical for NPSO performarides development of a strategic plan has,
however, not fully been taken into account in orgational performance research, as well as
flexibility of processes, in the sense of how NP®@sitor change (Shilbury and Moore,
2006). We assume both planning and flexibility dddae included in the throughput of an
effective NPSO.

Studies of stakeholders’ perceptions (Balduck, 2008Ife et al., 2002) emphasize
three goals not yet tested in NPSOs performancesunement, namely (1) recreational, (2)
financial and (3) ethical goals. Further reseatabusd consider including these in
organizational performance measurement. Recredgoahrefers to the amusement,
pleasure, fun and enthusiasm (Balduck, 2009; Wadlfd., 2002) generated by the sport
activities of a NPSO. It might be crucial for leieisport clubs, which are by definition not
competition oriented, but also for other local $hubs. Financial goal refers to the healthy
financial results targeted (Balduck, 2009). Ethgadl refers to the ethical values projected
by activities and players, including social, sagieind education goals. It might be critical
(crucial) for particular sports where violence aloghing scandals are commonplace.

We highlighted nine main stakeholders surveyedtbgiss on stakeholders’
perceptions of organizational performance (Bald@€K)9; Papadimitriou & Taylor, 2002;
Shilbury & Moore, 2005; Wolfe et al., 2002). Howeyveone has investigated the perceptions
of sports apex bodies (e.g., international spakefations; Olympic committees) of the
organizational performance of NPSOs. Interorgaronat (sport) networks might be critical
for NPSOs, as argued by Newell and Swan (1995cantll be examined further in

organizational performance research.
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Future challenges of NPSOs might be to better whaied and explain high
performance. The macro-dimensions presented hededao external and environmental
factors, are critical to shed light on how a NP&@ reach its multiple goals. The studies of
Bayle and Robinson (2007), Winand, Rihoux, Qualaazd Zintz (2011) and Winand,

Rihoux, Robinson and Zintz (forthcoming 2013) axaraples of research on organizational
performance in NPSOs, focused on highlighting prernce predictors and determinants for
high multidimensional performance. Further reseatatuld therefore consider the
combination of factors necessary when understarstiagegic organizational performance.
Moreover, the time sequence of these elementsmbrwtion could be analyzed in detail to
highlight pathways to success.

This paper provides a framework (i.e., unified mptieanalyze organizational
performance in NPSOs based on relevant literamre@ighlighting macro-dimensions in
order to understand and assess organizationalrpefee, the framework makes clear what
constitutes organizational performance in the Ne8Qext. The framework has managerial
implications and added value for sport managenietatkes, as much as possible, all relevant
aspects of organizational performance into accandtdistributes them into an
understandable map showing their multiple connasti&urthermore, it shows the critical
elements of performance for stakeholders, whichhiriiglp to communicate with them while
reporting information, for example. Surprisinglindncial processes (financial resources
management and financial independence which insléidancial sustainability) and mass
sport (mass sport programs, services to membera@mnevement of mass sport participation)
were not particularly stressed in studies adopistpkeholder approach for defining NPSO
performance.

The paper also provides the measurements usedé&grobers to assess organizational
performance dimensions. These measures (i.e.,rp@fee indicators) could form the base

of a performance measurement tool applied to NR&@lse considering their specific context
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and priorities (i.e., decide to weight the macroeinsions). The aim would be to increase the
organizations’ output by using efficient and effeetinput and throughput while taking into
account stakeholders’ expectations and feedbaaks, Thanagers might pilot their NPSO to
reach high performance. They would be able to motite organization input and throughput
to achieve high stakeholders’ satisfaction and owed output. The model suggested in this
paper supports the strategy of NPSOs and showdddated according to contextual changes.
External factors, competitive and changing envirenmmpact on organizational
performance and need to be consider especially wheparing the same individual NPSO
over time. At the same time, policy makers and goavent could use the framework for
benchmarking purposes, in order to objectively sss@d monitor NPSOs they fund and
support.

