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Abstract 

While nonprofit board members are responsible for raising financial support, fewer than 

half of nonprofits have boards that actively fundraise. The purpose of this study was to 

examine if communicating fundraising expectations to incoming board members 

increases their fundraising participation, fulfilling the study’s aim of informing evidence-

based solutions for fostering board participation in fundraising. A review of scholarly 

literature revealed that this research topic can be examined through the lens of social 

influence theory, specifically authentic leadership and relational transparency. This 

explanatory sequential mixed methods case study applied seven statistical tests to 

empirical data from a national survey of nonprofit CEOs. The results demonstrated 

statistically significant relationships for two variables – communicating fundraising 

expectations to new board members and having a board fundraising committee – with 

board member fundraising. Two other variables – the board conducting an annual 

performance review of the CEO and board member term limits – were not statistically 

significant. Qualitative data gathered from five nonprofits with 100 percent board giving 

explained the quantitative results while revealing additional influences on board 

fundraising. Mixed methods inferences informed six solutions: communicating 

fundraising expectations to new board members; establishing a board fundraising 

committee; selective recruitment and retention of board members; ongoing board 

engagement with the nonprofit’s programs and services; maximizing the influence of key 

staff; and capitalizing on peer-to-peer influence among board members. 

Keywords: nonprofit, board of directors, fundraising, expectations, fundraising 

committee, authentic leadership 
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Dedication 

“No man (or woman) has a right to be idle. Where is it that in such a world as 

this, health, and leisure, and affluence may not find some ignorance to instruct, some 

wrong to redress, some want to supply, some misery to alleviate? Great indeed are our 

opportunities. Great also is our responsibility.” 

- William Wilberforce 

A Practical View of Christianity (1797)  

 

 “If you spend yourselves on behalf of the hungry and satisfy the needs of the 

oppressed…The Lord will guide you always…You will be called Repairer of Broken 

Walls, Restorer of Streets with Dwellings.” 

- Isaiah 58: 10-12 (NIV) 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

The philanthropic sector uniquely influences society in multiple ways, and these 

exceptional impacts are accomplished through nonprofit organizations (Payton & Moody, 

2008). In the United States, an estimated 1.56 million philanthropic organizations 

(McKeever, 2018) are providing local, regional, national, and international programs and 

services while creating avenues for advocacy on social issues and public policies 

(Anheier, 2014). These activities are supported financially through philanthropic 

fundraising (Tempel et al., 2016). 

Nonprofits are governed by boards of directors, and board member 

responsibilities include fundraising (Brown & Guo, 2010). In fact, fundraising starts with 

the board of directors (Tempel & Seiler, 2016), and fundraising by the board is correlated 

with nonprofit organizational effectiveness (Green & Griesinger, 1996). 

For example, Lutheran Social Services of the Southwest expanded services to 

Arizona residents living in poverty by increasing philanthropic fundraising by more than 

200 percent through greater board engagement with fund development (Indiana 

University Lilly Family School of Philanthropy et al., 2018). Similarly, enhanced board 

engagement with fundraising at Como Friends has increased the amount of financial 

support the nonprofit provides to the Como Park Zoo and Conservatory in Minnesota 

(Indiana University Lilly Family School of Philanthropy et al., 2018). 

Conversely, the lack of board engagement with fundraising was a significant 

factor in the demise of the American Musical Theatre of San Jose in 2008 (Cymanski, 

2015). At one point, the theatre had more than 200,000 patrons and an annual budget of 

$11 million, but the theatre folded after 74 years due to a financial collapse caused – in 

part – by the lack of board participation in fundraising (Cymanski, 2015). 
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Research-based solutions are needed to increase board member fundraising and 

nonprofit impact.  This explanatory sequential mixed methods case study is designed to 

explore those strategies while adding to the understanding of effective fundraising 

practice through the application of leadership theory in the philanthropic sector. 

Statement of the Problem 

A national survey of nonprofit CEOs revealed that fewer than half of nonprofit 

organizations have boards of directors that actively participate in fundraising 

(BoardSource, 2017). Board members often do not mention fundraising as a board 

responsibility (Moser & Nicholson, 1996), and board members typically do not mention 

prospective or current donors when listing the external stakeholders with whom they 

should meet (Holland, 2002). 

Nonprofits, however, are more effective when their boards of directors are more 

engaged with fundraising (Green & Griesinger, 1996). This research study examines how 

nonprofits effectively increase board participation with fundraising and provides practical 

recommendations to nonprofit leaders on how to solve this persistent problem. 

Purpose of the Study 

 This explanatory sequential mixed methods case study examines the relationship 

between the authentic leadership practice of relational transparency by nonprofits and 

board member participation with fundraising. In the first phase, quantitative statistical 

analyses of valid and reliable data from an existing national survey of nonprofit CEOs 

(BoardSource, 2017) explores the relationship between communicating fundraising 

expectations during new board member recruitment (independent variable) and board 

members actively participating in fundraising (dependent variable). Control variables 

present in the BoardSource (2017) data and in scholarly literature also are analyzed. 
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In the second phase, qualitative data were gathered from a purposeful sample of 

nonprofit organizations whose boards of directors actively participate in fundraising. 

Since the nonprofits selected for the qualitative strand, and the criteria for selecting those 

nonprofits, could not be specifically identified or described until the quantitative results 

were determined, the accepted research practice of sequential-parallel sampling was 

utilized to select the case study elements (Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 2010). Qualitative data 

were gathered from multiple sources including: semi-structured interviews with each 

nonprofit’s CEO; participant observations from one board member of each nonprofit; 

documents used during new board member recruitment meetings; and documents 

demonstrating board member engagement with fundraising. 

Research Questions and Hypothesis 

This explanatory sequential mixed methods case study includes two research 

questions and one central research hypothesis. The research questions and hypothesis are 

framed by the authentic leadership trait of relational transparency. 

The quantitative strand of this mixed methods study asks this research question: 

Research question #1: What is the relationship between the relational 

transparency of a nonprofit organization and the CEO describing the nonprofit’s board of 

directors as actively participating in fundraising? 

The research question tests the following central research hypothesis: 

Hypothesis #1: There is a positive relationship between a nonprofit’s relational 

transparency and the CEO describing the nonprofit’s board of directors as actively 

participating in fundraising. 

Control variables associated with fundraising and board engagement inform 

additional hypotheses that are explained in chapter three. 
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 The qualitative strand of this mixed methods study asks this research question: 

Research question #2: What are the practices of nonprofit organizations with 

boards of directors that actively participate in fundraising? 

Aim of the Study 

The aim of this study is to provide nonprofit leaders with practical, evidence-

based recommendations for increasing fundraising participation from their board 

members. The findings of this study contribute to a growing understanding of effective 

fundraising practices by nonprofit organizations. 

Research Methodology 

 This research was conducted through an explanatory sequential mixed methods 

case study – collecting, analyzing, and integrating quantitative data from a national 

survey of nonprofit CEOs (BoardSource, 2017) and qualitative data from a case study of 

nonprofits purposefully selected as positively-performing exemplars of the quantitative 

results (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). Mixed methods research combines the strengths 

and limits the weaknesses of quantitative and qualitative research, producing a deeper 

level of knowledge than using either approach alone (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). 

Mixed methods inferences can be applied to nonprofit practice (Creswell & 

Creswell, 2018), utilizing both numbers and words to describe pragmatic solutions for the 

real-world problem of low board participation with fundraising (Creswell & Plano Clark, 

2018). While several options are available for conducting mixed methods research, the 

explanatory sequential approach is suitable for identifying quantitative research variables, 

informing the quantitative strand’s hypothesis, orienting the qualitative strand, and 

informing solutions to the research problem (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). 
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Definition of Relevant Terms 

 This study is framed by scholarly research into social influence and authentic 

leadership theory, specifically the authentic leadership trait of relational transparency, 

which serves as the independent variable of this study’s quantitative strand. Four 

additional independent variables were examined to control for alternative explanations. 

The dependent variable is the board actively participating in fundraising. Descriptions 

and definitions of these relevant terms include: 

 Relational transparency (in academic literature): "openness and truthfulness in 

relationships" which "fosters positive social exchange" (Gill & Caza, 2018, p. 537); 

 Relational transparency (operationalized for this study): clearly communicating  

expectations for board member fundraising during new board member recruitment; 

measured with data from specific questions in a national survey of nonprofit CEOs; 

 Board actively participates in fundraising: board members engaged with 

nonprofit fundraising; measured with data from a specific question in a national survey of 

nonprofit CEOs. 

Limitations, Delimitations, and Personal Biases 

 This research project was conducted while remaining mindful of the study’s 

limitations and delimitations as well as my personal biases. Limitations are external 

factors beyond my control that could lead toward incorrect conclusions, while 

delimitations are constraints that exist because of how I designed the study (Ellis & Levy, 

2010). This study’s limitations and delimitations are found in the research design and 

data sources. The concern about personal bias stems from my professional experience 

and expertise working in the philanthropic sector. 
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Limitations 

The quantitative data from the BoardSource survey are reliable and valid 

(Bernstein et al., 2015). However, the survey’s quantitative data were derived from direct 

reports of CEOs, and the survey did not ask the CEOs to explain their replies with 

supporting evidence. This limitation, which is beyond my control, is minimized by the 

qualitative data gathered from nonprofits in this research study. 

Utilizing quantitative data derived from an anonymous survey poses another 

limitation. This study was not be able to confirm that the nonprofits purposefully selected 

for the qualitative strand of this research study also participated in the national survey. 

This approach is inconsistent with an accepted best practice of mixed methods research 

(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). This limitation cannot be controlled because survey 

participants responded anonymously. Utilizing the accepted research method of 

sequential-parallel sampling, which gathers data in two stages from elements in the same 

research population (Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 2010), minimizes this limitation. 

Delimitations 

One delimitation of this research study involves the integration of quantitative and 

qualitative data. Quantitative data from the BoardSource survey (2017) can be examined 

by the budget size, age, and philanthropic subsector of the participating nonprofit 

organizations. However, this high level of organizational diversity was not possible when 

harvesting qualitative data. While the quantitative data were derived from 785 

respondents, the qualitative data originated from only five cases – consistent with 

effective case study research methodology (Creswell & Creswell, 2018) – thereby 

reducing the possibilities for diversity in the qualitative strand. 
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Another delimitation involves the transferability of this study’s findings to the 

larger population of the U.S. nonprofit sector. Inferences discerned from mixed methods 

case study research are generalizable to a larger population within accepted theory 

(Guetterman & Fetters, 2018; Yin, 1999). As explained earlier, the data from the two 

strands in this proposed study were not drawn from identically diverse samples. 

However, utilizing the accepted research practice of sequential-parallel sampling 

minimizes this delimitation (Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 2010). 

Similarly, the emergent nature of explanatory sequential mixed methods research 

also is a study delimitation. The sample and the interview questions for the qualitative 

strand could not be determined until the quantitative results had been analyzed (Creswell 

& Plano Clark, 2018). This delimitation is standard within explanatory sequential mixed 

methods research and therefore cannot be avoided (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). 

Due to the two-step process of the explanatory sequential research method, 

another delimitation involves the exclusion from the qualitative strand of nonprofits that 

experience high levels of board fundraising without adhering to the boundaries 

established by the quantitative results. This delimitation exists because of the specific 

method of purposeful sampling chosen for this research study – the intentional selection 

of positively-performing exemplars (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). This delimitation 

would need to be addressed through subsequent research studies that utilize different 

qualitative sampling methods. 

Personal Biases 

The prospects of bias remained evident throughout this research study (Babbie, 

2017).  I have more than 20 years of professional experience in the philanthropic sector 
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including leading a nonprofit that enjoyed 100 percent charitable giving from board 

members in each of the 17 years that I served as the CEO. In addition, I currently teach 

academic and executive education courses on fundraising – including curriculum on the 

boards’ unique role with fundraising. Thus, a wide range of qualitative research 

techniques demonstrated to strengthen reliability and validity while reducing the negative 

influence of bias were utilized. I especially relied upon peer review by my dissertation 

committee as well as an additional external reviewer of the study’s qualitative strand. 

These steps bolster the reliability of this research project (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). 

The Role of Leadership in this Study 

 Scholarly research framed this research study. The authentic leadership trait of 

relational transparency, consistent with more than a century of academic literature on 

social influence theory and political skill, guided the study’s methodology and analysis. 

Social Influence Theory 

 Leadership is a social influence process, and social influence on behalf of the 

leader is essential for organizational effectiveness (Ahearn et al., 2004). Social influence 

theory also describes how effective leaders utilize political skill (McAllister et al., 2018). 

Political Skill 

 Leaders with political skill can influence organizational culture and activities 

(Ferris et al., 2007).  Political skill includes four research-based dimensions: social 

astuteness (being aware of and able to identify with others); interpersonal influence (self-

awareness and the flexibility to adapt to different situations); networking ability (having 

diverse relationships while being skilled in communicating with others); and apparent 

sincerity (acting with integrity and authenticity while building trust) (Ferris et al., 2007). 
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Authentic Leadership 

The political skill trait of apparent sincerity aligns with authentic leadership 

which in turn is correlated with organizational performance (Johnson, 2015) and with 

creativity and innovation (Muceldili et al., 2013).  Authentic leadership also is positively 

related to follower job performance and job satisfaction (Walumbwa et al., 2008). 

Scholarly literature describes four traits of authentic leadership: self-awareness, 

internalized moral perspective, balanced processing of information, and relational 

transparency (Walumbwa et al., 2008).  Relational transparency involves being authentic 

with others (Johnson, 2015). 

Relational Transparency  

Gill and Caza (2018) described relational transparency as "openness and 

truthfulness in relationships" which "fosters positive social exchange" (p. 537). Their 

description is apt for this research study. Openness and truthfulness in the relationship 

between the nonprofit organization and new board members is exemplified by the 

communication of fundraising expectations during new board member recruitment (the 

quantitative strand’s independent variable). Meanwhile, a positive social exchange is 

fostered through the board’s active participation in fundraising (the quantitative strand’s 

dependent variable). 

The scholarly definition of relational transparency also has high utility for this 

study’s qualitative strand. The qualitative data were gathered, in part, by exploring for 

open and truthful communication from the nonprofit to new board members, fostering the 

positive social exchange of fundraising by the nonprofit’s board. 
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Significance of the Dissertation in Practice Study 

 While this mixed methods study reduces a gap in the scholarly literature on 

nonprofit board governance and fund development, the primary significance of this 

dissertation in practice is to inform practical solutions for increasing nonprofit board 

member participation in fundraising. More fundraising from board members can, in turn, 

lead to more donors and more donations, further strengthening the important work and 

distinct influence of nonprofit organizations.  

Summary 

The unique impact of the philanthropic sector is dependent upon fundraising for 

financial support (Anheier, 2014), and fundraising starts with the board of directors 

(Tempel & Seiler, 2016). However, fewer than half of all nonprofit organizations report 

having boards that actively participate in fundraising (BoardSource, 2017). 

An explanatory sequential mixed methods case study integrated the quantitative 

results from a national survey of nonprofit CEOs (BoardSource, 2017) with findings from 

qualitative data gathered from five nonprofits reflective of the quantitative results. The 

deeper-level understanding generated by mixed methods research informs practical 

recommendations for increasing nonprofit board member participation in fundraising. 

One strategy informed by existing leadership theory involves candidly describing 

fundraising expectations during new board member recruitment. Clear communication of 

expectations is consistent with the authentic leadership theory – specifically relational 

transparency which is described in scholarly literature as "openness and truthfulness in 

relationships" which "fosters positive social exchange" (Gill & Caza, 2018, p.537). 

The identified problem, research methodology, and subsequent analysis are 

informed by existing academic knowledge. The following literature review highlights 
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nonprofit sector data on board engagement with fundraising and scholarly literature on 

nonprofit board governance – including the board’s fundraising responsibility. The 

literature review concludes with a synthesis of social influence and authentic leadership 

theory, particularly the authentic leadership characteristic of relational transparency. 
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 

The unique impact of nonprofit organizations often relies on charitable financial 

gifts from individuals, foundations, and businesses (Anheier, 2014). Scholarly literature 

on philanthropy and the nonprofit sector reveals that fundraising is a primary 

responsibility of the nonprofit’s board of directors (Tempel & Seiler, 2016), and yet 

fewer than half of nonprofits are led by boards that actively participate in fundraising 

(BoardSource, 2017). One explanation for this disconnect is role ambiguity, which can be 

overcome by communicating clear expectations (Wright & Millesen, 2007). The 

communication of clear expectations for fundraising can be understood within social 

influence theory’s trait of political skill (McAllister et al., 2018) – which in turn points to 

authentic leadership’s characteristic of relational transparency (Walumbwa et al., 2008). 

This mixed methods research study examines the association between the 

relational transparency of nonprofit organizations – defined as the nonprofit 

communicating fundraising expectations during new board member recruitment – and the 

board’s subsequent participation in fundraising. Scholarly literature on philanthropy, 

nonprofit boards, and the influence of the CEO, along with leadership theories describing 

social influence, political skill, authentic leadership, and relational transparency, inform 

and support this research study. 

The Professional Practice Setting: Philanthropy and the Nonprofit Sector 

 Philanthropic behaviors are ingrained in the human condition, with discussion and 

analysis of philanthropy occurring throughout world history (Payton & Moody, 2008). 

Aristotle, for example, wrote that making a charitable gift “to the right person, in the right 

amount, at the right time, with the right aim in view, and in the right way – that is not 

something anyone can do, nor is it easy” (Cunningham, 2016). As for the beneficiary of 
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the philanthropic gift, Aristotle wrote, “For the recipient, however, there is nothing noble 

in the benefaction” (Kass, 2016). 

 Maimonides, meanwhile, writing in the 12th Century, listed eight levels of 

charitable giving. His foundational list of Jewish teaching on philanthropy starts with a 

donor who gives begrudgingly, rising eventually to the donor who gladly gives 

anonymously, culminating with the donor who helps the recipient move into self-

sufficiency (Mandelbaum, 2016). 

While people can exercise their philanthropic values by themselves, Payton and 

Moody (2008) described how individuals can increase their philanthropic impact 

significantly when they join together with other like-minded people – when they 

associate together voluntarily. In the 19th Century voluntary associations in the United 

States started formalizing into what we know today as nonprofit organizations (Payton & 

Moody, 2008). An evolving interest in helping voluntary associations increase their 

impact and become more sophisticated in developing financial resources led to the 

professionalization of nonprofit organizations, which, in turn, sparked the expansion of 

the modern-day U.S. nonprofit sector (Payton & Moody, 2008). 

There are approximately 1.56 million philanthropic organizations in the United 

States (not including religious congregations) (McKeever, 2018). Nearly two-thirds 

impact society and culture through education, health care, and human services; and the 

other one-third affects the arts, animal well-being, the environment, and international 

issues (McKeever, 2018). While delivering a wide range of secular or spiritual programs 

and services, nonprofit organizations can experiment with new approaches to service 

delivery; provide avenues for people to foster and express diverse values and viewpoints; 
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advocate to government officials for public policy changes; and serve as a watchdog of 

government activity (Anheier, 2014). 

The U.S. philanthropic sector is a reported $2.54 trillion industry (McKeever, 

2018). The vast majority of nonprofit organizations are small, with 77 percent reporting 

annual expenses of $1 million or less (McKeever, 2018). Philanthropic fundraising 

provides 16 percent of the sector’s overall revenues – behind fees for service (47 percent) 

and government funding (33 percent) (Pettijohn et al., 2013). 

U.S. charitable giving in 2018 totaled nearly $428 billion, with 79 percent of 

donated dollars coming from individuals and their bequests, 16 percent in grants from 

foundations, and 5 percent in financial support from private sector businesses (Indiana 

University Lilly Family School of Philanthropy, 2019). While philanthropy is just one 

form of civic engagement, researcher Patrick Rooney has noted that more Americans 

donate annually to charity than vote in Presidential elections (The Giving Institute, 2016). 

The Professional Practice Topic: Nonprofit Boards of Directors and Fundraising 

 After nonprofit organizations are incorporated by state government and receive 

tax-exempt status from the federal government, the nonprofit’s board of directors has the 

ultimate legal authority over the conduct and affairs of the philanthropic organization 

(Herman et al., 1997). Research has discerned the leading responsibilities of nonprofit 

boards of directors, and those responsibilities include making a charitable donation to the 

nonprofit organization (Brown & Guo, 2010). In fact, board members should be the 

nonprofit’s first fundraisers (Tempel & Seiler, 2016). However, fewer than half of 

nonprofit boards meet this basic responsibility (BoardSource, 2017). The following 

example describes how a nonprofit organization can benefit when the board of directors 

is fully engaged, including with fundraising.   
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Attributes of Effective Nonprofit Boards of Directors 

Mental health and substance abuse recovery services in the State of New York’s 

Lower Hudson Valley expanded after a government-run social services agency 

transitioned into a nonprofit organization, and attributes of effective nonprofit boards 

help explain the organization’s successful transition and remarkable growth (Indiana 

University Lilly Family School of Philanthropy et al., 2018). CoveCare Center annually 

spends $6 million to serve 7,000 people who endure mental health or substance addiction 

challenges (Indiana University Lilly Family School of Philanthropy et al., 2018). A 

highly engaged board of directors is foundational to CoveCare Center’s positive impact: 

• board members are intentionally recruited based on their passion for the mission, 

their skills, and their diversity; 

• new board members receive in-depth orientation before their first board meeting; 

• expectations for board engagement including meeting and committee 

participation, fundraising, and advocacy are communicated clearly; and 

• board members receive ongoing training and support from the center’s staff 

(Indiana University Lilly Family School of Philanthropy et al., 2018). 

CoveCare Center exemplifies academic research findings describing how high 

engagement from the board of directors is associated with high performance of the 

nonprofit organization (Herman & Renz, 2000). Bradshaw et al. (1992) described how 

highly engaged boards utilize good meeting management practices to develop clear 

vision and oversee effective implementation of strategy for the nonprofit organization, 

while Brown (2005) explained how boards that nurture external relationships tend to 
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serve at nonprofit organizations that enjoy a net financial surplus – indicating a 

connection with fundraising. 

Essential nonprofit board responsibilities have been identified through research 

(e.g. Brown & Guo, 2010). Miller-Millesen (2003) summarized the similarities of these 

academic findings into three broad categories: 

• Monitoring: determining the nonprofit’s mission; strategic planning; monitoring 

program results; fiscal control; and evaluating the CEO; 

• Boundary-Spanning: fundraising; promoting the nonprofit through circles of 

influence; reducing risk; managing external relationships; and 

• Conforming: assuring legal compliance and implementing regulatory mandates. 

 One responsibility is not more important than another. Board members who 

perceive balanced emphasis across all of their responsibilities perceived that the nonprofit 

was more effective (Cumberland et al., 2015), and board members tend to view their 

responsibilities as being shared with the CEO (Marx & Davis, 2012). While nonprofit 

CEOs cite fundraising as a top responsibility of board members (Brown & Guo, 2010), 

nonprofits need to help board members understand their fundraising responsibilities 

within the context of all of their duties (Cumberland et al., 2015). 

Nonprofit Boards of Directors and Fundraising 

 A mismatch of expectations between nonprofit CEOs and their board members is 

not unusual (LeRoux & Langer, 2016). One clear example: how CEOs and board 

members view the responsibility of fundraising. 

While CEOs cite fundraising as a top board member responsibility (Brown & 

Guo, 2010), board members often do not mention fundraising as a board responsibility 
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(Moser & Nicholson, 1996). When Holland (2002) asked board members about the 

external constituencies with whom they should meet, none of the 169 board members 

who were surveyed mentioned donors or prospective donors. This lack of fundraising 

awareness and activity was supported by Bradshaw et al. (1992) who found that nonprofit 

boards are least effective in increasing the nonprofit’s budget from one year to the next, 

indicating a lack of board member involvement in fundraising. 

 This gap – between the research-based nonprofit board responsibility for 

fundraising and the lack of fundraising awareness by nonprofit board members – may 

help explain why only 46 percent of nonprofits receive charitable gifts from 100 percent 

of their board members (Bridgespan Group, 2018). Furthermore, in a national survey of 

nonprofit CEOs, only 40 percent reported having boards of directors actively 

participating in fundraising (BoardSource, 2017). This deficiency illustrates the need to 

identify and describe effective methods for improving nonprofit board fundraising to 

increase financial resources for the unique impact of the nonprofit sector. 

Clear Expectations 

Role ambiguity – described as lack of clarity about expectations – reduces team 

productivity and success (Beauchamp & Bray, 2001). Role ambiguity also lowers 

individual job performance (Tubre & Collins, 2000) as well as organizational 

commitment (Ortqvist & Wincent, 2006). 

Conversely, higher levels of expectation are associated with higher levels of trust 

(Bond-Barnard et al., 2018).  This positive effect is stronger when expectations are 

expressed verbally instead of in writing (Moser & Nicholson, 1996). 
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In the nonprofit sector, board members are volunteers. People volunteer for a 

variety of reasons related to personal values, a sense of solidarity with others who share 

those values, a sense of personal identity in making a difference, and religious beliefs 

(Wilson, 2012). People are more likely to gain satisfaction from volunteering when the 

nonprofit’s leaders are inspiring, take an interest in the volunteer’s engagement, invite the 

volunteer into planning and decision-making, and focus on the mission and meaning of 

the nonprofit’s work (Dwyer et al., 2013). 

When not volunteering on the board of directors, these volunteers are working 

elsewhere, attending school, raising their families, or living actively in retirement – 

meaning board members – unlike staff members – are not engaged with the nonprofit on 

a daily basis. For example, a board member who attends quarterly meetings and a 

committee meeting in advance of each board meeting would have just eight formal 

meetings with the nonprofit organization each year. Therefore, board members easily can 

experience role ambiguity when expectations about their responsibilities are not clear 

(Wright & Millesen, 2007). 

  Fortunately, providing board members with clear expectations reduces role 

ambiguity (Doherty & Hoye, 2011). Knowing what is expected is even more important to 

board members than knowing how to fulfill the expectation (Doherty & Hoye, 2011). 

Members of effective boards feel a strong connection to the nonprofit at which they serve 

(Taylor et al., 1991), and board members with a stronger emotional attachment to the 

nonprofit are more engaged, more committed, and more likely to make larger financial 

donations (Preston & Brown, 2004). Strong emotional attachment would not be possible 

without a clear understanding about the nonprofit and the board’s responsibilities. 
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Communicating clear expectations about the board’s duties is associated with 

board effectiveness (Cornforth, 2001), and board effectiveness is associated with a 

nonprofit’s organizational effectiveness (Herman & Renz, 2000). Nonprofits with the 

highest levels of effectiveness communicate clear expectations to board members about 

their responsibilities (Herman & Renz, 2000), and board members tend to respond to 

these expectations by fulfilling their duties (Bernstein et al., 2015). 

