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 With the booming of civil society organizations in Lebanon, exploring the 

governance of such institutions has become essential. However, as a factor limiting these 

changes, those organizations still go by an archaic law, dating from the Ottoman Empire, 

which does not carry a section on the internal governance of such institutions, and thus 

limiting their accountability, transparency and the follow-up of their activities and 

processes.  

 

 For the purpose of identifying the components which could constitute an ideal 

model or theory for Lebanese CSOs, on which this study is based, a review of the history, 

definitions and theories/models was performed. Then, multiple methods were used, ranging 

from secondary data gathering to primary research methods to secondary research tools. 

The secondary research methods involved extracting all the information from previous 

research around governance within CSOs in different contexts, which constituted the bulk 

of the literature review. It revolved around the history, multiple definitions, models, and 

theories related to governance. This data was used to identify the roots of the concept, its 

constituents, and its meaning. Furthermore, the data was used to build and structure the 

primary research methods (interviews and surveys) which involved questions regarding the 

components of governance, the relationship between governance actors, the structure of the 

governing entity… etc. The interview and survey were conducted with high level officials 

(board members and/or directors) at multiple CSOs in Lebanon concerning their perception 

of internal governance within their respective organizations. A total of 74 surveys and 23 

interviews were conducted. This information was used to identify the gap constituting the 

missing components of governance within Lebanese CSOs and the perception and 

understanding of the concept of governance by actors involved in it. Ultimately, such a gap 

will help determine what is missing and what is there within Lebanese CSOs to build the 

ideal model which could be used as a basis for a section on governance in the Lebanese law 

on associations. As a result, it was revealed in the findings and discussed in the analysis that 

each theory, model, definition, and CSO had something to contribute to the study and to 

creating this ideal type model/theory for CSO governance in Lebanon. In fact, a more 

proper conclusion would be that there is no one ideal model/theory of CSO governance, but 

an amalgam of them all or their components.   
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 Without any doubt, every study comes with its limitations, and the ones related to 

studying the governance within Lebanese CSOs range from the small size of the sample 

compared to the population size, and the truthfulness of the participants’ answers, to the 

external environment factors which could block the implementation or passing of such an 

ideal theory or model. However, regardless of such limitations, governance remains a good 

idea which could benefit all actors within and outside CSOs in Lebanon and elsewhere.    
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

 

  Civil society organizations are part of the multi-level governance network in most 

countries of the world. However, for them to be reliable, trustworthy, and become part of 

the larger governance picture, they should adopt governance practices in their internal 

system which would improve their functioning and make them more accountable, 

transparent, fair, decentralized in their decisions, and responsive to stakeholders. Even 

though most CSOs in countries of the west have already adopted such practices, many third 

world countries such as Lebanon do not apply such practices within their CSOs, unless one 

is talking about the local branches of international ones which probably do stick to 

international standards. However, when it comes to the local CSOs such as the ones in 

Lebanon, most of them are short of governance schemes and structures. While the rest 

might carry such practices, there is no proper legal framework to check upon their 

appropriate application. In other words, if a certain Lebanese CSO considers to be working 

accountably and transparently, it does not mean that it actually is doing so. Checkups 

should be performed by external parties such as the government or private companies or 

both to make sure that such practices are being performed properly. Also, they should be 

able to refer to a certain law dictating the procedures related to governance and the steps 

which should be followed when such procedures are not properly undertaken. Legally 

speaking, the civil society organizations, like any other types of working bodies, are ruled 
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by specific laws governing them. In the context of Lebanon, the law governing associations 

dates back to the Ottoman Empire rule, is based on the 1901 French law on associations, 

and figures in article 13 of the Lebanese Constitution (Joseph, 2010). This is the solely 

present law governing Civil Society Organizations (CSOs) in Lebanon, is clearly outdated, 

missing important parts, and sometimes referring to parties which are no longer in service 

(Elbayar, 2005). Such an archaic law has opened the door for CSOs to act as they please 

rather than abide by it and has led to a more liberal way of dealing with such institutions 

(Elbayar, 2005). Furthermore, compared to other Arab countries, the law on associations is 

more liberal in Lebanon, specifically for CSOs, and only requires giving notice to the state 

concerning their formation (Joseph, 2010). This suggests that nothing was mentioned 

regarding the governance of CSOs in the Law for Associations except that, part of notifying 

the state includes providing some basic information about the ones responsible for it 

(Baroud, Majed, Abdel Samad, Helou, and Aadas (2004). 

  In relation, the idea of civil society comes in different forms and has changing 

characteristics depending on the intended context. In Lebanon, for instance, the nature of 

civil society essentially mirrors the dissected and diverse Lebanese society (Joseph, 2010). 

So, as a result, there is, to a certain extent, an excess of registered civil society 

organizations which have piled up since the beginning of the 20th century (Joseph, 2010). 

Of course, none of the numbers related to that matter are fixed and official since there are 

many unregistered CSOs and many registered ones which might not still be active (Joseph, 

2010). These facts suggest the negligence of such a sector in terms of data collection and 

the difficulty in following-up the activities of such organizations, including their 

governance, which is also perpetrated by the very limited legal framework on this matter. 
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So, for the purpose of understanding such numbers and the governance of CSOs in 

Lebanon, it is necessary to dig deeper into the nature of such institutions in this context.  

  So, given the lack of information on the governance of Lebanese CSOs, their 

presence in large numbers, and the practical inexistence and desperate need for laws 

surrounding this matter, this dissertation suggests a grounded and inductive study around 

the governance of such institutions. For such a purpose, this study will attempt to find or 

tailor, based on previous theories for nonprofit governance, a suitable theory/model for the 

Lebanese context.  

  Essentially, the following research questions will be considered as the leading points 

of reference for this study: (1) What does governance signify in general and how has it 

evolved to its current state? (2) What does it mean in the context of CSOs? (3) What 

theories and models exist regarding the concept of governance? (4) Which theories and/or 

models are most applicable to Lebanese CSOs, or which of their components are most 

prominent among them? (5) What correlations exist between these theories/models and 

factors characterizing the CSO at hand (age, board size, field of work…)? (6) What could 

be the ideal model or theory for the governance of CSOs in the Lebanese context and what 

recommendations could be generated from such a model/theory? For such a purpose, this 

dissertation will be divided into six main parts: (1) Part one will explore the literature 

review regarding the governance of CSOs, which will shed light on the theories, models, 

history, and definition of such a concept; (2) Part two will present the methodology which 

will be followed to answer or come close to answering the research questions; (3) Part three 

will present the findings generated by the tools specified in the methodology; (4) Part four 

will revolve around the discussion and interpretation of the findings; (5) Part five will 
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advance the possible new model/theory for the Lebanese context; (6) Part six will serve as a 

conclusion for the dissertation.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

5 

 

CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

A. History of Governance in Nonprofit Organizations: USA, Europe, and the Arab 

World  

  Every concept has to start somewhere and definitely has an origin. As a result, for 

the purpose of studying the governance of nonprofit organizations, we will start by 

inquiring the origins of nonprofit organizations while merging it with the history of 

governance itself, since the first includes the latter, and we will go on exploring the 

definition of governance and its importance.  

  Going back to the beginnings of such a sector, the first thing we can say about it is 

that it was granted the nomenclature “nonprofit organization” after World War II to refer to 

the organizations which worked on a voluntary basis and other charities such as religious 

organizations (Powell & Steinberg, 2006). Under this name, we will explore the history of 

nonprofits and extract from it the origins of governance in such a sector, in specific 

moments in time. Ideas discussed will include the voluntary sector before, during, and after 

the American Revolution, before, during, and after the Civil War, before, after, and during 

World War I, before and during World War II, and finally, modern day nonprofits and their 

governance. After that, we will move on to the history of such a sector and its governance 

under a European context followed by going over the history of nonprofit governance in the 

Arab world.  
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1. Nonprofits and Governance in the United States of America:    

 

a. Nonprofits before 1750: 

  The United States of America have had their own conception of the nonprofit sector 

since they witnessed a strong immigration of people coming from Europe when the 

continent was first discovered. So, these people coming from different European cultures 

could not but affect the functioning of these voluntary organizations depending on where 

they initially settled and following the ways of where they came from (Powell & Steinberg, 

2006). In addition, they adapted the rules and customs of their home-countries which 

included the way nonprofits functioned to their respective colonies, which led to having 

municipalities and townships take care of this matter depending on the origins of the state 

itself (Powell & Steinberg, 2006). New Orleans for instance adapted the procedures of 

France within this sector while New York followed the ways of England concerning this 

matter. A final word concerning this period was the fact that everything belonged to the 

public at that time (Powell & Steinberg, 2006).     

  We can conclude that governance at this time was still informal since there was not 

a body which took care of such a matter. It was done informally by the municipalities and 

parishes which were mentioned above and other similar entities (Powell & Steinberg, 

2006). However, question remains as to whether it was more of a governance matter rather 

than a management issue.  
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b. Nonprofits, 1750-1800: 

  During this time in history, many changes occurred in the United States which 

affected the functioning of the voluntary sector. The most important event which happened 

during a section of those years was the American Revolution which involved the 

participation of many nonprofits and charities in organizing people for the revolution 

against the rulers, thus making the government despise such entities which posed a direct 

threat towards it (Powell & Steinberg, 2006). In other words, nonprofits could join people 

together and overthrow the current government which made the government fear them at 

some point before and during the American Revolution. However, after the Revolution was 

over in 1783, these voluntary organizations which constituted a great part in starting the 

revolution and fighting against the tyrants at that time were disbanded or were given limited 

rights (Powell & Steinberg, 2006). However, it is important to note that this was still the 

beginning for these organizations and that there were still no written laws and rules to 

follow concerning this matter (Powell & Steinberg, 2006), indicating that governance was 

still informal at that time.  

  Alexis de Tocqueville, in his book titled “La Democracie en Amerique,” discussed 

the presence of “permanent associations” which were more like institutions serving the 

public, and “voluntary associations” which are charities and nonprofit-like organizations, 

and mentioned the governance of such institutions (Wagner, 2014 in de Tocqueville, 1963). 

Furthermore, de Tocqueville identified three components of representative governance 

which were that the participants in the governance of an institution should have similar 

beliefs and interests, should be able to set meetings and select a meeting place, and should 

have people to elect them and others to delegate them (Wagner, 2014, in de Tocqueville, 
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1963). Added to that, these voluntary organizations had something called a “membership as 

masters” rule which prevented leaders from pursuing their own latent interests and 

redirected focus on the interests and needs of the beneficiaries (Wagner, 2014, in 

Williamson 1989, p. 2). These elements, and more, resemble a lot to some modern ideas 

pertaining to governance of nonprofits and suggest that even at that time, voluntary 

organizations had some sort of a governance structure. This indicates that governance 

indeed existed at that time, but as nothing more than a concept.        

  This information about nonprofits during and after the American Revolution gives 

us an idea of how the governance of such institutions functioned back then. We can 

definitely say that these voluntary organizations were still governed informally but surely 

had strong governance given the facts that they required leaders to go against the powerful 

figures such as the government and tyrants and that leadership is an important component 

of governance. Also, the first government of the United States was declared in 1787 

followed by the first Constitution, almost a decade after the first couple of states declared 

their independence (Wagner, 2014). These were the first signs of a republican country and a 

representative government which led to having a representative governance system 

(Wagner, 2014).  

 

c. Nonprofits, 1800-1860: 

  At this point in the history of the United States, almost every actor or group of 

actors in society had an organization to represent it. There were some organizations which 

stood against the ruling elites and others which were there to support these politicians 

(Powell & Steinberg, 2006).  Some associations were concerned with religious groups 
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especially since many people were starting to forget about religion (Powell & Steinberg, 

2006). So, clearly, these associations started to spread fast in the United States, especially 

starting the 1830s, which led to seeking out a legal infrastructure for these charities and 

organizations, thus, making them somehow fall under the preeminence of the state (Powell 

& Steinberg, 2006). In addition, other ideas related to charities and associations started 

rising such as searching for funds to proceed with their plans (Powell & Steinberg, 2006). 

Towards the 1950s, the hostilities against these organizations started to fade (Powell & 

Steinberg, 2006). Moreover, these organizations became harmoniously spread without 

overlapping one another and came in moderate numbers (Powell & Steinberg, 2006). The 

church was mainly at the top of most of these organizations during that period as opposed 

to the family or the society.  

  Here, we can say that the concept of governance in such organizations is starting to 

take some form since the idea of a Charity Law was initiated and other modern day 

procedures related to nonprofits started to be undertaken. Also, since most voluntary 

organizations were church related at that time, we can assume that the governance of these 

entities was controlled or related to it.  

 

d. During and after the Civil War (until 1920): 

   During and after the civil war, the number of organizations, especially one’s 

fighting against slavery and for the sake of cotton field slaves, increased and inspired other 

minorities, such as women, to create their own associations (Powell & Steinberg, 2006). 

After the war was over, associations fighting for the rights of these former slaves were on 

the rise such as ones against racism, which caused white southerners to reject them for a 
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while, such as the Ku Klux Kan (Powell & Steinberg, 2006). This was less the case in the 

North (Powell & Steinberg, 2006). Moreover, the number of immigrants such as Jews and 

Germans was still on the rise and Protestants wanted to protect their own which led to the 

appearance of voluntary organization for both of them (Powell & Steinberg, 2006).      

  All these happenings paved the way for the creation, after the Civil War, of the 

Russell Sage Foundation which meant moving away from the old way of doing charity 

work towards a brand new scientific way, which required dealing with the cause of the 

problem (Powell & Steinberg, 2006). This remarkable event was followed by the 

foundation of the first American Research University (Harvard) which aimed at researching 

new ways to make the country a better and livable place through learning and higher 

education (Powell & Steinberg, 2006). All of these nonprofit associations, of course, had 

founders of their own and required being governed by someone which means that, even 

though there was no official governing entity within them, they still had to be governed 

somehow, most probably by their founders. This indicates that even at such an early time, 

traces of governance existed, even though they were not as developed and as formalized as 

they are now since there was no written law about them and there probably was not any sort 

of formal accountability and transparency within them.  

 

e. 1920-1945: 

  Political progressivism was on the rise and the amendment of the charity law and its 

modernization took place during that period of time (Powell & Steinberg, 2006). So, 

political progressivism meant that as the society changed, everything related to it should 

evolve as well such as rules and laws which ruled people (Powell & Steinberg, 2006). This 
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was also applied in charity laws which were the basis of how voluntary associations and 

charities functioned and which were extensively related to the governance of these 

institutions since they probably had a say in that matter.   

  During the course of WWI, corporations, voluntary organizations, and the state 

joined forces to raise money for the war (Powell & Steinberg, 2006). This was the first time 

that these three became allies since they had to fight against a common international enemy. 

During this period, citizens started to appreciate these voluntary associations and charities 

since they were working with the government for the welfare of the country which led to 

public-private partnerships (Powell & Steinberg, 2006).    

 

f. 1945-2000: 

  After WWII and as result of the New Deal postwar laws called for decentralized and 

privatized associations or companies which would deliver of some goods and services 

previously handled by the government (Powell & Steinberg, 2006). This was one of the 

reasons for the proliferation of nonprofits during this period and until the year 2000. Other 

reasons included tax exemption for voluntary organizations which made them affordable 

and more attractive for the wealthy businessman and direct and indirect financial support 

from the state (Powell & Steinberg, 2006). This spread of nonprofit organizations meant 

that governance of such entities should be looked into more profoundly and formalized, as a 

result. Another event that took place during this time was the foundation of the 

“commission of private philanthropy and public needs” by Rockefeller which put forward 

the idea of the existence of a “third” or “nonprofit” sector (Powell & Steinberg, 2006).  
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  Towards the second half of the twentieth century (1980s), government contracted 

out and became more decentralized which led to the involvement of the private nonprofit 

and for-profit organizations in the provision of services (Wagner, 2014 in Wagner 2012b, p. 

309). This led to a booming of the nonprofit sector and to some changes regarding its 

governance since this sector become so essential to the government. In turn, this event 

initiated the shift between nonprofits with members to nonprofits without members and 

having a governing entity either elected or appointed instead, as well as a fiduciary 

governance structure (Wagner 2014, in Wagner 2012b).  

  Since then, they became a separate sector, more laws were required that are different 

from for-profit and public ones, which would set the basis for the management and 

governance of such entities in the United States of America, in addition to other ideas 

pertaining to them.    

 

g. 2000- Modern Times: 

  In the last decade, the issue of governance which was long neglected, even though 

informally practiced in the US nonprofit sector throughout the years, started moving 

upwards on the ladder of importance. This is confirmed by the extensive acts and laws 

which emerged in this context and which led to enlarging the legal infrastructure of 

nonprofits, including policies related to governance matters. Most notably, a numerous 

number of acts related to governance of nonprofits joined the legal scene and involved 

matters such as board composition and responsibilities (Matan, 2008). Two remarkable 

events that marked the field of nonprofit governance in the twenty-first century were the 

Sarbanes-Oxley Act (SOX) in 2002 which was initially passed to regulate the governance 
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of nonprofits in terms of accountability, transparency, and financial responsibilities and the 

New 990 form which forced nonprofits to report their activities and organize them (Matan, 

2008). The SOX provided procedures for setting organizational controls which would be in 

line with the nonprofit organizations’ code of ethics, thus increasing public trust, such as 

that of donors and beneficiaries, and reduce scrutiny from their part (Matan, 2008). 