The main limitation of this study results in théatenships between macro-
dimensions based on the correlations of the autdonensions. Indeed, each dimension is
measured differently by each author and theretmaeh author has his/her own understanding
of what their dimensions refer to. The second ki refers to the different NPSOs
analyzed by researchers to measure organizatienf@rmance in different contexts and time
periods. These are sport clubs or national spgdrorations from different countries, size,
and sports. The aim of this literature review iptopose a general model for NPSOs.
However, when considering specific organizatiohs,@nvironment in which they operate is
to be taken into account to adapt the model. Dedipiitations, this paper has contributed to
the body of knowledge by providing a multidimensibftfamework to understand, analyze
and measure organizational performance of NPS@holild also be seen as an integration of
relevant non-profit sport management literatur@manizational performance towards a
unified approach in the NPSO context and, henatauld be a starting point for future

research.
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Appendix 1: Correlation coefficients between the dnensions of the authors from the

sport management literature about organizational pgormance

Five different articles (Bayle & Madella, 2002; Madurai et al., 1987; Koski, 1995;
Papadimitriou, 2002; Winand et al., 2010) weredelwhich provide 136 significant

correlation coefficients between dimensions of oigational performance. We present these

correlation coefficients in the following tables A A5) for each author. The coefficients

were used to estimate the relationships betweenmrtaeo-dimensions.

Al : Chelladurai et al. (1987):| D1 D2 D3 D4

dimensions & correlations

Input-human resources (D1)

Input-monetary resources (D2) .16*

Throughput-mass (D3) 36%%|  .34**

Throughput-elite (D4) A0** | 14>

Output-mass (D5) A2 | 26%F | 62** | |15**

Output-elite (D6) .35%* .64**

* Significance at 0.05 level, ** Significance a0Q.level

A2 : Koski (1995): NM | Ol | IA [ BOI/BOS | AOS// [ PO%/[ BO| NA | WK [ NCO
dimensions & correlations MC1 | MC2

Number of members

(NM)

Ability to obtain income | .03

Q1)

Internal atmosphere (1A) | -.27 | -.14

Efficiency of the -.66/ | -.62/ | .29/ | .44

throughput process -34 1-10 1 .19

(BOI/BOS)

Achievement-oriented .31/ | .37/ | -.11/ | -.47/-51 1

(AOS/MC1) 44 | 34 |-.10 | -.11/ -.18

Participation —oriented | --11/| .16/ | .19/ | -.02/.16//

(PO%/MC?2) -26 | 11 | 25 | .34/.22

General level of activity: | .53 | .21 | -.14| -.20//.09 .35/1| .19//
operation (BO) .32 .02

General level of activity: | .39 | .15 | -.07| -.28// 26/ | -.10// | .44
services (NA) -.19 .33 .05

General level of activity: | .36 | .30 | -.20| -.47// .60/ | -.04//| .29 | .34
image (WK) -17 49 -.04

General level of activity: | .48 | .05 | -.20| -.30// 23/ | -0/ | .47 | 41 | .23
partnership (NCO) -.24 .20 -.13
Estimation of the general .51 | .14 | -.10| -.38//-.08| .32//|.37/ |.49| .28 | 22| .26
level of activity (EDM) .36 14

Note: No precise significance mentioned in Koskiggper. Some dimensions are measured
according to two different measures
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A3: Papadimitriou (2002): D1 D2 D3 D4 D5 D6 D7
dimensions & correlations
Total resources (D1)

Public resources (D2) .92*
Number of volunteers (D3) 53 67**
Size: athletes (D4) .86**|  .80**| .71**

Number of technical staff (D5) .60*Y .72*f 91** GHF*
Number of scientific staff (D6) .50**| .58**| .31* FFr | 43
Sport programs (D7) S5 63**| Q0% | |73*| B2**
Number of sports (D8) ST+ 39* .63**| .36* .62**
* Significance at 0.05 level, ** Significance a0DQ. level

A4 : Bayle and Madella (2002): D1 D2 D3 D4 D5 D6
dimensions & correlations

Organizational performance (D1)

Social internal performance (D2) 58*F

Promotional performance (D3) 37*

Elite sport results (D4)

Membership (D5) A8** .33* H53**

Economic and financial performance 58** 32*

(D6)

Social external performance (D7) ALXE A8%  B3* .38*

* Significance at 0.05 level, ** Significance a0Q.level

A5: Winand et al. (2010): dimensions D1 D2 D3 D4
& correlations

Sport for all (D1)

Communication and image (D2)

Financial resources management (D3) A3F -.60Q**

Financial survival (D4) Ha4xE | 7 3r*

Organization (D5)