Despite these research findings, only 67 percent of nonprofit CEOs report 

communicating expectations for fundraising during new board member recruitment 

(BoardSource, 2017). Nonprofit CEOs who communicate clear expectations can 

encourage positive board member performance, including with fundraising. 

CEO Attributes  

Various traits of nonprofit CEOs influence the performance of board members. 

For example, the CEO’s clear commitment to organizational effectiveness can influence 

the board to develop high performance practices (Holland & Jackson, 1998). 

Consider the effectiveness of Neil Nicoll who utilized his long tenure as the CEO 

of a local chapter and his high level of engagement with board members to transform the 

YMCA of the USA (Olson & Simerson, 2015). Nicoll led the YMCA in Seattle for 14 

years before serving as the CEO of the YMCA of the USA (Olson & Simerson, 2015). 

He led the national nonprofit through a strategic planning process aimed at strengthening 

collaboration among 900 local chapters in a federated model, and he did so by meeting 

frequently with local YMCA leaders in their communities across the United States (Olson 

& Simerson, 2015). Involving local board leadership from the outset proved to be an 
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important factor in the eventual completion and successful implementation of the national 

organization’s new strategic plan (Olson & Simerson, 2015).  

 Conversely, a lack of communication from the nonprofit CEO is thought to be a 

contributing factor when board members experience role ambiguity (Wright & Millesen, 

2007). The top staff member can avoid this pitfall by exhibiting “board-regarding 

behaviors” (Herman & Heimovics, 1990, p. 107) which include: consistent interactions 

with board members; showing respect to board members; envisioning organizational 

change and innovation while working with the board; promoting board accomplishments; 

and providing information to the board in a timely manner. 

 Herman and Heimovics (1990) described how a home health care nonprofit 

adapted to new opportunities through the CEO’s board-regarding behaviors. The CEO 

provided the board with relevant information and trend data in the home health care field, 

and the board formed a task force to examine new possibilities revealed by the data 

(Herman & Heimovics, 1990). The CEO kept board members informed while sharing 

authority with the task force’s peer-to-peer learning and decision-making structure 

(Herman & Heimovics, 1990). The CEO’s board-regarding behaviors helped the board 

achieve consensus on the task force’s recommendation to reorganize the nonprofit and 

purchase a new building (Herman & Heimovics, 1990). 

 This example demonstrates how a strong working relationship between the CEO 

and the board contributes to nonprofit organizational effectiveness (Brown & Guo, 2010). 

This includes the board’s responsibility for resource development, which Brown and Guo 

(2010) discovered is the top board member responsibility cited by nonprofit CEOs. 
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 CEO and board member engagement tends to be higher in nonprofit organizations 

that depend on charitable donations for a majority of their financial resources (Hodge & 

Piccolo, 2005). This higher level of engagement leads to a more effective board of 

directors while strengthening the nonprofit’s financial health (Hodge & Piccolo, 2011). 

 The board of directors has ultimate legal authority and responsibility over the 

nonprofit organization (Herman et al., 1997), and the board should be the nonprofit’s first 

donors and fundraisers (Tempel & Seiler, 2016). However, fewer than half of nonprofits 

report having boards of directors actively participating in fundraising (BoardSource, 

2017). Clear expectations from the nonprofit CEO offer an antidote to this problem, and 

clear expectations can be understood through research-based leadership theory. 

Leadership: Social Influence, Authentic Leadership, and Relational Transparency 

 Two leadership theories may explain why some nonprofit organizations have 

boards of directors with high participation in fundraising while others do not. The first is 

the social influence theory characteristic of political skill. The second is the authentic 

leadership theory trait of relational transparency. Authentic leadership and relational 

transparency are applied to the philanthropic sector in this research study by exploring 

the relationship between a nonprofit’s clear fundraising expectations expressed during 

new board member recruitment and the board’s eventual participation in fundraising. 

Social Influence 

 Social influence theory is one of the oldest lines of social science research 

(McAllister et al., 2018), dating back to the 19th Century when Triplett (1898) measured 

the pace of cyclists. He discovered that bicycle racers would pedal on average 5.15 

seconds faster per mile (one-thousandth mile per hour faster) up to 25 miles if they were 

on the track with other cyclists instead of on the track alone (Triplett, 1898). Triplett 
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(1898) concluded: “The sight of the movements of the pace-makers or leading 

competitors, and the idea of higher speed, furnished by this or some other means, are 

probably in themselves dynamogenic factors of some consequence” (p. 533). 

 This finding launched the exploration of social influence, evolving over the 

subsequent 120 years to reveal that social influence is integral to leader and 

organizational effectiveness (Ahearn et al., 2004). Leaders utilize social influence to 

maximize goal achievement (McAllister et al., 2018), and various social influence tactics 

can be employed when leading up to superiors, across the organizational chart to peers, 

and when leading subordinate team members (Yukl & Tracey, 1992). 

 The social influence of leaders is maximized through opportunity recognition, 

evaluation, and capitalization (McAllister et al., 2018). Think, for example, of the home 

health care example cited earlier (Herman & Heimovics, 1990). An opportunity for social 

influence was recognized when the CEO discovered data and information about trends in 

the home health care field (Herman & Heimovics, 1990). The CEO then evaluated that 

opportunity and decided to move forward by meeting with board members who then 

decided to form a task force to examine the trend data and information (Herman & 

Heimovics, 1990). The CEO then capitalized on the opportunity through the board’s 

eventual decision to reorganize the nonprofit and purchase a new building (Herman & 

Heimovics, 1990). This effective use of social influence also reveals the distinct 

importance of political skill (McAllister et al., 2018). 

Political Skill 

Political skill has four dimensions: social astuteness (being aware of and able to 

identify with others); interpersonal influence (self-awareness and the flexibility to adapt 
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to different situations); networking ability (having diverse relationships while being 

skilled in communicating with others); and apparent sincerity (acting with integrity and 

authenticity in ways that build trust) (Ferris et al., 2007). Political skill is associated with 

both leader and follower effectiveness (Brouer et al., 2013). 

 For example, varying levels of political skill among leaders explain a significant 

amount of difference in team performance (Ahearn et al., 2004). Effective leaders utilize 

political skill in their relationships with others, in developing awareness of both problems 

and solutions, and in discerning opportunities for action (Kimura, 2015) while also 

reducing their likelihood of abusive behavior toward subordinates (Whitman et al., 2013). 

 Political skill also is positively related to aspects of organizational culture, 

behavior, and effectiveness among followers (Munyon et al., 2015). The list includes 

self-efficacy, job satisfaction, organization commitment, work productivity, 

organizational citizenship behavior, and career success (Munyon et al., 2015). 

 Lack of political skill can lead to aggressively abusive behaviors by the leader 

toward the rest of the team such as angry outbursts, public shaming, and intimidation – 

behaviors that can by caused by the leader’s sense of psychological entitlement (Whitman 

et al., 2013). Conversely, political skill moderates against abusive leadership conduct 

(Whitman et al., 2013). 

Ferris et al. (2007) explained how translating the four traits of political skill into 

practical behaviors can have a positive effect on individual and organizational behavior. 

Social astuteness allows the leader to observe others, understand and interpret their social 

interactions, and have high social awareness within diverse settings (Ferris et al., 2007). 
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This allow leaders to be “ingenious” when dealing with team members (Ferris et al., 

2007, p. 292). 

 Interpersonal influence allows leaders to adjust their behaviors based on the 

particulars of the situation in a manner that influences the behaviors of others (Ferris et 

al., 2007). Networking ability provides leaders with a large and diverse set of 

relationships that lead to collaborative solutions (Ferris et al., 2007). This trait also 

strengthens the leader’s ability to negotiate and manage conflict (Ferris et al., 2007). 

 Finally, integrity and authenticity are evident in the political skill trait of apparent 

sincerity, allowing the leader to build trust within the team while avoiding manipulation 

or coercion (Ferris et al., 2007). Importantly, Ferris et al. (2007) described how even a 

perception of honesty and integrity allows the politically skilled leader to have a positive 

effect on individual and team performance. 

 Scholarly literature on social influence theory and political skill points toward the 

academic research examining authentic leadership. Social influence includes political 

skill, and the political skill attribute of apparent sincerity is aligned with the authentic 

leadership characteristic of relational transparency. 

Authentic Leadership 

 Authentic leadership theory emerged from the field of psychology. Kernis (2003) 

proposed that authenticity is an essential aspect of optimal self-esteem, with authenticity 

understood to include: self-awareness of your motivations and needs; unbiased 

acceptance of your positive and negative traits; personal behaviors that are consistent 

with your values; and relational authenticity exhibited through openness and truthfulness 

in your close relationships. 
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 Based on Kernis’ (2003) construct, authentic leadership first was understood to 

include self-awareness, unbiased processing, authentic behavior, and authentic relational 

orientation (Ilies et al., 2005). Walumbwa et al. (2008) refined this initial understanding, 

revising the four components of authentic leadership theory into self-awareness, balanced 

processing of information, internalized moral perspective, and relational transparency 

when working with others. This definition remains predominant in the most recent 

research into authentic leadership (Gill & Caza, 2018). 

Self-awareness is understood as knowing one’s own strengths and weaknesses, 

while internalized moral perspective refers to regulating self-behavior with internal moral 

standards (Johnson, 2015). Balanced processing of information explains how a leader 

gathers and analyzes information and then makes decisions with objectivity, while 

relational transparency describes how the leader is authentic with others (Johnson, 2015). 

 Authentic leaders “know who they are, what they believe and value, and they act 

upon those values and beliefs while transparently interacting with others” (Avolio et al., 

2004, p. 802). Authentic leaders act upon “deep personal values and convictions, to build 

credibility and win the respect and trust of followers by encouraging diverse viewpoints 

and building networks of collaborative relationships with followers, and thereby lead in a 

manner that followers recognize as authentic” (Avolio et al., 2004, p. 806). 

Beyond communicating information, authentic leaders also are able to express 

emotions, thoughts, and feelings in appropriate ways that do not negatively affect the 

emotions and feelings of others (Gardner et al., 2005). This, in turn, allows authentic 

leaders to form closer relationships with their associates (Gardner et al., 2005). 
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For example, leaders with self-awareness can be mindful of their own values and 

the similarities and differences they have with the values of other team members (Gill & 

Caza, 2018). Internalized moral perspective informs the leader’s ethical decision making 

while allowing the leader to serve as a moral role model for the rest of the team (Gill & 

Caza, 2018). Leaders utilizing balanced processing will seek input and advice from team 

members while listening to their concerns, and relational transparency strengthens open 

and candid communication between leaders and followers while allowing leaders to 

model integrity to the rest of the team (Gill & Caza, 2018). 

Consider, for example, William Wilberforce, who used authentic leadership as a 

Member of Britain’s Parliament to lead the United Kingdom to outlaw slavery 

(Belmonte, 2002). Wilberforce’s self-awareness and internalized moral perspective – 

informed by his conversion to Christianity in his early adult years – persuaded him to use 

his position of power and authority to lead the legislative and social movement against 

slavery (Belmonte, 2002). During this three-decade crusade, Wilberforce demonstrated a 

balanced processing of information by continually gathering data and stories about the 

slave trade (Belmonte, 2002). Wilberforce used this information to build a collaborative 

and diverse network of advocates such as religious leaders Thomas Clarkson and Hannah 

More, former slave trader John Newton, and British prime minister William Pitt to wage 

a lengthy legislative battle in the House of Commons (Belmonte, 2002). Evidence of 

Wilberforce’s relational transparency is found in his candid and consistent presentations 

of the case against slavery even when doing so meant opposing his own political party 

and the prevailing economic interests of the United Kingdom (Belmonte, 2002). 
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Authentic Leadership in the Nonprofit Sector 

While much of the academic research into leadership theory examines the public 

and private sectors, a growing body of evidence-based literature is emerging on the topic 

of leadership in the philanthropic sector (e.g. Dwyer et al., 2013). For example, King 

(2004) described how social capital – which includes norms and values within trusting 

relationships – is aligned with the networking and voluntary associating that occurs 

around shared values in a nonprofit organization. 

In the nonprofit sector – and distinct from the private and public sectors – power, 

authority, and the provision of financial resources are diffused across a wide range of 

stakeholders such as board members, professional staff, volunteers, donors, government 

officials, and program participants (Osula & Ng, 2014). Utilizing the four characteristics 

of authentic leadership strengthens the ability of nonprofit leaders to forge consensus and 

collaboration among this wide range of influential stakeholders (Osula & Ng, 2014). 

Authentic leadership in the philanthropic sector is visible through the CEO’s 

fidelity to the nonprofit’s mission and the CEO’s transparency when communicating 

decisions (Gilstrap et al., 2015). Authentic leadership also is revealed by the CEO fully 

immersing into the community and the cause as a devoted stakeholder and not just as an 

employee of the nonprofit organization (Gilstrap et al., 2015). 

Relational Transparency  

Relational transparency is described as “openness and truthfulness in 

relationships” which “fosters positive social exchange” (Gill & Caza, 2018, p. 537). This 

description of relational transparency guides the independent and the dependent variables 

of the quantitative strand of this research study. 
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Relational transparency is discernable when the leader utilizes honesty and 

integrity in relationships with others (Ilies et al., 2005). This includes transparently 

displaying and discussing personal values, which, in turn, helps team members identify 

with the leader when those values are similar to their own (Avolio et al., 2004). As a 

result, a leader exhibiting relational transparency is viewed as neither disingenuous nor 

dishonest, and the leader exemplifying relational transparency rarely displays 

inappropriate emotions (Steffens et al., 2016). 

Leaders demonstrate relational transparency when they are genuine while 

expressing themselves to others (Gill & Caza, 2018). This can include being open and 

truthful about shortcomings, mistakes, and failures (Ilies et al., 2005). These various 

demonstrations of relational transparency build trust, foster collaborative behavior, and 

strengthen team performance and satisfaction (Ilies et al., 2005). 

This especially is true when the leader employs relational transparency with 

positivity – with a tone that is hopeful and optimistic (Norman et al., 2010). Doing so has 

a positive influence on the engagement and performance of team members, including 

followers (Vogelgesang et al., 2013). 

In their study of authentic leadership in the philanthropic sector, Gilstrap et al. 

(2015) quoted a nonprofit leader who described the connection between relational 

transparency and fundraising: 

When you ask somebody for money in the nonprofit world, they get nothing in 

exchange except for the feel good and the knowing that they become knowing 

participants in a solution. And if I don’t believe what you’re saying to be true, 

there’s a doubt that’s cast over the whole relationship (p. 55). 
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The association between relational transparency and fundraising – specifically the 

fundraising behaviors of nonprofit board members – will be further examined in this 

research study. The specific research methodology is explained in chapter three. 

Summary 

 Philanthropy has been present throughout human history, and like-minded people 

with similar values can significantly increase their charitable impact when they donate 

and volunteer together in nonprofit organizations (Payton & Moody, 2008). Nonprofits 

are governed by boards of directors (BoardSource, 2020), and board members should be 

the first people to donate to – and fundraise for – their respective nonprofits (Tempel & 

Seiler, 2016). However, board members are not likely to mention fundraising among their 

responsibilities (Holland, 2002; Moser & Nicholson, 1996), and fewer than half of 

nonprofit CEOs describe their boards as actively participating in fundraising 

(BoardSource, 2017). 

One possible explanation is role ambiguity, a condition that exists when 

expectations are not clear (Wright & Millesen, 2007). Conversely, clear expectations can 

improve nonprofit board performance (Doherty & Hoye, 2011). Ironically, while 

nonprofit CEOs list fundraising as the top responsibility of board members (Brown & 

Guo, 2010), only two-thirds of nonprofits communicate an expectation for fundraising 

when new volunteers join the board of directors (BoardSource, 2017). 

More nonprofits communicating an expectation for fundraising to more board 

members could result in more charitable donations. Increased charitable donations, in 

turn, would further strengthen the unique impact of the nonprofit sector. 

Communicating clear expectations, including the expectation for fundraising, can 

be understood in the context of scholarly literature on leadership: most notably, the 
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academic examination of social influence (McAllister et al., 2018), political skill (Ferris 

et al., 2007), and authentic leadership (Walumbwa et al., 2008). Authentic leadership 

includes the trait of relational transparency (Gill & Caza, 2018), and relational 

transparency can include communicating clear expectations. Therefore, this study utilizes 

the academic theory of relational transparency to examine the relationship between 

communicating clear expectations for fundraising during board orientation and the CEO 

describing the board as actively participating in fundraising.  

 The research methodology for doing so – an explanatory sequential mixed 

methods case study – is explained in the next chapter.  First, the study’s quantitative 

strand investigates if communicating expectations for fundraising predicts the eventual 

fundraising participation of board members. Second, the subsequent qualitative strand of 

the study, informed by the quantitative results, examines the effective practices of 

nonprofit organizations with high levels of board participation in fundraising. The study’s 

findings provide nonprofit leaders with practical solutions for increasing board 

engagement with fund development.  
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of this explanatory sequential mixed methods case study was to 

examine the relationship between the authentic leadership practice of relational 

transparency by nonprofit organizations and board member participation with 

fundraising. While nonprofits rely on charitable financial support to accomplish their 

missions (Anheier, 2014), a national survey of nonprofit CEOs revealed that fewer than 

half of nonprofit organizations have boards of directors that actively participate in 

fundraising (BoardSource, 2017). Research-based recommendations can help increase 

board member fundraising and nonprofit impact. 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

Explanatory sequential mixed methods case study research includes research 

questions and hypotheses in the quantitative strand and interview questions and document 

review in the qualitative strand (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). This study included two 

over-arching research questions, one central research hypothesis, and four hypotheses 

associated with independent control variables. 

The first research question and the five hypotheses of the quantitative strand were 

derived from questions asked on a national survey of nonprofit CEOs (BoardSource, 

2017) and supported in the academic literature. The second research question informed 

the semi-structured interviews and document review of this study’s qualitative strand. 

Primary Quantitative Research Question and Hypothesis 

The quantitative strand of this mixed methods study asked this research question: 

Research question #1: What is the relationship between the relational 

transparency of a nonprofit organization and the CEO describing the nonprofit’s board of 

directors as actively participating in fundraising? 
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The research question tested the following central research hypothesis: 

Hypothesis #1: There is a positive relationship between a nonprofit’s relational 

transparency and the CEO describing the nonprofit’s board of directors as actively 

participating in fundraising. 

Control Variables and Hypotheses 

In addition, four control variables, identified through questions in the 

BoardSource survey (2017) and supported by scholarly literature, were identified. These 

variables were analyzed for predictive relationships with the dependent variable. 

The list of control variables – each of which is supported in scholarly literature – 

included: 

• nonprofits that fundraise (Miller-Millesen, 2003; Tempel & Seiler, 2016); 

• boards that have a fundraising committee (Bradshaw et al., 1992; Brudney & 

Murray, 1998; Callen et al, 2010; Hodge & Piccolo, 2005; Holland, 2002); 

• boards that conduct an annual written performance evaluation of the CEO 

(Cumberland et al, 2015; Herman et al., 1997; Miller-Millesen, 2003); and 

• boards with term limits (Brown, 2007; Green & Griesinger, 1996). 

Nonprofits that fundraise  

Nonprofit fundraising starts with the board of directors – first as donors and then 

by identifying other potential donors (Tempel & Seiler, 2016). Fundraising is a nonprofit 

board governance best practice (Miller-Millesen, 2003). 

The U.S. nonprofit sector is a $2.54 trillion industry (McKeever, 2018), and 

philanthropic fundraising produces 16 percent of the sector’s overall revenues – behind 

fees for service (47 percent) and funding from government sources (33 percent) 
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(Pettijohn et al., 2013). Therefore, a nonprofit that is fully funded by fees for service, 

government funding, or both need not fundraise, and the issue of board engagement with 

fundraising would be moot. 

This informs the following hypothesis derived from a question on the 

BoardSource survey (2017) asking if the nonprofit engages in fundraising: 

Hypothesis #2: There is a positive relationship between nonprofits whose revenue 

generation includes fundraising and the CEO describing the nonprofit’s board of directors 

as actively participating in fundraising. 

Boards that have a fundraising committee  

Nonprofit boards that divide and assign their work to board committees tend to be 

more effective (Bradshaw et al., 1992; Brudney & Murray, 1998), including when the 

board’s committee structure and the roles and responsibilities of each committee are clear 

(Holland, 2002). In addition, board member engagement through board committees can 

reduce the nonprofit’s financial vulnerability (Hodge & Piccolo, 2005). Boards that have 

a fundraising committee, especially a fundraising committee that includes major donors, 

can experience growth in charitable donations (Callen et al., 2010). 

This informs the following hypothesis derived from a question on the 

BoardSource survey (2017) asking if the nonprofit’s board has a fundraising or 

development committee: 

Hypothesis #3: There is a positive relationship between a nonprofit having a 

board fundraising committee and the CEO describing the nonprofit’s board of directors as 

actively participating in fundraising. 
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Boards that conduct an annual performance evaluation of the CEO  

While the previous three hypotheses are clearly associated with fundraising, the 

next two hypotheses at first could appear to be associated only with board engagement. 

However, since fundraising is a form of board engagement, examining for the presence of 

other forms of board engagement might help predict if a board of directors actively 

participates in fundraising. 

For example, conducting an annual performance review of the chief executive 

officer is a nonprofit board governance best practice (Miller-Millesen, 2003). Active 

monitoring of the nonprofit, which includes annually assessing the CEO, is associated 

with board member perception of board effectiveness (Cumberland et al., 2015). 

Nonprofit CEOs also perceive their boards as being more effective when the boards 

employ a formal process for evaluating the chief executive officer (Herman et al., 1997). 

This informs the following hypothesis derived from a question on the 

BoardSource survey (2017) asking if the board conducts an annual written performance 

review of the CEO: 

Hypothesis #4: There is a positive relationship between the board engagement 

practice of conducting an annual written performance review of the CEO and the CEO 

describing the nonprofit’s board of directors as actively participating in fundraising. 

Boards with term limits  

 Since the establishment of board member term limits is voluntary, the presence of 

term limits can be viewed – along with fundraising – as another form of board 

engagement. Nonprofit organizations can determine how long a volunteer serves on the 

board of directors by establishing term limits. This policy, which is described in the 
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nonprofit’s bylaws, specifies the length of each term and the number of terms that can be 

served, at which point the volunteer’s service on the board is completed.   

Nonprofits utilize term limits to rotate board members off of the board in a 

functional manner and to remove low-performing volunteers from the board without 

conflict or embarrassment (Brown, 2007). Nonprofit CEOs prefer term limits for board 

members, but board term limits are not associated with nonprofit effectiveness (Green & 

Griesinger, 1996). 

This informs the following hypothesis derived from a question on the 

BoardSource survey (2017) asking if board members are limited to three or fewer 

consecutive terms: 

Hypothesis #5: There is a positive relationship between the board engagement 

practice of board member term limits and the CEO describing the nonprofit’s board of 

directors as actively participating in fundraising. 

Qualitative Research Question 

The qualitative strand of this mixed methods study asked this research question: 

Research question #2: What are the practices of nonprofit organizations with 

boards of directors that actively participate in fundraising? 

Research Design 

This research study utilized an explanatory sequential mixed methods case study 

design that collected and integrated quantitative and qualitative data, building on the 

strengths and reducing the limitations of both approaches (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). 

The next sections explain the attributes of mixed methods research, the unique aspects of 

the explanatory sequential format, and the value of the case study approach. 
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Mixed Methods 

Mixed methods research can add significant strength and context to a study’s 

findings by combining the empirical precision of quantitative research with the how and 

why explanations cultivated from qualitative research. Blending the strengths of both 

approaches can develop an integrated understanding of the research topic while 

delivering more depth to the research study’s proposed solutions (Patton, 1999). This is 

an appropriate design due to the complementary nature of the two research strands. 

Quantitative research can answer questions about the relationships between variables 

(Creswell & Creswell, 2018). Qualitative research can help explain the relationship 

between variables in ways that cannot be discerned from empirical data alone, thereby 

providing a more complete description of how the variables are related (Babbie, 2017). 

Analyzing and integrating quantitative and qualitative data in mixed methods 

research provides “significance enhancement” that maximizes the interpretation of the 

study’s data analysis (Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 2010, p. 63). For this same reason, a mixed 

methods study’s evidence-based recommendations are generalizable to the larger 

population within established theory (Guetterman & Fetters, 2018; Yin, 1999). 

The mixed methods approach of this research study examined the relationship 

between communicating an expectation for fundraising during board member recruitment 

(independent variable) and the nonprofit CEO describing the board as actively 

participating in fundraising (dependent variable). The quantitative relationship between 

the independent and dependent variables, as well as the possible relationship that four 

other confounding variables might have with the dependent variable, were examined. The 

results of these quantitative analyses then informed qualitative interview questions asking 
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CEOs and board members to describe how and why their boards of directors actively 

participate in fundraising. 

By synthesizing and analyzing the resulting quantitative and qualitative data, this 

research study develops a more complete understanding of the relationship between 

expectations and board fundraising, guiding recommendations for nonprofit practice 

consistent with the authentic leadership trait of relational transparency. 

Explanatory Sequential Approach 

The explanatory sequential approach within mixed methods research is a two-

stage process (Onwuegbuzie & Johnson, 2006). The study’s qualitative strand is utilized 

to explain the study’s initial quantitative results (Onwuegbuzie & Johnson, 2006). 

Quantitative data from a national survey of nonprofit CEOs (BoardSource, 2017) 

were utilized to analyze the relationship between the primary independent variable and 

the dependent variable. Control variables identified in the BoardSource (2017) data and 

supported in scholarly literature also were analyzed individually for their relationship 

with the dependent variable. The independent and control variables then were analyzed 

concurrently to discern predictive relationships – if any – with the dependent variable. 

The quantitative results informed the boundary and criteria of the qualitative 

strand. Qualitative data were gathered through a case study of nonprofit organizations 

purposefully sampled to help explain the quantitative results. The quantitative and 

qualitative findings then were integrated to inform recommendations on how the 

nonprofit sector can increase board member participation in fundraising. (Leech & 

Onwuegbuzie, 2010). 
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Case Study Approach 

Case study research provides a highly focused examination of a single 

phenomenon in a real-world context (Yin, 1999), defined within specific criteria and 

boundaries (Creswell & Poth, 2018). The case study approach is an accepted strategy 

within mixed methods research (Guetterman & Fetters, 2018), with quantitative and 

qualitative data from multiple sources strengthening the overall study (Yin, 1999). 