Regarding the New 990 form, however, the nonprofits have been required to act more like 

for-profit organizations in terms of practices such as staff compensation, financial control, 

and transparency of organizational documents (Matan, 2008).  

  Finally, these Acts and others indicate that the governance of nonprofits has become 

more formalized since the year 2000, compared to the day the British and other European 

colonies first settled in the USA, and that it is heading towards more successful ventures 

since it is adopting some of the corporate governance practices. However, these adoptions 

from the corporate world risk to rip away the purity, philanthropic nature, and nonprofit 

particularities of this sector, which is different across continents, namely in Europe where it 

is more of an essential component within a network of interrelated player, rather than a 

sector standing on its own.     

 

2. Nonprofits and Governance in Europe: 

  A whole different story can be said concerning the third sector in Europe, given the 

fact that each country within this continent has different perspectives regarding this sector, 

depending on the country’s traditions and values (Evers & Laville, 2005). What 

distinguishes this sector in Europe from that in the USA resides in the fact that most 

importance, while studying this sector, is given to the “historical-dynamic” approach 
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instead of having one generic approach for the whole continent (Evers & Laville, 2005). 

Instead, European studies on the nonprofit sector have focused on gathering and 

synthesizing the types of third sector organizations and the country-specific features of such 

organizations (Evers & Laville, 2005). We will start by giving a general idea about this 

sector in Europe and then shift to some country-specific examples to illustrate the way this 

sector and its governance differ from one European State to the other. These examples will 

illustrate the UK nonprofit sector, the German subsidiarity, and the French “economie 

sociale” which will demonstrate the diversity of such sector and the fact that the German 

and French are similar under this context while the UK is closer to the USA, but still 

different, with regards to this sector.  

  In the past, Europe, as opposed to the USA, has been preoccupied with the nonprofit 

sector as a key component of a “mixed economy of welfare” (Evers and Svetlik, 1993). 

This has led to discarding the idea of having a third sector altogether given that this 

nomenclature would highlight the line of separation between the different sectors which are 

supposed to work harmoniously together and be interrelated (Evers & Laville, 2005). This 

mixed economy of welfare involves the “market,” the “state,” and the rest of the 

institutions, including nonprofit organizations, the three of which form a “tripolar” triangle 

and work together for services provision and ultimately for the greater benefit of society 

(Ever & Laville, 2005). This tripartite system has given a great importance to the 

organizations otherwise called nonprofits within this network of multi-level governance. In 

addition and as a result, this notion gives a great boost to the importance of the governance 

of such institutions. A graphical representation of this tripartite relationship would be that 

put forward by Evers in the year 1990 in the form of a triangle delimiting at the top corners 
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two of the three members of this welfare economy (market and state), in the middle the 

third component (third sector), and at the bottom corner the public (private households) 

(Evers & Laville, 2005) (See figure 1.1). This triangle is an illustration of how these three 

work together to provide the private households with the demanded goods and services and 

presents the idea that there are no boundaries for either of these sectors which makes them 

non-sectors (Evers & Laville, 2005). Lastly, this figure suggests that when changes in the 

private households change, then these non-sectors will tend to alter to adapt to the demands 

of the public and vice versa (Evers & Laville, 2005).  

     

Figure 1 The Welfare Triangle (Evers, 1990) 

 

a. UK: 

  As early as the nineteenth century, voluntary organizations in the United Kingdom, 

which were labeled as intermediate organizations, were initially related to the concept of a 

democratic community which had philanthropy and helping those in need as essential 

components, a sort of a moral commitment (Evers & Laville, 2005). They were called that 

way because of their importance in standing halfway between the state and the public in 
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delivering some services which were left out by the state. However, these organizations 

were independent from the government in all their activities (Evers & Laville, 2005) which 

indicates that they certainly had their own way of governing and their own governing 

entity. Nevertheless, the interest and focus in regards to these organizations was especially 

in their management rather than their governance before the 80s (Cornforth, 2003).  

  However, this has extensively changed since the 80s with the proliferation of such 

organizations due to privatization and, thus, their delivering of services previously carried 

out by governmental institutions, which resulted in higher awareness and development of 

the governance of such institutions (Cornforth, 2003). This has led to a greater scrutiny 

towards the governance of such organizations and a larger interest in studying, regulating, 

and standardizing such a concept (Cornforth, 2003). However, this shift in events, 

especially the spread of nonprofit organizations, had its consequences which could initially 

be summarized as the leeway for abuse by such institutions since the government opted out, 

ultimately leading to the mobilization of Sir Philip Woodfield in the late 80s to find proper 

regulatory solutions for this situation (Cornforth, 2003, in Holden, 1996). Consequently, a 

new act for charities was created in England and Whales in the 90s which drove more 

attention towards the functions of board members in a charity (Cornforth, 2003). During the 

same period of time, the Charity Commission and the National Council for Voluntary 

Organizations (NCVO) offered valuable written advice for charities in the form of a 

manuscript in order to provide a palpable training initiative for trustees in voluntary 

organizations (Cornforth, 2003, in Kirkland, 1994). With these acts and recommendations 

and many others, the third sector organizations in the UK continues to boom and the 
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governance of such institutions keep on being standardized by laws, policies, and 

regulations.  

 

b. Germany: 

  In Germany, however, the nonprofit sector story is different. It is not as essential as 

it is in the UK since the provision of services is still centralized and reliant on the 

government. This has led to describing this sector as being “subsidiary” which means 

supplementary or secondary, thus making the state more important in this regard (Anheier 

and Seibel, 2001). Nevertheless, nonprofits in Germany function under three main ideas 

which are “self-governance,” “subsidiarity” as mentioned above, and “gemeinwirtschaft” 

which represents the idea of focusing on public goods rather than private profit in a 

common economy (Anheier & Salamon, 2006). So, even though nonprofits were not that 

prominent in the German context, we can still say that governance was still an essential 

pillar where these organizations existed in Germany.  

 

c. France: 

  The first appearance of such organizations in France came in relation to the concept 

of “solidarity” which required people to help one another in order to become equals (Evers 

& Laville, 2005, 24). When the French revolution was dissolved, the concept of solidarity 

was perceived under two main theories, one as a “democratic social link” by Leroux and the 

other as a “debt to society” by more than one theorist (Evers & Laville, 2005, 24). Leroux 

believed that these voluntary associations which work under the theme of solidarity were 

essential for preserving democracy (Evers & Laville, 2005, in Leroux, 1851) while other 
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theorists thought that there was a “debt” which people were supposed to return to one 

another and gave birth to the first “social law” and “compulsory social insurance schemes” 

(Evers & Laville, 2005, 24). So, all in all, the French labeled the concept of nonprofits as 

social economy which is based on economic notions, mutuality, and a concept also used in 

the German context which is common economy (Anheier, 2002).  

  In the 1980s, however, everything changed. The role of the state faded away when 

the Socialist party took the lead and decentralized the government, thus booming the third 

sector (Archambault, 1993) During the same decade, the Charter of Social Economy, a 

formal declaration advanced by the leaders of most nonprofits in France, presented a set of 

principles defining the nonprofit sector and formally recognizing it as one (Archambault, 

1993). It involved ideas and rules about board meetings, compensation of the board, the 

concept of solidarity, and the idea of self-governance (Archambault, 1993). So, logically 

speaking, the concept of governance in the context of CSOs only appeared after the year 

1980, since there was only a small number of CSO prior to this year.  

 

3. Nonprofit and Governance in the Arab World: 

  After discussing the history of nonprofits and governance in developed countries, 

we will attempt to do the same in the context of developing countries, namely the Arab 

countries, with a particular focus on the Lebanese case at a later stage. In this section of the 

paper, we will discuss the case of the Arab world in general, the types of organizations 

which make up such a sector, and finally, the constraints which have held this sector back 

and blocked or slowed down its development. 
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  One cannot remember a time when Arab countries and the Middle East functioned 

without the intervention of foreign states and, in the past, Empires, the most recent being 

the Ottoman one. In consequence, the third sector in the Arab world was definitely 

influenced by these interferences and probably even took on the character or some 

particularities of the third sector organizations of those countries (Rishmawi & Morris, 

2007). In addition, the nature of the regimes within those Arab countries, especially their 

authoritarianism and paternalism, also shaped and modeled the organizations under this 

sector (Rishmawi & Morris, 2007). These countries differ in their number of civil society 

organizations (CSOs) which are mainly there to provide services for people. However, their 

exact number remains unknown given that research on these matters is oftentimes hurdled 

by some illegal happenings related to politics or to some law constraints, especially that 

many laws on associations and CSOs are still intact since the Ottoman Empire or the 

colonial era in the Middle East (Rishmawi & Morris, 2007). Another event which has hit 

the region and its civil society development is the ‘war on terror’ which led to more 

scrutinized and careful supervision of nonprofits in the Arab world to make sure that no 

money is being used as a funding of terrorist activities (Rishmawi & Morris, 2007). So, the 

region’s recent history started with the rule of the Ottoman Empire in the 16th and 17th 

centuries over the Middle East among other parts of the world (Rishmawi & Morris, 2007). 

Then, the colonial times took place and, except for Saudi Arabia, all Arab countries became 

ruled by the Europeans (British, French, and Italians) (Rishmawi & Morris, 2007). Towards 

the mid of the 20th century, most Arab states gained their independence but became soon 

enough military states and dictatorships (Rishmawi & Morris, 2007). After a couple of 

decades, these organizations became more widespread and being led by well-educated 
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individuals who aim to spread social reform in the region (Rishmawi & Morris, 2007). All 

these events suggest that the Arab countries never really had the chance to create their own 

legal framework for civil society organizations and nonprofits. Instead, they were forced to 

adopt the ways of other cultures in dealing with nonprofits since they were often 

preoccupied either with civil wars, colonialism, internal strife, bomb attacks, which often 

shifted the attention towards other more important issues. Even religion and sectarianism 

constituted hurdles for the further and improved development of the sector, especially in the 

Lebanese context.   

  In Arabic, the generic expression for CSOs is “society of the city” which is a way of 

pointing out the fact of shifting from being a tribal community to living in an urbanized 

surrounding, having the characteristic of being organized (Rishmawi & Morris, 2007). 

Some would say that the tradition of charity and giving started in this region as a result of 

Islamic values such as the zakat and sadaqa, which may suggest that they have a religious 

origin in this part of the world (Rishmawi & Morris, 2007). Moreover, there are different 

kinds of CSOs such as the charitable organizations (jam’iyat khayreyya) which are 

religious-based organizations affiliated with the Christian faith, the Muslim faith, or any 

other religion and which receive donations and give back to the poor and underprivileged, 

especially individuals belonging to the same religion (Rishmawi & Morris, 2007). Many of 

these charities are controlled by political parties which makes the task of regulating and 

making them accountable difficult, such as some of the ones in Lebanon. Other than that, 

there is the mutual-benefit organization which is a group of people who join with one 

another to make an association and are required to elect people to head office and give aids 

to those members who are often in need of the certain service or good, which is often the 
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case of cooperatives for example (Rishmawi & Morris, 2007). A very important type of 

CSOs is the public-benefit organizations since they include CSOs of which governance is 

the center of our study. This type of organizations works for the benefit of a certain group 

of people whom they choose to help in a certain way and who are different from the 

members (Rishmawi & Morris, 2007). These organizations must have a board which would 

be the governing entity and which would set the mandate as opposed to the beneficiaries in 

the previous type of CSOs (Overview of Civil Society in the Arab World). This is a type of 

CSOs that is very prominent and widespread in Lebanon and may include foundations and 

charitable organizations as well. Finally, some CSOs in Lebanon are phony or fake ones 

and are labeled as “bogus” since they pretend to be working in the interest of a certain 

group of the population while in fact they are affiliated to a certain corporation, to the state, 

or to parties in politics (Rishmawi & Morris, 2007)… In such organizations, governance is 

sometimes abused of or not respected. For instance, in some of the CSOs, they would tend 

to be less transparent and accountable on all levels to keep their illegal operations under 

cover and there would be for example an appointment of a board president or board 

member who is not qualified for the job, among other issues perpetrated in such situations.      

  Two important issues have frozen many CSO activities in the region. One of them is 

the fact that the government in most of these countries can interrupt any meeting by any 

CSO if the context does not go in line with their beliefs, especially when human rights are 

concerned (Rishmawi & Morris, 2007). Also, the government can interfere on many other 

governance levels such as choosing boards members, giving its consent to hold meetings, 

and accepting or declining the registration of a new CSO without specified standards or 

reasons, and many other types of intervening (Rishmawi & Morris, 2007). Then, there is the 
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funding issue which goes in the form of refusing donation from a certain donor for political 

purposes (such as refusing donations from the USA) or not giving money to a certain CSO 

for the suspicion of funding a terrorist movement (Rishmawi & Morris, 2007). These two 

constraints and others make life difficult for CSOs and halt or slow down the advancement 

of their governance in this part of the world.  

  One solution for such limitations in CSO development and good governance is 

reform which was and is still being attempted in many parts of the Arab world, but to no 

true avail. Also, many Arab groupings such as the Arab league have been trying to come up 

with recommendations on this matter, but with no palpable results if no CSO is willing to 

apply them. The main reason for ignoring these recommendations according to a report 

from an Arab Summit meeting on this matter is: “the main obstacle precluding reform in 

the Arab World is the fact that most of the Arab governments lack the political will 

necessary to embark on these reforms” (Rishmawi & Morris, 2007). So, the reform, maybe, 

will start after electing new governments.  

 

B. Defining Governance, Good Governance, and Nonprofit Governance  

 

1. What is Governance in General? 

  For the purposes of grasping the meaning of a concept, one must definitely go 

through, not only its history, but the multiple definitions previously presented by scholars, 

experts in the field, and other uses of the word in different fields. In this section, we will go 

through the origins of the word “governance” which was initially used in the context of 

public administration. Then, we will tackle the issue of defining this concept in the context 
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of nonprofits. Finally, we will attempt to define good governance and search for a practical 

definition for it. All this chain of thought will be followed as a path leading us towards fully 

exploring and understanding the concept which is of great interest to us, nonprofit 

governance.  

  So, in the context of governance, if we first look at its Latin etymology, the word 

initially meant “to steer” or “to give direction” (Cornforth, 2010; Cornforth, 2012). In other 

words, governance is the word used to imply a leader or a person of higher authority 

directing other people and, in a way, leading them. However, the first time the term 

governance itself came into existence as a word was when Harlan Cleveland used it as a 

substitute for public administration in the 1970s after he suggested that the world needed 

governance a lot more than government (Frederickson, 2005). Furthermore, Cleveland 

defined governance as the shift from having top-down authority and hierarchical structures 

in governmental organizations to having a flat horizontal structure where everyone 

participates equally in the decision-making and those who are more equipped to take 

decisions will give advice on this matter to others in the form of consultancy (Frederickson, 

2005). This included the participation of other sectors in the decision-making such as the 

private and nonprofit ones which led to a demarcation of the line between public and 

private institutions (Cleveland, 1972). Finally, Cleveland added that these institutions 

which are sort of hybrids of public and private sector organizations will be led by specific 

people who will be called “public executives” (Cleveland, 1972). This how it all started.   

Now that we got an idea of the origins of the concept of governance, we can move on 

towards digging up its multiple scholarly and institutional definitions which were advanced 

throughout the decades by experts from different fields. We will witness later on, however, 
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the great difference between this primordial definition of governance which was only 

presented in the context of government, and its current definition which fits the context of 

internal governance of institutions, external governance, and governance within different 

sectors as well. Fukuyama describes governance as the power held by the government to 

rule the people and provide goods and services, all that regardless of the amount of degree 

of democracy in the country (Fukuyama, 2013). In this context, governance is about 

carrying out the will of the politicians by the public administrators (Fukuyama, 2013). So, 

the concept of governance in the public context became popular in the nineteenth and 

twentieth centuries (United Nations Economic and Social Council, 2006).  Some scholars 

go one step further and clarify the concept by separating governance which is a broad idea 

referring to giving direction and government which is the entity itself (Hughes, 2003, p. 76-

77).  Hughes gives the example of the governance of private institutions which is “how the 

private sector structures its internal mechanisms to provide for the accountability to its 

stakeholders” (Hughes, 2003, p. 77). Even though the government can be involved in one 

way or the other in this company, it definitely does not have a say in its internal aspects 

related to governance (Hughes, 2003, p. 77). This example gives us a hint about the 

existence of governance outside of the context of government, in private organizations.  