* Significance at 0.05 level,** Significance at Q.@&vel
Note: Correlations of two other dimensions werdyzeal by authors we separated into four
dimensions in order to include them in our framéwor

34



Running head: NON-PROFIT SPORT ORGANIZATIONS PERRORNCE

Table 1: Overview of relevant models of organizatioal performance (and effectiveness) for non-profisport organizations

Authors Year Model Target Findings Advantages Limitations
organization
Frisby 1986 Goal Model, National sport Patterns of structure and effectiveness in profitProvides a link between Effectiveness (performance) was
Systems governing oriented industries are also present in non-  organizational structure and merely described as achievement of
Resource bodies profits like National sport governing bodies.  effectiveness. elite successes and as the amount of
Model operating budget they could acquire.
Chelladurai, 1987 Goals, National sport Critical dimensions for organizational Provides a comprehensive The relationships between input,
Szyszlo, & process and governing performance: monetary and human resources framework of organizational throughput, output and environment
Haggerty systems bodies (input) and the throughput and output of both performance from a variables were neglected.
resource elite and mass sport. viewpoint of organizations
Models as open systems.
Koski 1995 Systems Voluntary Five dimensions of organizational performanceThe relationships between Only a limited number of variables in
resource amateur sports ,, .. : . input, throughput, output each category were used.
model organizations Ability to obtain resources, internal atmosphereand environment variables

efficiency of the throughput process, realization .
i o were examined.
of aims and general level of activity.

Papadimitriou 2000 Multiple- National Five dimensions were perceived critical in Determines the differences This study was based exclusively on
& Taylor constituency  sports perceiving organizational performance: calibre between constituent groups qualitative data, while goal
approach organizations of the board, long term planning, sports sciencé sport organizations. achievement and financial information
support, interest in athletes& internal is neglected.
procedures
Papadimitriou 2002  Goals Model Moluntary The structure of voluntary sport organizations Provides a link between ‘Organizational performance’ was
Systems sport trends towards a loosely structured, less organizational structure and only assessed by two indicative
Resource organizations bureaucratic organizational operation, effectiveness. measures: number of athletic
Model (local sport accompanied with external resource dependency programs and number of sports for
clubs) and moderate performance. which services are offered by the club.
Bayle & 2002  Multi- National Six dimensions were perceived critical for Organizational performance Organizations were categorized in
Madella dimensional  sports organizational performance: Institutional, sociahssessment was based on different groups based on their scores
(global organizations external, organizational, promotional, financial multiple dimensions, on the various dimensions.
performance) and internal social performance. associating both qualitative Nevertheless, the difference in goals
and quantitative criteria in a and priorities between these
taxonomic perspective. organizations was not taken into
account.
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Table 1 Continued)

Authors Year Model Target Findings Advantages Limitations
organization
Wolfe, 2002  Multiple- Intercollegiate 6 factors most important for determining Examined the relationship  Only qualitative data was used and
Hoeber & constituency athletics perception of athletic program success: athleti@mong attributes that findings may not be valid externally.
Babiak approach performance, student-athlete education, prograrontribute to perceptions of
ethics, effect program on university’s image, organizational performance.
resources and institutional enthusiasm.
Madella, 2005  Multi- National Five dimensions are critical for organizational Performance assessment walo relationships between the
Bayle & : . swimming performance: (1) human resources, (2) financemultidimensional, usinga  dimensions were further examined.
dimensional . L . . .
Tome federations (3) institutional communication, partnership, systemic approach.
(global inter-organizational relations, (4) volume and
performance) quality of services and (5) athletes’ international
performance.
Shilbury & 2006 Competing Nonprofit Psychometric properties of the CVA were Application and validation  Difficult to operationalize. Does not
Moore Values national determined. of the CVA-approach to assess in detail the elements of the
Approach Olympic sport organizations. organizational performance.
sporting
organizations
Balduck 2009 Competing  Nonprofit CVA-approach for non-profit sport Program effectiveness and The study only focused on board
Values sports organizations can be applied along with the  management effectiveness members’ and sport members’
Approach organizations model of Sowa et al. (2004). were assessed separately. perceptions.
(sport clubs)
Winand, 2010  Multi- Nonprofit Five dimensions were found critical for Multidimensional approach Quantitative measurements of
Zintz, Bayle Dimensional sport organizational performance assessment: sportpf OP assessment within a intangible objectives. Suppose that
& Robinson governing customer, communication & image, finance andualitative-quantitative Olympic sport governing bodies reach
(global bodies organization. approach. Takes into the same goals.
performance) account the priorities of

strategic and operational
goals.
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Table 2: Literature review of dimensions of organiational performance in non-profit sport organizations regarding inputs