Utilizing a higher number of data sources also strengthens the study’s reliability 

and validity (Yin, 1999). Five nonprofit organizations were purposefully selected for the 

case study portion of this study’s qualitative strand. 

Research Methods: Quantitative Strand 

 The quantitative strand was conducted first in this two-stage explanatory 

sequential mixed methods study. BoardSource (2020) is a national intermediary 

organization providing data, information, and technical assistance to nonprofit 

organizations, aimed at strengthening nonprofit board governance. BoardSource regularly 

conducts a survey of U.S. nonprofit organizations, and data from the ninth survey, 

conducted in 2017, determined the independent, dependent, and control variables of this 

study’s quantitative strand. 

 After Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval was obtained from Creighton 

University (Appendix A), approval was received from BoardSource to receive and utilize 

the raw data from the organization’s national survey of nonprofit CEOs (2017) 

(Appendix B). 

BoardSource Survey Data 

BoardSource’s “Leading with Intent” survey (2017) was sent to a convenience 

sample of 22,708 nonprofit CEOs and board chairs, and a separate invitation to 
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participate in the survey was communicated openly to the philanthropic sector via 

BoardSource’s other outreach channels such as social media and e-mail (BoardSource, 

2017). The CEO survey asked 111 questions, while the board chair survey included 41 

questions (BoardSource, 2107). BoardSource received 1,759 completed surveys – 1,378 

from CEOs and 381 from board chairs. 

A survey response rate cannot be determined. The number of nonprofits receiving 

the survey via social media and e-mail is not known. Therefore, a reliable denominator 

cannot be established for determining the survey response rate. However, 1,759 

completed surveys undoubtedly represents just a sliver of the U.S. philanthropic sector 

which includes more than 1.5 million nonprofit organizations (McKeever, 2018). 

Fortunately, the responses do represent a broad cross-section of the nonprofit 

sector including nonprofits with different missions, geographic locations, and budget 

sizes (BoardSource, 2017). The overall adequacy of the quantitative data set also is 

affirmed by the work of BoardSource’s 12-member research advisory council that 

reviewed the survey’s methods of data collection, analysis, and reporting. Additional 

information about the BoardSource survey (2017) is available in Appendix C. 

Independent Variable  

The authentic leadership trait of relational transparency serves as the independent 

variable of this study’s quantitative strand. Relational transparency in the scholarly 

literature has been described as "openness and truthfulness in relationships" which 

"fosters positive social exchange" (Gill & Caza, 2018, p.537). 

In this study, relational transparency is operationalized as clearly communicating 

expectations for fundraising during new board member recruitment. This variable can be 
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measured with data from a specific question in the BoardSource survey (2017) which 

explored if fundraising expectations are communicated when new board members are 

recruited. The answer to this question can be classified as either “yes” or “no,” providing 

categorical, dichotomous data. The specific quantitative research methods utilized to 

analyze these data are described later in this chapter. 

Control Variables  

This study controlled for any confounding variables as appropriate. The control 

variables were identified through other queries in the BoardSource survey (2017) whose 

replies could be classified as either “yes” or “no.” 

The list of control variables – each of which is supported in scholarly literature – 

included: 

• nonprofits that fundraise (Miller-Millesen, 2003; Tempel & Seiler, 2016); 

• boards that have a fundraising committee (Bradshaw et al., 1992; Brudney & 

Murray, 1998; Callen et al, 2010; Hodge & Piccolo, 2005; Holland, 2002); 

• boards that conduct an annual written performance evaluation of the CEO 

(Cumberland et al, 2015; Herman et al., 1997; Miller-Millesen, 2003); and 

• boards with term limits (Brown, 2007; Green & Griesinger, 1996). 

Dependent Variable 

CEOs reporting that their boards actively participate in fundraising serves as the 

dependent variable of this study’s quantitative strand. This variable was measured with 

data from a specific query in a national survey of nonprofit CEOs (BoardSource, 2017) 

which explored if the board actively participates in fundraising. 



NONPROFIT BOARDS AND FUNDRAISING  41 

 

 The subsequent replies can be classified as either “yes” or “no,” providing 

categorical, dichotomous data for analysis. 

Organizing the Quantitative Data 

 The survey instrument was examined and the six inquiries pertaining to the 

dependent variable, the independent variable, and the four control variables were located.  

The Excel spreadsheet listing all survey responses then was examined to locate the six 

columns of data associated with those six survey queries. The rest of the data columns 

were deleted, and the six remaining columns were re-ordered so that the independent 

variable appears first (to the far left), followed to the right by the dependent variable and 

then by each of the four control variables. 

The raw data represented the replies of 1,378 nonprofit CEOs. The respondents 

who did not answer all six questions were removed so that the statistical analyses would 

not be hampered by missing data. This reduced the sample size to 1,105 elements. 

For each of the six variables, survey participants read a statement and were 

invited to choose from one of five options in response: strongly disagree; disagree; 

neither agree nor disagree; agree; strongly agree. The two options expressing 

disagreement clearly can be understood as, “no.” The two options expressing agreement 

clearly can be understood as, “yes.” 

Since the survey respondents participated anonymously, we cannot know why a 

respondent would choose “neither agree nor disagree.” Due to this uncertainty, the 

respondents who checked “neither agree nor disagree” to any of the six statements were 

removed from the data set. This reduced the sample size to 785 elements. 
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Each of these respondents answered all six statements examined in the study with 

a response that could be understood as “yes” or “no” – providing the categorical 

dichotomous data necessary for the research methods of this study. 

The data in each of the six columns then were coded: 1 = “yes” and 0 = “no.”  

The data set then was transferred from Excel into IBM Statistical Package for Social 

Sciences (SPSS).  

Analyzing the Quantitative Data 

The quantitative data for all six variables in this study are categorical and 

dichotomous. Therefore, the data were analyzed in SPSS with five chi-square analyses, 

one multiple linear regression, and one binary logistic regression. 

Chi-Square Analyses  

The relationship between two categorical variables can be examined with a chi-

square analysis, which is a preferred statistical method when the sample size is larger and 

the frequency of each category is greater than 5 (Field, 2013). This study meets those 

requirements with categorical data derived from a sample of 785 nonprofit organizations 

(BoardSource, 2017). 

 Chi-square analysis can be conducted if the data meet the assumption of 

independence – meaning that each data point can appear in only one category (Field, 

2013). In this study, each nonprofit answering the survey appeared in just one of the four 

categories present in an examination of two categorical, dichotomous variables. A chi-

square analysis also must meet the assumption of expected frequencies – meaning there 

must be at least five elements in each category (Field, 2013). The chi-square analyses 

conducted in this study meet that assumption. 
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 Five chi-square analyses were conducted. The first analyzed for a relationship 

between the primary independent variable and the dependent variable. Each of the other 

four chi-square analyses analyzed for a relationship between a control variable and the 

dependent variable. One of the control variables proved to be a constant and was 

removed from further analysis. 

Multiple Linear Regression 

 While multiple linear regression analyzes multiple predictor variables 

concurrently (Field, 2013), the statistical method was deployed in this study primarily to 

test for the assumption of absence of multicollinearity. SPSS was utilized to conduct a 

multiple linear regression of the four remaining independent variables concurrently in 

relationship to the dependent variable, and the results included Tolerance values and 

variance inflation factor (VIF) scores for each independent variable. The Tolerance 

values and the VIF scores revealed that the assumption of absence of multicollinearity 

had been met. The multiple linear regression results also provided predication for 

conducting a binary logistic regression. 

Binary Logistic Regression 

After conducting the five chi-square analyses and the multiple linear regression, 

the remaining independent and dependent variables were analyzed in SPSS with a logistic 

regression – a statistical method that predicts a categorical outcome (dependent) variable 

with predictor (independent) variables that either are continuous or categorical (Field, 

2013). Logistic regression also measures for relationships among the independent 

variables while controlling for the effects of confounding variables (Stolzfus, 2011). 
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Binary logistic regression is utilized when the outcome variable has two 

categories (Field, 2013), which is the case for this study. The statistical analysis 

conducted through binary logistic regression predicts the probability that the outcome 

variable will occur (Field, 2013). Utilized in this study, binary logistic regression 

predicted the probability that the CEO describes the board of directors as actively 

participating in fundraising. 

Selection of the independent variables examined in a binary logistic regression 

needs to be informed by accepted theory, previous empirical investigations, and clinical 

considerations (Stolzfus, 2011). Those standards are met in this study (e.g. BoardSource, 

2017; Gill & Caza, 2018; Tempel & Seiler, 2016). 

 Assumptions that must be met when conducting binary logistic regression were 

satisfied. The first assumption involves missing values. For example, when a respondent 

fails or chooses to not answer a survey question, a categorical value (such as “1 = yes” 

and “0 = no”) cannot be included for that answer for that respondent. There are two 

methods for addressing the assumption of missing values. A respondent with missing 

data can be removed from the data set, or a value can be communicated to SPSS to 

indicate that the particular categorical data point is missing (Field, 2013). In this study, 

the quantitative data were reviewed manually to ensure that each respondent answered all 

six statements that were being used in the research model. Any respondents with missing 

data were removed from the model. 

The assumption of independence of errors was met by ensuring that each 

respondent’s answer is an element in just one category of each dichotomous variable 

(Stolzfus, 2011). Meanwhile, this research project ensured that there is no incomplete 
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information (Field, 2013) since only the data from nonprofit CEOs who answered each 

respective question were utilized. The assumption of absence of multicollinearity was 

met by analyzing Tolerance values and variance inflation factor (VIF) scores resulting 

from a linear regression that analyzed all of the variables concurrently (Field, 2013). In 

addition, each variable had an adequate number of elements (at least 10) in each category 

to avoid an overfit model (Stolzfus, 2011). 

Two other assumptions utilized when conducting binary logistic regression do not 

apply to this research study: the assumption of linearity in the logit for continuous 

variables and the assumption of lack of strongly influential outliers. These two 

assumptions pertain only to continuous variables (Stolzfus, 2011), and this study does not 

contain continuous variables. 

The quantitative results from the seven quantitative analyses then informed the 

final design of this study’s qualitative strand. The results established the boundary for the 

questions utilized during semi-structured interviews. 

Research Method: Qualitative Strand 

 The explanatory sequential approach within mixed methods research is a two-

stage process that first discerns the quantitative results and then, secondly, seeks to 

explain those results with the study’s qualitative findings (Creswell & Plano Clark, 

2018). This study’s quantitative results guided the sampling and data collection processes 

of the qualitative strand. 

 After Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval was obtained from Creighton 

University (Appendix A), approval was received from the Indiana University Lilly 

Family School of Philanthropy – which houses The Fund Raising School – to utilize The 

Fund Raising School’s database of nonprofit organizations (Appendix D). An invitation 
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e-mailed to a segment of that database led to the selection of five nonprofit organizations 

for the qualitative strand of this research study. 

Sampling 

 This study’s quantitative results informed the purposeful sampling of nonprofit 

organizations to serve as elements in the qualitative case study analysis. Creswell and 

Poth (2018) recommend four or five elements for a case study, and this research study 

purposefully selected five nonprofit organizations to serve as elements for a comparative 

case study examination. 

Purposeful sampling is common in qualitative research, identifying participants 

who can provide a high level of information to maximize comprehension of the research 

topic (Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2007a; Patton, 1999). One frequent method of purposeful 

sampling is maximum variation sampling in which the researcher intentionally selects 

elements with a variety of characteristics (Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2007a). However, this 

study utilized the critical case method of purposeful sampling, selecting nonprofits that 

specifically reflect and exemplify this study’s quantitative results (Onwuegbuzie & 

Leech, 2007a). These five positively-performing qualitative exemplars help explain the 

numerical results of the quantitative strand (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). 

However, since participation in the BoardSource survey (2017) cannot be 

confirmed due to the survey’s anonymity, my study cannot verify if the five nonprofits 

selected for the qualitative sample participated in the BoardSource survey (2017). This 

research project relied instead on the accepted practice of sequential-parallel sampling 

(Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 2010) when selecting nonprofits from an existing database. 
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Sequential-parallel sampling  

Ensuring that the elements in both the quantitative and qualitative strands of a 

mixed methods study are from the same sample is a best practice in explanatory 

sequential mixed methods case study research (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). However, 

this study’s quantitative data were derived from an anonymous survey conducted by a 

third-party organization – a clear research limitation. Consequently, ensuring that the 

elements in both research strands are from the same sample could not be fulfilled. 

 Instead, this study relied on sequential-parallel sampling (Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 

2010). Mixed methods data collection can be understood in a time orientation – are the 

data collected and analyzed concurrently or sequentially (Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 2010)? 

Mixed methods data collection also can be understood in terms of the relationship 

orientation between the elements – are the elements identical or parallel (parallel means 

the quantitative and qualitative elements are different but are drawn from the same 

research population) (Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 2010)? In this study, the two strands of 

data were gathered and analyzed sequentially – the quantitative data first, followed by the 

qualitative data. Meanwhile, the elements in each strand are not identical but are parallel 

– from the same population, the U.S. nonprofit sector. Therefore, use of the sequential-

parallel sampling method is justified (Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 2010). 

 The five nonprofits in the qualitative strand reside in the same population as the 

nonprofits in the BoardSource survey (2017) – the U.S. nonprofit sector. 

Selecting Participants 

The boundary and criteria for selecting and examining the critical elements of the 

qualitative strand were specified after the quantitative results were determined (Creswell 
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& Plano Clark, 2018). Boundaries often are defined by time, location, and activities 

(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). The eventual boundary was defined by the study’s 

dependent variable – the board actively participates in fundraising – defined in the 

qualitative strand as all board members making an annual charitable donation to the 

nonprofit (100 percent board giving). 

A letter of invitation to participate in the qualitative strand (Appendix E) was e-

mailed to nonprofit organizations listed in a database hosted by The Fund Raising School, 

which provides executive education fundraising training to 6,000 participants around the 

world each year (The Fund Raising School, 2019). Since The Fund Raising School 

teaches the importance of board engagement with fundraising, the school’s database is a 

rich resource of positively-performing exemplars for this study’s qualitative strand. 

Three criteria were utilized to determine the recipients of the invitation: 

geography; time frame; and staff title: 

• Geography: the invitation was limited to nonprofits in six Central Indiana 

counties – Marion, Boone, Hamilton, Hancock, Johnson, and Hendricks. Central 

Indiana is my home region, allowing the qualitative data from the five selected 

nonprofits to be collected in person, in a timely manner, with little financial cost. 

• Time frame: The Fund Raising School’s database was queried for organizations 

that had utilized the school’s training between 2010-2019. The recency of this 

time frame reduced the possibility that staff turnover would limit the number of 

available nonprofits for participation in the study. 

• Staff title: The invitation was sent to people in top staff positions (titles such as 

“executive director” and “CEO”) and in top fundraising positions (such as “vice 
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president of development” and “major gifts officer”) to ensure that the invitation 

reached a decision-maker in the organization. 

The criteria resulted in the invitation being e-mailed to 301 recipients. Fifty-one 

e-mails bounced back as undeliverable. Twelve nonprofits offered to participate. 

The five nonprofits initially identified for participation were selected to maximize 

diversity of both nonprofit subsector and budget size in the final sample. All five received 

a follow-up e-mail verifying that the nonprofit has 100 percent board giving, would be 

able to make the CEO and a board member available for interviews, and would be able to 

provide the documentation requested for qualitative analysis. 

All five answered affirmatively. The nonprofits represent the subsectors of the 

environment, education, animal welfare, and human social services. One nonprofit has a 

small annual budget of $50,000; three nonprofits have medium-sized budgets ranging 

from $1 million - $5.5 million; and one nonprofit has a comparatively large annual 

budget of $170 million. 

A signed consent form was obtained in advance from each nonprofit participating 

in the qualitative strand of this research project. The consent form guaranteed that the 

name of each nonprofit organization and the name of each person interviewed would 

remain confidential. A template of the consent form is included as Appendix F, and the 

signed consent forms remain in my possession to ensure participant confidentiality. 

Demographic information about the 10 people who were interviewed – such as gender, 

age, and race – is not being reported to help safeguard confidentiality. 
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Interviews were scheduled and conducted in January and February, 2020. The 10 

interviews ranged in length from 25 to 59 minutes. Documentation was collected during 

one interview with each of the five nonprofits. 

Data Collection  

 Four types of qualitative data were gathered. Each nonprofit’s CEO was 

interviewed, and participant observation interviews were conducted with one board 

member of each nonprofit organization. Additional qualitative data were gathered from 

documents utilized during new board member recruitment meetings as well as documents 

demonstrating board member participation in fundraising. 

Interviews and Participant Observations  

Results from the quantitative strand guided the formulation of the interview 

questions and the gathering of participant observations (Jacob & Furgerson, 2012). Open-

ended questions explored the independent variables that were demonstrated to have a 

quantifiable correlation and predictive relationship with the dependent variable. 

Additional open-ended questions asked the CEOs and board members to describe other 

methods and strategies for encouraging board member participation with fundraising, 

consistent with this study’s second research question. 

The questions asked during these semi-structured interviews were pre-planned 

and written onto an interview protocol (Appendix G), consistent with sample questions 

that were peer reviewed by this study’s dissertation committee. Examples include: 

• Relational transparency: What specific expectations are communicated to new 

board members during orientation? 
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• Nonprofit is engaged in fundraising: What fundraising methods are most effective 

for raising financial support for your nonprofit? 

• Board actively participates in fundraising: How involved are board members in 

conducting fundraising for the nonprofit organization? 

• Board has a fundraising committee: What is the committee structure within your 

nonprofit’s board of directors? 

Active listening was employed to inform follow-up questions aimed at eliciting 

more depth, additional stories, and other evolving lines of information that occurred 

during each interview (Leech, 2002). For example, the question about board committee 

structure was followed with specific questions pertaining to the board’s fundraising 

committee. The interview protocol was updated from one interview to the next as 

necessary during this emergent research process (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). 

Interviews were conducted at a convenient location of each participant’s choice, 

allowing each interviewee to participate in a natural setting (Creswell & Creswell, 2018).  

Five of the ten interviews were conducted at the respective nonprofit organizations; four 

interviews were conducted in coffee shops; and one interview was conducted at the office 

of a board member’s full-time employment. 

I recorded the interviews on my cell phone and (for back-up purposes should the 

first method fail) on my computer tablet, utilizing the Rev Voice Recorder APP. Audio 

files of the interviews then were submitted electronically to Rev Audio for transcription. 

Rev Audio charges $1 per minute for transcription services. Previous utilization of Rev 

Audio in earlier doctoral course work demonstrated the high quality service of this third-

party vendor. I received interview transcripts from Rev Audio in less than 12 hours. 
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Qualitative Data from Documents  

After the interviews concluded, participants were asked to provide any documents 

used by the nonprofit during new board member recruitment for inclusion in the 

qualitative data analysis of this study. In addition, the nonprofit organization was asked to 

provide evidence of board participation in fundraising. 

Documentation from new board member recruitment meetings was examined for 

evidence that expectations for fundraising are being communicated. Documentation 

demonstrating board participation in fundraising were reviewed to verify that board 

members are actively engaged with fundraising for the nonprofit. 

Data Analysis and Integration 

 Data collection was followed by data analysis and integration. Interpretation of 

the results and findings informed recommendations for how nonprofit organizations 

can increase board participation with fundraising. 

Data Analysis 

 Quantitative and qualitative data were analyzed in this explanatory sequential 

mixed methods study. Both data sets were well-organized for synthesis and analysis. 

Quantitative Data Analysis – Chi-Square Analyses  

Five chi-square analyses were conducted in this research project. One control 

variable was removed after chi-square analysis identified the variable as a constant. 

Each of the other four chi-square tests produced a contingency table displaying 

the number of nonprofit organizations that are in each of the four possible categories that 

are present when examining two categorical, dichotomous variables (Field, 2013). These 

counts also are displayed as a percentage of the total sample size (Field, 2013). 
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An examination of these counts and percentages revealed which category of the 

independent variable has a larger effect on each category of the dependent variable 

(Field, 2013). In addition, the appearance of a subscript letter appears in the counts of 

each of the four categories, indicating that there is a significant difference between the 

effect size of the two categories within the independent variable (Field, 2013). 

The contingency tables also list standard residuals which can analyze if two 

categories have a statistically significant relationship. For example, a standard residual 

that is greater or less than ±1.96 (p <= .05) demonstrates that the categories have a 

statistically significant relationship (Field, 2013).  

Four of the five statistical comparisons also produced a Chi-Square Tests table 

displaying each test’s chi-square statistic and the statistic’s significance value (Field, 

2013). A Pearson Chi-Square with a significance value that is equal to or lower than .05 

(p <= .05) demonstrates that the two variables are related (Field, 2013). 

If a Chi-Square Tests table reveals a relationship between two variables, then the 

Symmetric Measures Table reveals the strength of the relationship between those two 

variables (Field, 2013). The large sample size of this study allows the Phi statistic in the 

Symmetric Measures Table to be utilized at the following levels: (.1 = low relationship); 

(.3 = medium relationship); (.5 or higher = high relationship) (Field, 2013). This analysis 

is trustworthy if the significance value is equal to or less than .05 (p <= .05) (Field, 

2013). 

The odds of one category in the independent variable being stronger than the 

other category are revealed by calculating the odds ratio by hand (Field, 2013). The 

formula for this calculation includes the frequencies of each category (Field, 2013). 
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After each independent or control variable was examined in relationship with the 

dependent variable, the primary independent variable and three of the four control 

variables were examined concurrently through a multiple linear regression followed by a 

binary logistic regression. 

Quantitative Data Analysis – Multiple Linear Regression 

 A multiple linear regression was conducted primarily to test for the assumption of 

absence of multicollinearity. A Tolerance value above .2 indicates the absence of 

multicollinearity, as does a variable inflation factor (VIF) score close to 1.0.  

 Meanwhile, other values from the multiple linear regression – such as the value of 

B, the t score, and the significance value – provide predication for the analysis conducted 

through binary logistic regression. 

Quantitative Data Analysis – Binary Logistic Regression 

Six statistics displayed on the data tables produced through a binary logistic 

regression were examined. First, any independent variable with a result that was not 

statistically significant (p <= .05) (with one notable exception of p = .08) was eliminated 

from further analysis.  Second, the B statistic revealed if a predictive relationship exists 

between the independent and the dependent variables. 

Third, a Wald Statistic (z²) that is significantly different from zero revealed that 

the predictor variable has a significant effect on the outcome variable (Field, 2013). 

Fourth, the Cox and Snell R Square demonstrates the strength of the relationship between 

the two variables (.1 = low; .3 = medium; .5 or higher = high) (Field, 2013). Fifth, the 

same is true when examining the Nagelkerke R Square (Field, 2013). 
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Sixth, the data analysis also includes the Odds Ratio (Exp B) which indicates the 

odds of a change in the dependent variable based on one unit of change in the predictor 

variable (Field, 2013). An Odds Ratio greater than 1 reveals that as the predictor variable 

increases, the probability of the outcome variable increases (Field, 2013). Conversely, an 

Odds Ratio that is less than 1 would reveal that as the predictor variable increases, the 

probability of the outcome variable decreases (Field, 2013). The analysis of these six data 

points reveal the relationship of the independent variable with the dependent variable 

when controlling for the other three remaining confounding variables. 

The quantitative results from the chi-square analyses, the multiple linear 

regression, and the binary logistic regression then informed the purposeful sample of this 

study’s qualitative strand, the content of the interview questions, and the examination of 

documents requested for qualitative analysis. 

Qualitative Data Analysis  

Deductive and inductive methods (Creswell & Creswell, 2018) of case study 

analysis (Babbie, 2017) were utilized to analyze the qualitative data, which were well-

organized on transcriptions produced by a third-party vendor and on primary documents 

provided by the participating nonprofits. An initial reading of each transcription and each 

document provided a general sense of content. The qualitative data were coded by hand 

to identify themes and sub-themes (Saldana, 2016) as well as the elements within the 

themes and sub-themes (Creswell & Poth, 2018). 

Deductive analysis was utilized to understand the qualitative data that were 

gathered to explain the two independent variables that demonstrated association with the 
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dependent variable in my study’s quantitative strand. Inductive analysis then revealed 

additional factors associated with board participation in fundraising. 

 After the qualitative data were organized in this manner, the findings were 

integrated with the empirical results of the quantitative data analysis (Saldana, 2016). 

This mixed methods alignment informed practical recommendations on how nonprofit 

organizations can increase board member participation in fundraising. 

Integration 

Integration – the point where the quantitative and qualitative strands are brought 

together – is central to mixed methods research (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). This 

study utilized two forms of mixed methods integration. 

First, the integration approach of connecting occurred when the initial quantitative 

results informed the boundary for identifying five nonprofits for the purposeful sample of 

the qualitative strand (Guetterman & Fetters, 2018). Second, the integration approach of 

merging occurred when the quantitative results and qualitative findings were compared 

and synthesized into a cogent set of inferences (Guetterman & Fetters, 2018; Leech & 

Onwuegbuzie, 2010). Merging expanded the understanding of the research topic and 

informed recommendations for nonprofit practitioners (Guetterman & Fetters, 2018). 

 The data analysis and integration were interpreted with “conceptual consistency,” 

identifying the consistencies among the quantitative results and qualitative findings 

within accepted knowledge and theory (Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 2010, p. 66). This study 

examined the results and findings within the authentic leadership trait of relational 

transparency, resulting in practical recommendations that could help nonprofit 

organizations increase fundraising participation from their boards of directors. 
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Reliability and Validity 

 Scholarly research needs to be defensible and trustworthy for researchers and 

practitioners who could learn from, build upon, or implement a research study’s results 

and recommendations (Onwuegbuzie & Johnson, 2006). Attaining reliability and validity 

in mixed methods research is exacerbated when the reliability and validity issues of both 

research strands are integrated into one study (Onwuegbuzie & Johnson, 2006). 

 This section describes the reliability and validity of the quantitative and 

qualitative strands of this study and then continues with a discussion of reliability and 

validity specific to mixed methods research. 

Quantitative Data Reliability and Validity 

Bernstein et al. (2015) confirmed the reliability of the BoardSource survey by 

using Cronbach’s alpha which rose above the .70 standard (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). 

An exploratory factor analysis confirmed the validity of the data (Bernstein et al., 2015). 

Appendix C provides additional information about the survey. 

Qualitative Data Reliability and Validity 

 Since the researcher is the primary research instrument in a qualitative study 

(Patton, 1999), researcher bias is an “extremely serious threat” to reliable and valid 

qualitative research (Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2007b, p. 241). Researcher bias, reliability, 

and validity remained in the forefront while this study was being conducted. 