  It was not until the end of the twentieth century that the concept of governance 

became extensively studied in the private context and, most importantly for this paper, in 

the nonprofit literature. So, governance became popular in the context of civil society 

organizations after having been studied at length in the public sector. In other words, not 

only can it be applied to manage public affairs, but nonprofit and private affairs too (United 

Nations Economic and Social Council, 2006). The concept became even more prominent 
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and took on a new approach after the cold war was over and many international 

organizations pushed for all sorts of reform including the application of good governance 

(United Nations Economic and Social Council, 2006), which will be explained in the next 

section.  

  Now that the focus has shifted to governance in sectors other than the public one, 

we can start by looking into the multiple definitions presented under such an understanding 

of the concept. First, according to the United Nations Economic and Social Commission for 

Asia and the Pacific (UNESCAP), governance is the course of making decisions and 

executing them or refraining from executing them ( United Nations Economic and Social 

Commission for Asia and the Pacific, 2007). Furthermore, it can take place inside an 

organization such as a company, an CSO, or a governmental agency, or in a larger context 

such as internationally, nationally, or locally, thus involving multiple actors (United 

Nations Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific, 2007). Certainly then, 

there are actors involved in the process of governance according to this report by the 

UNESCAP which led to the division between actors with formal roles and those with 

informal roles in the context of governance, some taking care of decision-making and 

others of implementation (United Nations Economic and Social Commission for Asia and 

the Pacific, 2007). However, the second part of this definition has a penchant towards 

external and multi-level governance since it involves many actors in the governance, as 

opposed to the internal governance involving only one actor being the board of directors. 

Another definition for governance defines it as a group of governance “structures” which 

mainly involve “responsibilities,” “processes,” and “organizational traditions” functioning 

steadily and harmoniously with one another (Gill, 2001, p. 10). This definition also points 
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at the relation of governance with power dynamics, stakeholders’ involvement in the affairs 

of the organization, decision-making, and accountability (Gill, 2001). In consequence, we 

can say that this definition definitely tackles the concept of governance inside an 

organization and brings us closer to the governance of nonprofits. Hughes (2010) takes us 

one step further and adds the idea of not only making decisions and working on 

accountability procedures, but planning strategically to achieve a purpose and overseeing 

the organization’s affairs. So, this definition adds a very important component in 

governance which is strategic planning and which will be discussed later on.  

  Finally, we will end this section with a practical definition of governance and a 

summary simplifying the concept. So, many scholars coming from different disciplines 

have divided the concept of governance into six parts (see, e.g., Bowen, 1994; Harris, 1989; 

Houle, 1989; Kramer, 1981; Miller-Millesen, 2003; Widmer, 1993): 

-The first one is the act of fulfilling the functions of supervising the management of the 

organization’s finances and making sure that these are used for the intended purpose.  

-Second, part of governance is making sure that the organization’s actors are acting in a 

legally and ethically acceptable manner.  

-Third, many scholars mention the importance of mission building and making sure that the 

actions and programs within the organization are in line with this mission, as part of the 

governance process.    

-Fourth, a responsibility related to governance is strategic-planning and formation of 

internal policies. 

-Fifth, within the process governance, there is the responsibility of hiring and supervising 

the CEO of the organization. 
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-Finally, the governing entity is responsible of representing the organization to its outside 

environment as well as to the different outside stakeholders.    

 

2. What is Good Governance? 

  Good governance is a concept which became prominent towards the end of the 

twentieth century when international organizations became keen on spreading policies 

against poverty and promoting sustainable development, especially after the cold war 

(Simonis, 2004). However, it is often used in the context of nonprofits’ internal governance. 

In this context, the UNESCAP identified eight characteristics pertaining to good 

governance which are being “participatory,” “consensus oriented,” “accountable,” 

“transparent,” “responsive,” “effective,” “efficient,” “equitable,” “inclusive,” and 

“following the rule of law” ( United Nations Economic and Social Commission for Asia 

and the Pacific, 2007, p. 1) (see figure 2 below). The United Nations Development 

Programme (UNDP) mentions these same principles in addition to strategic vision 

(International Fund for Agricultural Development, 1999):  

-They defined participation as the equal chance for people whose interests are being 

fulfilled in an organization to participate in decision-making directly or indirectly, based on 

the idea of free speech, which involves the concept of equity as well indicating that 

everyone should be included equally in the decisions.  

-The rule of law, however, in the context of nonprofits, concerns the enforcement of rules 

inside the organization properly and equally, and respecting those laws which are external 

to the organization as well to avoid getting in trouble.  



 

28 

 

-Then, there is the idea of transparency which is very essential in any organization, let alone 

a nonprofit organization, and means that everything pertaining to the nonprofit should be 

reachable by the stakeholders, including donors, employees, and beneficiaries.  

-In addition to having a free flow of information, a nonprofit should be responsive as part of 

its governance which means that it has to work for the benefit of all its stakeholders.  

-This related to being consensus oriented which would require from the governing entity to 

act upon finding a certain agreement which would please and serve the interest of all 

stakeholders.  

-Furthermore, as part of good governance, a nonprofit should adopt the ways of private 

corporations and work within the lines of efficiency and effectiveness, that is using its 

resources properly while fulfilling the needs of the beneficiaries, especially that some 

nonprofits have engaged in social enterprise ventures and started selling products and 

services as a way of raising funds.  

-Accountability is the crème de la crème in all sectors, including nonprofits, which requires 

the governing entity to report to and be held responsible for reporting to specific 

stakeholders depending on the nature of the matter at hand.  

-Finally, all organizations require some sort of a strategic planning, including nonprofits, 

which requires having a future plan for developing the organization at hand, while being 

aware of its history and environment.          
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Figure 2 Components of Good Governance (United Nations Economic and Social Commission for Asia and the 

Pacific, 2007, p. 1) 

 

3. What is Governance in the Context of Nonprofits? 

  Now that we know what governance and good governance are, we can say that the 

foundations are set for tackling the topic of nonprofit governance. As we mentioned before, 

governance in public administration has been referred to as government (Stone & Ostrower, 

2007). However, with the shrinking of government, the stage was opened for more civil 

society organizations to execute the work previously done by the state (Stone & Ostrower, 

2007). So, this increase in privatization certainly made the state and CSOS more linked to 

one another which makes it logical to think that procedures and ideas can be adopted from 

public governance and be apply in a nonprofit context (Stone & Ostrower, 2007). As a 

result, we can conclude from this logic that public governance literature can benefit the 

study of nonprofit governance extensively given that they are interdependent. In 

consequence, more and more articles and texts are being written about nonprofit 

governance as a separate concept having adopted some aspects of governance from the 

public and corporate sectors, which will be the main focus of this section.    
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  Board governance’ can be defined as ‘the systems and practices by which boards 

direct and control entities’ (Hough, McGregor-Lowndes, & Ryan, 2005, p. 4). In other 

words, the board of directors is the leading and governing entity of the CSO at hand and 

even though it isn’t necessarily involved in the day-to-day activities of the organization, it 

still has a major strategic role in its survival and continuation. So, according to these above 

mentioned scholars, the governance of the volunteer sector contains some common features 

with both the corporate and the public sectors (Hough et al., 2005). The main feature it has 

in common with the corporate sector is the fact that it is private (Hough et al. 2005). 

However, governance in the nonprofit sector has different ends than the corporate sector, 

which gives it a shared feature with the public sector. This end is its “mission” rather than 

making profit (Hough et al., 2005).   

  One author defines nonprofit governance as the “process of providing strategic 

leadership to a nonprofit organization” (Renz, 2004, p. 1). It involves the duties of 

directing, policymaking, strategic planning, supervision of finances and performance, and 

making sure that there is proper accountability (Renz, 2004). So, essentially, choosing the 

appropriate path to lead and direct the organization towards its mission is the main function 

of governance. Thus, governance performed effectively  is vital for the prosperity of the 

nonprofit organization and usually engages many stakeholder parties which have different 

tasks (Renz, 2004). Moreover, strategy is a key feature of governance and involves 

gathering information about courses of action, deciding as to which alternative to choose 

among many, and executing the alternative at hand to achieve a certain goal in the 

organization (Renz, 2004). However, in the nonprofit world, these choices are made in 

relation to making a change in the world and serving the beneficiaries and the purpose 
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mentioned in the mission statement, unlike in the for-profit where such a decision is based 

on making more money. So, all in all, we can conclude that strategic planning as part of 

effective governance will lead to an optimal performance in the organization and will serve 

it as a shield for confronting changes within the organization and in the outside 

environment (Renz, 2004).              

  As a final word, we can say that governance in nonprofits is the work and activities 

done by the board of directors (Stone & Ostrower, 2007). Added to that, nonprofit 

governance involves multiple stakeholders working together in harmony and cooperation to 

optimize the effectiveness in reaching results and outcomes and to reduce to a minimum the 

risks of conflict among these actors for a better functioning nonprofit (Speckbacher, 2008). 

On an end note, one essential thing we learned about governance is that it matters in the 

context of nonprofits because, with an environment constantly boiling with changes and 

with risk of having internal alterations as well, an organization should be ready for 

confrontation, which can be done through effective governance, having strategic planning 

at its center. For example, changes can include a more aware and enlightened stakeholders’ 

group which will definitely, in such a case, demand more transparency and accountability, 

two concepts strongly related to governance, regarding the organization’s activities.   

 

C. Accountability 

  Having witnessed the growth of the nonprofit sector and its spread across 

continents, one can say that a stronger inquiry from stakeholders including beneficiaries, 

supervisory institutions, donors of all kind, and many others becomes the logical event to 

follow (Kearns, 1994). This has generated, consequently, a greater interest in the 
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accountability of such a sector (Kearns, 1994). However, we can say after having gone 

through the history of the sector, that traces of accountability have been recorded even as 

far back as two centuries ago if not more (Hall, 1987a), which makes it an archaic concept 

rather than a new one (Commission on Private Philanthropy and Public Needs, 1975).     

  On a related note, writings on the topic of accountability in the third sector context 

are a few compared to other sectors, to say the least, which lacks in-depth studies of the 

topic on many levels, especially that very few universities offer classes related to this 

concept in the context of nonprofits (Kearns, 1994).  However, the lack of research on such 

a topic has not stopped us from finding some articles which tackle the topic in a well-

organized and approachable manner. For the purposes of understanding the concept far-too-

well in the context of nonprofits, we will consecrate this section to going over some general 

definitions of accountability, some definitions of it pertaining to the nonprofit sector, and 

some ways to measure it.    

 

1. What is Accountability? 

  Many definitions were given to accountability throughout the years and across 

sectors. In this section, we will explore what the general meaning of the concept is by 

tackling a couple of definitions present in the literature and we will discuss whether these 

are applicable in the context of nonprofits.  

  One scholar defines accountability as “holding individuals and organizations 

responsible for performance measured as objectively as possible” (Paul, 1991, p. 2). In this 

definition, we can gather that accountability is task of overseeing, without biases, the way 

the actors within an organization fulfill their job and making them carry responsibility for 
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it. Another scholar adds to this idea of answering four main interrogations pertaining to the 

context of accountability in service delivery, which can be used in other contexts 

(Mansfield, 1982, p. 61): 

“For what (purposes are the services intended), to whom (are the services delivered), when 

(are the services delivered), and by what means (are the services delivered)?"  

So, in order to understand accountability, we should know the goal, the receiver(s), the 

time, and the tools for delivering the action we are doing or the service we are providing.  

  Related to this definition, according to the HarperCollins Dictionary of American 

Government and Politics, accountability is defined as either being held responsible to a 

higher-authority for one’s doings within an institutional context and/or in the outside 

environment, or as a duty for safeguarding precise documentation of undertakings within an 

organization (Shafritz, 1992, p. 4). 

  So, all in all, the main ideas involved in these definitions are the presence of a 

higher authority which holds other actors or organizations accountable for their 

performance and being objective in doing so, answering questions such as for what, when , 

to whom, and by with what tools, and finally, keeping record of individual or organizational 

activities and files. However, this definition fits more to the business and public sectors, 

especially with the presence of a higher authority, and is less applicable in the nonprofit one 

where there exists more ambiguous relationships between actors (Kearns, 1994). This leads 

to the necessity of broadening the definition a bit to reach its appropriateness in the 

nonprofit sector.  

  On a similar note, a broader definition of accountability is presented by Shafritz 

(1992) and says that individuals should be held responsible for their actions pertaining to 
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general norms and values of society and to conformity to formal laws. Similarly, Rosen 

(1989) views accountability as a way of increasing public trust in the organization at hand 

and of going by the rule of law concerning organizational matters. Both these definitions 

are related and advance the notions that there are general ideas and formal norms to which 

organizations or individuals should be held accountable and that the former part which is 

made up of values and norms increases trust in the organization or individual at hand. 

Following this chain of thoughts, Romzek and Dubnick (1987) define accountability as the 

act of influencing the way the scrutinized organization is perceived by insiders and 

outsiders. Consequently, this definition adds a new theme to the previous definitions of 

accountability which is managing the anticipations of stakeholders, that is, the element of 

strategy (Kearns, 1994). All in all, the prediction of what stakeholders except from the 

organization will make it more properly accountable. Following this lead, we can say that 

there are levels in which accountability is involved. One is a “set of performance standards-

explicit or implicit-generated by the organization’s strategic environment” while the other 

is a “response-reactive or proactive- from inside the organization” (Shafritz, 1992, p.10). 

The explicit standards are the general laws and regulations in society while the implicit 

ones are the general norms of acceptable comportment within the organization advanced by 

the society’s general values and customs, both of which are followed by tactical or strategic 

reactions from the organization (Kearns, 1994). The matrix below illustrates the whole idea 

and is divided into four main cells depicting the accountability type resulting from whether 

the external control is implicit or explicit and from whether the internal response is reactive 

or proactive (Kearns, 1994).    
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Figure 3 Dimensions of Accountability (Kearns, 1994) 

 

  In the first cell, we have “compliance accountability” which represents the most 

widespread form of accountability which follows an explicit standard of action in terms of 

external control and a short-term tactical reaction by the organization. This explicit control 

is often done either by an external actor or by the rules within the organization itself. 

Oftentimes, the organization approaches such a situation reactively by waiting for outside 

regulation, standards, or audits and evaluations from a supervisory institution and by 

complying with them.  

  In the second cell, the standards are implicit and denote general notions, values, and 

trends in society which have not yet become law, or organizational laws which have not 

very clear and can be subjectively interpreted. Here, the same reaction as the one above is 

generated-reactive-and can require concessions between the organization and its 

surroundings. Thus, this type of accountability is called negotiated accountability given 

these concessions and is often caused by a shift in the public views or political views.  

  Thirdly, we have the professional/discretionary standards of performance indicating 

the context in which external control of performance is implicit and the organization acts 
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proactively to it.  This happens when the organization tries to point out the changes in the 

society and adopt these changing ideas before they become codified as a way of avoiding 

and/or preventing future repercussions by law. Professional intervene in this case to 

standardize these shifting views of society which. Consequently, accountability is done 

with regards to these shifting societal norms and to these internal professional regulations 

passed after this shift.     

  Finally, in the case where there are explicit external controls and a proactive 

reaction from the part of the organization, we are talking about anticipatory/positioning 

accountability. Just like in cell one, external controls exist, but, unlike in compliance 

accountability, a strategic stance is taken and actors within the organization try to anticipate 

the possible changes in regulations, standards, and values which will take place in society 

and act upon working on those standards and presenting them before any other 

organization.     

 

2. What is Accountability in Nonprofits? 

  When public scrutiny arises, and trust decreases, or when external agencies demand 

audit and evaluation of performance, leaders of nonprofits turn towards accountability to 

solve the problem (Ebrahim, 2010). However, accountability in the context of nonprofits is 

not that simple since it involves multiple stakeholders and leaders, and requires choosing 

who is accountable, whom to be accountable to, and for what reason (Ebrahim, 2010). 

Consequently, nonprofit actors must give priority to certain accountabilities, especially the 

ones that really matter, since they cannot possibly fulfill them all at the same time 



 

37 

 

(Ebrahim, 2010). Ebrahim and Weisband (2007) mention four important aspects of 

accountability: 

-First, they talk about transparency which consists of gathering information and making it at 

the reach of the public.  

-Second, they mention answerability or justification which consists of clarifying procedures 

and choices in a way which will render them to be easily evaluated and justified.   

-Third, compliance is required in the form of supervising and assessing processes and 

results, while offering them in a transparent manner.  

-Finally, accountability consists of sanctioning, reprimanding, or imposing application, in 

cases of noncompliance or lack of transparency.    

  Many perceive enforcing compliance or transparency as a key component in 

empowering accountability (Ebrahim, 2010).  However, other individuals perceived this 

definition as being too focused on sanctioning and enforcing and proposed another 

broadened one which involved not only looking at other’s misconducts but at one’s 

mistakes as well and being held responsible for them (Cornwall, Lucas, & Pasteur, 2000). 