Macro dimension  Authors’dimension Authors Defiortiand/or measure(s) used
Size: membership Input-human resources  Chelladurai et al., 1987 Mestbp size
(1) Number of members Koski, 1995 Total number of masbethe organization
Size: athletes Papadimitriou, 2002 Number of &tisleerved by the organization
Human resources Madella et al., 2005 Membershipetais, officials, coaches) and participation impetitions
Size:Volunteers  Number of volunteers Papadimitriou, 2002 Total namdf active volunteers in the organization
(2)
Size: technical Number of technical Papadimitriou, 2002 Total number of technical stedfaches, trainers and assistants
staff (3) staff
Number of scientific Papadimitriou, 2002 Total number of scientific Etaf
staff
Financial Financial resources Frisby, 1986 Total operating budget, increasenaricial support from the government
resources acquisition
acquisition (4) Input-monetary Chelladurai et al., 1987  Procurement of funds ftmminess and private donors (not grants) (e.g.
resources private donations, corporate sponsorship)
Ability to obtain income Koski, 1995 Finding sponsors and other supporters
Total resources Papadimitriou, 2002 Amount of taeaburces
Public resources Papadimitriou, 2002 Amount of putdsources required to operate
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Table 3: Literature review of dimensions of organiational performance in non-profit sport organizations regarding throughputs

Macro dimension  Authors’dimension Authors Definition and/or measure(s) used
Internal atmosphere Internal atmosphere Koski, 1995, p.86 “How well club members get along with each othet #ve kind of atmosphere
Q) prevailing among the members.”

Social internal performance Bayle & Madella, 2002 Improving social atmosphere and implication ofititernal stakeholders (degree
of internal stakeholders’ satisfaction and relalips between them)
Organizational Organizational performance Bayle & Madella, 2002  afy of the functioning and organizational reaitsiv
operating (2) Organization Winand et al., 2010 Average qualification of administrative and spaidpstaff, average experience

of administrative and sport paid staff, paid stafhover over two years and board
turnover over two years

Process efficiency Efficiency of the throughput Koski, 1995 Breadth of operations divided by income and breatlthperations divided by the
3 process number of staff

External General level of activity :  Koski, 1995 Number of cooperative partners

communication &  partnership

contacts (4) Institutional communication Madella et al., 2005 Relationship with other spstitutions, Web communication

and partnerships

Communication and image  Winand et al.,, 2010  Percentage of members receiving information ancekeajpure on spreading
information per member, percentage of promotioreexiiture in comparison with
the expenditure intended for members

Financial Economic and financial Bayle & Madella, 2002 Access to financial resouycesources diversification, capacity on self-ficiag
independence (5) performance
Financial survival Winand et al., 2010 Percentage of the total expenditure covered bygrant financial resources,
percentage of private financial resources in comparwith grants.
Finances 1 Madella et al., 2005 Input of finanoéslources, distribution of funding streams (peaublic)
Financial resources Finances 2 Madella et al., 2005 Cost structure
management (6) Financial resources Winand et al., 2010 Grants per member and finametairn for members
management
Elite sport Throughput-elite Chelladurai et al., 1987 Processes and activities in elite sport (e.g.adiprovided for national team
programs (7) members, coaches and officials, working relatigpshtonsensus)
Mass sport Throughput-mass Chelladurai et al., 1987 Processes and activities in mass sport (e.g. auatidh, communication,
programs (8) technical assistance, working relationships)
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Table 4: Literature review of dimensions of organiational performance in non-profit sport organizations regarding outputs