Bias  

I have more than 20 years of leadership experience in the philanthropic sector  

including leading a nonprofit that enjoyed 100 percent charitable giving from board 

members in each of the 17 years that I served as the CEO. I currently teach academic and 
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executive education courses on fundraising – including curriculum on the board of 

directors’ unique role with fundraising. 

Even if overt bias is not present, my experience in the philanthropic sector 

undoubtedly influenced this study (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). I bracketed my 

professional expertise and personal experience as much as possible (Creswell & Poth, 

2018), and additional steps were taken to safeguard against research bias. 

For example, the negative effects of bias were reduced through triangulation – the 

gathering of qualitative data through multiple methods from multiple sources (Mathison, 

1988). Meanwhile, the deleterious effects of bias were reduced through external auditing 

provided by this study’s dissertation committee and one external analyst who 

independently assessed the study’s qualitative research methodology and analysis 

(Creswell & Creswell, 2018). 

Reliability  

Reliability in qualitative research refers to ensuring the trustworthiness of the data 

analysis (Golafshani, 2003). Trustworthiness is strengthened through proper preparation, 

skilled data gathering and analysis, and responsible reporting and discussion of research 

findings (Elo et al., 2014). 

For example, the reliability of this study’s qualitative research was strengthened 

by double-checking all transcripts for accuracy (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). Reliability 

also was bolstered by ensuring the meaning of codes remained consistent throughout the 

coding process (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). These examples demonstrate how the 

qualitative strand’s reliability was reinforced through data gathering, analysis, and 
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reporting that is systematic and well-organized (Saldana, 2016). The external analyst’s 

review also strengthened this study’s reliability. 

Validity  

The validity of qualitative research refers to the factual accuracy of the study’s 

findings, and accuracy can be measured through frameworks utilized in the study 

(Maxwell, 1992). The frameworks for this study are the transcripts of CEO interviews 

and board member observations as well as the documents used during new board member 

recruitment meetings and documents demonstrating board activity in fundraising. 

Validity was strengthened via member checking which invited the participating 

CEOs and board members to review and confirm the accuracy of their interview 

transcripts (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). Using transcripts instead of notes, and using 

primary documents for verification, are examples of using rich and thick data – an 

approach relying on complete and thorough details (Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2007b). Rich 

and thick data can confirm factual accuracy and strengthen the qualitative strand’s 

descriptive validity (Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2007b). 

Theoretical validity is present when the qualitative data analysis is credible and 

consistent with research-based theories (Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2007b). Framing this 

mixed methods research with the authentic leadership trait of relational transparency 

strengthens this study’s theoretical validity.  

 Qualitative researchers also need to guard against reactivity, a term that describes 

study participants altering their typical responses or behaviors because they know they 

are participating in a research project (Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2007b). This study 
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reduced the prospects of reactivity by interviewing each nonprofit’s CEO and board 

member separately and by attaining verification from the nonprofit’s documents. 

 Meanwhile, this study has high potential for action validity – present when the 

research findings are implemented by practitioners (Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2007b). The 

prospects for action validity may be strong since the qualitative strand’s purposeful 

sample consisted of real-life nonprofit organizations that are positively-performing 

exemplars (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018) of the quantitative results. 

Mixed Methods Reliability and Validity 

 Integrating the reliability and validity concerns of quantitative and qualitative data 

into one study complicates the determination of reliability and validity in a mixed 

methods study (Onwuegbuzie & Johnson, 2006). One antidote is found in sample 

integration validity, which is present when the participants in the quantitative strand at 

least are similar to the participants of the qualitative strand (Onwuegbuzie & Johnson, 

2006). Sample integration validity is stronger when the findings from both strands are 

consistent (Onwuegbuzie & Johnson, 2006). 

 Sample integration validity in this mixed methods study proved to be high. The 

sequential-parallel sampling method ensured similarity among participants in both 

research strands. The two stage explanatory sequential approach, with the quantitative 

results informing the boundary of the qualitative sample, ensured that the results and 

findings of both strands enjoy consistency. 

Another tool for strengthening reliability and validity of mixed methods research 

is triangulation which involves utilizing many different data methods, sources, and 

reviewers (Patton, 1999) to develop corroborating evidence and reduce the possibility of 
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inaccurate associations (Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2007b). Triangulation reduces the harm 

of researcher bias while providing increased confidence in the study’s findings 

(Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2007b). 

Triangulation especially is present in mixed methods research, which employs a 

larger number of data methods and sources by using both quantitative and qualitative 

strands of inquiry (Patton, 1999). This study’s three methods of data collection (existing 

quantitative survey data, interviews, and primary documents) and five sources of data 

(existing quantitative survey data, interviews of CEOs, board member observations, 

board recruitment meeting documents, and board fundraising documents) provided a 

substantial amount of triangulation for this study. 

Triangulation also involves utilizing peer reviewers and outside analysts to review 

data collection methods and analysis in a manner that reduces bias while strengthening 

reliability and validity (Patton, 1999). These external inspectors can ask challenging 

questions about research design, data collection, data analysis, and the study’s eventual 

recommendations (Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2007b). This study’s dissertation committee 

had the primary responsibility for this triangulating role of quality control, along with one 

external analyst who critically examined the study’s qualitative strand. 

Ethical Considerations 

 In addition to the issue of bias described earlier, other ethical considerations are 

evident. First, my employer – the Indiana University Lilly Family School of Philanthropy 

– has a strong and trusting working relationship with BoardSource. In fact, one of my 

colleagues serves on the advisory council of the BoardSource survey. While this positive 

working relationship aided the process of receiving approval for utilizing the survey data, 

I needed to remain objective when utilizing and analyzing the data. 
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 Second, interview participants were selected from the contact list of The Fund 

Raising School, which I direct. In addition, the selection criteria limited the geographic 

location of participating nonprofits to Central Indiana, my home region. This increased 

the possibility that I would have at least cursory knowledge of the selected nonprofits. 

This proved to be the case as I had rudimentary awareness of four of the five participating 

nonprofit organizations. Therefore, the many steps described to guard against bias while 

strengthening reliability and validity gained greater salience as the study was conducted. 

Summary 

This explanatory sequential mixed methods case study examined the relationship 

between the communication of expectations during new board member recruitment and 

the subsequent participation of board members in fundraising. Five chi-square analyses, 

one multiple linear regression, and one binary logistic regression explored one research 

question, one central research hypothesis, and four control variable hypotheses. A second 

research question was explored through the qualitative data collection methods of 

interviews and primary document review.  The results and findings of these quantitative 

and qualitative strands then were integrated in this mixed methods research study to 

inform recommendations on how nonprofit organizations can increase board member 

participation with fundraising. 

The results, findings, and integration are presented and discussed in Chapter Four.  
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS AND FINDINGS 

The purpose of this explanatory sequential mixed methods case study was to 

examine the relationship between the authentic leadership practice of relational 

transparency and the participation in fundraising by nonprofit boards of directors. This 

research was designed in response to the problem that fewer than half of nonprofit boards 

actively fundraise (BoardSource, 2017). The aim of the study was to provide nonprofit 

sector leaders with pragmatic, research-based recommendations for increasing 

fundraising participation by their board members. 

In the first strand of this two-stage mixed methods study, quantitative data from a 

national survey of nonprofit CEOs (BoardSource, 2017) were examined for a relationship 

between the communication of expectations for fundraising during new board member 

recruitment (independent variable) and the CEO reporting that the board actively 

participates in fundraising (dependent variable). Four control variables based on survey 

questions and supported by academic literature also were examined for a relationship 

with the dependent variable. The four control variables are: 

• the nonprofit fundraises; 

• the board of directors has a fundraising committee; 

• the board conducts an annual performance review of the CEO; and 

• the board has term limits. 

Independent variables then were examined concurrently for predictive 

relationships with the dependent variable. 

The quantitative strand of this research study addressed the following research 

question and hypotheses: 
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Research question #1: What is the relationship between the relational 

transparency of a nonprofit organization and the CEO describing the nonprofit’s board of 

directors as actively participating in fundraising? 

Hypothesis #1: There is a positive relationship between a nonprofit’s relational 

transparency and the CEO describing the nonprofit’s board of directors as actively 

participating in fundraising. 

Hypothesis #2: There is a positive relationship between a nonprofit whose 

revenue generation includes fundraising and the CEO describing the nonprofit’s board of 

directors as actively participating in fundraising. 

Hypothesis #3: There is a positive relationship between a nonprofit having a 

board fundraising committee and the CEO describing the nonprofit’s board of directors as 

actively participating in fundraising. 

Hypothesis #4: There is a positive relationship between the board engagement 

practice of conducting an annual written performance review of the CEO and the CEO 

describing the nonprofit’s board of directors as actively participating in fundraising. 

Hypothesis #5: There is a positive relationship between the board engagement 

practice of board member term limits and the CEO describing the nonprofit’s board of 

directors as actively participating in fundraising. 

In the second strand of this two-phase mixed methods study, qualitative data were 

gathered from a purposeful sample of five nonprofit organizations with boards of 

directors actively participating in fundraising. The qualitative data were gathered through 

semi-structured interviews of the CEO and one board member from each nonprofit as 

well as review of primary documents associated with board member recruitment and 
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board member participation with fundraising. 

The qualitative strand of this mixed methods study asked this research question: 

Research question #2: What are the practices of nonprofit organizations with 

boards of directors that actively participate in fundraising? 

 This chapter describes the quantitative results followed by the qualitative 

findings. The two strands then are integrated into mixed methods inferences. 

Quantitative Results 

 Five chi-square analyses, one multiple linear regression, and one binary logistic 

regression were conducted. The statistical analyses provided descriptive statistics while 

revealing a correlation and predictive relationship for the independent variable of 

Expectations and the independent variable of Fundraising Committee with the dependent 

variable of Participation. 

Descriptive Statistics 

 The descriptive statistics displayed in Table 1 confirm the quantitative strand’s 

sample size, which is identical for each of the variables in the study (N = 785). Therefore, 

the descriptive statistics confirm there are no missing values in this data set. 

The Sum column reveals the number of participants who answered “yes” and the 

Mean column reveals the percentage of participants who answered “yes” for each 

independent variable. Since the Sum for NPO Fundraises is the same as the number of 

elements in the entire sample, NPO Fundraises was revealed as a constant. Therefore, 

Hypothesis #2 could not be tested due to a lack of variation in the data, and this 

independent variable was removed from the study. 
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Table 1 

 

Descriptive Statistics 

 

 N Minimum Maximum Sum Mean Mode Std. Deviation 

CEO 785 1 1 785 1.00 1 .000 

EXPECTATIONS 785 0 1 613 .78 1 .414 

PARTICIPATION 785 0 1 404 .51 1 .500 

NPO_FUNDRAISES 785 1 1 785 1.00 1 .000 

FR_COMMITTEE 785 0 1 493 .63 1 .484 

CEO_REVIEW 785 0 1 475 .61 1 .489 

TERM_LIMITS 785 0 1 86 .11 0 .313 

Valid N (listwise) 785       

 

Note. This table lists the descriptive statistics of this research study’s quantitative data. 

 

Chi-Square Analyses 

 A chi-square analysis was conducted on each of the five independent variables 

with the dependent variable. The results revealed a statistically significant and robust 

relationship for the independent variable of Expectations and a statistically significant yet 

low relationship for the independent variable of Fundraising Committee. 

Hypothesis #1: Expectations and Participation 

 Table 2 provides a crosstabulation of the independent variable of Expectations 

with the dependent variable of Participation. This table, and the rest of the crosstabulation 

tables in this study, reveal that 51.5 percent of the nonprofits in this research study have 

boards actively participating in fundraising. 

The table reveals that 78.1 percent of nonprofits communicated the expectation of 

fundraising during new board member recruitment. Of the boards that actively 

participated in fundraising, 94 percent received expectations. Of the boards that did not 

actively participate in fundraising, 87 percent did not receive expectations. 
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Table 2 

 

Chi-Square Crosstabulation Analyzing Expectations and Participation 

 

PARTICIPATION 

Total 0 1 

EXPECTATIONS 0 Count 149a 23b 172 

Expected Count 83.5 88.5 172.0 

% within 

EXPECTATIONS 

86.6% 13.4% 100.0% 

% within 

PARTICIPATION 

39.1% 5.7% 21.9% 

% of Total 19.0% 2.9% 21.9% 

Standardized Residual 7.2 -7.0  

1 Count 232a 381b 613 

Expected Count 297.5 315.5 613.0 

% within 

EXPECTATIONS 

37.8% 62.2% 100.0% 

% within 

PARTICIPATION 

60.9% 94.3% 78.1% 

% of Total 29.6% 48.5% 78.1% 

Standardized Residual -3.8 3.7  

Total Count 381 404 785 

Expected Count 381.0 404.0 785.0 

% within 

EXPECTATIONS 

48.5% 51.5% 100.0% 

% within 

PARTICIPATION 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 48.5% 51.5% 100.0% 

Each subscript letter denotes a subset of PARTICIPATION categories whose column 

proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the .05 level. 

 

Note. This crosstabulation table reveals the results of a chi-square analysis of the 

Expectations and Participation variables.  The comparisons are statistically significant at 

p < .05. 

 

When expectations were communicated, 62.2 percent of the boards actively 

participated in fundraising. When expectations were not communicated, only 13.4 

percent participated. Therefore, Participation after Expectations is 10.7 percentage points 

higher than Participation in the overall data set. These comparisons are statistically 

significant at p < .05. 
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Meanwhile, the data from Table 2 can be utilized to calculate the Odds Ratio by 

hand. The formula is: 

A = (Number of Expectations and Participation / Number of Expectations and Not 

Participation) = (381/232) = 1.64 

B = (Number of Not Expectations and Participation / Number of Not Expectations 

and Not Participation) = (23/149) = .15 

Odds Ratio = (A/B) = (1.64/.15) = 10.93. 

This means that a nonprofit’s board of directors is nearly 11 times more likely to 

actively participate in fundraising after expectations for fundraising are communicated 

during new board member recruitment. 

In addition, the four standardized residuals are greater (or less) than ±3.29, the 

standard that must be met when p < .001 (as revealed in Table 3). Therefore, nonprofits 

reasonably can anticipate that board members will actively participate in fundraising after 

fundraising expectations are communicated during new board member recruitment. 

Meanwhile, the Pearson Chi-Square value in Table 3 [χ² (1) = 127.96] is 

significantly higher than the minimum chi-square distribution critical value of 6.63 when 

p < .001, df = 1. Therefore, the two variables (Expectations and Participation) are 

strongly associated. These empirical results indicate that nonprofits communicating 

fundraising expectations during new board member recruitment can have high 

expectations that their boards of directors will actively participate in fundraising. 

Table 4, meanwhile, reveals a medium-to-high association between the 

independent variable of Expectations and the dependent variable of Participation (Phi = 

.4 at p < .001, and Contingency Coefficient = .4 at p < .001). 
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Table 3 

 

Chi-Square Test Analyzing Expectations and Participation 

 Value df 

Asymptotic 

Significance 

(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. 

(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. 

(1-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 127.96a 1 .000   

Continuity Correctionb 126.01 1 .000   

Likelihood Ratio 139.02 1 .000   

Fisher's Exact Test    .000 .000 

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 

127.79 1 .000 
  

N of Valid Cases 785     

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 83.48. 

b. Computed only for a 2x2 table 

 

Note. Table 3 provides the Pearson Chi-Square Value which can be utilized to determine 

statistically if the Expectations and Participation variables are associated. 

 

Note. The table’s first footnote explains that zero cells have an expected count that is less 

than five, confirming the accuracy of this chi-square analysis. 

 

Table 4 

 

Symmetric Measures of Chi-Square Analysis of Expectations and 

Participation 

 Value 

Approximate 

Significance 

Nominal by Nominal Phi .4 .000 

Cramer's V .4 .000 

Contingency Coefficient .4 .000 

N of Valid Cases 785  

 

Note. Table 4, resulting from a chi-square analysis of the Expectations and Participation 

variables, reveals the Phi statistic and the Contingency Coefficient statistic, both of which 

indicate the strength of the association between the two variables in a 2 x 2 nominal 

analysis. 

 

Therefore, there is a statistically significant and robust relationship for the 

independent variable of Expectations with the dependent variable of Participation χ² (1) = 

127.96, p < .001. Based on the odds ratio, Participation was 10.93 times more likely to 
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occur following Expectations. When analyzed individually, without the presence of the 

other independent variables, Expectations is a significant predictor of Participation 

(Standardized Residuals = ±3.29), with a medium to high effect size (Phi = .4, p < .001 

and Contingency Coefficient = .4, p < .001). 

These results support Hypothesis #1. Nonprofits can be candid and transparent 

when expressing expectations for fundraising during new board member recruitment and 

have a high level of confidence that the board will actively participate in fundraising. 

Hypothesis #2: NPO Fundraises and Participation 

 The descriptive statistics revealed that the independent control variable of NPO 

Fundraises is a constant and, therefore, cannot be analyzed for an association or a 

predictive relationship with the dependent variable of Participation. Therefore, 

Hypothesis #2 is moot. 

Hypothesis #3: Fundraising Committee and Participation 

Table 5 provides a crosstabulation of the independent variable of Fundraising 

Committee with the dependent variable of Participation. This table, and the rest of the 

crosstabulation tables in this study, reveal that 51.5 percent of the nonprofits in this 

research study have boards actively participating in fundraising. 

The table reveals that 62.8 percent of nonprofits in the sample have boards of 

directors with a fundraising committee. Of the boards that actively participated in 

fundraising, 68.3 percent have a fundraising committee. Of the boards that did not 

actively participate in fundraising, 56.2 percent did not have a fundraising committee. 

When boards have a fundraising committee, 56 percent actively participated in 

fundraising. Without a fundraising committee, only 43.8 percent participated. Therefore, 
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Participation with a Fundraising Committee is 4.5 percentage points higher than 

Participation in the overall data set. 

Table 5 

 

Chi-Square Crosstabulation Analyzing Fundraising Committee and Participation 

 

PARTICIPATION 

Total 0 1 

FR_COMMITTEE 0 Count 164a 128b 292 

Expected Count 141.7 150.3 292.0 

% within 

FR_COMMITTEE 

56.2% 43.8% 100.0% 

% within 

PARTICIPATION 

43.0% 31.7% 37.2% 

% of Total 20.9% 16.3% 37.2% 

Standardized Residual 1.9 -1.8  

1 Count 217a 276b 493 

Expected Count 239.3 253.7 493.0 

% within 

FR_COMMITTEE 

44.0% 56.0% 100.0% 

% within 

PARTICIPATION 

57.0% 68.3% 62.8% 

% of Total 27.6% 35.2% 62.8% 

Standardized Residual -1.4 1.4  

Total Count 381 404 785 

Expected Count 381.0 404.0 785.0 

% within 

FR_COMMITTEE 

48.5% 51.5% 100.0% 

% within 

PARTICIPATION 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 48.5% 51.5% 100.0% 

Each subscript letter denotes a subset of PARTICIPATION categories whose column 

proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the .05 level. 

 

Note. This crosstabulation table reveals the results of a chi-square analysis of the 

Fundraising Committee and Participation variables.  The comparisons are statistically 

significant at p < .05. 

 

Meanwhile, the data from Table 5 can be utilized to calculate the Odds Ratio by 

hand. The formula is: 
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A = (Number of Fundraising Committee and Participation / Number of 

Fundraising Committee and Not Participation) = (276/217) = 1.27 

B = (Number of Not Fundraising Committee and Participation / Number of Not 

Fundraising Committee and Not Participation) = (128/164) = .78 

Odds Ratio = (A/B) = (1.27/.78) = 1.63. 

This means that a nonprofit’s board of directors is nearly twice as likely to 

actively participate in fundraising when the board has a Fundraising Committee. 

In addition, none of the four standardized residuals are greater (or less) than 

±3.29, the standard that must be met when p <= .001 (which is revealed in Table 6).  

Therefore, the existence of a fundraising committee within the board of directors does not 

predict that the board will actively participate in fundraising. However, Table 6 

demonstrates that the two variables are associated. 

Table 6 

 

Chi-Square Test Analyzing Fundraising Committee and Participation 

 Value df 

Asymptotic 

Significance 

(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. 

(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. 

(1-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 10.84a 1 .001   

Continuity Correctionb 10.35 1 .001   

Likelihood Ratio 10.85 1 .001   

Fisher's Exact Test    .001 .001 

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 

10.82 1 .001 
  

N of Valid Cases 785     

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 141.72. 

b. Computed only for a 2x2 table 

 

Note. Table 6 provides the Pearson Chi-Square Value which can be utilized to determine 

statistically if the Fundraising Committee and Participation variables are associated. 

 

Note. The table’s first footnote explains that zero cells have an expected count that is less 

than five, confirming the accuracy of this chi-square analysis. 
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Table 6 reveals a Pearson Chi-Square value [χ² (1) = 10.84, p = .001] that is 

statistically significant and is higher than the minimum chi-square distribution critical 

value of 6.63 when p <= .001, df = 1. These empirical results reveal that the two variables 

(Fundraising Committee and Participation) are associated, indicating that a fundraising 

committee can be influential in the board’s active participation in fundraising. 

Table 7, meanwhile, reveals a low strength of association between the 

independent variable of Fundraising Committee and the dependent variable of 

Participation (Phi = .12 at p = .001, and Contingency Coefficient = .12 at p = .001). 

Table 7 

Symmetric Measures of Chi-Square Analysis of Fundraising Committee 

and Participation 

 Value 

Approximate 

Significance 

Nominal by Nominal Phi .12 .001 

Cramer's V .12 .001 

Contingency 

Coefficient 

.12 .001 

N of Valid Cases 785  

 

Note. Table 7, resulting from a chi-square analysis of the Fundraising Committee and 

Participation variables, reveals the Phi statistic and the Contingency Coefficient statistic 

which indicate the strength of the association between the two variables in a 2 x 2 

nominal analysis. 

 

Therefore, there is a statistically significant yet low relationship for the 

independent variable of Fundraising Committee with the dependent variable, 

Participation χ² (1) = 10.84, p = .001. Based on the odds ratio, Participation was 1.63 

times more likely to occur when the board had a Fundraising Committee. Fundraising 

Committee is not a significant predictor of Participation (Standardized Residuals ≠ 

±3.29). However, when analyzed individually, without the presence of the other 
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independent variables, Fundraising Committee has a low strength of association with 

Participation (Phi = .12, p = .001 and Contingency Coefficient = .12, p = .001). 

These results support Hypothesis #3. Nonprofits establishing a fundraising 

committee on the board of directors increase the possibility that board members will 

actively participate in fundraising. 

Hypothesis #4: CEO Review and Participation 

Table 8 provides a crosstabulation of the independent variable of CEO Review 

with the dependent variable of Participation. This table, and the rest of the crosstabulation 

tables in this study, reveal that 51.5 percent of the nonprofits in this research study have 

boards actively participating in fundraising. 

The table reveals that 32.1 percent of nonprofits in the sample have boards of 

directors that conduct an annual performance review of the CEO. Of the boards that 

actively participated in fundraising, 62.4 percent conduct a CEO Review. Of the boards 

that did not actively participate in fundraising, 51 percent did not conduct a CEO review. 

When boards conduct an annual performance review of the CEO, 53.1 percent 

actively participated in fundraising. Without CEO Review, only 49 percent participated. 

Therefore, Participation with CEO Review is 1.6 percentage points higher than 

Participation in the overall data set. 

However, calculating an Odds Ratio for the association between these two 

variables or analyzing the standard residuals in Table 8 are moot since the results of the 

chi-square analysis in Table 9 reveal a Pearson Chi-Square value that is not statistically 

significant (p = .27). The same lack of statistical significance is revealed by the Phi and 

Contingency Coefficient values in Table 10 (p = .27). 
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Table 8 

 

Chi-Square Crosstabulation Analyzing CEO Review and Participation 

 

PARTICIPATION 

Total 0 1 

CEO_REVIEW 0 Count 158a 152a 310 

Expected Count 150.5 159.5 310.0 

% within 

CEO_REVIEW 

51.0% 49.0% 100.0% 

% within 

PARTICIPATION 

41.5% 37.6% 39.5% 

% of Total 20.1% 19.4% 39.5% 

Standardized Residual .6 -.6  

1 Count 223a 252a 475 

Expected Count 230.5 244.5 475.0 

% within 

CEO_REVIEW 

46.9% 53.1% 100.0% 

% within 

PARTICIPATION 

58.5% 62.4% 60.5% 

% of Total 28.4% 32.1% 60.5% 

Standardized Residual -.5 .5  

Total Count 381 404 785 

Expected Count 381.0 404.0 785.0 

% within 

CEO_REVIEW 

48.5% 51.5% 100.0% 

% within 

PARTICIPATION 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 48.5% 51.5% 100.0% 

Each subscript letter denotes a subset of PARTICIPATION categories whose column 

proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the .05 level. 

 

Note. This crosstabulation table reveals the results of a chi-square analysis of the CEO 

Review and Participation variables.  The comparisons are statistically significant at p < 

.05. 

 

When studied separately, without the presence of the other independent variables, 

there is not an association between CEO Review and Participation χ² (1) = 1.21, p = .27. 

These results fail to support Hypothesis #4. While a board of directors can 

conduct an annual review of the CEO to strengthen the nonprofit, this board engagement 

practice does not influence whether or not the board members will fundraise. 
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Table 9 

 

Chi-Square Test Analyzing CEO Review and Participation 

 Value df 

Asymptotic 

Significance 

(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. 

(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. 

(1-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 1.21a 1 .27   

Continuity Correctionb 1.06 1 .30   

Likelihood Ratio 1.21 1 .27   

Fisher's Exact Test    .27 .15 

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 

1.21 1 .27 
  

N of Valid Cases 785     

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 150.46. 

b. Computed only for a 2x2 table 

 

Note. Table 9 provides the Pearson Chi-Square Value which can be utilized to determine 

statistically if the CEO Review and Participation variables are associated. 

 

Table 10 

 

Symmetric Measures of Chi-Square Analysis of CEO Review and 

Participation 

 Value 

Approximate 

Significance 

Nominal by Nominal Phi .04 .27 

Cramer's V .04 .27 

Contingency 

Coefficient 

.04 .27 

N of Valid Cases 785  

 

Note. Table 10, resulting from a chi-square analysis of the CEO Review and Participation 

variables, reveals the Phi statistic and the Contingency Coefficient statistic which indicate 

the strength of the association between the two variables in a 2 x 2 nominal analysis. 

 

Note. The table’s first footnote explains that zero cells have an expected count that is less 

than five, confirming the accuracy of the chi-square analysis. 

 

Hypothesis #5: Term Limits and Participation 

 Table 11 provides a crosstabulation of the independent variable of Term Limits 

with the dependent variable of Participation. This table, and the rest of the crosstabulation 
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tables in this study, reveal that 51.5 percent of the nonprofits in this research study have 

boards actively participating in fundraising. 