As a result, it was figured that accountability can be internal, that is internally “felt 

responsibility” determined by the mission and the individual himself/herself, and external, 

that is “an obligation to meet prescribed standards of behavior” (Chisolm, 1995, p. 141).      

Added to that, it is rather important for nonprofits to be accountable in many aspects 

including governance, most importantly, and other matters such as finance, performance, 

and the mission (Ebrahim, 2010). In other words, governance and accountability are 

interrelated and one cannot go without the other, in the sense that in order to reach 

governance, accountability becomes a must.   
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  However, one may ask how governance and accountability can be related. 

According to a report by the World Bank on accountability in the public sector, it is 

important to evaluate and assess the public executives or the public agencies in order to 

make sure that their intended objectives are being fulfilled without abuse of power and in a 

proper manner, and to create trust in the government (Accountability in Governance). The 

same idea can be applied to nonprofits where the governing entity, that is the board 

members, can be held accountable for the benefit of the nonprofit. However, one scholar 

has pointed out that oftentimes, in nonprofits, the person that is held most accountable is the 

executive director rather than the board of directors (Holland, 2002). Furthermore, the 

board is usually preoccupied with setting direction and holding the CEO accountable 

instead of themselves, which makes the issue of governance accountability in nonprofits 

even more complex (Holland, 2002). The way one scholar sees it is that “most boards don’t 

want to spend enormous time on defining themselves when they have real work to do and 

are hoping this will all go away” (Light, 2000, p. 85). So, it is not the fact that they don’t 

want to be accountable, but that they do not have the time to perform it or that they do not 

know how to be accountable.  

 

3. How to Measure Accountability? 

  Now that we know what accountability is in a nonprofit context, we may want to 

explore the ways of measuring such a concept, which is the purpose of this section. 

Ebrahim (2010) depicts a couple of similar ways for a nonprofit to be accountable such as a 

better information flow, evaluating and assessing performance, and other procedures, which 

should be chosen carefully to fit with the organization at hand depending on its nature. 
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However, Holland provides insight specifically on accountability from the part of the board. 

He points out some procedures that can be followed for a board to be accountable and said 

that first what is expected from the board, that is its responsibilities, should be clearly 

defined (Holland, 2002). Second, he specified that these definitions of responsibilities as 

well as the decisive factors for measuring the work of the board should gain the consent of 

everyone including the board members and the CEO (Holland, 2002). Finally, documents 

and information regarding this matter should be recorded and kept in order to measure and 

evaluate the performance of the board (Holland, 2002). All in all, this is how, in brief, the 

board can ensure accountability from its part.  

  Ebrahim (2010) goes on and provides us with a couple of questions to be asked with 

regards to accountability: (1) Why to be accountable and what reactions will be induced, (2) 

How to be accountable, (3) for what to be accountable (mission, finances, governance, or 

performance), and (4) whom to be accountable to (See Figure 4 below). So, we often need 

to know in all case how accountability can be done, on what level, and with regards to 

what: 

-Why and what are the reactions (see Figure 4 below)? 

Then, Ebrahim (2010) suggests a couple of reasons which can lead the organization to find 

accountability necessary which are either internal, such as organizational values, or 

external, such as new laws, and differ with regards to the tool used to apply accountability.  

These generally induce reactions from the part of the organization or its actors, usually 

involving either compliance or strategic responses (Ebrahim, 2010), which we have 

discussed earlier on in Kearns’s matrix. 

-How (see Figure 4 below)? 



 

40 

 

The tools or processes used according to Ebrahim (2010) to perpetrate accountability can 

include disclosures and/or reports, evaluation and/or performance assessment, self-

regulation, participation, and adaptive learning. However, he specifies that some of them 

are often used with regards to accountability in governance and these are self-regulation 

and participation, while the others can also be employed to hold board members 

accountable but are less often used in such a context.      

-What for (see Figure 4 below)? 

Accountability in nonprofits can be done with regards to funds, governance, mission, and/or 

performance (Ebrahim, 2010). Of course, these levels are interrelated and accountability in 

one can automatically require accountability in the others. However, the one that concerns 

us the most is accountability in governance since it involves accountability from the part of 

the board of directors. In this context, boards have certain responsibilities ranging from 

financial oversight to the duties of care, loyalty, and obedience on the line of which they 

should be held accountable (Ebrahim, 2010). So, if a board is ignoring one of its 

responsibilities it should be held accountable for it, keeping in mind that having the mission 

as a main motivation is the board’s main duty which should serve as an example for the rest 

of the organization.    

-To whom (see Figure 4 below)? 

Upwards accountability refers to the one who usually provide the organization with funds 

such as donors, foundations, and government (Ebrahim, 2010). Downwards accountability 

refers to those who are receiving the services of the nonprofit, directly or indirectly 

(Ebrahim, 2010). Finally, internal accountability is when the nonprofit is accountable to its 

employees and to the mission (Ebrahim, 2010).  
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Figure 4 Characteristics of Accountability Mechanisms (Ebrahim, 2010) 
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D. Board of Directors 

  Governance within CSOs is deemed crucial and essential for the perpetuity of such 

entities. However, who are the ones actually in charge of perpetrating such a valuable and 

rather new concept? The subtle and direct answer would be the board of directors within an 

CSO. For the purpose of elaborating on such a claim, I decided to refer to an article written 

by Kristina Jaskyte. entitled “Board of Directors and Innovation in Nonprofit Organizations 

Model: Preliminary Evidence from Nonprofit Organizations in Developing Countries.” In 

this article, the author discusses the concept of innovation and relates it to the board of 

directors, claiming that they should essentially be innovative and adaptive to new situations. 

Also, she confers the essential characteristics which could be carried by board members and 

which could affect, more or less, their innovativeness. So, this short section of the literature 

review will present a concise definition of the board and will discuss the board attributes 

along with the concept of innovation. 

  First, what is innovation? According to Morris et al. (2011), it is “the need for more 

creativity in managing multiple stakeholders with conflicting demands; heightened 

imagination in finding ways to garner, combine, and deploy scarce resources; and enhanced 

innovation in addressing vexing social problems.” So, in other words, the innovativeness of 

a person is him or her knowing how to deal with multiple parties with differing opinions 

and needs, how to gather connections, money, and human capital effectively, and how to 

deal with encountered problems and changes within the CSO and its environment, all of 

which will be done in a creative and imaginative way. Also, innovativeness is a way for 

CSOs to react and deal with a changing environment (Jaskyte, 2014). All these matters are 
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essentially the role of the board of directors, while most people probably believe that the 

executive director oversees such matters (Jaskyte, 2014).  

  So, logically speaking, the second component to be discussed would be the board of 

directors which was defined by Renz (2010) as a group of people entrusted with and 

accountable for the leadership and governance of the nonprofit corporation.” In other 

words, the board of directors should be the one responsible about governance and should be 

held accountable for it. All in all, the board of directors is required to take care of 

governance within an CSO, or of choosing the most appropriate alternative for better 

mission-oriented results, while being innovative and creative in dealing with rising internal 

or external issues pertaining to the organization at hand (Jaskyte, 2014). The fact that board 

members are the main governance officers and should carry some sort of innovativeness 

with them, implies the necessity of having board members hold some characteristics to 

fulfill the job properly.  

  So, this brings us to the third point of discussion which would be the characteristics 

or attributes of board of directors, tackled in the same abovementioned article by Jaskyte. 

All in all, there mainly were three attributes in Jaskyte’s article: (1) Board Size, (2) Board 

Diversity, and Human Capital (Jaskyte, 2014). These are believed to affect the innovation 

factor in ways which will be discussed later (Jaskyte, 2014). An additional attribute for the 

board is its effectiveness which also plays a role in innovation.  

  By board size, it is meant that some boards are large while others are small, and that 

size does matter in the innovation game. On the bright side, when a board of directors has 

many members, it will probably carry more connections with the outside world and will 

become more exposed to the public at large (Provan, 1980). Such a fact could imply that a 
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CSO with a large board will have an easier time finding donors, fundraising, connecting 

with governmental bodies, other CSOs, businesses, the media, and other external parties. 

Also, another perk of having a large board is the diversity of opinions, which are oftentimes 

valuable and expert-like, on different matters concerning the organization (Jaskyte, 2014). 

These factors do play a role in enhancing innovation within an organization. On the other 

hand, having a large board could mean issues of group cooperation harmony, and 

communication (Alexander et al. 2001). In case these occur, innovation might be slowed 

down to a certain extent, which is why it is preferable for large boards to be divided into 

small specialized committees to avoid such problems and fully benefit from the ultimate 

innovativeness of a large board.   

  Next, there is the board diversity factor which can be defined as the how much a 

board has members with differing backgrounds and knowledge (Carter et al. 2003). This 

factor affects innovation within the board of directors, either in a good or bad way. So, 

when a board is more diverse, it tends be generate a wide variety of innovative ideas within 

multiple fields of work such as crisis management, fundraising, and problem solving, can 

provide the organization with lots of knowhow and expertize in differing matter, and would 

be better at gathering resources and connections for better reach of the mission (Carter et al. 

2003; Wiersema and Bantel 1992). So, diversity of board members could enhance 

innovativeness within CSOs. However, the downside of diversity within the board, which 

could negatively affect innovation, is its excess which could lead to very little to no 

harmony within the board. This heterogeneity could lead to less cohesion and cooperation 

among board members and to less innovation (Jaskyte, 2014). All in all, innovation within 

the board is affected by the degree of board diversity.  
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  Thirdly, human capital was also mentioned as a board attribute and essentially 

means the baggage carried by board members which includes knowledge, knowhow, 

capacities, and how well connected and appreciated they are in society which could 

ultimately affect the governance and innovation within CSOs (Jaskyte, 2014). So, in other 

words, the board members who own such a capital, could possibly use it as a way through 

gathering what is needed to reach and execute their innovative ideas and choose between 

strategic alternatives.   

  Finally, and with regards to the attributes of a nonprofit board, board effectiveness 

was deemed valuable concerning such a matter. It was defined by scholars as how properly 

board members accomplish their assigned duties (Coombes et al., 2011). It is also believed, 

in this matter, that board innovativeness is affected by such effectiveness, which means that 

the more the board is effective the more it will be innovative.  

  In conclusion, it can be said that the board of directors in the main governing entity 

within CSOs, that it should be innovative to face the external and internal challenges, and 

that it can only achieve such innovation if the board is large to a certain extent, diverse, and 

carrying valuable human capital.  

 

E. Lebanon 

  For the purpose of studying the governance of CSOs in the context of Lebanon, I 

will explore the current state of civil society in such a country. Then, the history of such a 

sector will be presented, followed by the legal environment for organizations within it. 

Finally, I will tackle and analyze the current state of governance of CSOs in Lebanon based 

on a previous study. 
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1. Overview of Civil Society and CSOs in Lebanon 

  This first part will present an overview of civil society organizations in Lebanon. A 

first fact about such organizations in the Lebanese context is their abundance (Abou Assi, 

2006). They exist in large numbers compared to other Arab countries, proportionally to 

their population size. There is, to a certain extent, an excess of registered civil society 

organizations which approximately revolves around 5,000-6,000 ones and have piled up 

since the beginning of the 20th century (Joseph, 2010). Six years later, their number has 

increased drastically and amounts to around 8,000 CSOs. Of course, none of these numbers 

are fixed and official since there are many unregistered CSOs and many registered ones 

which might not still be active (Joseph, 2010). They operate in multiple sectors such as the 

different aspects of human rights issues, the environment, and the prevention of certain 

maladies…etc.  

  On a complementary note, civil society organizations (CSOs) functioned 

autonomously from the government during the Lebanese civil war which expanded from 

1975 to 1990 (Abou Assi, 2006). The government was weak at that time and was 

preoccupied with more important war-like issues. Given the increasing need for social 

welfare and services as a result of the war, these CSOs moved from being charity-like 

associations to providing services to people affected by the war, which was something the 

state could not properly achieve (Abou Assi, 2006). So, these organizations, in a way, filled 

the gap left out by the government.  

  Nowadays, CSOs remain important within society and have not lost their 

supremacy, even though rules and order were reinstated (Abou Assi, 2006). They remain an 
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essential part of preserving the Lebanese democracy (Abou Assi, 2006). Even more so, a 

further improvement of civil society appears in its concentration on aspects which would 

equip the underprivileged with powerful resources rather than with temporary services 

which would leave them at their initial place. This implies the move towards “sustainable 

human development,” “human rights,” democracy,” and “good governance” as a new 

orientation for CSOs, rather than limiting their activities to service providence (Abou Assi, 

2006). So, in other words, the focus has shifted towards empowering the public and the 

beneficiaries, as well as implementing transparency and stronger internal and external 

accountability through good governance practices. So, this post-war period has marked the 

debut of good governance in the country, which was previously non-existent in such a 

context. However, the presence of religiously affiliated CSOs is often believed to inflict 

negative consequences such as dividing societal groups (Abou Assi, 2006). So, while CSOs 

promote democracy, they also encourage fragmentation. Also, CSOs were very little 

considered as mediators for the conflicts arising after the civil war (Abou Assi, 2006). In 

addition, the current Lebanese political structure, the sectarian nature of the country, and 

the affiliation of CSOs with multiple religious and political parties are hindering the 

progress of such a civil society towards a less sectarian-based sector (Abou Assi, 2006).  

  Finally, the abundance of such organizations, their diversity, their political and 

religious affiliation, in addition to, and especially, their limited legal framework suggest the 

negligence of such a sector in terms of data collection and the difficulty in following-up the 

activities of such organizations, including their governance. So, for the purpose of 

understanding such numbers and the governance of CSOs in Lebanon, the next parts will 
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explore the history of civil society in Lebanon and the legal framework surrounding CSOs 

in this context and attempt to find governance aspects within these two. 

 

2. History of Civil Society in Lebanon  

  In order to know what factors brought about the Lebanese civil society of today, one 

should look back at its history. Civil society in Lebanon has experienced five main stages of 

development before reaching its current state, according to Abou Assi (2006).  

  The first stage took place during the 1900s until the 1930s. It was characterized by 

the emergence of the legal aspect for associations in Lebanon which was created to put 

some order to the swiftly booming number of charitable organizations (Abou Assi, 2006). 

A significant number of such organizations were focused on providing help for the 

underprivileged and were religiously affiliated (Abou Assi, 2006). Many of these 

associations were established after the First World War as a consequence of health, social, 

and economic issues (Abou Assi, 2006). Many important events occurred during this period 

such as Christian citizens who moved from villages towards cities and established 

associations to preserve their place and unity in these urban areas, Shi’a individuals who 

formed associations in their Southern villages for the same reason, Armenian individuals 

who ran away from the genocide and started associations of their own to preserve their 

identity and interests, the establishment of organizations which took care of changing youth 

values, the blind, and the widespread of manufactured items, and starting up syndicates and 

unions (Abou Assi, 2006). So, all in all, this period was marked by the emergence of 

numerous associations for the preservation of certain ethnic groups which moved from rural 

to urban areas or wanted to prove their presence in their respective towns, and by the rise of 
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many other service providing associations which resemble the modern ones, and the 

initiation of a legal framework in the aftermath of such events.  

  The second stage of the historical development of CSOs expanded from the 1940s 

to the 1950s (Abou Assi, 2006). This period was marked by the Lebanese Independence 

and the establishment of governmental institutions (Abou Assi, 2006). The most important 

events which resulted from this development were the establishment of sectarian and 

religious groups for socialization and control purposes, the rise of strong neighborhood 

associations in urban areas for the purpose of maintaining unity among initial city 

inhabitants given the increasing numbers of people moving in from villages, the 

establishment of Sunni associations given the arrival of new families to the urban areas, and 

the emergence of social welfare organizations, of the first women’s association in the 

country, and of cultural organizations (Abou Assi, 2006). So, all in all, unlike the first stage 

which was marked by the rise of ethnic groups associations, this period was characterized 

by the rise of sectarian and religious associations since different sects were established after 

the independence and numerous groups started moving to the capital and needed to protect 

their integrity, culture, and unity. Also, more enlightenment and awareness concerning 

certain groups’ rights gave birth to cultural and women rights associations among others.    

  The third stage took place between the year 1960 and the start of the Lebanese civil 

war in 1975 (Abou Assi, 2006). This period witnessed the rise of non-sectarian and 

nonconfessional associations such as labor unions, leftist parties, professional associations, 

and union and political parties (Abou Assi, 2006). So, this phase was marked by the shift 

from a previously-sectarian mood concerning associations towards a less-sectarian 

prominence among associations. 
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  The stage before the last (1975-1990), which lasted around 15 years, was marked by 

the Lebanese civil war (Abou Assi, 2006). The central government became weak and the 

governmental agencies ineffective, which led to the barging in of an exposed and dynamic 

civil society (Abou Assi, 2006). However, the CSOs at that time were operating while 

being under the microscope of the war militias (Abou Assi, 2006). Many of them were 

emergency and relief associations (Abou Assi, 2006). Also, this period was marked by the 

comeback of family and neighborhood associations and confessional and religious groups 

such as Hezbollah. Service-oriented groups were also on the rise at that time such as ones 

dealing with people with disabilities, orphans, and drug treatment (Abou Assi, 2006). 