Macro dimension Authors’dimension Authors Definitiand/or measure(s) used
Achieving elite Performance excellence Frisby, 1986 World (average) ranking of each Olympic team anatratied by the number of
sport success (1) competing countries, changes in the world ranking.
Output-elite Chelladurai et al., 1987  Goal attaintrie elite sport
Achievement-oriented Koski, 1995 Success of athlatel teams in competitive sport
Elite sport results Bayle & Madella, 2002  Sporufesperformance (in high level competitions)
International competitive ~ Madella et al., 2005 Production of elite internatéibperformance
results
Elite sport: success Winand et al., 2010 Sportiteguofficial international competitions
Achieving mass Output-mass Chelladurai et al., 1987 Goal attainment in mass sport (e.g. continued camemt of participants in mass
sport participation sport programs, turnover of participants, sociaidfis of mass sport)
2) Participation -oriented Koski, 1995 Share of acpeeticipants
Membership Bayle & Madella, 2002  Evolution of thember of members in the organization
Development of members Winand et al., 2010 Pergertdnumber of members increasing in comparisdh prievious year
Services to society Social external performance Bayle & Madella, 2002 oci8l legitimacy and effects of NSO activities twe society
3) Sport values and services toWinand et al., 2010 Percentage of the number of members less than&8 g&l in comparison with
society total members, percentage of women members inageascomparison with
previous year
Services to General level of activity: Koski, 1995 Number of advantages offered to members
members (4) services
Number of sports Papadimitriou, 2002 Number of spfmr which services are offered by the club
Sport for all Winand et al., 2010 Number of spodmitors for 1000 members, sport services experaingmber
Services to elite Sport programs Papadimitriou, 2002 Number of athf@ibgrams organized
athletes (5) Elite sport: services Winand et al., 2010  Expenditure for high performance athletes per mgkecompetition & number of
athletes patrticipating in international competition
Services delivered General level of activity: Koski, 1995 Breadth of operation
(6) operation
Volume of services Madella et al., 2005 Services for athletes, sesvioeleisure participants, Educational services
delivered.
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Table 5: Literature review of dimensions of organiational performance in non-profit sport organizations regarding feedbacks

Macro dimension Authors’dimensionAuthors Definition and/or measure(s) used
External feedback: image General level of Koski (1995, P.87) “Images that outsiders havénefdctivities of the club”
activity: image How widely the club is known (WK)
Promotional Bayle & Madella  Notoriety and image, evolution of media exposuié cbverage between
performance (2002) 1993 and 1997
Internal feedback: Estimation of the  Koski (1995) Estimation of stakeholders’ satisfaetby district manager
satisfaction general level of
activity

40



Running head: NON-PROFIT SPORT ORGANIZATIONS PERRORNCE

Table 6: Literature review of dimensions of organiational performance in non-profit sport organizations regarding stakeholders’

perceptions
Perceptions of ... Authors and Dimensions highlighted by authors regarding pelioaptof performance (effectiveness)
approach Input Throughput Output Feedback
Board members, coaches, Papadimitriou Calibre of the board and
officials, scientific and & Taylor, 2000 external liaisons, interest in
administrative staff, elite Multiple Athletes, internal procedures,
athletes constituency long-term planning, sports
approach science support
University administrators, Wolfe et al. Resource management Performance on the External profile,
Faculty members, student- 2002 field, education ethics, institutional
athletes, athletic departmentMultiple enthusiasm
administrator, coaches, constituency
officials approach
Board members, paid Shilbury & Resources Avalilability of information, Productivity

employees, subcommittee Moore, 2006
members, players, state Competing
representatives, sponsors, values

and government agencies. approach

stability, flexibility, planning,
cohesive workforce
(motivation recognition and
work harmony), skilled
workforce (professional
support and volunteer

support).
Board members and Balduck, 2009 Financial resources, Communication, information, financial goal, social Satisfaction
members Competing human capital, sports atmosphere, education, goal, societal goal,
values members, sport stability competition goal,
approach accommodation, sport recreation goal, safety

material
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Figure 1: Unified model of non-profit sport organizations performance
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Note The lines represent significant strong relatiopsibetween macro-dimensions
according to authors’ correlations following thgsence input-throughput-output (all the
correlations less than .4 are not included). Giitmacro-dimensions for stakeholders are
underlined. The asterisk symbol [*] represents disiens that emerged from stakeholders
approaches but do not match with dimensions higtedin studies measuring non-profit

sport organizations performance.

. Positive correlations;««===== : negative correlations

Numbers 1 to 5 refer to the studies below from which the strong
relationships were retrieved

! Chelladurai et al. (1987)
% Koski (1995)
3papadimitriou (2002)
“Bayle and Madella (2002)
*Winand et al. (2010)
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