Table 11 

 

Chi-Square Crosstabulation Analyzing Term Limits and Participation 

 

PARTICIPATION 

Total 0 1 

TERM_LIMITS 0 Count 330a 369b 699 

Expected Count 339.3 359.7 699.0 

% within 

TERM_LIMITS 

47.2% 52.8% 100.0% 

% within 

PARTICIPATION 

86.6% 91.3% 89.0% 

% of Total 42.0% 47.0% 89.0% 

Standardized Residual -.5 .5  

1 Count 51a 35b 86 

Expected Count 41.7 44.3 86.0 

% within 

TERM_LIMITS 

59.3% 40.7% 100.0% 

% within 

PARTICIPATION 

13.4% 8.7% 11.0% 

% of Total 6.5% 4.5% 11.0% 

Standardized Residual 1.4 -1.4  

Total Count 381 404 785 

Expected Count 381.0 404.0 785.0 

% within 

TERM_LIMITS 

48.5% 51.5% 100.0% 

% within 

PARTICIPATION 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

% of Total 48.5% 51.5% 100.0% 

Each subscript letter denotes a subset of PARTICIPATION categories whose column 

proportions do not differ significantly from each other at the .05 level. 

 

Note. This crosstabulation table reveals the results of a chi-square analysis of the Term 

Limits and Participation variables.  The comparisons are statistically significant at p < 

.05. 

 

The table reveals that 11 percent of nonprofits in the study have board member 

term limits. Of the boards that actively participated in fundraising, 8.7 percent have board 
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member term limits. Of the boards that did not actively participate in fundraising, 47.2 

percent did have board member term limits. 

Among the boards that have term limits, 40.7 percent actively participated in 

fundraising. Among the boards that do not have term limits, 52.8 percent participated. 

Therefore, Participation with Term Limits is 10.8 percentage points lower than 

Participation in the overall data set, and Participation without Term Limits actually is 1.3 

percentage points higher than Participation in the overall data set. 

The data from the crosstabulation can be utilized to calculate the Odds Ratio by 

hand. The formula is: 

A = (Number of Term Limits and Participation / Number of Term Limits and Not 

Participation) = (35/51) =.69 

B = (Number of Not Term Limits and Participation / Number of Not Term Limits 

and Not Participation) = (369/330) = 1.12 

Odds Ratio = (A/B) = (.69/1.12) = .62. 

An odds ratio that is less than 1.0 means that Participation actually is less likely to 

occur when associated with Term Limits. In fact, the crosstabulation revealed that board 

participation in fundraising actually is 12.1 percentage points lower when boards have 

term limits. 

In addition, none of the four standardized residuals are greater (or less) than 

±1.96, the standard that must be met when p < .05 (as revealed in Table 12). Therefore, 

Term Limits is not a significant predictor of Participation. 

Synthesis and analysis of the Odds Ratio and the standardized residuals reveals 

that nonprofits should not expect the presence of board member term limits to have an 



NONPROFIT BOARDS AND FUNDRAISING  79 

 

effect on whether or not the board of directors actively participates in fundraising. 

This analysis is strengthened when viewing the uneven results of the Chi-Square 

Test analyzing Term Limits and Participation in Table 12. While the relationship between 

the two variables is statistically significant (p = .03), the Pearson Chi-Square Value of 

4.48 falls just short of the threshold for significance (4.70) when p = .03 and df = 1. 

Table 12 

 

Chi-Square Test Analyzing Term Limits and Participation 

 Value df 

Asymptotic 

Significance 

(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. 

(2-sided) 

Exact Sig. 

(1-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 4.48a 1 .03   

Continuity Correctionb 4.01 1 .05   

Likelihood Ratio 4.50 1 .03   

Fisher's Exact Test    .04 .02 

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 

4.48 1 .03 
  

N of Valid Cases 785     

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 41.74. 

b. Computed only for a 2x2 table 

 

Note. Table 12 provides the Pearson Chi-Square Value which can be utilized to 

determine statistically if the Term Limits and Participation variables are associated. 

 

Note. The table’s first footnote explains that zero cells have an expected count that is less 

than five, confirming the accuracy of this chi-square analysis. 

 

However, this is rectified by two other measures on this table. First, the 

Continuity Correction Value of 4.01 (p = .05, df = 1) exceeds the standard threshold of 

3.84 when p = .05 and df = 1. Second, the confidence interval from the Fisher’s Exact 

Test (p = .04) requires a minimum Pearson Chi-Square Value of 4.20 (df = 1) to be 

significant. The Pearson Chi-Square Value in this analysis (4.48, df = 1) exceeds that 

minimum standard. 

Therefore, the two variables (Term Limits and Participation) do enjoy some 
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measure of association. 

However, the data in Table 13 reveal that this relationship is negative (Phi = -.08, 

p = .03) or at best is negligible (Contingency Coefficient = .08, p = .03). These data 

provide additional evidence that nonprofits should not expect the presence of board 

member term limits to influence board member fundraising behaviors. 

Table 13 

 

Symmetric Measures of Chi-Square Analysis of Term Limits and 

Participation 

 Value 

Approximate 

Significance 

Nominal by Nominal Phi -.08 .03 

Cramer's V .08 .03 

Contingency 

Coefficient 

.08 .03 

N of Valid Cases 785  

 

Note. Table 13, resulting from a chi-square analysis of the Term Limits and Participation 

variables, reveals the Phi statistic and the Contingency Coefficient statistic which indicate 

the strength of the association between the two variables in a 2 x 2 nominal analysis. 

 

Therefore, the results are – at best – uneven. There is an association between the 

independent variable of Term Limits and the dependent variable, Participation χ² (1) = 

4.48, p = .03. However, the odds ratio of .62 indicates that the odds of Participation 

actually are lower when associated with Term Limits. 

When analyzed individually, without the presence of the other independent 

variables, the strength of the association between Term Limits and Participation is 

negative, or at best negligible (Phi = -.08, p = .03 and Contingency Coefficient = .08, p = 

.03). Term Limits is not a significant predictor of Participation (Standardized Residuals ≠ 

±1.96, p < .05). These results fail to support Hypothesis #5. 
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Table 14 

 

Summary of Chi-Square Test Results 

Data / 

Variable 

Expectations NPO 

Fundraises 

Fundraising 

Committee 

CEO 

Review 

Term 

Limits 

      

IV & the DV 

are present 

(percentage 

of N = 785) 

 

Percentage of 

NPOs with 

this IV 

 

Of 

Participation 

(N = 404), 

percentage 

with this IV 

 

Of total IV, 

percentage 

that 

Participate 

 

Odds Ratio 

 

Significant 

predictor via 

standardized 

residual 

 

Association 

via Pearson 

Chi-Square 

Value 

 

Phi 

 

 

 

.49 

 

 

 

 

.78 

 

 

 

.94 

 

 

 

 

 

.62 

 

 

 

 

10.93 

 

Yes 

 

 

 

 

Yes 

 

127.96 

(p < .001) 

 

.4 

(p < .001) 

 

 

N/A 

 

 

 

 

1.00 

 

 

 

N/A 

 

 

 

 

 

N/A 

 

 

 

 

N/A 

 

N/A 

 

 

 

 

N/A 

 

 

 

 

N/A 

 

 

.35 

 

 

 

 

.63 

 

 

 

.68 

 

 

 

 

 

.56 

 

 

 

 

1.63 

 

No 

 

 

 

 

Yes 

 

10.84 

(p = .001) 

 

.12 

(p = .001) 

 

.32 

 

 

 

 

.62 

 

 

 

.62 

 

 

 

 

 

.53 

 

 

 

 

N/A 

 

No 

 

 

 

 

No 

 

 

 

 

.04 

(p = 

.27) 

.05 

 

 

 

 

.11 

 

 

 

.09 

 

 

 

 

 

.41 

 

 

 

 

.62 

 

No 

 

 

 

 

Yes 

 

4.48 

(p = .03) 

 

-.08 

(p = .03) 

 

      

 

Note. Summary of key results of chi-square tests depicted in Tables 2-13. 
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Summary of the Five Chi-Square Analyses 

 As summarized in Table 14, the relationship between Expectations and 

Participation is robust (Phi = .4, p < .001), with a Pearson Chi-Square Value also 

demonstrating an association between the two variables (χ² = 127.96, p < .001).  

Expectations has an odd ratio of 10.93. 

Fundraising Committee has a lower strength of relationship with Participation 

(Phi = .12, p < .001), with a Pearson Chi-Square Value also demonstrating an association 

between the two variables (χ² = 10.84, p < .001). Fund Raising Committee has an odds 

ratio of 1.63. 

The independent variables of CEO Review and Term Limits do not have a 

statistically significant relationship with Participation. Meanwhile, as a constant, NPO 

Fundraises lacks sufficient variety within the independent variable’s data set, prohibiting 

the variable from being analyzed in relationship to Participation. Therefore, the 

independent variable of NPO Fundraises has been removed from further analysis in this 

study. 

Multiple Linear Regression 

Multiple independent variables that are categorical and dichotomous can be 

analyzed concurrently for a predictive relationship with a categorical dichotomous 

dependent variable by conducting a binary logistic regression (Field, 2013). As described 

in chapter three, one of the many assumptions that a binary logistic regression must meet 

is the assumption of absence of multicollinearity. Meeting this assumption ensures that 

two or more independent variables are not – or are not nearly – perfectly correlated 

(which would confuse the model into thinking that the collinear variables are 
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interchangeable and not distinct). This assumption can be met by measuring for 

Tolerance as well as for the variance inflation factor (VIF) (Field, 2013). These measures 

can be obtained by conducting a multiple linear regression. 

 The results of a multiple linear regression of the four remaining independent 

variables (NPO Fundraises was removed from further quantitative analysis after proving 

to be a constant in the data set) are revealed in Table 15. All of the Tolerance values are 

greater than .02, and all of the VIF scores are close to 1.0. Therefore, the data used in the 

binary logistic regression meet the assumption of absence of multicollinearity. 

Table 15 

 

Multiple Linear Regression to Test for Multicollinearity 

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

Collinearity 

Statistics 

B 

Std. 

Error Tolerance VIF 

1 (Constant) .10 .04 2.34 .02   

EXPECTATIONS .47 .04 11.85 .00 .98 1.03 

FR_COMMITTEE .06 .03 1.75 .08 .97 1.03 

CEO_REVIEW .02 .03 .58 .56 .99 1.00 

TERM_LIMITS -.07 .05 -1.29 .20 .99 1.01 

a. Dependent Variable: PARTICIPATION 

 

Note. The test for multicollinearity also begins to demonstrate the relationship of the 

independent variables with the dependent variable when the independent variables are 

analyzed concurrently. 

 

Meanwhile, the multiple linear regression provides a first look into the effect that 

each independent variable is having on the dependent variable (Participation) when the 

independent variables are assessed concurrently. For example, just as Table 9 and Table 

10 revealed that the one-on-one relationship between CEO Review and Participation is 
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not statistically significant, Table 15 reveals the same result in this multiple linear 

regression (p = .56). 

Similarly, the lack of association between Term Limits and Participation that was 

revealed through chi-square analysis is reiterated through the multiple linear regression. 

Table 15 reveals that Term Limits, when assessed alongside the other independent 

variables, does not have a statistically significant relationship with Participation (p = .2). 

Therefore, the multiple linear regression provides additional empirical evidence for not 

supporting Hypothesis #4 or Hypothesis #5. 

The positive B values of Expectations (B = .47) and Fundraising Committee (B = 

.06) provide further verification that these two independent variables have a positive 

association with Participation (dependent variable) when assessed concurrently with the 

other independent variables. This association is positive based on the t-statistic for each 

variable: for Expectations (t = 11.85) and for Fundraising Committee (t = 1.75). The t-

statistic for Expectations is statistically significant (p < .001), while the t-statistic for 

Fundraising Committee is proximate to statistical significance (p = .08). 

Therefore, multiple linear regression provides additional statistical support for 

Hypothesis #1 and Hypothesis #3. These quantitative results can provide nonprofit 

organizations with a high level of confidence that communicating fundraising 

expectations during new board member recruitment will lead the board of directors to 

actively participate in fundraising. At the same time, these quantitative results provide 

further evidence that a fundraising committee can have an influential role in encouraging 

the board to fundraise. 
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 Table 16, meanwhile, provides additional statistical support that the independent 

variables meet the assumption of absence of multicollinearity. The data in Table 16 also 

strengthen the case in favor of Hypothesis #1 and Hypothesis #3 and against Hypothesis 

#4 and Hypothesis #5. 

Table 16 

 

Multiple Linear Regression Correlations 

 1 2 3 4 5 

Pearson 

Correlation 

1 1.00 .4 .12 .04 -.08 

2 .4 1.00 .14 .05 -.07 

3 .12 .14 1.00 .04 -.09 

4 .04 .05 .04 1.00 -.02 

5 -.08 -.07 -.09 -.027 1.00 

Sig. (1-tailed) 1 . .000 .000 .14 .02 

2 .000 . .000 .11 .02 

3 .000 .000 . .16 .01 

4 .14 .11 .16 . .32 

5 .02 .02 .01 .32 . 

N 1 785 785 785 785 785 

2 785 785 785 785 785 

3 785 785 785 785 785 

4 785 785 785 785 785 

5 785 785 785 785 785 

Note. This correlations table tests for multicollinearity while also demonstrating 

correlations for each of the variables one-on-one with each of the other variables. 

 

Note. Key:  1    = Participation 

2 = Expectations 

3    = Fundraising Committee 

4    = CEO Review 

5    = Term Limits 

 

A Pearson Correlation of r > .9 among the independent variables would 

demonstrate strong correlation – perfect or nearly perfect collinearity – between those 

two variables. Since none of the Pearson Correlations are .9 or higher, Table 16 confirms 

that the data in this research study meet the assumption of absence of multicollinearity. 
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Meanwhile, the Pearson Correlation Values provide another examination of how 

the independent variables are associated with the dependent variable when analyzed 

concurrently. Consistent with the findings of the chi-square tests and the multiple linear 

regression test for Tolerance and VIF: 

• Expectations has a medium-to-high association with Participation (r = .4, p < 

.001), providing support for Hypothesis #1; 

• Fundraising Committee has a low association with Participation (r = .12, p < 

.001), providing support for Hypothesis #3; 

• CEO Review does not have a statistically significant relationship with 

Participation (p = .14), failing to support Hypothesis #4; and 

• Term Limits has a negative or negligible relationship with Participation (r = -.08, 

p = .02), failing to support Hypothesis #5. 

Binary Logistic Regression 

 The first three binary logistic regression tables reveal the strength of the model to 

measure predictive relationships among the independent variables with the dependent 

variable when the independent variables are assessed concurrently. Therefore, a synthesis 

of Table 17, Table 18, and Table 19 reveals the strength of the model. 

The declining value of -2LL (from 1087.57 in Table 17 to 942.94 in Table 18) 

demonstrates that the model has strong ability to predict the dependent variable after 

analyzing the relationship among the four independent variables. The model’s predictive 

strength is highly significant with a Chi-Square Value in Table 19 of 144.63, p < .001, df 

= 4, (which surpasses the minimum threshold of 18.47, p < .001, df = 4). 
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Table 17 

Block 0 Iteration Historya,b,c 

Iteration 

-2 Log 

likelihood 

Coefficients 

Constant 

Step 0 1 1087.57 .06 

2 1087.57 .06 

a. Constant is included in the model. 

b. Initial -2 Log Likelihood: 1087.567 

c. Estimation terminated at iteration number 2 

because parameter estimates changed by less 

than .001. 

Note. Table 17 lists the -2 Log likelihood at the starting point of this research model. 

 

Table 18 

 

Model Summary 

Step 

-2 Log 

likelihood 

Cox & Snell 

R Square 

Nagelkerke R 

Square 

1 942.94a .2 .2 

a. Estimation terminated at iteration number 4 

because parameter estimates changed by less than 

.001. 

 

Note. This table reveals the change in the -2 Log likelihood compared with the same 

statistic in Table 17 as well as the two R Square statistics that indicate the effect size of 

the model. 

 

Table 19 

 

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients 

 Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 1 Step 144.63 4 .000 

Block 144.63 4 .000 

Model 144.63 4 .000 

 

Note. This table demonstrates the predictive strength of the model. 

These data also can be utilized to calculate the effect size of the model.  

The Hosmer and Lemeshow measure, (Chi-Square Value / Step 0 -2LL), 

calculated by hand (144.63 / 1087.57) = .13. Effect size also is revealed by the Cox & 
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Snell measure (.2) and the Nagelkerke measure (.2) in Table 20. All three measures of the 

model’s effect size are low to medium. 

 Table 20 reveals the results of the binary logistic regression. These results 

indicate the predictive value of each independent variable to the dependent variable when 

the independent variables are assessed concurrently. 

Table 20 

 

Predictive Value of Independent Variables 

 B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

Step 

1a 

EXPECTATIONS 2.31 .24 92.75 1 .00 10.10 

FR_COMMITTEE .29 .16 3.07 1 .08 1.33 

CEO_REVIEW .09 .16 .32 1 .57 1.10 

TERM_LIMITS -.33 .26 1.69 1 .19 .72 

Constant -2.03 .26 60.11 1 .00 .13 

a. Variable(s) entered on step 1: EXPECTATIONS, FR_COMMITTEE, 

CEO_REVIEW, TERM_LIMITS. 

 

Note. This table provides the strongest quantitative analysis of the relationship of each 

independent variable to the dependent variable (Participation) when the independent 

variables are assessed concurrently. 

 

Neither the independent variable of CEO Review (p = .57) nor the independent 

variable of Term Limits (p = .19) has a statistically significant relationship with the 

dependent variable (Participation) when assessed in a binary logistic regression. 

When assessed alongside the other independent variables, Expectations 

demonstrates a predictive relationship with Participation (B = 2.31, p < .001). The 

predictive relationship is positive (Wald = 92.75). The odds ratio [Exp (B) = 10.1] 

demonstrates that the odds for Participation are 10 times higher after Expectations are 

communicated. 
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Meanwhile, the independent variable of Fundraising Committee has a statistical 

significance (p = .08) that is proximate to the acceptable standard of p <= .05. Therefore, 

Fundraising Committee notably has a predictive relationship with Participation (B = .29, 

p = .08), and the predictive relationship is positive (Wald = 3.07). However, the 

predictive relationship is small as revealed by the odds ratio [Exp (B) = 1.33]. 

The Wald Statistic also can be utilized to determine the correlation coefficient (R) 

between Expectations and Participation and between Fundraising Committee and 

Participation when the other variables are present. Calculated by hand, R = the square 

root of [Wald Statistic – (2 * df) / Step 0 -2LL]. 

• Expectations: R = Square Root of [92.75 – (2*1) / 1087.57] = .3, demonstrating a 

medium effect between Expectations and Participation; and 

• Fundraising Committee: R = Square Root of [3.07 – (2*1) / 1087.57] = .03, 

demonstrating a low effect between Fundraising Committee and Participation. 

Summary of Binary Logistic Regression 

 The results of the binary logistic regression mirror the results from the chi-square 

analyses. Expectations and Fundraising Committee have a statistically significant 

relationship with the dependent variable, Participation, while CEO Review and Term 

Limits do not. 

Nonprofit organizations can confidently communicate expectations for 

fundraising during new board member recruitment and have a reasonable expectation that 

board members will fundraise. Similarly, board member fundraising can be encouraged 

by the board’s fundraising committee. Both practices significantly increase the likelihood 

that a nonprofit’s board of directors will actively participate in fundraising. 
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Conclusion 

 Nonprofit fundraising starts with the board of directors (Tempel & Seiler, 2016), 

and yet fewer than half of nonprofit organizations report that their board actively 

participates in fundraising (BoardSource, 2017). The results of this quantitative research 

strand identify two practices that nonprofits can utilize to address this challenge. 

 Three separate statistical tests demonstrated that Expectations (communicating 

expectations for fundraising during new board member recruitment) enjoys a medium to 

strong relationship with Participation (the board of directors actively participates in 

fundraising). These results are best summarized by a pair of odds ratios revealing that the 

odds of Participation are 10 to 11 times higher after the communication of Expectations. 

 The quantitative analysis also revealed that Fundraising Committee (the presence 

of a fundraising committee within the board of directors) has an association with 

Participation that is low but, nonetheless, predictive. A pair of odds ratios demonstrate 

that boards with a fundraising committee are nearly twice as likely to actively participate 

in fundraising than boards without that committee. 

 Meanwhile, one of the study’s initial independent variables – NPO Fundraises – 

was determined to be a constant and therefore did not have sufficient variation to remain 

in the study. Two other variables – CEO Review and Term Limits – did not have 

statistically significant relationships with Participation. 

 These results informed the semi-structured interview questions and document 

review for this study’s qualitative strand which also explored for other practices that 

could encourage nonprofit boards of directors to actively participate in fundraising. 

Qualitative Findings 

 The five nonprofits examined in the qualitative strand were selected as positively- 
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performing exemplars (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018) of the quantitative strand results. 

All five have boards of directors actively participating in fundraising, defined in the 

qualitative strand as 100 percent board giving. 

 To ensure confidentiality, the names of the CEOs and board members who were 

interviewed are not included in this study. Instead, the respondents are identified by a 

letter (A, B, C, D, or E) representing their respective nonprofit organization and by a 

number (1 = CEO) (2 = board member). 

Four themes were identified through hand coding of the qualitative data. Two 

themes, informed through deductive analysis of the qualitative data, explain the two 

quantitative variables that are associated with the board actively participating in 

fundraising – Expectations and Fundraising Committee. 

The other two themes emerged from inductive analysis: Board Member Reaction 

and Other Factors. Board Member Reaction describes how board members respond to the 

communication of fundraising expectations. Other Factors, meanwhile, emanated from 

the study’s second research question, exploring for other influences on board 

participation in fund development. Other Factors includes four sub-themes: Board 

Membership; Fundraising Activities; Ongoing Engagement (with the nonprofit’s 

programs and services); and Key Staff. 

Notably, the two independent variables that did not have a statistically significant 

relationship with the dependent variable in the study’s quantitative strand also did not 

emerge as themes or sub-themes in the study’s qualitative strand.  None of the 10 people 

who were interviewed mentioned the board’s annual performance review of the CEO or 

board term limits as factors associated with the board’s participation in fundraising. 
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Expectations 

 The theme of Expectations is defined as the communication of fundraising 

expectations by the nonprofit during new board member recruitment. When asked why 

their nonprofit has 100 percent board giving, when only 40 percent of U.S. nonprofits 

report this result (BoardSource, 2017), all five CEOs and all five board members – 

interviewed separately – answered that the expectation for fundraising is communicated 

during new board member recruitment. 

 As one CEO stated succinctly, “We have an expectation that everybody (on the 

board) gives (a charitable donation)” (E1). 

Replies from other CEOs were similar: “Make sure you’re communicating 

fundraising expectations up front…I think being direct about (fundraising expectations) is 

the safest way to go” (B1). Another CEO added, “This is an expectation for you now. If 

you’re new, you’re coming on knowing that (fundraising) is the expectation” (D1). 

The expectation can be communicated by the CEO, by board members, or both. A 

review of documents provided by the five nonprofits revealed that all five have written 

materials that are utilized during new board member orientation emphasizing the 

expectation for fundraising. Documentation includes board manuals, bylaws, and general 

orientation documents. Two of the nonprofits require new board members to sign a 

memorandum of understanding listing all board member expectations, including 

fundraising, and two other nonprofits require the signing of a charitable donation pledge 

form. The nonprofits also provided documentation confirming 100 percent board giving. 

 As one CEO explained, communicating the expectation of fundraising to new 

board members is straightforward: 
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Not only do they need to see it as amongst all of their responsibilities, they need 

to see it as a primary responsibility. They have to understand that not for profit 

boards raise money…So we just play it straight, and it has worked very, very well 

(A1). 

 This direct approach is utilized by his board member when she discusses 

fundraising expectations with incoming board members: 

We just had the executive committee do the board orientation with (a new board 

member) for four hours. I was candid with him. I said, ‘You know what? This is 

what we’ve got. This is what you’re going to see, and this is what we want to see 

(from you) in the future (A2). 

The tone of that communication is respectful, yet firm.  As one CEO explained, 

“Every single person on our board knows darn well (that they need to fundraise) because 

they have to sign a form (committing to fundraising)…We manage expectations. There’s 

no surprises” (B1). Another CEO added, “We told them (fundraising) is an expectation. 

And that is not like cracking a whip, but we just made it clear that we expect this” (C1). 

 Since the CEO reports to the board of directors (Miller-Millesen, 2003), one CEO 

explained how communicating fundraising expectations to board members was – at first – 

awkward. “It’s a really weird dynamic. It’s weird. They’re the volunteers and you’re the 

paid staff, but they determine your job. It’s really just such a weird dynamic” (D1). 

However, the CEO explained that this dynamic changed for the better once the 

expectations for fundraising were consistently communicated to new board members. She 

declared, “It’s not uncomfortable anymore” (D1). 
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 Which is why the board member of another nonprofit explained that fundraising 

expectations can be communicated to new board members without hesitation: 

I think you have to have someone who is mature enough to ask. It’s the 

opportunity to say to someone, ‘I need you to participate in this’ and not feel 

embarrassed about it. If people are committed to what they’re doing and are 

willing to spend their time on a board, to expect that they would give their 

financial resources to the organization would almost be obvious (C2). 

Fundraising Committee 

 The theme of Fundraising Committee is defined as the board of directors having a 

fundraising committee. Nonprofit boards of directors that are organized with committees 

are more effective (Bradshaw et al., 1992; Brudney & Murray, 1998). Boards with a 

fundraising committee can receive increased charitable donations (Callen et al., 2010). 

 The five nonprofits invited to serve as positively-performing exemplars in this 

study were selected because each has 100 percent board giving. The subsequent 

interviews of the CEOs and board members revealed that each of the five nonprofit 

organizations also has a board fundraising committee, and the fundraising committee 

helps board members stay engaged with fundraising. 

 One CEO’s description typified the interview responses: “(Members of the 

fundraising committee) are the primary cheerleaders for board members to get involved 

and fundraise” (A1). 

A board member explained how the fundraising committee’s communication to 

the rest of the board is direct. “The biggest thing they do is they ask (other board 

members), ‘We’re interested in a corporate donor for X project. What type of network or 

connections or relationships does anybody on the board have with this entity’” (D2)? 
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 The fundraising committee takes pressure off of that board member’s CEO who 

observed how fundraising has become a collaborative effort: 

I think it turns the conversation to how are we going to (fundraise) as opposed to 

how is (the CEO) going to do it. I am only one person with only one set of 

contacts. If we are going to grow this organization, it really is going to take all of 

us to do that. I think (the fundraising committee) just changes it to ‘we’ instead of, 

‘(The CEO) is here. (The CEO) does it.’ I can’t run a gala and get all these 

sponsorships and all these ticket sales without their help. It’s going to be so much 

better if they come in and do that (D1). 