Finally, associations against the war emerged, especially towards the end of the conflicts 

(Abou Assi, 2006). So, all in all, this period witnessed the comeback of confessional and 

religious associations and family and neighborhood associations, and the rise of service and 

war relief associations. 

  Lastly, the final stage of the history of civil society in Lebanon started in 1990 

(Abou Assi, 2006). The post-war period was a time when civil society had to barge in with 

very few resources to help alleviate the consequences of war which were a weak state, a 

broken society, a sensitive political state, and a frail economy among other resulting events 

(Abou Assi, 2006). So, during that time, CSOs and the government started cooperating to 

drag the country out of these circumstances (Abou Assi, 2006). It was a period when 

development became the focus of CSOs, family and confessional associations were still 

present, some welfare associations were closed down given the comeback of the state as the 

main provider of services, the awareness of environmental issues gave rise to organizations 

related to this matter, CSOs dealing with human rights and political issues were on the rise, 
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and the multiple neighborhood business associations were formed (Abou Assi, 2006). As a 

conclusion, it has become clear that the history of CSOs in Lebanon is rich and dense, and 

that the main event which triggered the major increase in associations, especially the ones 

dealing with developmental issues, was the civil war. However, there were no traces of 

governance or any other aspects related to that concept, which made it even more relevant 

to explore the history in this context as a way of pinpointing that idea.  

  However, several years after the civil war, some traces of governance could be 

identified, especially when civil society was developing international links. So, as a result 

of a changing international arena, local CSOs were affected by these foreign economic, 

social, cultural, and political changes (Abou Assi, 2006). So, as the individual rights 

became valued, awareness concerning multiple subjects became a focus, and knowledge 

became widespread, the civil society of Lebanon did not remain unchanged, but, instead, 

went through a significant transformation and became proactive (Abou Assi, 2006). So, 

along with globalization and such came a more informed civil society with a focus on 

democracy, good governance, sustainable development, human rights, and social justice, 

thus having it carry a transformative role within society (Abou Assi, 2006). However, with 

the rising awareness of CSOs and the people on certain matters, the Lebanese state found it 

necessary to find ways to restrict the work of civil society organizations, especially the ones 

dealing with human and citizen rights, and with democracy and freedom, through altering 

or cancelling certain laws and regulations (Abou Assi, 2006). In this context, civil society is 

striving to adapt to these new changes. Also, this period is witnessing an apparent 

cooperation and collaboration between CSOs and the government (Abou Assi, 2006). A 

strong period of civil society activism and mobilization, and citizen participation and 
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involvement followed when the former Prime Minister of Lebanon was murdered in 2005, 

which was succeeded by the withdrawal of the Syrian army from the Lebanese territories. 

Civil society is certainly booming in Lebanon, nowadays, and constitutes the only means 

against the distrusted political parties and confessionalism and towards a bright future for 

the country (Abou Assi, 2006). The concentration on governance has only been witnessed 

during this recent period of civil society development and that nothing was mentioned 

about it before that. For this purpose, I will feature a small overview of the legal framework 

of CSOs to see if governance holds the same fate as in the history of such organizations.     

 

3. Legal Environment: 

  Civil society organizations, like any other types of working bodies, are ruled by 

specific laws governing them. In the context of Lebanon, the law governing associations 

dates back to the Ottoman Empire rule. During this period, many laws were adopted from 

European countries and used as the essential law material for political and non-political 

associated groups (Abou Assi, 2006). After that, laws related to associations were brought 

in from France, most of which adopted a liberal stance towards dealing with such 

organizations (Abou Assi, 2006). So, these laws were preserved and are still abided by to 

this day, with negligible modifications (Abou Assi, 2006). As a result, the current CSO law 

in Lebanon is based on the 1901 French law on associations and figures in article 13 of the 

Lebanese Constitution (Joseph, 2010). This is the solely present law governing CSOs in 

Lebanon, is clearly outdated, missing important parts, and sometimes referring to parties 

which are no longer in service (Elbayar, 2005). Such an archaic law has opened the door for 

CSOs to act as they please rather than abide by it and has led to a more liberal way of 
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dealing with such institutions (Elbayar, 2005). Furthermore, compared to other Arab 

countries, the law on associations is more liberal in Lebanon, and only requires giving 

notice to the state concerning the formation of CSOs (Joseph, 2010). This suggests that 

nothing was mentioned regarding the governance of CSOs in the Law for Associations 

except that, part of notifying the state includes providing some basic information about the 

ones responsible for it: the members of the board of trustees (Baroud, Majed, Abdel Samad, 

Helou, and Aadas, 2004). So, giving these unsatisfying results, I will proceed to exploring 

the essential findings of a study conducted by several researchers concerning the 

governance of CSOs in Lebanon.  

 

4. How Can One Characterize Governance of CSOs in Lebanon Based on other Studies? 

  Given the fact that neither the history of civil society organizations nor the law 

governing such entities address the idea of governance properly, to avoid saying at all, I 

decided to search for studies conducted with relevance to this concept. I stumbled upon a 

study titled “Assessment of Capacity Building Needs of CSOs in Lebanon” which offered 

some relevant insight concerning the governing structure of CSOs in Lebanon and which 

was conducted by the CSO Resource and Support Unit, which acts within the Capacity 

Building for Poverty Reduction Project ‐ a joint project between the United Nations 

Development Program (UNDP) and the Lebanese Ministry of Social Affairs (MoSA). The 

results mainly discuss (1) the mission and vision, (2) the bylaws and statutes, and (3) the 

board of directors.  

  The findings on the vision and mission, which are considered to be established 

mainly by the board of directors, suggested that most CSOs have created a mission, vision, 
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mandate, and general goals, especially since these documents should be submitted to the 

Ministry of Interior upon formation. However, these items are not abided by, especially 

when new projects are being implemented and when the organization focuses more on 

pleasing certain donors rather than on the mission itself. Oftentimes, when the funders are 

political or religious parties, CSOs tend to shift from their supposedly required neutrality 

and move away from their initial mission and vision. Also, staff and volunteer members are 

often unaware of such important items (mission and vision) within their CSOs. So, all in all, 

the mission and vision which define the CSO at hand often become sort of meaningless for 

procuring resources and providing visibility for the organization. Also, not all parties 

involved within the CSO are aware that there is something called vision and mission.   

  Other items specified by the board of directors and discussed in this study are the 

internal laws and statutes of Lebanese CSOs. According to the study, most of these CSOs 

have written internal laws but have left them as they are since the beginning, except for a 

few of them.  

  Furthermore, just like it is the case for the mission and vision, these internal rules 

are also only prepared for registering the CSO at hand instead of serving as a base for future 

reference in terms of functions within the organization and the making of decisions. Also, 

since the law specifies that there should be a certain restrictive percentage of Lebanese 

within the board of trustees, some organizations serving non-Lebanese people choose 

Lebanese board members just to abide to the law, while pointing out that they often fulfill a 

symbolic role, but instead hire staff belonging to their own nationality to manage and guide 

the organization. So, the law is abided by most of the time but, given its broadness, opens 
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the door to people outplaying and outsmarting it. Also, most of the time, instead of having 

the board of directors hire managing employees, matters tend to flow the other way around. 

  Now, the findings on the board of directors indicate that people enter the board of an 

CSO to become more socially involved, active, and connected especially those who have a 

stable career. They often see their position within an CSO board as a personal power tool 

and tend to be more driven by their thirst for power rather than by the cause of the 

organization. The membership of most board members within CSOs in more than one 

organization can be considered as a proof of having these individuals focus more on their 

social status and reputation rather than on the mission and vision. Such a phenomenon 

generates a conflict of interest in terms of focusing on funding one CSO over another, or 

directing connections and potential partnerships towards one of these CSOs, which would 

be unfair for the others. Now, when it comes to the main functions of the board, only few of 

the board members knew what their main roles were. They got the concept of governance 

wrong, especially because all that they mentioned were implementing programs and raising 

funds, being part of sub-committees, and being in charge of decision making. Most of them 

omitted the functions of overseeing the work of the director and his/her team, directing or 

leading the CSO towards its mission, connecting the CSO with potential donors, 

government entities, and partners, and holding the director, staff, and themselves 

accountable. Another point made in the results of this study was that there was very little 

turnover of board members, who usually serve more than one consecutive mandate without 

the recruitment of new members. In other words, some CSOs have had the same members 

for a very long time, with a turnover of less than 25% after elections, and the same roles for 

these members ever since their foundation. More than half of the participating board 
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members were part of the governing entity for more than 10 years in a row. Another 

important observation was that organizations which did not have any employees had less 

people wanting to be part of their board since they would be the ones who had to get most 

of the work done if that were the case. Also, only few of these CSOs practiced the 

separation of powers between the board and the director, which could be the result of not 

knowing the large significance of such a separation or of jointly gaining power and money 

from the CSO. Such a non-separation is forgiven when actions and decision are advanced 

alongside transparent, accountable, and decentralized means (Abou Assi, 2006). 

 

5. Conclusions: 

  In sum, a couple of conclusions can be made regarding the CSOs and their 

governance in Lebanon: 

- In Lebanon, there are large numbers of CSOs proportionally to the population at large, 

compared to CSOs in other Arab countries. 

- CSOs in Lebanon have shifted from solely being centered on service provision towards a 

more “good governance,” “democracy,” “human rights,” and “sustainability” oriented civil 

society. 

- Transparency and accountability are starting to be reinforced within Lebanese CSOs. 

- The public and the beneficiaries are starting to become more and more empowered and 

involved in decision making within CSOs. 

- Progress of CSOs, however, is hindered by the political structure, sectarianism, their 

affiliation with religious and political groups, and sometimes governmental restrictions. 
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- Lebanon has a limited and archaic legal framework which does not discuss relevant 

aspects of CSOs such as matters related to their governance. However, it is deemed liberal 

compared to that of other Arab countries. 

- There are difficulties in conducting research in the field of CSOs and in their follow up as 

a result of the limited framework. 

- All throughout the stages of development of CSOs in Lebanon, there were no traces in the 

written history whatsoever of the governance within such entities. 

-Only recently, with the rise of globalization, did the CSOs in Lebanon start practicing a 

transformative role within society, which generated more restrictions concerning CSOs 

from the part of the government. 

- The findings of the study regarding CSOs in Lebanon suggested these statements 

regarding governance: 

- Many Lebanese CSOs have created a mission, vision, mandate and general goals.  

- However, these components are rarely applied and followed, since very few CSOs focus 

on making money and gratifying donors rather than on the mission and vision.   

- Employees and volunteers at Lebanese CSOs are not familiar with the mission, vision, and 

mandate. 

- Most those CSOs have issued internal laws which have been intact and not adapted to 

changing situations since the foundation of the organizations at hand.  

- The mission, vision, and mandate most of the time are only issued for the purpose of 

registering the CSOs at hand, and not for larger future purposes. 

- The existing law is being properly respected by CSOs since it is broad and limited, and 

opens the door for people to outsmart or go around it. 
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- Instead of having board of directors hire managing employees, the director selects board 

members.  

- The purpose for joining a CSO board is mainly to gather more connections and become 

more socially active.  

- Board members often see their governance role as a personal tool for exerting power 

within society rather than perceiving it as a way of improving their CSO and reaching the 

mission.  

- Only a small number of the board members were aware of what the governing entity is 

supposed to be doing.  

- The only functions they mentioned were program implementation, fundraising, sub-

committee membership, and decision making, while omitting some of their actual roles 

such as overseeing the director’s work, leading the organization towards its mission, 

serving as a connector with the outside world, and holding other parties within the CSO and 

themselves accountable.  

- There is very little turnover of board members among Lebanese CSOs, even after 

elections. 

- Separation of power between the board and the director is not very common within 

Lebanese CSOs.  
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F. Theories of CSO Governance 

 

1. Agency Theory: When Compliance is Key 

  Agency theory, which has been labeled as the “compliance model” (Cornforth, 

2001) for going by the mere assumption that the agent will comply to the principle, figures 

among the economic theories of board governance since it assumes that the actions of the 

two parties are often individualistic in nature, a goal conflict often exists between them, and 

the mechanisms used by the first party involve “control,” “monitoring,” and “incentives” 

which suggests a certain amount of “distrust” between the two (Du Bois, Jegers & Van 

Puyvelde, 2012). 

  Essentially, the foundation of the agency theory is the principle-agent relationship 

which states that the former assigns a certain role to the latter, in the form of delegation 

(Romano, 2013) (See Table 1 below). This role involves granting the agent the authority to 

engage in making key decisions regarding the organization’s day-to-day functioning 

(Romano, 2013). Initially a theory for the governance of corporations, agency theory 

considered the owner as the principle of the for-profit and the managers as the agents 

(Cornforth, 2001). So, essentially, accountability was to be performed vis-à-vis the owners 

(Cornforth, 2001). However, in the nonprofit, there exists a question mark as to who the 

real owner(s) is, since there is no real palpable one. Essentially, in a nonprofit organization, 

the board members play the role of the principal and the executive director becomes the 

agent. This suggests that there is more than one principal in a nonprofit. This brings us to 

the derivative of the agency theory: the common agency theory (Romano, 2013).  It deals 

with a non-cooperative relationship between the two because each principle is deemed to 
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have his or her own interest which is not necessarily the same as that of the others 

(Romano, 2013). So, each one is going to act individually to influence the common agent 

which will lead to having an even larger conflict of interests. All in all, the essential role of 

the governing party according to this theory is for the principal to control the agent (Hung, 

1998). Logically speaking, then, in nonprofits, having more than one principal will make it 

difficult to control such an agent given the conflict of interests that might arise in such a 

context.   

 

2. Stakeholder theory: 

  While the agency perspective is based on goal conflict between the multiple actors 

and highly depends on a relationship of compliance by the agent and control by the 

principal, the stakeholder perspective goes by different rules (See Table 1 below). While 

this theory is also made up of two groups, the two categories differ in a way that the same 

actors are involved but perceived differently and additional ones are included. Elaborating 

on that idea, the first party becomes the organization and the second, the stakeholders. The 

latter group is defined by Abzug and Webb (1999) as the party on which efforts the 

organization relies. Their characteristics are the respective types of impact they have on the 

organization, and vice versa (Jegers & Wellens, 2014). These impacts highly depend on the 

category to which they belong and can be: the “interface stakeholders” who are the “board 

members,” the “internal stakeholders” who are the “managers,” “employees,” and 

“operational volunteers,” and the “external stakeholders” who are the “funders,” 

“beneficiaries,” “competitors” and others (Du Bois et al., 2012). Furthermore, we can say 

that the stakeholder theory involves actors from within the organization and from the 
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outside environment as well, which was a feature ignored by the agency theory. The second 

distinction between the two is that, unlike the agency perspective, this theory resides on the 

assumption that there isn’t necessarily a conflict of interests (Abzug & Webb, 1999). 

Finally, the governing board, according to this theory, exerts a relationship of 

“coordination” with the rest of the organization (Hung, 1998), as opposed to control.  
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 Agency Theory 

/Compliance 

(Cornforth, 2001) 

Stakeholder Theory/Coordination 

(Hung, 1998) 

School of Thought Economics Management 

Role of the Board Controlling (Hung, 1998) Coordinating (Hung, 1998) 

Actors Involved in  

the Theory (Social 

Capital) 

Principal (Board) and  

Agent (Management)  

(Romano, 2013) 

1- Interface stakeholders (board 

members)  

2- Internal stakeholders (managers, 

employees, and operational 

volunteers)  

3- External stakeholders (funders, 

beneficiaries, competitors, and 

others) (Du Bois et al., 2012) 

Location of those 

Actors 

Internal External and Internal 

Type of Influence 

on Board 

Effectiveness 

Intrinsic (Judge & 

Zeithmahl, 1992; Hung, 

1998) 

Extrinsic (Judge & Zeithmahl, 1992; 

Hung, 1998) 

Table 1 Agency versus Stakeholder Theory 
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3. Managerial Theory: 

  Control, just like in the agency theory, is an important component of the managerial 

hegemony perspective which dates back to the idea that even though those who have the 

shares in an organization are the ones in control and are the owners according to law, this is 

no longer the case nowadays when this control has been transmitted to management 

professionals (Berle & Means, 1932; Cornforth, 2003).  Dating back to 1932, the 

managerial hegemony theory states that the managers rather than the board of directors 

have ultimate control over contemporary companies (Berle &Means, 1932; Hough, 

McGregor-Lowndes, & Ryan, 2005). However, the control of the board is not long gone, 

according to this theory, since the management sometimes requires consent from the board 

concerning certain decisions and actions, before executing them (Hough et al., 2005, 

Mintzberg, 1983). Nevertheless, the board is still deemed passive rather than active, thus 

less in control of matters concerning the organization (Mintzberg, 1983).  