 The board member of another nonprofit described how the fundraising committee 

plays an important role in overseeing the nonprofit’s fundraising strategy. The board 

member described the committee as: 

a test kitchen that works on emerging new ideas, on ways of doing things 

differently. This is working, but are we missing something? Is there anything that 

needs to change?...At every board meeting, there’s a report from that test kitchen. 

We start with the (fundraising update) but then take some of these concepts, and if 

they were vetted and they rose to the top within that (fundraising committee), 

they’re deemed safe enough to begin to socialize within the full board to get some 

feedback (E2). 

 A board member from another nonprofit had a similar experience, explaining, 

“They’re talking in terms of strategic goals and where we’re at, what we’re trying to do. 

It is part of every (board) meeting. They are laying out strategy and where they’re going 

next and what they need help with” (B2). 
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 Another board member emphasized how a fundraising committee that fosters 

board charitable giving while also devising fund development strategy is a win-win 

approach to increasing board engagement with fundraising: 

Yes, we could have our advancement director just reporting to the board of 

trustees, but the fact that we have charged some of our board members to be 

engaged (on a fundraising committee), and they want to be, it’s just part of their 

heartbeat as well. For them it’s a place where they can feel that emotional 

engagement. They can use their influence as well as their connections within the 

community to bring success. So we see it as a double win. It’s a communicative 

reporting function, but it’s also an influence function (C2). 

Board Member Reaction 

 The theme of Board Member Reaction is defined as how board members react 

when they learn of the expectation for fundraising. The CEOs and board members who 

were interviewed for this study said they have not received negative reactions from 

incoming board members when the expectation for fundraising is communicated during 

new board member recruitment. 

 As one board member explained concisely, “Honestly, it wasn’t a heavy lift. It 

was not a heavy lift” (D2). 

While one CEO (A1) stated that a few volunteers over several years have chosen 

to not join the board after learning of the expectation, that nonprofit’s board member 

(A2) said that existing board members have not responded negatively, let alone resigned, 

when the expectation is enforced. 

 Another CEO (D1) explained that the nonprofit’s board previously did not have 

100 percent board giving. When the CEO returned from a training session on board 
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engagement with fundraising and explained that all board members needed to donate, the 

CEO received no resistance, and all board members made a charitable contribution. 

 The remark of another CEO exemplified a characteristic response: “I’m not 

seeing anybody say anything negative. I don’t sense that anybody’s been offended” (C1). 

The board member of another nonprofit concurred, describing how most people 

who are recruited to serve on nonprofit boards expect fundraising to be among their 

responsibilities. “I’ll be honest with you, most of the boards that I’ve participated on, 100 

percent (board) participation (in fundraising) has been pretty routine” (D2). 

 That said, the experience of another nonprofit board member remained 

instructive. He was hesitant to become board chair because he was uncomfortable 

communicating the expectation for fundraising to new and existing board members. 

Nevertheless, he believed that the nonprofit would be viewed as neither credible nor 

authentic by other prospective donors if the nonprofit did not have 100 percent board 

giving. As he proceed to communicate fundraising expectations, the response from his 

fellow board members was “better than anticipated, even stronger in terms of the amount 

of money given. I was very pleased with that” (B2). 

 The board chair also observed that the expectation for fundraising is better 

received when communicated with a tone that is understanding and empathetic: 

It can be hard at times. I don’t want to turn off great board members that do 

wonderful things because of one expectation…I think (if) you beat that 

(fundraising) drum too much (then) it gets ignored. Once you start speaking and 

saying the same thing over and over, it gets tuned out. They don’t hear it. So we 
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don’t try to beat it to death…That has always worked very well with our board 

(B2). 

 Once the expectation for fundraising is established, another board member 

explained how momentum builds, including among incoming board members. “When 

you create that culture (of expected fundraising by board members), it becomes 

infectious. It’s fun to watch. It permeates through the organization. When you see that, 

there’s a confidence that makes 100 percent giving just easy” (E2). 

 That positive momentum can be sustained through other factors that encourage 

board participation with fundraising. These additional factors emerged in response to this 

study’s second research question. 

Other Factors 

 This study’s second research question explicitly explored for other factors that 

could encourage board members to fundraise. Three open-ended questions posed during 

the semi-structured interviews examined for other communications and practices that 

nonprofits utilized to increase board engagement with fundraising. 

 Four sub-themes comprised of 10 elements emerged from the 10 interviews: 

Board Membership; Fundraising Activities; Ongoing Engagement; and Key Staff. The 

two independent variables in this study’s quantitative strand that do not have a 

statistically significant relationship with board participation in fundraising (CEO Review 

and Term Limits) also did not emerge during this qualitative analysis. 

Board Membership 

The sub-theme of Board Membership is defined as being intentional about 

recruiting and retaining the right people and the right number of people on the board of 

directors. This sub-theme was revealed through elements describing the selective 
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recruitment and retention of the right people on the board, people who have a passion for 

the mission and pride in the nonprofit organization. This sub-theme also included 

elements associated with a willingness to remove underperforming board members while 

having other board members leave through attrition (when their terms expired). The 

element of having a manageable number of board members (a number that is different for 

each nonprofit based on how many board members the nonprofit can keep engaged) also 

emerged within this sub-theme. 

Selective Recruitment and Retention 

The element of selective recruitment and retention of board members was 

predominant through all 10 interviews. Analysis of the interview responses detected the 

importance of identifying people who are committed to the nonprofit’s cause and who are 

willing to fulfill standard expectations of board member engagement. Commitment to 

diversity (such as gender, race, profession, and age) is fundamental, while identifying 

prospective board members with strong passion for the nonprofit’s mission is essential. 

According to the CEOs and board members who were interviewed, volunteers 

with these traits welcome the expectation for fundraising. In addition, the interview 

participants described how their boards were strengthened when people who were not 

able to meet the expectation for fundraising chose to not join the board. 

 Common replies included the CEO who instructed, “Get the right people on the 

board” (C1); the board member who emphasized, “We want a board member because 

they care about (our) mission” (C2); and another CEO who explained, “The board is very 

smartly built through our governance committee” (B1). 
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 The board member of another nonprofit elaborated on the importance of selective 

recruitment to the board of directors: 

We are being much more strategic about the board members we’re asking to join.   

I think that’s been (a) key differentiator from years past. When you’re starting 

out, you just need bodies. Now we are strategically looking at people who have 

relationships with donors, who maybe have relationships in this area (of the 

nonprofit’s mission) or folks who have relationships in (state government) for 

legislative purposes…What are the major needs of (our nonprofit), and how do 

these (prospective) board members help us?...The whole concept of trying to 

target folks (is) probably the most critical and most overlooked part of board 

management (D2). 

 One CEO described how his nonprofit spends a considerable amount of time with 

prospective board members before issuing an invitation to serve on the board: 

I spend all year vetting potential board members. There’s a process they work 

through. I’ll meet with them…We get them out in the field, introduce them to the 

people doing the mission as well as direct interaction with the people we’re 

serving…When they see the mission in action, during that vetting process, that’s 

when we see (if they have the passion for the mission and the commitment to 

serve on the board) (E1). 

The CEO’s board member agreed, explaining how transparent conversations can 

help the board avoid recruiting a volunteer who eventually would not have donated: 

If you’re unwilling, then I need to know that. I don’t want to waste your time. 

We’ll move on to somebody else…Don’t become involved. If you feel strongly 
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about not (making charitable donations), then don’t take a (board) seat from 

someone who could…Resources are limited, (but) people are plentiful (E2). 

 Meanwhile, if existing board members are not fully engaged – including by 

failing to make charitable donations to the nonprofit – the CEOs and board members 

spoke often about the need to conclude their board service. Removal from the board can 

occur at the end of the board member’s term or through outright dismissal. 

As one CEO explained, “You have to relieve your board of folks who are not 

effective. It is very difficult to fire a volunteer, but that (ineffective board member) is 

consuming an opportunity for somebody else” (B1). 

Fundraising Activities  

 The sub-theme of Fundraising Activities is defined as fundraising techniques 

utilized by the nonprofit to encourage ongoing board member participation in 

fundraising. These techniques can support board members as they donate and fundraise. 

Elements supporting this sub-theme included reminding board members of 

fundraising expectations during and in-between board meetings, often through peer-to-

peer encouragement from fellow board members. Additional elements included board 

training on fundraising along with donor stewardship – such as writing thank you notes to 

donors. Another element involved not establishing a minimum dollar amount for board 

member donations (referred to as a board minimum). Four of the five nonprofits in this 

study do not have a board minimum, which they cited as a key factor in achieving 100 

percent board giving. 

Peer-to-Peer Encouragement 

 The element of peer-to-peer encouragement among board members was 
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emphasized in each interview. This occurs when board members encourage one another 

to donate and fundraise. 

The board chair and the board’s fundraising committee are influential in this 

regard. As one CEO explained, “Our board chair said to his peers, ‘We need to have 100 

percent giving, and levels will vary. We’re not asking for a particular amount.’ There 

were nodding heads and checks being written” (C1). 

At the same time, all board members can utilize peer-to-peer encouragement to 

foster board participation in fundraising. For example, a nonprofit CEO described how 

his nonprofit uses medallions attached to each board member’s board meeting name plate 

to identify which board members have donated during that fiscal year and which board 

members have not. “It just shows your support,” the CEO explained. “It’s a little peer 

pressure. It’s like, ‘Well, jeez, it’s November and your nameplate is still empty.’ A little, 

you know, some fun-natured jabbing” (E1). 

The CEO of another nonprofit added: 

When the chairman of our development committee or other board members that 

are passionate and energetic about raising funds say to them, ‘Why aren’t you 

doing this? It’s so easy.’ It resonates with them. (The board members) can say that 

once, and it’ll resonate. I could say that 10,000 times, and it won’t. There’s a lot 

of peer-to-peer communication on (fundraising) (A1). 

 The CEO’s board member agreed, “I think that psychologically peer pressure is a 

more effective way to move people than to be dictated to by the staff” (A2). 

Another CEO concurred: 
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If I can get a board member on board before I go into that (board meeting), then 

it’s going to go way better than if I just say something…Find that one board 

member who also understands why this is important, and it needs to come from 

that board member instead of (the CEO) (D1). 

Meanwhile, the board member of another nonprofit explained why peer-to-peer 

communication on the board is so effective at encouraging participation in fundraising: 

You know what it’s like to talk to a professional who has all the buzz words 

versus a guy who really doesn’t know all the buzzwords. He’s just telling you 

what he thinks. Now I feel like, okay, I can resonate with you (C2). 

Ongoing Engagement 

The sub-theme of Ongoing Engagement is defined as activities allowing board 

members to remain informed about – and involved with – the nonprofit’s programs and 

services. This sub-theme was expressed persistently through all 10 interviews. 

The CEOs and board members often described how board members intentionally 

are informed of – and invited to – events, activities, and the everyday service delivery of 

the nonprofit organization. This ongoing engagement during and in-between board 

meetings informs and inspires the board members, guiding their own charitable giving 

while strengthening their confidence to fundraise from other prospective donors. 

One technique, utilized by all five nonprofits in this study, is a “mission moment” 

on the agenda of each board meeting. During this session, someone who has benefitted 

from the nonprofit tells their story to the board, or a member of the program staff informs 

the board about a recent success or achievement aligned with the nonprofit’s mission. 
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“That’s what feeds your passion,” one board member explained. “Otherwise, you’re just 

looking at (program and budget) numbers” (A2). 

The impact at another nonprofit was dramatic. As the CEO described: “In this last 

board meeting, after the mission moment, we had one board member say, ‘I change my 

pledge.’ In the meeting she (increased) her pledge because she realized just how 

important her investment is” (E1). 

One nonprofit ensures that board members constantly are invited to visit the 

nonprofit’s programs and are informed of numerous opportunities to volunteer beyond 

serving on the board. “When they own it, when they are really participating in the 

mission, they’re more likely to give,” the CEO explained. “They own it, and they want to 

help…It certainly makes it a lot easier to ask them for money” (B1). 

One board member insisted on the importance of attending the nonprofit’s events: 

Without that, you lose sight of what we’re really doing. If you get too far away 

from the daily activities of the (nonprofit), you really lose sight of what you’re 

trying to accomplish…When you see the results of your contributions, the results 

of lives being changed, not only does it motivate you to continue giving, it 

motivates you to serve. You can’t just show up at the meetings and never see the 

product of what you’re contributing to (C2). 

Another board member, capturing the consistency of this strong sub-theme, 

stated, “You’re able to see the complicated nature of the organization firsthand. It 

reinforces your ability to bring more friends and to give more” (E2) 

Key Staff 

 The sub-theme of Key Staff is defined as the CEO or senior fundraising staff 
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remaining highly engaged with board members. Three of the five board members 

interviewed described how the nonprofit’s CEO or the nonprofit’s chief development 

officer provided ongoing information, encouragement, and engagement activities in 

support of the board’s fundraising responsibilities. 

As one board member exclaimed, “(The CEO’s) passion is contagious. She’s very 

articulate. She has a passion that radiates, and that’s engaging” (B2). 

Meanwhile, the story told by another board member captured the many ways key 

staff members can keep board members engaged, including with fundraising:  

(The chief development officer) comes to our board meetings, and he gives us his 

results, and then he does send us personal e-mails. He’ll just out of the blue send 

me an e-mail and say, ‘Hey, the (activity) is coming up. I’ve got two tickets for 

you. What night do you want to come? I’ve been in (this nonprofit) since 2002. 

That’s the first time somebody has said, ‘Hey, here’s some tickets for you. Why 

don’t you come and join us?’ It’s nice to be recognized without somebody just 

always expecting something from you (C2). 

Conclusion 

 The empirical demonstration of predictive relationships for Expectations and 

Fundraising Committee with Participation was reinforced by the qualitative data obtained 

from five nonprofits serving as positively-performing exemplars of this study’s 

quantitative results. Each nonprofit has 100 percent board giving, and each nonprofit 

emphasized the importance of communicating fundraising expectations during new board 

member recruitment. Each of the nonprofits also has a board fundraising committee that 

keeps the board informed and engaged with fundraising. 
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 Interviews with CEOs and board members of the five nonprofits also revealed that 

new and current board members do not react negatively when learning about fundraising 

expectations. Board members also tend to have a positive response to other practices that 

support board member fundraising. 

 For example, intentionally recruiting board members who are passionate about the 

nonprofit’s cause and who are committed to the board’s effectiveness is a fundamental 

requirement. Inactive board members can be removed, including through attrition caused 

by term limits, and nonprofits can maintain a manageable number of board members 

(based on the nonprofit’s internal capacity to keep board members engaged). 

 Fundraising techniques such as continual reminders of fundraising 

responsibilities; peer-to-peer encouragement; donor stewardship; and board training are 

utilized to promote board member fundraising. The absence of a minimum dollar amount 

for board member charitable donations also was cited as an effective strategy. 

 Keeping board members involved with the nonprofit’s everyday programs and 

services can bolster board engagement with fundraising. Continual connection with key 

staff members also is persuasive. Meanwhile, the two independent variables that did not 

demonstrate a statistically significant relationship with board participation in fundraising 

– the board’s annual performance review of the CEO and board term limits – also did not 

emerge as themes or sub-themes in the qualitative strand. 

These qualitative findings can be synthesized with the study’s quantitative results 

to guide and strengthen the efforts of nonprofit organizations to increase board member 

participation with fundraising. 
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Mixed Methods Integration 

The quantitative results and qualitative findings were integrated into mixed 

methods inferences informing nonprofit fundraising practices. Table 21 displays this 

study’s inferences. 

The quantitative results revealing that Expectations and Fundraising Committee 

enjoy predictive relationships with Participation were affirmed by the qualitative data 

gathered in this study. Therefore, nonprofits can confidently express expectations for 

fundraising during new board member recruitment. In addition, the establishment of a 

fundraising committee within the board of directors is central to reinforcing the board’s 

participation in fundraising. 

The analysis of the qualitative data also revealed an important learning for 

nonprofits that might be reluctant to communicate fundraising expectations to new board 

members. The CEOs and board members interviewed in this study consistently described 

how volunteers tend to not react negatively when learning of these expectations. 

The five nonprofits examined in the qualitative strand of this study revealed other 

practices and strategies that effectively encourage the board’s active participation in 

fundraising. CEOs and board members emphasized the need to recruit and retain the right 

people on the board; utilize fundraising techniques with board members; invite board 

members to attend the nonprofit’s everyday programs and services; and maintain strong 

working relationships with board members through a key staff member (such as the CEO 

or vice president of fundraising). Nonprofit organizations can learn from their peers and 

replicate these practices to increase their own board engagement with fundraising. 
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Table 21 

 

Mixed Methods Integration of Quantitative Results and Qualitative Findings 

Theme Quantitative Qualitative Integration 

    

Expectations 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fundraising 

Committee 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Board 

Member 

Reaction 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Other Factors 

Expectations has a 

statistically significant 

relationship with 

Participation. The board 

is 10-11 times more 

likely to Participate after 

Expectations. 

 

 

 

Fundraising Committee 

has a statistically 

significant relationship 

with Participation. The 

board is nearly twice as 

likely to Participate 

when the board has a 

fundraising committee. 

 

 

This theme was not 

studied empirically and 

instead emerged from 

the qualitative data. 

 

 

 

 

 

This theme was not 

studied empirically and 

instead emerged from 

the qualitative data. 

Expectations was 

cited as a primary 

reason why each of 

the five nonprofits 

enjoys 100 percent 

board giving. 

 

 

 

 

Fundraising 

Committee was 

cited as an 

important reason 

why each of the 

five nonprofits 

enjoys 100 percent 

board giving. 

 

 

Prospective board 

members tend to 

not react negatively 

to the expectation 

of fundraising. 

 

 

 

 

Board Membership; 

Fundraising 

Activities; Ongoing 

Engagement; and 

Key Staff affect 

board member 

fundraising. 

Nonprofit 

organizations 

confidently can 

communicate 

fundraising 

expectations during 

new board member 

recruitment. 

 

 

Having a fundraising 

committee is central 

to board member 

participation with 

fundraising. 

 

 

 

 

 

Nonprofits should 

not expect a negative 

or harsh reaction 

when expressing 

fundraising 

expectations to new 

board members. 

 

 

Nonprofit 

organizations can 

replicate these 

effective practices to 

increase board 

member fundraising. 

 

   

   

Note. Mixed methods integration of the quantitative results and qualitative findings 

provide inferences that can be applied by nonprofit organizations to increase board 

engagement with fundraising. 



NONPROFIT BOARDS AND FUNDRAISING  109 

 

Summary 

The philanthropic sector is uniquely influential in fields such as education; health 

care; human services; the arts; animal well-being; the environment; and international 

issues (McKeever, 2018). The sector’s unique impacts are accomplished through 

nonprofit organizations (Payton & Moody, 2008) that often rely on fundraising for 

financial support (Anheier, 2014). 

Fundraising starts with the nonprofit’s board of directors, with each board 

member making a charitable donation, providing prospect lists of other potential donors, 

asking others for charitable gifts, and advocating for the nonprofit within each board 

member’s circle of influence (Tempel & Seiler, 2016). This study has affirmed several 

pragmatic practices to achieve that fundamental first step in effective fundraising – full 

participation from board members. 

Both strands of this study revealed strong support for communicating fundraising 

expectations during new board member recruitment. Both strands also revealed support 

for nonprofit boards of directors establishing a fundraising committee to inform and 

influence board member participation in fundraising. Neither strand revealed a 

relationship with board participation in fundraising for two other board practices: the 

board’s annual performance review of the CEO and board term limits. 

These results are not surprising since they are aligned with research findings from 

the authentic leadership trait of relational transparency, understood as candid 

communication influencing positive social exchange (Gill & Caza, 2018). Researchers 

have identified how relational transparency builds trust, fosters collaboration, and 

strengthens teams (Ilies et al., 2005). This study’s findings on the effectiveness of 
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communicating fundraising expectations, including through a fundraising committee, are 

consistent with these earlier findings. 

Somewhat surprising is that these two practices are not even more influential than 

the quantitative results indicate. Both practices reduce role ambiguity, and reduction in 

role ambiguity increases team member performance (Wright & Millesen, 2007). In 

addition, all 10 people interviewed in this study’s qualitative strand independently 

answered open-ended questions with replies describing the positive effects that 

fundraising expectations and a board fundraising committee have on board member 

participation in fundraising. The fact that these practices did not enjoy even stronger 

statistical support likely is explained by the presence of other factors that also can 

influence board member fundraising. 

This study’s qualitative strand revealed several of those factors. For example, 

recruiting devoted volunteers, removing partially committed volunteers, and having a 

manageable number of volunteers on the board are essential. These board recruitment and 

retention decisions are based on whether or not the volunteer is passionate about the 

nonprofit’s cause and is fully dedicated to the fundamentals of board engagement. 

The interviews also revealed that board members need to be reminded of their 

fundraising responsibilities. Stewardship (such as writing thank you notes to donors) 

keeps fundraising at the forefront for board members who also can benefit from formal 

fundraising training. Not setting a minimum dollar amount for board member 

contributions also is influential. 

Board member fundraising activities are enhanced further when nonprofits keep 

the board engaged and involved with the organization’s programs and services. 
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Meanwhile, CEOs and fundraising staff should not minimize their own unique influence 

in helping board members participate in fundraising. 

These inferences were derived from quantitative data originally gathered from 

nonprofits from different philanthropic subsectors with a variety of budget sizes. The 

same is true of the five nonprofits purposely selected for this study’s qualitative strand. 

Twelve different research methods were utilized to gather and analyze the data from 

these nonprofits. Therefore, the integration of these quantitative and qualitative results 

allows this study’s findings to be generalizable to the study’s population – the U.S. 

nonprofit sector (Guetterman & Fetters, 2018; Yin, 1999). 

One element in particular is intertwined with the rest of these results and findings: 

the unique effects of peer-to-peer influence. Just as board members can be influenced by 

their peers to fundraise for their nonprofit organization, nonprofit CEOs can learn from 

their peers in two different ways from this study: from the 785 nonprofit CEOs whose 

survey replies produced the two quantitative results, and from the interviews of five 

CEOs whose nonprofits enjoy 100 percent board giving. 

Similarly, board members can learn from the descriptions provided by five 

nonprofit board members who donate to their respective nonprofits alongside the rest of 

their fellow board members. Nonprofits can use this mixed methods study to learn from 

and implement the best practices of their peers. 

The importance of peer-to-peer influence on nonprofit board member fundraising 

is consistent with the long trail of academic research into social influence, political skill, 

authentic leadership, and relational transparency. We need only to remember how Triplett 

(1898) pedaled his bicycle even faster when others were with him on the track.  
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CHAPTER FIVE: PROPOSED SOLUTION AND IMPLICATIONS 

 Nonprofit leaders seeking to increase board member fundraising can replicate 

evidence-based strategies utilized effectively by their peers. Communicating fundraising 

expectations during new board member recruitment and establishing a fundraising 

committee to oversee and encourage the board’s fundraising activities enjoy empirical 

and qualitative support. Additional practices that reinforce the board’s participation with 

fundraising also are supported by this study’s qualitative data and previous research. 

 This study’s inferences inform a comprehensive range of solutions that nonprofits 

can establish to increase board participation in fundraising. After describing these 

proposed solutions, this chapter confronts challenges that nonprofits could face when 

communicating fundraising expectations to board members. How to evaluate the 

solutions over time as well as implications for further research also are discussed. 

 The philanthropic sector distinctly serves and influences individuals, 

communities, and the society at-large (Payton & Moody, 2008). Nonprofit organizations 

often rely on fundraising to raise revenue for these unique efforts (Anheier, 2014), and 

fundraising starts with the board of directors (Tempel & Seiler, 2016). However, only 40 

percent of nonprofit CEOs describe their boards as actively participating in fundraising 

(BoardSource, 2017). The following solutions can increase board member fundraising, 

helping more nonprofits raise more money to increase their exceptional impact. 

Aim Statement 

The aim of this study is to provide nonprofit leaders with practical, evidence-

based recommendations for increasing fundraising participation from their board 

members. The findings of this study contribute to a growing understanding of effective 

fundraising practices by nonprofit organizations. 
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Proposed Solutions 

 A comprehensive set of six solutions can be implemented by nonprofit 

organizations to increase board member participation with fundraising. That set of 

solutions includes: clearly communicating fundraising expectations during new board 

member recruitment; establishing a fundraising committee on the board; selectively 

recruiting and retaining board members; facilitating ongoing board member engagement 

with the nonprofit’s programs and services; and fully utilizing key staff members to 

encourage board member fundraising. 

A sixth solution – maximizing the unique impact of peer-to-peer influence among 

board members – is included within two other sub-sections: the fundraising committee; 

and the challenge of board members who resist fundraising expectations. 

These solutions are supported by this study’s results, findings, and inferences as 

well as by previous research. 

Expectations 

 Nonprofit organizations can clearly communicate expectations for fundraising 

during new board member recruitment. Clear expectations can overcome the negative 

effects of role ambiguity and increase board member participation in fundraising. Table 

22 summarizes this solution and steps for implementation. 

Quantitative and Qualitative Support 

 The odds of board member participation in fundraising are 10 to 11 times higher 

after expectations for fundraising are communicated during new board member 

recruitment. Meanwhile, all ten people interviewed for this study promptly – and 

independent of each other – cited the candid communication of fundraising expectations 
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to incoming board members as a key reason why each of their nonprofits enjoys 100 

percent board giving. 

 “We try to paint the clearest picture possible of what they’re getting themselves 

into so that there are no surprises,” one board member explained. “We go through ten 

different things that we expect from a board member, and one of them is (charitable) 

giving” (C2). 

 Another board member explained that when the board of directors is fully 

engaged with donating and fundraising, the nonprofit’s ability to raise financial support 

from others is strengthened: 

(Board member donations are) the seed capital. It’s the venture capital. It is the 

confidence money that says to the world, “These guys are so focused on this idea, 

they put their money to work first. They put their money at risk first before they 

went to the outside world” (E2). 

Previous Research 

 Role ambiguity is defined as a lack of clarity about expectations (Beauchamp & 

Bray, 2001) and afflicts nonprofit boards of directors when expectations are not clear 

(Wright & Millesen, 2007). Therefore, clear expectations reduce board member 

ambiguity (Doherty & Hoye, 2011) and increase board member engagement, including 

fundraising (Bernstein et al., 2015). 

Communicating fundraising expectations to board members is associated with 

high levels of nonprofit organizational effectiveness (Herman & Renz, 2000) and 

epitomizes the authentic leadership trait of relational transparency which has a positive 

effect on fundraising (Gilstrap et al., 2015). 
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Table 22 

 

Proposed Solution to Increase Board Member Fundraising: Expectations 

Solution Implementation 

  

Communicate fundraising 

expectations during new board 

member recruitment. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Create a written memorandum of understanding 

(MOU), drafted by the board’s governance 

committee for full board approval, listing all 

board member responsibilities, including for 

fundraising. The MOU is signed by the new 

board member and by the CEO or board chair. 

 

Include a list of all board member 

responsibilities, including for fundraising, in the 

board of directors’ manual. 

 

Verbally communicate fundraising expectations 

with a positive tone during board member 

recruitment meetings. 

 

Fundraising expectations should include the 

board member’s personal financial gift in 

addition to developing charitable gifts from 

other donors. 

 

 

Note. Summary of the proposed solution of Expectations including examples of how the 

solution can be implemented to increase the active participation of board members in 

fundraising. 

 

Implementation 

 Nonprofit organizations can communicate fundraising expectations during new 

board member recruitment in at least three ways.  First, nonprofits (through the board 

governance committee described in another sub-section below) can create a formal 

document – a memorandum of understanding (MOU) – that lists all board member 

responsibilities, including fundraising. Other responsibilities listed on the MOU can 

include determining the nonprofit’s mission and strategies; monitoring program and 

financial results; evaluating the CEO; advocating for the nonprofit with external 
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stakeholders; assuring legal compliance; and assessing risk (Miller-Millesen, 2003). 

Viewing fundraising responsibilities in this broader context can help board members 

better understand how fundraising simply is just one of many board responsibilities and is 

essential to the nonprofit’s overall health and success. 

The MOU, meanwhile, can be reviewed and discussed during board recruitment 

meetings, with a requirement that the incoming board member sign the document 

alongside the signature of the CEO or the board chair. Two of the five nonprofits in this 

study’s qualitative strand utilize this approach. 

 Second, and similarly, board member fundraising expectations can be described in 

a board manual that includes a wide range of information and materials about the 

nonprofit organization and the board’s responsibilities. Two of the five nonprofits in this 

study’s qualitative strand utilize this approach. 

 Third, these expectations can be communicated verbally and with a positive tone 

to prospective board members by the CEO, the board chair, the chair of the fundraising 

committee or some combination of the three. Verbal communication of expectations 

often is more effective than communicating expectations in writing (Moser & Nicholson, 

1996). Meanwhile, relational transparency – such as communicating fundraising 

expectations during new board member recruitment – often is more effective when 

expressed with a positive tone (Vogelgesang et al., 2013). 

 Board members can be expected to make a personal gift, solicit charitable gifts 

from others, or both, totaling a minimum dollar amount (so-called give-or-get policies) 

(BoardSource, 2019). However, expecting a personal gift from board members as a 
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prerequisite to asking for donations from others is preferable since prospective donors are 

likely to ask about the board’s charitable giving to the nonprofit (Wagner, 1994). 

None of the CEOs or board members interviewed for this study stated that a board 

member’s efforts to cultivate charitable gifts from other donors should replace the 

expectation of each board member making an annual personal gift to the nonprofit 

organization. In fact, the interviews revealed that raising money from other donors is 

strengthened due to 100 percent board giving. 

Establish a Fundraising Committee 

 Nonprofit organizations can establish a fundraising committee within their board 

of directors. The fundraising committee can oversee the nonprofit’s fund development 

strategy while encouraging board members to fulfill their fundraising responsibilities. 

Table 23 summarizes this solution and steps for implementation. 

Quantitative and Qualitative Support 

 The odds of board member participation in fundraising are nearly twice as high 

when the board has a fundraising committee. Meanwhile, all five nonprofits in this 

study’s qualitative strand – selected as positively-performing exemplars with 100 percent 

board giving – cited the important role of a fundraising committee in enhancing board 

member participation in fundraising. 

 “These are the folks that brainstorm ways to increase the philanthropic results of 

the organization, whether that’s with board members or (with) external folks,” one CEO 

said of his board’s fund development committee (E1). 

The CEO explained how the fundraising committee recently: 
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had a good, robust conversation (about) how do we design an opportunity for 

board members to engage their friends. We talked about different solutions, and 

we carried that conversation into the board meeting. It was a good basis to get 

started (E1). 

Previous Research 

 Boards that divide their work among board committees tend to be more effective 

(Bradshaw et al., 1992; Brudney & Murray, 1998). Meanwhile, Callen et al. (2010) found 

that boards with a fundraising committee can experience growth in charitable donations.  

Implementation 

 Establishing a fundraising committee within the board of directors starts by 

amending the nonprofit’s bylaws to create that committee and describe the committee’s 

responsibilities. A formal list of the fundraising committee’s duties then can be drafted 

and inserted into the board manual. 

Responsibilities can include, but are not limited to: overseeing the development of 

the nonprofit’s fundraising strategy; assessing the nonprofit’s progress toward achieving 

that strategy; and devising and communicating specific activities for board members to 

engage with fundraising. The nonprofit then needs to intentionally recruit committee 

members who at least have interest – and when possible, expertise – in fundraising. 

 The fundraising committee also can oversee other activities demonstrated to 

increase board member fundraising that were identified in this study’s qualitative strand. 

For example, the fundraising committee can advise the full board on whether or not board 

members should be required to donate a minimum dollar amount each year. Four of the 



NONPROFIT BOARDS AND FUNDRAISING  119 

 

five nonprofits in this study do not have a board minimum, and they explained how this 

helps their respective organizations achieve 100 percent board giving. 

Table 23 

 

Proposed Solution to Increase Board Member Fundraising: Fundraising Committee 

Solution Implementation 

  

Establish a fundraising committee 

within the nonprofit’s board of 

directors. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Amend the nonprofit’s bylaws to create and 

describe a fundraising committee within the 

board of directors. 

 

Draft a formal description of the fundraising 

committee’s duties and responsibilities for 

inclusion in the board manual. 

 

Recruit committee members with interest – and 

when possible, expertise – in fundraising. 

 

Oversee the nonprofit’s fundraising strategy 

while encouraging and monitoring board 

member participation in fundraising. 

 

Facilitate fundraising training for board 

members. 

 

Draft for board approval a policy describing 

whether or not board members should donate a 

minimum dollar amount each year. 

 

Coordinate with staff to develop and oversee 

donor prospect lists for each board member. 

 

Engage board members in donor stewardship 

activities such as calling and writing to donors. 

 

Devise and implement creative methods for 

peer-to-peer encouragement among board 

members in the context of fundraising. 

 

 

Note. Summary of the proposed solution of Fundraising Committee including examples 

of how the solution can be implemented to increase the active participation of board 

members in fundraising. 
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 The fundraising committee can express continual reminders to board members to 

make their annual donation and cultivate financial support from others, activities that can 

be encouraged by designing each board member’s donor stewardship activities (such as 

calling or writing thank you notes to donors). 

Board members who are expected to donate and fundraise should expect to 

receive fundraising training, an activity that can be facilitated by the board’s fundraising 

committee. As one CEO explained, “We’ve had consultants come in and talk to our board 

members about fundraising and how to go about doing that. Our board members have 

said, ‘Wow, okay. Now I understand this. I just didn’t know how’” (C1). 

The fundraising committee can lead the board’s peer-to-peer encouragement of 

board member fundraising. Peer-to-peer encouragement can include a formal self-

evaluation of how the board is fulfilling all responsibilities, including fundraising 

(Holland, 2002). The fundraising committee also can implement informal methods such 

as the nonprofit in this study that uses medallions on board meeting name plates in a 

witty manner, signifying which board members have not yet made an annual donation. 

 “I think when the staff (makes the) ask, they are paid,” one board member 

explained. “Whether you want to admit it or not, there’s an element of, ‘Of course they’re 

going to ask. They work here’” (E2). 

He continued: 

I think it’s a stronger ask when it’s a volunteer who is volunteering their time and 

their money and is willing to say, ‘Hey, I know you. You can give to anyone you 

want to give to. You don’t have to give here. I give here. I don’t get paid here. I’m 

a volunteer here.’ It’s a stronger proposition (E2). 



NONPROFIT BOARDS AND FUNDRAISING  121 

 

Selective Recruitment and Retention of Board Members 

 Nonprofit organizations can be selective when recruiting and retaining board 

members by establishing and administering rigorous standards for board membership. 

Decisions on who to invite to serve and retain on the board are informed by ongoing 

assessment of each volunteer’s passion for the cause, fidelity to fulfilling all board 

responsibilities, and overall commitment level to the nonprofit organization. 

People who are passionate about the cause and who are willing to fulfill board 

member responsibilities inherently are more accepting of the nonprofit’s fundraising 

expectations. Effective board development strengthens effective fund development. 

Table 24 summarizes this solution and steps for implementation. 

Quantitative and Qualitative Support 

 While this solution was not examined in the quantitative strand of this study, the 

element of selective recruitment and retention of board members emerged throughout the 

study’s qualitative strand. CEOs and board members consistently described the 

importance of recruiting board members who are passionate about the nonprofit’s cause 

and who are willing to fulfill all board member responsibilities. The nonprofit’s readiness 

to remove underperforming board members also was emphasized. 

 One CEO explained that identifying and recruiting prospective board members is 

“heavier on mission alignment and true consideration of (all responsibilities involved 

with board) service.” This diligent approach results in a board that is “fully committed. 

They really want to see this place flourish” (C1). 

 The CEO of the animal welfare nonprofit was more explicit: “We ask people if 

they have a pet. If they don’t have a pet, then they’re not going to join our board” (A1). 
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 Similarly, the board member of the environmental organization explained how his 

board service is informed by his passion for nature and the outdoors: 

It’s a personal passion play. My wife and I are big national parks supporters. 

We’re actually on a crusade to get our kids to see not only every state in the 

country, but hopefully every national park by the time they graduate. We just love 

parks (D2). 

The CEOs and board members interviewed for this study also described how 

nonprofits need to have the temerity to dismiss board members who are not fully 

committed, including board members who are not making financial donations. Board 

members can be removed when their current term expires and through outright dismissal. 

 “If you don’t give, then you don’t stay on the board,” one CEO declared. “If 

someone is not (donating) money, then they’re not allowed to stay on the board” (A1). 

 Removing a board member is neither easy nor enjoyable. Challenges associated 

with creating a new fundraising expectation for veteran board members – some of whom 

might openly resist the new expectation – are discussed later in this chapter. 

Previous Research 

 As described in chapter two, CoveCare – a nonprofit organization serving people 

with mental health and substance abuse challenges – increased organizational 

effectiveness by intentionally recruiting board members based on their passion for the 

nonprofit’s cause as well as for their skills and diversity (Indiana University Lilly Family 

School of Philanthropy et al., 2018). CEOs want board members who are passionate 

about the nonprofit’s mission (LeRoux & Langer, 2016). Members of effective boards 

tend to feel strong connection to the nonprofit organization (Taylor et al., 1991).  
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Implementation 

Several people interviewed in this study described how the board’s governance 

committee oversees new board member recruitment. Nonprofits without this committee 

can amend their bylaws to create the governance committee and describe the committee’s 

responsibilities. A formal list of the committee’s responsibilities can be drafted for 

inclusion in the board manual. Boards then need to recruit committee members who have 

interest in overseeing board recruitment. 

The board governance committee then recommends for board approval the list of 

board member responsibilities to include on the board membership memorandum of 

understanding (MOU). A comprehensive process to identify, screen, and recruit board 

members then is developed and implemented by the governance committee which also 

tracks board member engagement. 

 One CEO explained the primary role of the governance committee in identifying, 

screening, and recruiting new board members: 

I have very little to do with board selection, and I applaud that. We have a very 

strong governance chair. She takes this very seriously and is very consistent. 

(She) knows exactly what we need (when recruiting new board members) (B1). 

The board member of another nonprofit described how potential board members 

can be invited to serve on a board committee for one year (A2). This allows the volunteer 

to learn more about the nonprofit while board and staff leadership learn more about the 

volunteer’s passion for the organization’s mission and the volunteer’s commitment to full 

board engagement. 
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Table 24 

 

Proposed Solution to Increase Board Member Fundraising: Selective Recruitment and 

Retention of Board Members 

Solution Implementation 

  

Selectively recruit and retain 

board members. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Amend the nonprofit’s bylaws to create and 

describe a board governance committee. 

 

Draft a formal description of the governance 

committee’s duties and responsibilities for 

inclusion in the board manual. 

 

Recruit volunteers with interest in board 

recruitment to serve on the governance 

committee. 

 

The board governance committee then 

recommends for board approval the list of 

board member responsibilities that are included 

in the board membership memorandum of 

understanding (MOU). 

 

Develop and implement a comprehensive 

process for identifying, screening, and 

recruiting a diverse board of directors. 

 

Track board member engagement, and utilize 

these data to determine if board members 

should remain on the board of directors. 

 

Dismiss non-engaged board members when 

their board term expires or through removal. 

 

 

 

Note. Summary of the proposed solution of Selective Recruitment and Retention of 

Board Members including examples of how the solution can be implemented to increase 

the active participation of board members in fundraising. 

  

 A lengthy recruitment process also was described in chapter four by the CEO (E1) 

who explained that potential board members are vetted for a full year before being invited 

to join the board. The process involves taking the interested volunteers on tours of the 
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nonprofit’s programs and services; meetings with staff and board leadership; and 

meetings with program participants. 

 Nonprofit organizations also must be willing to end the service of low performing 

board members. As one CEO explained, “If there are people on the board who (have) 

misalignment (in fulfilling their board responsibilities), then we need to free them to 

pursue other things and get people on (the board who will be fully engaged)” (C1). 

 The CEO’s board member agreed, stating: 

I would ask if they’re not willing to give anything financially, do they really want 

to participate on the board? Ask that board member to participate, or ask them to 

go do something else. I know that sounds rude. But it just seems so obvious to me 

that (a board member would donate and fundraise) (C2). 

The board member’s signed memorandum of understanding – listing all of the 

board member’s expected duties, including fundraising – can be utilized in meetings 

discussing board member removal. The specificity of this agreed-upon document allows a 

potentially difficult conversation to remain as objective as possible. Meanwhile, some 

board members will choose on their own to leave, a result that one CEO described in 

positive terms as a “maturation of the organization” (E1). 

 While selective recruitment and retention of board members can appear to be rude 

or harsh, nonprofits can approach this responsibility in the same manner as they approach 

fundraising. Henry Rosso (2016) explained how nonprofits need to fundraise with pride, 

not with apology, due to the importance of their mission. The same mentality applies to 

board recruitment and retention. 
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 “This is a very special place,” one CEO replied when asked to explain his 

confident approach to board recruitment, retention, and expectations. “It’s unique in the 

way it goes about education. What we’re looking for is transformation…People on the 

board are attuned to that” (C1). 

 Or as one CEO stated succinctly while affirming high expectations for board 

members, “Yeah, we’re a legitimate organization. We have our stuff together” (D1). 

Ongoing Engagement with the Nonprofit’s Programs and Services 

Board meetings and board committee meetings are not the only opportunities for 

nonprofit organizations to interface with their board members. Ongoing engagement with 

the nonprofit’s programs and services can inspire board members to actively participate 

in fundraising. Table 25 summarizes this solution and steps for implementation. 

Quantitative and Qualitative Support 

 While this solution was not examined in this study’s quantitative strand, the sub-

theme of ongoing engagement remained pervasive throughout the study’s qualitative 

interviews. When asked open-ended questions about other methods for encouraging 

board member fundraising, CEOs and board members often described the impactful 

importance of involving board members in the nonprofit’s programs and services. 

 “(Board member fundraising) continues to increase the more they get to know our 

mission, the more they get to see the operation and get engaged,” one CEO explained. 

“The more you know, the more you’ll (provide financial) support” (E1). 

 One board member said engagement with programs and services helps board 

members craft their “elevator speech” that they use when promoting the nonprofit in their 

circles of influence (A2). The board member of another nonprofit concluded: 
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We’re hearing it from the board saying the favorite part of the meeting is the feel-

good moments of seeing how the organization works…It’s a reason why you want 

to come to the meetings, because you know it’s going to be the best part of your 

day. It’s going to be an inspirational moment…The inspiration convicts the 

nonprofit to say to the board, “I’m unabashedly asking you for more money 

because it’s the best investment you can make” (E2). 

Previous Research 

 Board members who identify strongly with the nonprofit are more likely to be 

devoted and loyal to that organization (Zollo et al., 2019). Preston and Brown (2004) 

found that board members with strong emotional attachments to the nonprofit are more 

engaged, more committed, and more likely to make larger financial donations. 

Implementation 

 Board meetings can start with a “mission moment” during which a program 

participant, a member of the staff, a civic leader, a volunteer, or a donor tells a story 

about the nonprofit’s impact and effectiveness. For example, the CEO of the animal 

welfare organization described how a recent board meeting started with the story of an 

abandoned dog that was near death. The nonprofit rescued the dog, and the animal was 

restored to health. Stories like this, he said, “keep people connected” (A1). 

Other examples of keeping board members engaged with the nonprofit’s 

programs and services include: 

• Inviting board members to the nonprofit’s activities and events (C2); 

• Quarterly luncheons, separate from board meetings, for board members to 

hear directly from successful program participants (E1); 
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• Inviting board members to join staff members in meeting with donors (C2); 

• An annual board retreat that includes visiting the nonprofit’s programs and 

services (E1); 

• Showing board members the thank you notes that the nonprofit has received 

from satisfied participants (D1); and 

• Providing board members with apparel featuring the nonprofit’s logo (B1). 

Table 25 

 

Proposed Solution to Increase Board Member Fundraising: Ongoing Board Member 

Engagement with the Nonprofit’s Programs and Services 

Solution Implementation 

  

Create activities for board 

members to remain engaged with 

the nonprofit’s programs and 

services. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Start each board meeting with a “mission 

moment,” a story about the nonprofit’s impact. 

 

Invite board members to the nonprofit’s 

programs, services, activities, and events. 

 

Hold quarterly luncheons, distinct from regular 

board meetings, for board members to hear 

from successful program participants. 

 

Include board members in donor meetings. 

 

Conduct an annual board retreat that includes 

visits to the nonprofit’s programs and services. 

 

 

Note. Summary of the proposed solution of Ongoing Board Member Engagement with 

the Nonprofit’s Programs and Services including examples of how the solution can be 

implemented to increase the active participation of board members in fundraising. 

 

The CEO of the environmental organization described how board members were 

involved in the nonprofit’s grant making program to local parks. The board members then 

observed the benches, landscaping, trail signs, and other park amenities funded by the 
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grants they had awarded. The CEO explained that a board member responded by starting 

her own crowdfunding campaign to raise more money for more trees. 

These tangible results, the CEO explained, “(are) motivating,” helping board 

members “see what needs to be funded (by their donations and fundraising)” (D1). 

The CEOs and board members interviewed in this study have provided a starting 

point by suggesting how nonprofits can keep board members engaged in the 

organization’s programs and services. This list can inspire additional ideas tailored for 

each nonprofit’s unique circumstances. The number of options is limited only by a 

nonprofit’s levels of imagination and creativity. 

 The nonprofit CEO can work closely with the board’s executive committee to 

develop these opportunities. Staff members, volunteers, program participants, and donors 

also can provide valuable input into the design and delivery of these engagement 

activities that can result in greater fundraising participation by board members. 

Key Staff 

While the CEO reports to the board of directors, board members often cite the 

CEO’s leadership and the influence of other key staff members (including fund 

development staff) in helping them stay engaged with the organization and with 

fundraising. Nonprofit CEOs and other key staff need to be aware of the unique influence 

they can have to influence board member participation in fundraising. Table 26 

summarizes this solution and steps for implementation. 

Quantitative and Qualitative Support 

 While this solution was not examined in this study’s quantitative strand, the sub-

theme of key staff emerged when analyzing the study’s qualitative data. When asked 
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open-ended questions about other methods for encouraging the board of directors to 

actively participate in fundraising, board members cited the inspiration and information 

they receive from the CEO and the fundraising staff as one influential factor. 

 “Our CEO has such an engaging personality,” one board member explained. “The 

passion is there. The ideas are there (along with) the communication. There’s not much 

that doesn’t go on that she doesn’t share with the board” (B2). 

 Board members also gain confidence in the nonprofit and in fundraising by 

observing the CEO’s professional leadership. As one board member stated: 

Before (the current CEO) took over, we really didn’t have actively engaged 

fundraising professionals on staff. He has replaced everyone, and he’s replaced 

them with professional people who have development plans that are succinct and 

to the point. (We now) know exactly what we’re going to be able to raise, and that 

is excellent (B2).  

Chapter four includes the story of a board member (C2) who commended the 

nonprofit’s advancement director in keeping the board engaged with fundraising. Each 

board member receives frequent one-on-one communications from the development 

director who also continually invites the board to attend the nonprofit’s various activities. 

The board member added: 

We have a very professional advancement director, the best advancement director 

we’ve ever had since I’ve been here. He’s a very engaging person. He knows 

what he’s doing. The whole model that he’s developed here has dramatically 

changed our fundraising, and it shows in the numbers. I’ll give him full credit. He 

deserves it (C2). 
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Previous Research 

 A steadfast relationship between the CEO and the board of directors enhances the  

nonprofit’s organizational effectiveness (Brown & Guo, 2010) while influencing the 

board to develop high performance practices (Holland & Jackson, 1998). This higher 

level of engagement tends to strengthen the nonprofit’s financial health (Hodge & 

Piccolo, 2011). 

CEOs and other staff members can cultivate a trustworthy relationship with board 

members by demonstrating “board-regarding behaviors” (Herman & Heimovics, 1990, p. 

107) which include: showing respect to the board; having consistent interactions with 

board members; promoting innovation and organizational change while working with the 

board; celebrating board member accomplishments; and continually informing the board 

in a timely manner. 

 Throughout these interactions the CEO’s tone matters. When utilizing relational 

transparency with board members, a positive disposition that is hopeful and optimistic is 

more effective than an authoritative approach aimed only at meeting requirements and 

obligations (Norman et al., 2010). An aspirational temperament results in higher levels of 

engagement and performance by team members – in this instance, members of the board 

of directors (Vogelgesang et al., 2013). 

Implementation 

 The “board-regarding behaviors” listed by Herman and Heimovics (1990, p. 107) 

can guide CEOs and other staff members in their interactions with board members. These 

behaviors can be utilized during board and board committee meetings as well as through 

regular (i.e. weekly or monthly) communications via e-mail and social media. 
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Table 26 

 

Proposed Solution to Increase Board Member Fundraising: Key Staff 

Solution Implementation 

  

Nonprofit CEOs and other key 

staff can maximize the unique 

influence they have with board 

members to increase board 

participation in fundraising. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Staff can utilize board-regarding behaviors to 

increase board member engagement, including 

in fundraising. 

 

Interactions with board members can occur 

beyond board and board committee meetings to 

include one-on-one meetings in between board 

meetings, regular e-mails and communication 

via social media. 

 

Staff can model commitment to the nonprofit 

and the nonprofit’s cause to inspire greater 

engagement from board members, including in 

fundraising. 

 

Through these activities, staff members can use 

their soft power – information, expertise, and 

referent power – to navigate the power dynamic 

inherent with leading up. 

 

 

Note. Summary of the proposed solution of Key Staff including examples of how the 

solution can be implemented to increase the active participation of board members in 

fundraising. 

 

 Staff members also can meet with board members individually in between each 

board meeting to help these leading volunteers stay informed and engaged. Importantly, 

CEOs and fundraising staff need to model commitment to the nonprofit and the 

nonprofit’s cause, which can inspire the board to do the same (Holland & Jackson, 1998). 

Navigating the Power Dynamic. The board of directors serves as the CEO’s 

direct supervisor, a relational dynamic that one CEO interviewed in this study described 

as “weird” (D1). The board holds all of the hard power in this relationship, with the 
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legitimate authority to hire, reward, discipline, and even terminate the CEO (French & 

Raven, 1959). 

CEOs and other staff, therefore, need to rely on their soft power – sharing the 

information they know, demonstrating the expertise they possess, and serving as a model 

employee who others can emulate (French & Raven, 1959). These forms of soft power 

provide subordinates with their best opportunities for influence when leading up to 

superiors in the organization (French & Raven, 1959), including CEOs and other staff 

members leading up to the board of directors. 

When preparing to interact with the board, the CEO and other staff should 

identify the specific information they are sharing that the board otherwise would not 

know. CEOs and their staff colleagues also can rely on their expertise in nonprofit 

management, fundraising, and the cause championed by the nonprofit organization when 

working with board members. Leading up in this manner is most effective when CEOs 

and staff members are viewed by the board of directors as positive, trusted team players, 

fully committed to the nonprofit and the organization’s cause. 

Challenges 

 Nonprofit leaders will confront challenges when implementing these solutions. 

Nonprofits that have recruited board members without communicating fundraising 

expectations might think their organization is too late to implement this solution. Smaller 

nonprofits might believe that they lack substantial size to selectively recruit and retain 

board members and subsequently are unable to insist on board member fundraising.

 CEOs and fundraisers might be hesitant to ask board members – who already are 

donating their time and their skills – to also donate their dollars. Meanwhile, veteran 

board members might resist newly-established expectations for fundraising. 
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 Finally, the fundraising landscape likely will be altered – in the short-term and 

perhaps permanently – by the worldwide Covid-19 public health and economic crisis. 

These challenges, alongside recommended responses, are summarized in Table 27. 

Too Late to Implement Fundraising Expectations 

 Established nonprofits with long-standing boards of directors might react to this 

study’s findings and solutions by thinking their organization is not able to establish 

fundraising expectations for board members. The board members have been recruited and 

already are active, leading those nonprofits to believe that they are too late to require 

board member fundraising. 

Response 

One board member interviewed for this study recommended that nonprofits can 

offer a season of transition before new fundraising expectations take effect. He suggested, 

“(The nonprofit can offer) a grace period, grandfather (current board members), and 

create an on-ramping period that says, ‘Our apologies for not making that clear. We’re 

going to honor that’” (E2). 

 The board member acknowledged that doing so will not be easy, adding, “Most 

people are embarrassed to be exposed that they don’t give anything. You have to honor 

that embarrassment if they legitimately didn’t know (that they should donate). 

Embarrassment is not a good tactic” (E2). 

 And the board member delivered pragmatic advice: 

You need to customize the solution for (each board member) based upon knowing 

that person. That doesn’t mean that you won’t make mistakes…(However), you 

don’t want to be so complacent that you never break through that barrier…If 
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something is allowed to fester, it becomes a disease that impacts the (nonprofit 

organization) (E2). 