  Many authors have supported this theory in one way or the other. Mace (1971), for 

instance, conducted a study around the CEOs of US corporations and found out that boards 

rarely took part in strategic planning, except when an urgent call was made, and that the 

CEO, oftentimes, was the one in control. Another author gave similar conclusions in one of 

his articles (Cornforth, 2003. Recently, Lorsch and Maclver (1989) argued that boards, 

nowadays, have witnessed a clear improvement in terms of performance, but can still do 

better on many levels. They added that the board functions like a ‘rubber-stamp’ to the 

decisions of the management and only barge in, symbolically, during crises only as a form 

of permission granting for management execution (Lorsch & Maclver, 1989). In 

conclusion, all which has been discussed above is deemed relevant in nonprofits as well, 
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which makes the managerial hegemony theory important and applicable to such a context 

(Cornforth, 2003). However, it is said that, in nonprofits, having volunteers serving as 

board members makes these individuals less capable of giving up their time for the 

organization and, consequently, leads to even less involvement than the for-profit boards, in 

the organizational activities and decisions (Cornforth, 2003).  In addition, Herman and 

Heimovics (2005) believe that the success and/or failure of a nonprofit organization in 

terms of achieving its mission, vision, and goals is highly reliant the CEO’s performance 

rather than the board’s. This leads to thinking that the board is less in control than the CEO 

in the nonprofit context and that it is necessary to work towards having stronger and more 

involved boards for the purposes of making sure that the management is functioning 

properly (Hough et al., 2005b). In conclusion, we can say that this theory relies on the idea 

that nonprofit boards have a symbolic-power type. However, one can say that this was more 

applicable in the past than it is now, even though the board has a volunteer base, since most 

of modern nonprofits are choosing professionals and experts to fill in the board members’ 

positions, which will make them more likely to be involved in the activities and strategies 

of the organization and more prone to interacting and cooperating with the CEO.        

 

4. Stewardship Theory: 

  Agency theory has always been the most prominent theory of them all, since it 

figures in the largest part of the governance literature of the corporate, public, and nonprofit 

sectors, but, nevertheless, is deemed inconvenient by some authors (Davis, Schoorman, & 

Donaldson, 1997). For this reason, some have suggested a replacement-theory for it: the 

stewardship perspective (Davis et al., 1997). As a result, we will tackle, in this section, the 
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main components of the stewardship theory while comparing and contrasting it, throughout 

the text, with the agency theory.  

  A first word on such a theory is that it has its origins from psychology, sociology 

(Caers, Bois, Jegers, Gieter, Schepers, & Pepermans, 2006), and human relations (Hung, 

1998). Among the authors who wrote about this theory, one states that under stewardship 

theory, managers are the stewards and always strive to do their best through effectively 

dealing with resources (Cornforth, 2003). Consequently, high-ranked managers and board 

members should be perceived as collaborators rather than opponents (Cornforth, 2003), 

thus suggesting that there is no conflict of interest between the two parties (Pastoriza & 

Ariño, 2008). In other words, the actions of the agent(s) (management) are in line with the 

ideas presented by the principal (board) (Pastoriza & Ariño, 2008). Furthermore, Pastoriza 

and Ariño argue that the main purpose of governance, under the boundaries of such a 

theory, is, specifically, to search for new processes and procedures for an optimal 

communication and cooperation between the board and the management (Donaldson, 

1990).  So, unlike within the agency theory, under the stewardship perspective, 

coordination and collaboration are deemed more important than control and compliance, 

which opens the window for a smooth relationship between the principle and the agent(s) 

and an optimized performance (Cornforth, 2003). Consequently, it can be stated that the 

role of the board is essentially, under this theory, strategic planning done hand in hand with 

the top management to perk up  decisions and actions in the organization (Cornforth, 2003). 

Furthermore, the same author claims that, from a stewardship perspective, the members of 

the board are supposed to be experts who know people and have a large network of 

connections for the purpose of pushing the organization upwards (Cornforth, 2003).  
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  At this point in our discussion, it is significant to note that this theory is relevant and 

present in the governance across different sectors, including the nonprofit one (Cornforth, 

2003). For instance, Carver (1990) stated, in his writings about his policy governance 

model for nonprofits, that the essence of governance is strategy which includes internal 

policy-making, as well as vision and mission formulation and maintenance. This leads to 

concluding that for the strategic planning to be implemented, the board and the 

management should be cooperating with one another, thus suggesting the applicability of 

this theory to nonprofit governance.          

Stewardship theory is made up of two possible scenarios (Caers et al., 2006). One of them 

suggests that there is disagreement at first between the board and the management, which 

will be struck out in the end when the agent will become encouraged to act according to the 

principle’s interests (Davis et al., 1997), since this often leads to the former achieving 

personal and organizational goals (Davis et al., 1997; Tosi, Brownlee, Silva, & Katz 2003).  

In other words, by fulfilling the interests of the board, the top managers’ goals of self-

fulfillment and achievement will follow. This importance of organizational goals is due to 

the perceived high value for the mission and goals of the organization, stated under such a 

theory (Van Puyvelde, Caers, Du Bois, & Jegers, 2012). This idea is relevant to the 

organization identification which will be discussed in a bit. Then, there is the second 

possibility which suggests that the agent and the principle have similar goals 

(Sundaramurthy & Lewis, 2003), which makes the task a lot easier for both of them and 

definitely requires cooperation and coordination.  

  Lastly, one final idea to be discussed within this section is organizational 

identification which is defined by Mael and Ashforth (1992, p. 103) as “a perceived 
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oneness with an organization and the experience of the organization’s successes and 

failures as one’s own.” Furthermore, stewardship theory, in contrast with agency theory, 

claims that the management individuals demonstrate a significant identification with the 

nonprofit’s mission (Van Puyvelde et al., 2012), since it will boost their own reputation and 

self-actualization (Davis et al., 1997). In other words, agents act in accordance with the 

mission and the will of the principals since this will ultimately lead to their own self-

fulfillment and goal attainment. Finally, we can conclude that the main components of the 

stewardship theory are, as opposed to the agency perspective, collaboration between agent 

and principle, compatible goals between the two, high organizational identification, 

collectivist and group work, and, lastly, empowering structures rather than incentives and 

control as governance mechanisms.      

 

5. Democratic Theory: 

  Another theory used as an attempt to explain nonprofit governance is the democratic 

one. This theory dates back to Alexis de Tocqueville (1956) who came up with the idea of 

an existing relation between the democracy of a country and joining voluntary 

organizations (Tocqueville, 1956). He believed that they were interlinked and that one led 

to the other since a democracy required fulfilling the interests of the people and that such 

organizations worked on insuring that (Tocqueville, 1956; Bucholtz, 1998).  

  Then, this theory developed and started to claim that countries with a democratic 

government will certainly influence the way organizations, namely nonprofit and public, 

are governed, that is will make them more democratic (Cornforth, 2003). In other words, 

these organizations will adopt the ways and practices of the democratic state they are in 
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such as the representative elections which insure the right for everyone to elect, the 

accountability of the board, and the separation between those who make decisions and those 

who implement them (Cornforth, 2003). For example, in some nonprofits, the governing 

board is elected and represents the organization at hand, which is similar to a democratic 

government. So, this perspective on governance advocates that just like in a democratic 

government, a nonprofit organization has a representative entity, the governing board, 

which represents the will of the people it is intended to serve (Cornforth, 2003). In addition, 

just like the deputes of a country, the nonprofit board is required to carefully decide which 

decision to make that would serve which constituency, since not all decisions can be 

fulfilled at the same time, and are supposed to create policies accordingly, which will be 

executed by the executive director and the rest of the employees (Cornforth, 2003). 

According to this view, anyone involved in the organization and who is perceived as an 

expert or not, can present himself or herself to the board elections (Cornforth, 2003). 

  Finally, going back to de Tocqueville and his ideas, two lines of thought were 

identified that are believed to have affected the literature on the theories of nonprofit 

government, namely the school of representation and the school of participation (Guo, 

Metelsky, & Bradshaw, n.d.).  

The representation school has always had a significant importance in the political science 

context (Guo, et al., n.d). Representation, according to Hanna Pitkin (1967), is an idea 

involving four levels which are formal representation, descriptive representation, 

descriptive representation, and symbolic representation. The first one is the way board 

members and executive directors are chosen (Pitkin, 1967). The second is the way they act 

according to the nature of the groups they serve (Pitkin, 1967). Thirdly, symbolic 
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representation reflects the idea of trust and how the people who are served by the 

organization start to find it trustworthy (Pitkin, 1967). Finally, substantive representation is 

how organizational leaders act in the interests of the people they are willing to serve (Pitkin, 

1967).      

  So, according to this school which has been extensively mentioned in the literature 

of nonprofit governance as a way to study such a concept, the leaders of an organization 

should go in line with these representation schemes and should work to “resolve or choose 

between the interests of different groups, and to set the overall policy of the organization” 

(Cornforth, 2004, 14; Cornforth & Edwards, 1999).  

  The participation school, however, is less centered on the board itself, and focuses 

on the idea of participation from the part of the constituency and its influence within the 

organization (Guo et al., n.d.). So, while the first school of thought argues that 

representation is an essential part of democracy, this one believes that participation in such 

organizations is even more relevant since it builds-up citizens’ values and opinions 

regarding multiple topics (Almond & Verba 1963), thus suggesting that nonprofits promote 

democracy (Tocqueville, 1956). Also, from a different perspective, nonprofit organizations 

should have internal democracy in terms of their governance, and not only promote external 

democratic practices, through having the constituents and other stakeholders take part in 

their governance (Guo et al., n.d.), which is seldom the case in most nonprofits (Guo et al., 

n.d.). However, some authors argued that participation should become more prominent 

within nonprofits and that governance should be shared between the board, the staff, the 

constituents, and the community at large (Guo et al., n.d.), and suggested to call it a 

“community-engagement governance” which can be even more reinforced by the presence 
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and spread of new technology for communication (Freiwirth, 2011; Saxton, Guo, & Brown, 

2007).  So, all in all, we can conclude that the democratic theory suggests the fact that 

nonprofit organizations, not only promote democratic values within the society, but have 

become or are more and more turning into democratically governed entities, either through 

the idea of representativeness or the concept of participation.   

 

6. Class Hegemony / Elites Theory: 

  Sociologists have extensively talked about the division of society into classes with 

the elites being at the top of the hierarchy (Hough, McGregor-Lowndes, & Ryan 2005). 

Many theorists have discussed such a notion as elites and have come up with definitions of 

it, thus suggesting that there is no one agreed upon meaning for the concept. One theorist 

suggests that, in society, there are two groups, one that is controlled and is essentially 

constituted by the people at large, and another that controls and is made up of a few people 

who strive to preserve their prominence in key institutions within a certain society (Mosca, 

1939). Another theorist formulates it in a different way and defines it as the individuals 

such as those involved in politics and government who, by privilege, occupy key 

organizations in society and, as a result, affect the making of policies (Moore, 1979). 

Consequently, by having such an influence on policy making, these few individuals will 

exert control over the people at large. Higley and Burton (1989, p.18) go about describing it 

the same way but with a different terminology such as using “authoritative positions” to 

refer to political or governmental positions, and add to that the regularity of these elites in 

affecting policies. Other authors have described it using numbers by saying that elites are 

the few hundreds or thousands of individuals leading the most prominent organizations in a 
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society, affecting decision making, and, consequently, policies (Dogan & Higley, 1996). 

They are the head of political parties, governmental institutions, interest groups, businesses, 

the media, the military, religious groups, and other major institutions in society 

(Farazmand, 1999).   

 Despite the slight variations in those definitions of the concept of elites, they all 

seem to have one idea in common. The elites are a powerful group made up of a few people 

who, by virtue of their positions in key institutions, have the supremacy to affect decision 

making and policymaking in a society, and consequently, the policy outcomes. So, as a 

final word on the definition of the class hegemony/elites theory, we can simply say that the 

higher class rules the most prominent institutions in society, involving corporate and third 

sector organizations’ boards of directors, giving them power to control policy outcomes 

(Hough et al., 2005). Furthermore, in relevance to this literature review, we are interested in 

the idea extracted from this theory and saying that board members of nonprofits are 

essentially those elites described earlier. According to Useem (1979), an influential elite 

theorist, elites act homogenously since they supposedly carry the same values, culture, and 

interests. As a result, they act cohesively in preserving their positions in key institutions and 

nonprofit boards since they form a homogenous front (Useem, 1979).       

 At the center of elite theory, many suggest the existence of an inner group axis 

(Useem, 1979). On one side lie the most prominent business people who are involved in 

multiple businesses, while on the other side there are the ones who only lead one major 

corporation (Useem, 1979). The former group is essentially referred to as the inner group 

and its members are believed to have multiple connections with other institutions which 

make them more likely to occupy prominent positions at other organizations such as third 
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sector ones (Useem, 1979). Furthermore, studies conducted in the United-States have 

shown that the most certain way to enter boards of public sector and third sector institutions 

is through being part of this inner group (Useem, 1979). In other words, these ruling inner 

circle elites are at the top of prominent universities, foundations, and public agencies. The 

reasons behind this engagement of inner circle elites in governing boards of nonprofits are 

gaining a heightened exposure as well as enhancing their network of connections with other 

important corporations (Useem, 1979). However, the repercussions and importance of such 

a theory on nonprofits will be discussed later after exploring the concept of organizational 

elites and its levels.   

One significant notion within the elite theory is organizational elites, identified by 

Higley and Moore (1981) among other elite models. However, we will be discussing this 

model solely, given its direct relation to the governance of nonprofit organizations. So, key 

organizations in society such as noCSOvernmental ones are the essential means through 

which the elite exert their power over the rest of the people, according to the elite theory. In 

other words, the concept of organizational elites revolves around the idea that organizations 

from all sectors and sizes are governed by the elite of society who can affect these 

institutions and the people in them through decision making or non-decision-making, all of 

which will be in accordance with their class’s prominent ideas and opinions on policies, 

politics, and economy (Farazmand, 1999). Furthermore, the initial driver of the elite is their 

own enhancement and maintenance in all the situations in which they find themselves 

(Farazmand, 1999), which can sometimes, in the case of CSOs, shift such organizations 

away from their missions.  
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Three levels, however, of organizational elites were identified, the first one being 

the macro/strategic elite, the second being the macro-micro/leadership elite, and the third 

being the micro/operational elite (Farazmand, 1999). Those who belong to the inner group 

discussed earlier are the same as the macro or strategic elite. They are the ones who are 

responsible of governing the key institutions in society, such as CSOs, as a result of their 

powerful positions as owners or heads of the most prominent business firms or 

governmental agencies (Farazmand, 1999). Furthermore, they are often chosen as board 

members at well-known nonprofits and are required to strategically plan for the future of 

these organizations. The second level of elites is the leadership elites who are one step 

lower than the strategic ones and are often called the bridge that unites the hubs (Mintz & 

Schwartz, 1981a, p.37) or the “linking elites” (Farazmand, 1999) since they act as the 

mediators between the macro and the micro elites. Oftentimes, these people are the 

directors or chief executives, in a third sector context. Finally, the operational elites 

(Farazmand, 1999) come at the lowest level of the hierarchy and are responsible for the 

day-to-day activities of the organizations at hand or occupy the posts of board members at 

less prominent institutions such as smaller CSOs. However, the most relevant level of elite 

vis-à-vis this study of nonprofit governance theories is the macro-level.            

  After having extensively discussed the theory of class hegemony and its 

characterizing notions, we can go about exploring the relevance of such a theory in relation 

to the governance of nonprofit boards. Of course, the importance of such a theory has been 

implicitly mentioned in the previous sections, which is why we will attempt here to divide 

this significance into benefits for the elite and benefits for the organization.  
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  First, such a theory suggests that nonprofit boards are usually powerful and 

influential, and that elites join nonprofit boards to gain even more power than they ever had 

before (Farazmand, 1999). So, the governance of CSO boards is a source of fuel for their 

own self-fulfillment, prestige, and influence preservation, as well as the realization of the 

will and interests of the general elite (Farazmand, 1999). So, essentially, governing 

nonprofits is a way for the elite to gain public exposure and boost their reputation by 

passing for individuals who care about a certain cause or about the welfare of others. 

Secondly, nonprofits were traditionally perceived as venues for elite individuals to gather 

and share information with one another, thus developing similar points of view around 

general societal problems, strengthening their class cohesion, and diminishing their 

superfluous capitalism (Hough et al., 2005). Thirdly, the elite theory focuses on the 

undertakings of the board behind the curtains as opposed to what prescribed functions its 

members actually have (Hough et al., 2005). So, generally speaking, the elite board works 

on making sure that the power of their class is preserved and goes about doing that through 

ensuring good governance within these nonprofits. In other word, by governing the boards 

of CSOs in a proper manner, these elite will be avoiding any scandal in the organization, 

thus, preserving their own image as well (Hough et al., 2005). So, they have no choice but 

to follow the lines of good governance, supposedly, in order to have a crystal clear and 

positive reputation of their own.  Finally, another suggestion of this theory is that the elite 

will benefit from the social capital they will gather along the lines of being board members 

at nonprofits (Useem, 1979), which would serve as a good top up for their network 

connections.        
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However, the elite theory is not all good regarding the elite and all bad vis-à-vis the CSOs. 