Our Nonprofit is Too Small 

 Comparatively smaller nonprofits might perceive that they have additional 

difficulty developing and engaging their boards of directors. Therefore, these nonprofits 

could conclude that they are unable to selectively recruit and retain board members and 

establish expectations for board fundraising. 

Response 

 Three-fourths of nonprofits have budgets of less than $1 million (McKeever, 

2018). Thus, many nonprofits viewing themselves as “small” more likely are “typical.” 

 Meanwhile, relatively smaller nonprofits can consider the advice of the board 

member in this study who volunteers with the nonprofit that has an annual budget of just 

$50,000. The nonprofit did not establish fundraising expectations until after board 

members had been recruited, and yet the nonprofit now has 100 percent board giving. 

The board member explained that when he joined the board he encouraged his peers to 

act like “a much larger board” by instituting board governance fundamentals such as 

bylaws; board member conflict of interest forms; organizational goals; organized 

finances; a treasurer’s report; and an executive director’s operational report at every 

board meeting. The board then discussed fundraising and agreed that the nonprofit should 

establish the expectation of 100 percent board giving – a goal that has been achieved. 

  “It was difficult in the beginning,” he conceded. “But as more board members 

came into it and saw that we have a professional organization with good management, it 

instilled more confidence in the mission and the vision” (D2). 
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Which encouraged board members to donate and fundraise: “(They could) see 

something that they could get behind (with their charitable giving)” (D2). 

He concluded with this practical word of advice: “It’s a mindset. Despite your 

small budget and what you may perceive as your small reach, think bigger. Think like 

you’re a much larger organization, and you will get there” (D2). 

We Cannot Ask Board Members to Donate 

 Nonprofit leaders who appreciate the considerable time and skill that board 

members contribute to the organization might view these contributions as sufficient and 

hesitate to ask – let alone expect – board members to fundraise. These leaders might 

perceive that they are going too far, crossing a line, and asking for too much if they also 

expect these dedicated volunteers to donate and fundraise. 

Response 

 Fundraisers need to have confidence in their nonprofit’s mission as well as in 

knowing that donors want to contribute financial resources to nonprofits aligned with 

their values (Shaker, 2016). This confidence strengthens fundraisers to overcome any 

awkwardness that might exist in asking for money – an action that could be perceived as 

rude on a topic that can be viewed as private (Shaker, 2016). Therefore, fundraisers 

realize that they are forging a connection between the donor’s desire to make a difference 

and the nonprofit’s ability to achieve that difference (Shaker, 2016). 

 A confident philosophy of fundraising allows nonprofits to fundraise with pride, 

not apology (Rosso, 2016). This especially is true when communicating with board 

members who are the nonprofit’s first donors and fundraisers (Tempel & Seiler, 2016). 
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 Both strands of this study affirm the propriety of forging a resolute approach to 

board engagement with fundraising. Empirically, the odds of board participation in 

fundraising are 10 to 11 times greater after fundraising expectations are communicated. 

This demonstrates that nonprofits are expressing fundraising expectations to board 

members who already are volunteering their time and their skills, and yet the board 

members tend to respond by donating and fundraising. 

CEOs and board members interviewed in this study concurred with this result, 

explaining that incoming board members tend not to react negatively to fundraising 

expectations. A key reason: selecting and retaining the right people to serve on the board, 

which should greatly reduce – if not eliminate – any hesitancy a nonprofit might have in 

expecting board members to fundraise. 

Resistance from Current Board Members 

 Board members, especially those with extensive service on the board, might resist 

a new expectation for fundraising. Nonprofits might be hesitant to communicate 

fundraising expectations to resistant board members in order to avoid conflict or out of 

fear that the board members might resign. 

Response 

 Approaches informed by change leadership research can be applied by nonprofit 

organizations interacting with veteran board members who resist new expectations for 

fundraising. If those approaches are not successful, nonprofits need to be willing to 

excuse recalcitrant volunteers from the board of directors. 

 For example, human resistance to change is a normal response and can occur for a 

variety of reasons including when people believe they did not have a choice and that the 
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change is being imposed from the top, down (Burke, 2014). This explains why change is 

more likely to be accepted when team members are involved in the discussion, planning, 

and finalization of the new idea, process, or activity (Burke, 2014). 

Leaders, meanwhile, can be persuasive when they describe the long-term, relative 

advantage of the change; how the change is compatible with the organization’s existing 

strategies and goals; and how adopting change signifies team member collaboration 

toward organizational success (Rogers, 2003). Leaders also can celebrate early adopters 

and encourage those early adopters to advocate for the change to their peers (Burke, 

2014). CEOs and board members interviewed in this study affirmed how peer-to-peer 

influence among board members can increase board participation in fundraising. 

 One board member described peer-to-peer communication among board members 

about fundraising as “easier” than hearing from the CEO (A2). Another board member 

explained how people on the board who actively fundraise are leading by example, 

earning credibility with fellow board members to discuss fundraising expectations (B2). 

A CEO described the board chair’s unique authority in talking with other board members 

about fundraising (C1), while the board member of another nonprofit explained how the 

board’s executive committee can have the same influence (A2). 

 “It’s a peer-to-peer ask,” another CEO stated. “(The board member) will say, 

‘This is why I give. Won’t you join me in giving?’ That’s the primary thing” (E1). 

 If these efforts fail, another CEO emphasized the need to remove board members 

who are not fundraising when their current board term expires: 

It’s very difficult if you already have a board, and they’re not required to give. 

Then all of a sudden you say, “You have to support us financially.” That’s a tough 
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nut to crack. I would advise them to change their policy and through attrition 

make all new board members commit to annual giving. Then as the others fade 

away, (the board) would eventually get to 100 percent giving (A1). 

 As a last resort, and consistent with selective recruitment and retention, board 

members who still refuse to fundraise can be removed from the board of directors. 

Fundraising After the Covid-19 Crisis 

 This dissertation in practice is being completed amidst the international Covid-19 

crisis. A substantial public health response to the virus has brought the U.S. and 

international economies to a standstill. While public health interests remain paramount, 

the economic fallout of the crisis raises questions about the short- and long-term 

prospects of philanthropic fundraising. 

Response 

 This is neither the first nor the last crisis that will affect the United States or the 

rest of the world. Just recently, the 9/11 attack on the United States in 2001 and the Great 

Recession that started in 2008 caused substantial shocks, including to the U.S. and 

international economies. Philanthropic fundraising dropped significantly during the 

immediate aftermath of both crises, and yet fundraising returned to pre-crisis levels and 

then accelerated within two years of these incidents (Indiana University Lilly Family 

School of Philanthropy, 2019). 

Nonprofits undoubtedly will face financial challenges while the world recovers 

from this latest calamity. Nonprofit boards tend to become more engaged during difficult 

seasons (Miller et al., 1994).  Due to the novel coronavirus crisis, active participation in 

fundraising by nonprofit boards of directors will be more essential than ever. 
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Table 27 

 

Prospective Challenges and Recommended Responses 

Challenges Responses 

  

Established nonprofits might 

think that they are too late in 

trying to establishing board 

member fundraising expectations. 

 

 

Comparatively smaller nonprofits 

might think they are unable to 

selectively recruit and retain 

board members and establish 

board fundraising expectations. 

 

 

Nonprofits, appreciating how 

board members donate their time 

and skills, might hesitate to ask 

board members to also donate 

their money. 

 

 

Nonprofits might hesitate to 

communicate fundraising 

expectations to resistant board 

members in order to avoid 

conflict and to prevent board 

members from resigning. 

 

 

The substantial public health and 

economic consequences caused 

by the Covid-19 pandemic raise 

questions about the short- and 

long-term viability of 

philanthropic fundraising. 

Nonprofits can create a transitional time frame 

before new fundraising expectations take effect 

and grandfather veteran board members until 

their current board terms expire. 

 

 

Three-fourths of nonprofits have budgets of less 

than $1 million; smaller nonprofits can adopt 

the mindset of a larger board and institute board 

governance fundamentals, including an 

expectation for board member fundraising. 

 

 

Nonprofits need to fundraise with confidence, 

especially from board members who are the 

organization’s first fundraisers; this study’s 

inferences reveal that board members tend to 

respond positively to fundraising expectations. 

 

 

Practical strategies informed by change 

leadership research can address this challenge; 

examples include explaining the long-term 

advantage of expectations for board member 

fundraising and deploying early adopters to use 

their peer-to-peer influence to encourage other 

board members to donate and fundraise. 

 

Fundraising will become more challenging due 

to the pandemic, but nonprofits have endured 

previous crises and have experienced increased 

fundraising success in the long-term; active 

board member participation in fundraising will 

be more essential than ever before. 

 

 

Note. Summary of the prospective challenges nonprofits might encounter and proposed 

responses aimed at increasing the active participation of board members in fundraising. 
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Evaluation 

 Primary evaluation of these proposed solutions will occur within each nonprofit 

organization implementing these ideas and confronting these challenges. Individual 

nonprofits can measure their respective board participation in fundraising on an annual 

basis and compare differences over time. 

 Evaluation for the philanthropic sector overall can occur through timely analysis 

of BoardSource’s “Leading with Intent Survey” of nonprofit CEOs and board members. 

The survey is issued in alternate years. Effective implementation of this study’s proposed 

solutions should lead to an increase in the percentage of CEOs who describe their boards 

of directors as actively participating in fundraising. 

Implications 

 The inferences and proposed solutions from this study have practical implications 

for nonprofit fundraising. This study also reveals implications for future research 

including the ongoing examination of leadership theory and practice. 

Practical Implications 

 The philanthropic sector uniquely impacts the lives of individuals, family 

members, community residents, and society at-large (Payton & Moody, 2008), and the 

sector achieves this impact through nonprofit organizations that often rely on fundraising 

(Anheier, 2014). Board members should serve as a nonprofit’s first fundraisers (Tempel 

& Seiler, 2016), but fewer than half of nonprofit CEOs report that their boards actively 

participate in fundraising (BoardSource, 2017). 

 My study addresses these triumphs and challenges of the philanthropic sector with 

empirical and qualitative evidence informing practical strategies and actions nonprofit 

leaders can implement to increase board member participation in fundraising. 
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Importantly, my study’s data-driven assertions are consistent with previous research into 

leadership, nonprofit board governance, and fundraising. 

The study’s functional solutions can be implemented in a timely manner. 

Meanwhile, challenges rooted in the inherent power dynamic between a nonprofit board 

of directors and the organization’s staff members can be overcome with pragmatic 

approaches informed by my study’s evidence-based recommendations. 

Implications for Future Research 

 Two elements and one sub-theme from my study merit additional research. The 

element of selective recruitment and retention of board members and the element of peer-

to-peer influence among board members were predominant throughout the interviews 

conducted for this study. The sub-theme of Key People, describing how staff members 

can influence the board members they report to, also merits further examination. 

Selective Recruitment and Retention 

Recruiting and retaining the right people to serve on the board appears to be a first 

domino. Tip this one correctly, and the rest of the dominoes associated with board 

member fundraising are much more likely to fall into place. Volunteers who fully 

understand board member responsibilities, including for fund development, inherently are 

more likely to respond positively to expectations for fundraising. Strong board 

development can lead to strong fund development. 

 Quantitative studies could ask about specific practices associated with identifying, 

recruiting, and retaining engaged board members. Qualitative studies could ask open-

ended questions about these activities – which also could be viewed through ethnographic 
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observation. In addition, these strands could be combined to enjoy the additional 

advantages resulting from mixed methods research. 

Peer-to-Peer Influence 

 Similarly, board members encouraging each other to fundraise arose as a key 

factor for board participation in fundraising. A team of volunteers serving together 

around a shared cause can be persuasive when communicating fundraising expectations. 

Quantitative, qualitative, and mixed methods studies can seek to identify the 

specific practices nonprofits can implement to maximize the distinct effects of peer-to-

peer influence within their boards of directors. 

Key Staff 

 At the same time, my study revealed that staff members can be influential when 

working with and for the board of directors. This work occurs within a power dynamic 

that at times can be challenging since the CEO reports to the board which holds ultimate 

authority over the organization. 

 Examining my study’s inferences and solutions in the context of French and 

Raven’s (1959) seminal work on power and influence could help CEOs and other staff 

members devise practical strategies and pragmatic action steps based on their soft power 

(information, expertise, and referent) to lead up to the board of directors more effectively.   

Implications for Leadership Theory and Practice 

 As Dwyer et al. (2013) noted, much of the academic research examining 

and developing leadership theory focuses on the government and private sectors. My 

study provides additional evidence of the fertile ground that is available for researchers to 

examine current leadership theory in the context of the philanthropic sector. 
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Explorations such as these hold great promise for growing and refining existing 

leadership theories. Researchers also would have ample opportunity to craft new theories 

specific to the unique aspects of the philanthropic sector (i.e., Osula & Ng, 2014). 

While my study informs the practice of nonprofit leaders, the results, findings, 

and inferences from this research project might be valuable to other professions. Leaders 

from a wide range of professional fields can apply this study’s advancement of social 

influence, authentic leadership, and relational transparency to their own contexts. 

Summary of the Dissertation in Practice 

 While the public sector raises revenue through taxes and fees, and the private 

sector earns revenue through investment and sales, the philanthropic sector often is 

dependent on fundraising to financially support the unique impact and distinct influence 

of nonprofit organizations (Anheier, 2014; Peyton & Moody, 2008). Nonprofits are 

governed by boards of directors whose responsibilities include fundraising (Brown & 

Guo, 2010). Even though board members should be the nonprofit’s first donors and 

fundraisers (Tempel & Seiler, 2016), only 40 percent of nonprofit CEOs describe their 

boards as actively participating in fundraising (BoardSource, 2017). 

 An explanatory sequential mixed methods case study was conducted to inform 

data-driven solutions to this problem. Quantitative data from BoardSource’s (2017) 

survey of nonprofit CEOs were analyzed with seven statistical tests. Communicating 

expectations for fundraising during new board member recruitment and establishing a 

fundraising committee on the board were found to have statistically significant 

relationships with boards of directors actively participating in fundraising. 

Qualitative data then were gathered from five nonprofits selected as positively-

performing exemplars of the quantitative results. Interviews of CEOs, participant 
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observations from board members, and document review provided additional support for 

communicating fundraising expectations to incoming board members and establishing a 

fundraising committee. 

Selective recruitment of volunteers with pride in the nonprofit and passion in the 

mission emerged as important, along with a willingness to remove underperforming 

board members. Having the right number of board members – based on each nonprofit’s 

capacity to keep the board engaged – also was cited as influential. 

Board members need to be reminded of their fundraising commitments, and those 

reminders often are received most effectively through peer-to-peer encouragement among 

board members. While the qualitative strand did not find support for establishing a 

minimum dollar amount for board donations, the data did point to the importance of 

ongoing fundraising training for board members and opportunities to engage in donor 

stewardship by writing thank you notes and making phone calls to other donors. 

The qualitative data also identified that board members tend not to react 

negatively to these expectations, and key staff members can influence board members to 

actively fundraise, especially when the staff helps board members stay engaged with the 

nonprofit’s programs, services and events. 

 This study’s mixed methods inferences informed the following solutions: 

• Communicate fundraising expectations to incoming board members; 

• Establish a fundraising committee within the nonprofit’s board of directors; 

• Selectively recruit, retain, and (when necessary) dismiss board members; 

• Invite board members to attend and participate in the nonprofit’s programs, 

services, activities, and events; 
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• Identify and maximize opportunities for peer-to-peer influence among board 

members; and 

• Capitalize on opportunities for key staff members to uniquely influence and 

inspire board member fundraising. 

Potential challenges associated with implementing these solutions include 

nonprofits believing that they are too late, too small, or too unworthy to expect board 

members to fundraise. Additional challenges associated with resistant board members 

and the persistent Covid-19 crisis also were discussed. Responses to these challenges 

centered on nonprofits continuing to fundraise with confidence instead of with apology, 

including with their boards of directors. 

Evaluation of these solutions is dependent upon individual nonprofits tracking 

their own board engagement with fundraising from one year to the next. Evaluation 

across the entire U.S. nonprofit sector can continue through the BoardSource survey of 

nonprofit CEOs and board members that is conducted in alternating years. 

While this study provides evidence-based solutions to increase board participation 

in fundraising, the study’s inferences point toward additional research opportunities – 

especially on topics associated with select recruitment and retention of board members; 

peer-to-peer influence among board members; and the best methods for key staff to lead 

up to the board. This study also demonstrates how existing leadership theory can be 

examined in the context of the philanthropic sector. 

Board Development with Confidence 

 Triplett’s (1898) scientific cycling, which started researchers on a pathway to 

understanding social influence, now can help nonprofit organizations shift their 
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fundraising into a higher gear. This study’s mathematical data spoke clearly: 

communicating fundraising expectations to incoming board members makes a difference, 

especially when those expectations are continually reinforced through the peer-to-peer 

influence of the board’s fundraising committee. 

 This study’s qualitative data also spoke clearly: the nonprofit leaders who were 

interviewed were unabashed and unapologetic about communicating and enforcing 

fundraising expectations for board members. Each described communication strategies 

that are warm and welcoming, but also steadfast and firm. They also consistently 

described additional strategies and practices with demonstrated effectiveness for 

engaging board members in fundraising. 

 Nonprofit leaders can adapt these effective tactics and emulate this confident tone. 

They can do so with a realistic expectation that fundraising by board members will 

increase and strengthen. 

Effective board development fortifies effective fund development which, in turn, 

fortifies the philanthropic sector – allowing nonprofits to increase their pace in making 

the world a better place.  
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APPENDIX C: BoardSource “Leading with Intent” Survey 

 The quantitative data utilized in this study will be derived from a national survey 

of nonprofit CEOs conducted by BoardSource, a national nonprofit organization that 

provides information, technical assistance, and other capacity-building resources to 

nonprofit boards of directors. 

The survey, “Leading with Intent: 2017 National Index of Nonprofit Board 

Practices,” has been conducted since 1994. BoardSource staff members conduct the 

survey under the oversight of a 12-member research advisory council. 

The survey was disseminated by BoardSource as well as by: the Alliance for 

Nonprofit Management; the Bridgespan Group; the Case Foundation; the Center for 

Effective Philanthropy; CompassPoint; Grantmakers for Effective Organizations; 

GuideStar; National Council of Nonprofits; NEO Law Group; and Nonprofit Quarterly. 

The survey was funded in part by the William and Flora Hewlett Foundation and 

the Ford Foundation. 

  



NONPROFIT BOARDS AND FUNDRAISING  168 

 

APPENDIX D: I.U. Lilly Family School of Philanthropy Approval Letter 

 

  



NONPROFIT BOARDS AND FUNDRAISING  169 

 

APPENDIX E: Letter of Invitation 

BILL STANCZYKIEWICZ 

BillStanczykiewicz@creighton.edu

 

January 27, 2020 

Dear Nonprofit Executive: 

 

You are invited to participate in an academic research study examining how to encourage 

nonprofit boards of directors to actively participate in fundraising.  The findings of this 

study will contribute to a growing understanding of effective fundraising practices by 

nonprofit organizations. 

 

Data from an existing survey of nonprofit CEOs have been analyzed to examine for a 

relationship between the communication of fundraising expectations to new board 

members and the CEO describing the board as actively participating in fundraising.  The 

research study now continues with the selection of four nonprofit organizations that have 

100 percent participation from their boards of directors with charitable giving and 

fundraising. 

 

Participating nonprofits agree to: 

 

• Ensure the CEO’s availability for an interview with the researcher at the 

nonprofit’s location; 

 

• Ensure the availability of one board member for an interview with the researcher 

at the nonprofit’s location; 

 

• Provide primary documents utilized during new board member orientation 

meetings; and 

 

• Provide primary documentation demonstrating how the board of directors actively 

participates in fundraising. 

 

The aim of this study is to provide nonprofit leaders with practical, evidence-based 

recommendations for increasing fundraising participation from their board members.   

Participation in this research study is voluntary, and participants can withdraw at any 

time.  There are no anticipated risks for participating in this study.  Data obtained during 

the study will remain confidential. 

 

Participants will not be compensated for participating in the study, and there are no other 

benefits for participating in this study beyond utilizing the study’s findings to strengthen 

nonprofit fundraising. 
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Participation in this study will adhere to Creighton University’s “Bill of Rights for 

Research Participants:” As a participant in a research study, you have the right: 

1. To have enough time to decide whether or not to be in the research study, and to 

make that decision without any pressure from the people who are conducting the 

research.  

2. To refuse to be in the study at all, or to stop participating at any time after you 

begin the study. 

3. To be told what the study is trying to find out, what will happen to you, and what 

you will be asked to do if you are in the study. 

4. To be told about the reasonably foreseeable risks of being in the study. 

5. To be told about the possible benefits of being in the study. 

6. To be told whether there are any costs associated with being in the study and 

whether you will be compensated for participating in the study. 

7. To be told who will have access to information collected about you and how your 

confidentiality will be protected. 

8. To be told whom to contact with questions about the research, about research-

related injury, and about your rights as a research participant. 

9. If the study involves treatment or therapy: 

a. To be told about the other non-research treatment choices you have. 

b. To be told where treatment is available should you have a research-related 

injury, and who will pay for research-related treatment. 

 

If you are interested in participating in this study, please contact: 

 

Bill Stanczykiewicz, Principal Researcher 

BillStanczykiewicz@creighton.edu 

 

For questions about the participants’ rights, you can contact Creighton University’s 

Institutional Review Board at: 402-280-2126. 

 

Thank you for your consideration of this invitation to strengthen the field of professional 

fundraising, and be well! 

 

Regards, 

Bill Stanczykiewicz 
Bill Stanczykiewicz 
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APPENDIX F: Consent Form Template 

PERMISSION TO PARTICIPATE 

 (Name of nonprofit organization here) has been selected to participate in an 

academic research study examining if the communication of expectations for fundraising 

during new board member orientation is associated with the nonprofit’s CEO describing 

the board of directors as actively participating in fundraising. The participating nonprofit 

organization agrees to: 

 

• Ensure the CEO’s availability for an interview with the researcher on this topic; 

 

• Ensure the availability of one board member for an interview with the researcher 

on this topic; 

 

• Provide primary documents utilized during new board member orientation 

meetings; and 

 

• Provide primary documentation demonstration how the board of directors actively 

participates in fundraising. 

 

The name of the nonprofit organization, the name of the CEO, and the name of 

the board member will remain confidential and will not be included in the study’s written 

report. Any confidential information in the primary documents – including but not 

limited to names of board members – will be redacted and remain confidential. 

 

 (Name of nonprofit organization here) hereby grants permission to participate in 

this research study. 

 

 

 

____________________ 

 

Nonprofit CEO 

 

 

 

____________________ 

 

Nonprofit Board Member 

 

 

 

____________________ 

 

William A. Stanczykiewicz 
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APPENDIX G: Interview Protocol 

Interview Protocol: Nonprofit Boards and Charitable Giving 

Pseudonym of Nonprofit Organization: 

Date: 

Time of Interview: 

Place: 

Interviewer: Bill Stanczykiewicz 

Pseudonym of Interviewee: 

Position of Pseudonym of Interviewee: 

Opening Comments by Interviewer: Thank you for agreeing to this interview. Your 

responses, which will remain confidential and anonymous, will be utilized in a 

research study examining charitable giving by board members of nonprofit 

organizations. 

Since charitable giving is an essential responsibility of nonprofit boards of directors, 

this study is being conducted to examine how to increase charitable giving among 

board members. This topic has been selected based on research finding that fewer 

than half of nonprofit organizations have 100 percent board giving. The findings 

from the study now being conducted could be used to inform nonprofit 

organizations of practical strategies for increasing the number of board members 

who make an annual charitable gift. 

Please let me know if you need to take a break during this interview, and please 

pause the interview at anytime if you have questions or need clarification. 

Do you have any questions before we begin? 

Questions: 

1) (Staff and Board): Let’s gather some information about you. How long have 

your served with this nonprofit organization? How much experience overall do 

you have working or volunteering in the philanthropic sector? 

 

2) (Staff and Board): What are your responsibilities as you serve this nonprofit 

organization? 
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3) (Staff): Now, let’s please gather some information about your nonprofit 

organization. What is the mission of your nonprofit? What is your nonprofit 

organization’s annual budget? 

 

4) (Staff): Now, let’s gather some information about your board of directors. How 

many people serve on your nonprofit organization’s board of directors? 

 

5) (Staff): Tell me about the process and procedures that are utilized to recruit 

volunteers to serve on your nonprofit organization’s board of directors. 

 

6)  (Staff and Board): Nonprofit is engaged in fundraising: What fundraising 

methods are most effective for raising financial support for your nonprofit? 

 

7)  (Staff and Board): Board actively participates in fundraising: How involved are 

board members in making an annual charitable donation to your nonprofit and 

then conducting fundraising for the nonprofit organization? 

 

8) (Staff and Board): Fewer than half of nonprofits in the United States report that 

their boards of directors actively participate in fundraising.  Why is your nonprofit 

so effective in having a board of directors that actively participates in fundraising? 

 

9) (Staff and Board): What specific expectations for fundraising – if any – are 

communicated to new board members during orientation? 

 

10) (Staff and Board): What else – if anything – does the nonprofit do or 

communicate to encourage board members to actively participate in fundraising? 

 

11) (Staff and Board): How do board members react or respond when they hear 

about the expectation for fundraising? 

 

12) (Staff and Board): Board has a fundraising committee: What is the committee 

structure within your nonprofit’s board of directors? 

 

a) What role does the fund development committee play in encouraging and 

ensuring that board members actively participate in fundraising? 

 

13) (Staff and Board): What strategies work best in increasing the number of board 

members who actively participate in fundraising? 

 

14) (Staff and Board): What gaps do you see, and what improvements could be 

made, related to active participation in fundraising by your board members? 

 

15) (Staff and Board): How difficult of a topic is fundraising to communicate to 

board members? 
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16) (Staff and Board): What advice do you have for other nonprofit organizations 

that want to increase active participation in fundraising by their board of 

directors? 

 

17) (Staff and Board): What else would you like to say or add that I have not asked 

you about – or that you have thought of as we moved on in this interview – 

related to charitable giving by nonprofit board members? 

 

Conclusion:  Thank you for participating in this interview. If you have any questions 

or concerns as you reflect on your participation in this interview, please let me 

know. Meanwhile, as I review your interview responses, and the responses from 

other people being interviewed, I might develop clarifying questions. Can I please 

contact you for additional information if necessary? 

Thank you for your leadership in the nonprofit sector. Best wishes to you and your 

nonprofit’s important work! 