On the contrary, such a theory does provide some insight regarding the positive effects on 

the organization which can be a result of having elite people as board members. First of all, 

from an academic point of view, studying elite theory serves as a great tool for learning the 

behavior of the elite and, thus, that of board members in nonprofits (Farazmand, 1999). 

Second, as a general benefit for the organization, having elite individuals as board members 

can be considered as a great privilege for the concerned nonprofit, since it will gain 

valuable resources, namely exposure, social capital, expertise, and money from these elite 

board members (O'Regan & Oster, 2005). So, before moving to the critiques on such a 

theory, we can presume that the presence of elites in nonprofit organizations’ boards is 

beneficial for both the board members and the organization itself.      

 Despite all these factors which make this theory so important in the field of 

nonprofit governance, and especially regarding the nature and behavior of nonprofit boards, 

we were able to pin-point, in reference to precious works, some loopholes in it. First of all, 

times have changed and the number of CSOs has dramatically increased (Hough et al., 

2005) which led to an enlarged demand for nonprofit board members. Consequently, the 

number of elites is not enough, these day, to fill in all the board member positions in 

nonprofits, which decreased their domination over such entities. Another problem with this 

theory is that modern day CSOs seek to appoint nonprofit experts (Hough et al., 2005) as 

opposed to wealthy people from the business world who know little about governing 

nonprofits. This is especially true since many schools and colleges have developed 

programs dedicated to nonprofit management and governance which are more left-wing 

lenient (Hough et al., 2005). This suggests that there is tolerance for people other than the 
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elite nowadays, and a likelihood and increased chance that these people, instead of the elites 

alone, be elected or appointed as board members. Also, with increased donations from 

governments, international organizations, and donors other than the wealthy board 

members, these nonprofits are no longer reliant on the elites for funds, which lessened the 

influence of elites on such organizations even more (Hough et al., 2005). However, some 

authors argued that this is especially true for small nonprofits and less applicable to large 

and old ones which still have elite people among their board members (Hough et al., 2005). 

Finally, as opposed to what was argued by most of the authors mentioned in the previous 

sections, other writers believe that even if the elite were dominating nonprofits, they do not 

have the same interests and opinions around all issues (Bell, 1961) which means that they 

are less likely to be part of a cohesive group (Berg & Zald, 1978).              

 

7. The Small-Group Effectiveness Theory:  

Another theory tackling the composition of the board of directors in nonprofits is 

the small-group effectiveness one which was borrowed from the psychological school. 

According to Wooders (1994) who coined this concept, small-group effectiveness is the 

idea that smaller groups are more effective in achieving goals, since they imply greater 

cooperation between members. So, for a greater advancement within the organization, this 

theory can be applied to nonprofit boards, which means that having a small group as a 

governing entity would prove to be effective for the organization at hand. For the purposes 

of explaining such a theory, we are going to tackle the group functions first, and then 

proceed to explaining a mature group and effectiveness in such a context, all of which 

would be done in relation to the governing entities in nonprofits: the boards of directors.  
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Generally speaking, groups have functions which are essential for the effectiveness 

and efficiency of organizational activities and programs where they happen to serve. The 

best way to understand such functions is through studying the SPGR (Systemizing the 

Person-Group Relation) model of group functioning (Sjvold, 2006) based on the Parsonian 

line of thought on this matter (Parsons, 1953). So, essentially, the basic functions identified 

in this model are “control,” “nurture,” “opposition,” “dependence,” “withdrawal,” and 

“synergy.” (See) (Sjvold, 2006). So, according to this model, each situation encountered in 

an organization can use a different group function to confront it (Sjvold, 2006). For 

instance, when the issue faced is “instrumental,” the “control” characteristic which implies 

authoritativeness should be used such as when the chief executive has done something 

wrong which needed the supervision from the board. However, when the problem is 

socially oriented, the “nurture” function implying care, good social skills, and extrovert 

behavior comes in handy, which would require listening to the inquiries of employees and 

communicating with them about different issues (Sjvold, 2006). Furthermore, when the 

“dependence” function is activated, the group would be facing a problem demanding 

faithfulness and conforming to rules such as sticking to the values of the organization when 

the circumstances require otherwise (Sjvold, 2006). Opposition can occur when the group, 

in this case, nonprofit board members, has encountered a critical internal or external 

situation which could harm the organization at hand or which could lead it to shifting away 

from its mission (Sjvold, 2006).  It can be followed by withdrawal which can occur when 

opposition failed to work (Sjvold, 2006). For instance, if a certain business venture was 

proposed by the chief executive in a nonprofit and the board opposed the idea given to its 

unrelatedness to the mission, and in case the opposition did not have any effect on the chief 
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director, board members can engage in passive resistance through withdrawing their vote or 

voting against this idea, for example. One final function is synergy which involves 

cooperating with other groups (Sjvold, 2006), such as between committees on the board, 

concerning certain issues or programs. This is especially necessary when the issue at hand 

concerns more than one committee in the board such as a very important upcoming 

fundraising event which requires the cooperation between multiple committees for success.     

        

 

Figure 5 Group Functions According to the SPGR Model, Adopted from (Sjovold, 2006) 

 

As part of the SPGR model, we have what is called a mature group which is the 

ideal operating group (Sjovold, 2006). It functions faster than any other group and serves as 

an example for others. For a group to be considered as a mature group, all its members 

should can perform all the above-mentioned functions when need calls. However, in reality, 

no group is that perfect since most members tend to stick to what is most comfortable to 

them (Sjovold, 2006). So, what they usually do is divide up the functions between them, 

which will make the group less flexible, less adaptable to sudden situations, and slower in 
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dealing with problems in such instances (Sjovold, 2006). The opposite will be true when all 

group members become familiar with these functions. All in all, boards of directors at a 

nonprofit should strive to become mature groups and learn to act as ones, in case they 

currently do not, through getting acquainted with these functions which would lead them to 

acting more effectively. Another notion reinforcing this idea is the concept of balance 

which dictates that group members should not have specific roles, but instead, should, as 

mentioned earlier, balance their knowledge between these different functions, which is 

what differentiates “highly creative teams” from others (Csikszentmihalyi & 

Csikszentmihalyi, 1988). All in all, boards or committees within boards in nonprofits 

should act as mature groups for maximum innovation, effectiveness, and confrontation 

skills when faced with a subtly changing environment. Added to that, the highest level of 

maturity is when everyone in the group knows all the functions, which makes it suitable for 

dealing with complex issues and ambiguities (Sjvold, 2006). The lack of such openness 

during complex times will lead to a hindered or slowed down group development which 

may even weaken the performance of capable or highly performing members (Sjovold, 

2006). As a result, an ultimate function which could fit to all situations does not exist, 

unless a simple task needs to be done and requires one function. However, this is rarely the 

case for nonprofit boards since these often operate in very unstable and prone to change 

environments.    

  Despite the little we have found around this topic, we can conclude, in a couple of 

words, the factors which make this theory important and worth studying and researching. 

First of all, the initial reason behind even having a board in the first place lies in the 

confidence that one individual alone cannot possibly govern an organization and that 
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having a group with diverse skills and capabilities instead would be more suitable for this 

job (Forbes & Milken, 1999). In other words, organizations gain more in terms of good 

governance if there were a governing entity made up of multiple individuals as opposed to 

one individual. Similarly, another author argues that such a governing entity would govern 

better than an individual since there would be fewer penchants towards a certain opinion or 

decision, and would help avoid individual bad behavior due to group rules (Hough et al., 

2005). However, one should acknowledge the fact that the board should be small or big but 

divided into specialized committees to avoid loafing and time-wasting. So, all in all, boards 

are better governors than single individuals because they have had multiple experiences and 

carry a plethora of skills, which make them more suitable for approximately and more 

accurately fulfilling the desires of all the group members (Wyatt, 2004). However, for the 

group to be effective, its members should not be numerous or, in case they are, should be 

divided into smaller groups according to their areas of preference. Finally, this theory does 

not only come with perks. The only disadvantages it has, however, when adapted to a 

nonprofit board context are the inability to find enough works written on it and the 

conflicting interests of board members.  

 

8. Contingency Theory: 

  The two previous theories have, more or less, tackled the social behavior of the 

boards of nonprofits and the composition of such entities. However, this theory operates on 

slightly different grounds and explores the internal and external factors affecting the 

effectiveness or work of board members, and thus, the effectiveness of the organization as 
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whole. It is more or less related to the small group effectiveness theory in that it tackles the 

internal contingencies affecting the board, which might include its size.  

  So, according to the contingency theory, the traditional view of organizations saying 

that there is one best way to govern does not hold. Instead, authors of works on this theory 

have suggested that each situation will require acting differently than others. For instance, 

one theorist has argued that “organizational effectiveness results from fitting characteristics 

of the organization, such as its structure, to contingencies that reflect the situation of the 

organization” (Donaldson, 2001, p. 1). In other words, when a certain situation, internal or 

external, confronts a nonprofit, the only way to go out of this mess in an effective manner is 

through employing the appropriate features of the organization to face such a problem. 

Another author within this theory suggests that each organization should construct multiple 

models for its governing entity which will make its members adapt to all sorts of situations 

affecting them from the inside and outside environments (Bradshaw, 2009). Finally, 

Cornforth (2003a) follows the same line of thought and defends the idea that nonprofits 

should not be searching for the ideal approach to all situations, but for the appropriate one 

for each specific incident.                      

  Central to the contingency theory are the contextual contingencies affecting the 

functioning and features of the nonprofit boards (Cornforth, 2003b). Cornforth has created a 

model that portrays those internal and external factors which influence the governing entity 

and the effectiveness of such an entity (Bradshaw, 2009). So, essentially, he identified the 

“age,” “size,” “phase of development,” and “complexity” as the inside factors, and the 

“legal and institutional environment,” “field of activity,” “stakeholders,” and “funding 
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environment” as the outside factors influencing the board of directors and its effectiveness 

(Bradshaw, 2009, p.65-66).    

 

 

Figure 6 "Governance Configurations and Dimensions of the External Environment" (Bradshaw, 2009) 

 

  According to figure 3 above adapted from Bradshaw’s article “Governance 

Configurations and Dimensions of the External Environment,” two dimensions are 

identified, one on the horizontal axis and the other on the vertical one. So, in the former, the 

outside environment could go from “stable” or “certain” to “turbulent” or “uncertain” 

(Bradshaw, 2009, p.68). To make the configuration more accurate, the vertical axis defines 

the environment as either “simple” or “complex” (Bradshaw, 2009, p.68). When the 

external environment is simple, it means that all the people benefiting from the organization 

are known and a list of their names exists, which means that their desires from the 
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organization are pretty clear and homogenous (Bradshaw, 2009). In contrast, when the 

external environment is not that simple, it means that the stakeholders are numerous and 

their desires and interests are heterogeneous (Bradshaw, 2009). Building up on these two 

dimensions, Bradshaw (2009), has identified four general ways of governing which fit for 

each one of the above-mentioned cases: 

The first one is the “policy governance configuration” which deals with governance when 

the outside factors are simple and unchanging and the stakeholders homogenous, fitting 

with the case of stable and well-structured boards (Bradshaw, 2009). The second one, 

“entrepreneurial/ corporate model,” should occur when there is uncertainty in the outside 

environment and a relatively homogenous group of stakeholders (Bradshaw, 2009). The 

third one, “constituency/representative configuration” is concerned with an expected 

environment but with a large number of stakeholders which are heterogeneous (Bradshaw, 

2009). This is usually the case of larger nonprofits. Finally, there is the “emergent cellular 

model” which deals with multiple and diverse stakeholders who exist in an unpredictable 

environment (Bradshaw, 2009). Organizations with this type of governance are usually less 

hierarchical and involve more employees and provisional committees (Bradshaw, 2009).                 

  The importance of such a theory lies within its suggestion for nonprofits to adapt to 

different models of governance depending on the situation within the environment and the 

interests of the stakeholders. It allows boards to deal with issues within conflict prone 

environments, especially through adapting Bradshaw’s framework, and gives them a hint 

that what works in one situation may not work in other situations encountered by the 

governing board. It also focuses on the importance of identifying the internal and external 
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contingencies when facing a certain problem, which would result in increased effectiveness 

(Hough et al., 2005). 

 

G. Models of CSO Governance 

  What are theories without models? Models are what make theories become 

grounded and carry a palpable sense of what is happening regarding the topic being 

discussed. So, for the purpose of gaining an idea about what governance of nonprofits really 

is in a practical sense, we will tackle several models of governance in this following 

section, namely, the policy governance model, the constituent representative/constituency 

board model, the entrepreneurial board model, the emergent cellular model, the corporate 

model, the new hybrid model, and the governance as leadership model, while attempting to 

relate them to the theories which are most appropriate for them.   

 

1. Policy Governance Model 

  The essential focus of this theory relies on the difference between the leadership of 

the governing entity and of the executive body within an organization (Bradshaw, Hayday, 

Armstrong, Levesque, & Rykert, 2007). The former which is the board of directors carries 

the role of being a steward in the sense of focusing on strategy and the larger vision of the 

organization, while the latter which is the executive director is more of a leader in the field 

of management and helps reach this larger vision in the organization (Bradshaw et al., 

2007). Following this line of thought, the board oversees the chief executive’s work and 

makes sure that it is in line with the internal policies of the organization (Bradshaw et al., 

2007). According to Carver (1990), the board essentially works on four main policy 
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domains within the organization and with regards to governance under this model: (1) 

focusing on goals and outcomes rather than means, (2) setting limits for the chief executive 

within which he/she can act freely, (3) defining the relationship of the board with the chief 

executive through the board delegating the CEO the role of execution and monitoring it, 

and finally (4) creating policies with regards to governance procedures, which is what is 

required from the board and defining its structure and composition.  

  So, all in all, the board’s role is to build strategy within the organization while 

composing the mission, vision, and values and aiming at serving and being responsive to 

the stakeholders, which can be done through using the CEO and his/her team as a vehicle 

for implementing and reaching such a strategy. Also, the internal policies set by the board 

members help in monitoring the performance of the CEO and in organizing themselves as 

well.  

  So, now that we know the essential components of this model, we can move on to 

discussing its positive and negative particularities, and the theory with which it goes hand 

in hand. One of the main reasons which make this model important is the clear 

differentiation between what the roles of the board and the CEO are (Bradshaw et al., 

2007). Another one is the fact that under this model, the focus is on ends rather than the 

ways to reach those goals, which would promote higher accountability (Bradshaw et al., 

2007). Adding to that, one important aspect of this model is the connection with the outside 

world such as the external stakeholders (Bradshaw et al., 2007). This is done through the 

involvement of the board in the outside environment such as familiarizing itself with the 

main issues and developments, and working with its stakeholders such as other 

organizations (Bradshaw et al., 2007). Finally, the board, as defined by this model is the 
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one responsible for making sure that there are enough funds to reach the organization’s 

mission (Bradshaw et al., 2007). On the other hand, one of the weak points of this model is 

that the different roles granted to the board and the CEO will make them uncooperative 

which is the total opposite of what the nature of their relationship should be, working hand 

in hand to achieve the mission of the organization (Bradshaw et al., 2007).  

  Second, this unproductive relationship may hinder the improvement of the 

organization (Bradshaw et al., 2007). Third, the board might feel left out, as a result, from 

the day-to-day activities of the organization and the management would see this as a 

weakness from the board and will not perceive it anymore as a strong figure (Bradshaw et 

al., 2007). Also, under this model, the power is in the hands of the board or the chief 

executive, which are the few and may rule out the opinions of other members of the 

organization (Bradshaw et al., 2007). Finally, this model can be considered as a hindrance 

for change and improvement within the organization since the state of matters rarely 

changes as a result of the non-coordinative relationship between the board and the CEO 

(Bradshaw et al., 2007).     

  So, if we were to think of a theory under which this model would fit, we could 

possible find a couple, given the different aspects of it. First, it can be placed under the 

agency theory since it obviously tackles the relationship between the agent and the principle 

and specifies the non-coordinative nature of such a relationship. Second, one of its aspects 

being the idea of mentioning the external stakeholders as well, as opposed to the internal 

ones only, gives it a touch of the stakeholder’s theory since the latter tackles the internal 

and external players as well. Finally, we can conclude that this model does not apply to one 

single theory, but many aspects of different theories.      
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2. Constituent/ Representative Board Model 

  This model is based on the relationship between the board and its constituents 

(Bradshaw et al., 2007). The board represents the constituents which makes the latter 

indirectly participate in the strategic planning and policy formulation within the 

organization, thus granting them some sort of a control over such matters (Bradshaw et al., 

2007). One component of this model is the large size of the board (15 to around 40 or more 

members) (Bradshaw et al., 2007). Another one is the presence of policies for electing or 

appointing board members and concerning characteristics and roles of the board which are 

often provided in written documents (Bradshaw et al., 2007). In addition, decisions are 

made centrally, but are contributed to by others such as constituents. Also, the relationship 

between the board and the chief executive is not very stable, especially when board 

members change (Bradshaw et al., 2007). However, this relationship is similar to the one 

under the policy governance model since the board delegates the chief executive to 

implement the activities agreed upon by the board (Bradshaw et al., 2007). So, all in all, we 

can say that this model relies on the idea that the constituents of an organization are 

represented by the board within the premises of the organization and often participate in 

decision making through this representation.    

  Now, what are the positive and negative points with regards to this model? First of 

all, one of the most significant features of this model is the active participation of the 

organization’s constituents and the decentralization of decision making, since committees 

are formed to contribute to such decisions (Bradshaw et al., 2007). Second, this 

involvement of beneficiaries and other stakeholders in the decision making provides the 

organization with greater insight and ideas which are deemed relevant since they are 
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supposedly the ones intended to be served by this organization (Bradshaw et al., 2007). 

Thirdly, this model is based on communication which is essential to harmonize such a large 

group of direct and indirect decision makers with differing interests (Bradshaw et al., 2007). 

In consequence, processes should be identified and defined to avoid conflict and work with 

these sometimes heterogeneous interests (Bradshaw et al., 2007).  

  On the other hand, this model does not only come with perks. The first hurdle 

regarding this model is the difficulties in communication, sometimes, such as its non-

accessibility or non-clarity, especially when there are multiple committees which can lead 

to less or null productivity (Bradshaw et al., 2007). Another important disadvantage is the 

fact that the decision-makers, being many and holding multiple, sometimes conflicting, 

interests, may lose sight of the initial mission and vision of the organization (Bradshaw et 

al., 2007). Thirdly, conflicting views cannot always be solved, can hinder the progress of 

the organization, and can lead to a focus on seeking personal interests rather than group 

interests (Bradshaw et al., 2007).  

  Finally, if we try to think of a theory which could have this model as part of it, we 

would definitely go with the democratic one since it is also based on participation and/or 

representation where the board represents the constituents or stakeholders who, in turn, are 

involved in the decision making, thus promoting democratic values and suggesting that any 

nonprofit adopting such a model is governed on democratic grounds.     

                                                                    

3. Entrepreneurial/Corporate Board Model 

  In every aspect of nonprofit governance, there has to be an example adopted from 

the corporate world. For instance, with regards to the governance models of nonprofits, 
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there is a model called entrepreneurial or corporate board model. The main components of 

this model are for the board to be innovative, efficient, and effective to reach the highest 

return on invested money (Bradshaw et al., 2007). Another component is the prioritized 

personal interest of players within the organization, which brings up the idea of the survival 

of the strongest and a culture based on apparent rewards (Bradshaw et al., 2007). 

Furthermore, this model is highly market oriented where a constant search for opportunities 

and competitors is being effectuated (Bradshaw et al., 2007). Adding to that, the main 

focus, here, is on the short term goals which would give the organization immediate returns 

as opposed to a long-term plan (Bradshaw et al., 2007). However, this is far from being 

applicable to a nonprofit since long-term vision and mission are essential in such a context, 

while keeping in mind the importance of short-term goals as well. An additional item 

within this model is the elected board determined by shareholders or investors and having 

the president of the board as the CEO of the organization, thus placing the board at the level 

of execution as well (Bradshaw et al., 2007).  

  What is positive about this model is the idea of efficiency and effectiveness which 

would ultimately get work done, help achieve the mission, and make the organization 

financially stand on its feet (Bradshaw et al., 2007). However, on the dark side of matters, 

this model is still on the verge of being explored in the nonprofit world and not so many 

comments can be said about it. Regardless of that, it is said that this model focuses on the 

self-interests of players within an organization rather than the collective interest of the 

community being served, which shifts away from the essence of nonprofit organizations. 

So, within this model, board members look at their own self-fulfillment, first, and at the 

organization’s, second, which is far from what nonprofits were made for in the first place 
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and which ranks this model low on the ladder of organizational identification as well. 

Finally, this model is not very appropriate for nonprofit governance in the sense that it 

suggests fast achievement of results – mission and vision – through a short-term business 

plan, which is often unrealistic in the nonprofit world where long-term plans are more 

appropriate (Bradshaw et al., 2007). This is further proven by studies suggesting that 

borrowing processes from the for-profit is strongly unadvisable, especially because the 

corporate way of doing things would not solve the problems, which are not profit-based, 

faced by nonprofits (Weiner, 1998). All in all, on a different note, we can say that this 

model does not seem to fit under any of the governance theories discussed previously. 

 

4. Emergent Cellular Model 

  This model suggests that organizations are made up of cells, that is small self-

working and self-managing units which are part of a network, can interact with one another, 

and are innovative in nature (Bradshaw et al., 2007). These structures within organizations 

advance malleability and a smooth information flow, which lead to transferring the way of 

doing matters throughout the organization (Miles, Snow, Mathews, Miles, & Coleman, 

1997). So, by adopting such a model, organizations such as nonprofits would be moving 

from the rigid way of traditional organizations characterized by top-down control, to a more 

flexible and interdependent way of doing things which would allow the nonprofit at hand to 

adapt to all sorts of changes in its environment (Bradshaw et al., 2007). In other word, in an 

environment where funders are numerous, volunteers are abundant, and government 

regulations are altering, a nonprofit organization should find a flexible way to adapt to these 
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changes, which can be developed through adopting this model of governance, where the 

traditional hierarchical structure and control is long gone.       

  This model is characterized by communication to promote interaction between the 

cells of the organization (Bradshaw et al., 2007). Also, one key component is the common 

values and shared mission which will help in ensuring the continuation and development of 

the organization as one single entity (Bradshaw et al., 2007). Under this model, the core 

board is usually made up of 6 to 10 members to make sure that the meetings are going 

smoothly and as expected (Bradshaw et al., 2007). Sometimes, additional individuals can be 

asked to join the board meetings to add some expertise to it (Bradshaw et al., 2007). Also, 

different forms of meetings can take place which means that they are not necessarily 

formalized and standardized (Bradshaw et al., 2007). The core board generally meets once a 

year in an annual general meeting to elect new members who will organize a meeting right 

after the elections (Bradshaw et al., 2007).  

  Another type of meeting is the retreat and visioning meeting in which board 

members and the management employees will physically assemble for the purpose of 

setting a strategy for the organization and in which meetings can last longer than a day and 

experts often join in to provide some extra insight (Bradshaw et al., 2007). Then, there is 

the teleconferenced meeting of the board which has governance as a main purpose and 

happens twice a year (Bradshaw et al., 2007). Other than that, electronic meetings also take 

place within such organizations in order for the players to constantly discuss the other 

meetings and any emerging problems which occur between meetings (Bradshaw et al., 

2007). Finally, there is the opportunistic meeting which is an occasional meeting taking 

place to discuss other meetings and eventful situations within the organization, in which a 
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minimum number of members should be present and should keep the absent ones up to date 

(Bradshaw et al., 2007).      

  All in all, the emergent cellular model is one that is still not very common among 

organizations but has its perks, regardless of such a statement (Bradshaw et al., 2007). First, 

the flexibility and natural composition of organizations under such a model make them 

acclimatize easily with the changing environment and internal processes (Bradshaw et al., 

2007). This makes it easier for dismissing or altering committees when the time comes and 

they are no longer of use and helps the new board members or committee individuals deal 

with altering situations and challenges through acting as a medium for change (Bradshaw et 

al., 2007). Another positive point under this model is the idea of a CSO communication 

between the units within the organization and the use of all sorts of technologies to do so 

(Bradshaw et al., 2007). Also, the importance of units depending on one another and being 

in constant interaction while sharing power is one of the particularities of such a model, 

where partnerships and innovation are key (Bradshaw et al., 2007).  However, this model is 

still in the process of exploration, especially within the context of nonprofits, and has very 

few texts written about it (Bradshaw et al., 2007).  

  Finally, inspiring leaders should govern such organizations to keep all the units 

working harmoniously together and avoid chaos (Bradshaw et al., 2007). All in all, we can 

say that this model has adopted some features from the stakeholder theory such as the idea 

of having an internal and external environment and from the contingency theory where 

flexibility as opposed to traditional organizational structures exists. However, it does not 

stick to one specific theory.   
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5. Hybrid/Vector Model 

  As an attempt to search for a nearly perfect model for the governance of nonprofits, 

and given the weak points figuring in the ones mentioned above, the hybrid model was 

advanced by some scholars as one joining all the characteristics of the policy governance 

model, the constituent model, the corporate model, and the emergent cellular model 

together to form an ideal one. This idea arose from the fact that no one model could fit 

perfectly in the context of organizations, including nonprofits, which led to extracting the 

particularities of each one of them for the purpose of building a one-size-fit-all model to get 

rid or face up all the tensions existing in other models (Bradshaw et al., 2007).  

  So, essential to this model, which is also called the vector model, is the idea of 

tensions which brings up an image of a bungee cord with four strings attached to a large 

center – the hybrid model –, each pushing towards a specific end (one of the four models), 

thus creating a circular shape where four vectors have the same lengths and suggesting that 

the vector model has equal characteristics from all four of them (Bradshaw et al., 2007).  

The ideal case scenario is for the circle to remain one, suggesting the lasting balance 

between these four models, which naturally cannot be the case at all times (Bradshaw et al., 

2007). This balance is essential and, if distorted by a focus on one model more than the 

others, will probably lead to the necessity for innovativeness and visionary approaches, 

which require new accountability measures (Bradshaw et al., 2007). Consequently, this 

hybrid model never stops changing and adapting to the situation at hand, while introducing 

the appropriate creative measures and mechanisms (Bradshaw et al., 2007). Also, 

preferences for a certain model may appear depending on the stakeholder at hand 

(Bradshaw et al., 2007). For instance, a certain funder may prefer the policy governance 



 

94 

 

model since it is ruled by policies, clarity, and stability, while other players may have a 

preference for other models.  

  For a deeper understanding of such a model, some underlying characteristics will be 

discussed next, such as evolution, form and membership, process, pace, and topics, 

conflicts and power differences, leadership, learning, and adaptability, and the primary 

functions of the board (Bradshaw et al., 2007).    

  Organizations exist in an environment where change is very common and happens 

constantly which means that their governance is also subject to change. It adapts, just like 

the organization, to all sorts of situations and, consequently, evolves to become more 

appropriate. So, all in all, governance systems and structures will become more mature, 

intricate, organized, and flexible for a better fit with all sorts of situations. 

  The board, according to the hybrid model, must have a group of twenty constant 

members who constitute the core and will remain in this position for three years for stability 

purposes, noting that other people from the community, which form the extended board 

when joined with the core board, are requested to attend certain meetings around special 

topics in which they are experts (Bradshaw et al., 2007). This extended board provides 

extra insights and opinions regarding the strategies adopted for certain topics (Bradshaw et 

al., 2007). 

  Governance, under such a light, becomes reliant on challenging the way strategic 

planning components, such as mission and goals, are delineated by the players within an 

organization, especially the board, through offering a more diverse and external perception 

of such a matter to help determine the way the organization can work in such a diverse 

environment (Bradshaw et al., 2007). So, for such a purpose, meetings are usually held in 
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different parts of the country to facilitate gatherings and two types of issues are dealt with, 

ones which are encountered daily and ones which are of a particular nature (Bradshaw et 

al., 2007). What is defying about such an organization is the ability to keep up with the 

alterations in the environment and to maintain permanence (Bradshaw et al., 2007).   

  Another idea to be considered is the conflicts that may arise with such a significant 

number of members and their diverse backgrounds. This calls for the necessity of the 

organization’s board to have a conflict solving back up plan which carries these quarrels 

into a more advanced level involving understanding, self-reflection, and consensus, instead 

of hindering the progress of the organization (Bradshaw et al., 2007). When consensus is 

deemed impossible, a two-thirds vote will decide what will follow and if this fails to work, 

the matter is discussed more extensively (Bradshaw et al., 2007). Another key component 

of this model is the essentialness of constant self-evaluation and always gaining knowledge, 

which would promote a better adaptability and accountability from the part of the board 

(Bradshaw et al., 2007).  

  Also, under this model of governance, a couple of criteria were identified in the 

selection of board members. These included diversity for the purpose of representing 

several groups, strategic thinking and plotting regarding all levels within the organization, 

seeing the bigger picture, sharing power with others, embracing newness and creativity, and 

recognizing the possibility for change within and outside the organization (Bradshaw et al., 

2007). Added to that, other more personal criteria include accepting complexity, being a 

leader in such a complex environment, being able to adapt to all sorts of situations and to 

have an eye for opportunities upon their emergence, being patient, and committing to the 

organization and its stakeholders (Bradshaw et al., 2007). Finally, boards are also 
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responsible for oversight of operations and activities within the organizations, serving as 

the organization’s external representative in front of the whole population including the 

people at large, competitors, funders, and others, and ensuring that the organization 

maintains its good reputation (Bradshaw et al., 2007).    
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Figure 7 The Hybrid Model (Bradshaw et al., 2007) 

 

6. Governance as Leadership Model 

  This governance model is about leadership dynamics and about who is more of a 

leader, the board or the CEO(s). It was proposed by Chait, Ryan, and Taylor (2005) who 

consider that CEOs, rather than board members, are more on the leading front, as opposed 

to the prominent theoretical belief stating that the board is the governing and leading entity 

and the management is the executor. CEOs are the ones, according to that model, taking 

care of the strategic planning such as working on defining the mission, vision, and values of 

the organization at hand and doing the governing function rather than the board by itself 

(Chait et al., 2005). In other words, the CEO and the board are involved in the big picture 
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including setting the agenda for the organization, determining values and mission, decision-

making...etc. Following this notion, the leadership model states that the management is also 

involved in the day-to-day activities, suggesting that it takes care of both its theoretically 

believed function and the theoretically believed function of the board (Chait et al., 2005).  

  Following this line of thought, and after having mentioned the lack of determination 

as who is responsible for what function, this model suggests eliminating the borders 

between implementation and governance, instead of separating the two functions, and 

centring the board and management’s efforts on solving the organization’s problems (Chait 

et al., 2005). In other words, rather than asking if this is “an issue of policy or 

implementation,” one may ask: “Is the issue at hand important or unimportant, central or 

peripheral?” (Chait et al., 2005). Furthermore, this model suggests that three ways of 

governing exist which can be operated all at once or separately: the fiduciary mode, the 

strategic mode, and the generative mode (Chait et al., 2005).  

- The fiduciary mode: When we think of legal responsibilities of the board such as 

maintaining the mission and vision, performance evaluation, and following the law, we 

think of the fiduciary role of the board (Chait et al., 2005). 

- The strategic mode: This mode goes one step above the fiduciary one and essentially 

concerns the management and the board working hand in hand to deal with matters such as 

the long-term vision and purpose of the organization (Chait et al., 2005). 

- The generative mode: Boards who operate according to this mode have an emerging 

innovativeness and imagination (Chait et al., 2005). They can think of new ideas and are 

visionary in nature, while making sure that the initial values are maintained (Chait et al., 
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2005).  Their creativity might lead to viewing matters under a different perspective which 

was never thought of before and can even lead to major changes in paradigms, thus making 

it an essential function of leadership and governance (Worth, 2008). However, while most 

board members apply the first two modes, this mode is rarely effectuated. Nevertheless, in 

cases where this mode is actually taking place alongside the other two, the board in such 

situations can be considered a leader according to this model of governance (Worth, 2008). 

So, essentially, the generative function of the board is what supposedly differentiates 

governance from management (Worth, 2008). However, Chait et al. (2005) argue that these 

three functions should be achieved by the board and the CEO together through working 

hand in hand, since generative work requires an amalgam and unity of thinking rather than 

a separation of tasks (Chait et al., 2005).   

  So, all in all, this model of governance has often been perceived as the counterpart 

of Carver’s policy governance model since it suggests a non-division of labour as opposed 

to the latter and requires shared generative thinking between the board and the CEO, while 

not having clear boundaries between them (Worth, 2008). Finally, we can say that the 

governance as leadership model can partly fit under the stewardship theory since it requires 

the board and the CEO working hand in hand rather than setting boundaries between them, 

while noting that not all aspects of this theory are present in this model. 

  After having gone through the literature review of a concept such as governance, it 

is deemed necessary to see it from a more practical point of view, through inquiring the 

CSOs themselves about it. For such a purpose, the methodology and findings will be 

discussed in the next chapters. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

 

 

A. Introduction 

  For the purpose of studying the governance of CSOs in Lebanon and generating a 

grounded theory for such a concept, which consists of a deductive study or, in other terms, 

gathering and analyzing primary and/or secondary data to come up with a new theory, I 

proceeded as follows. First of all, I tailored a survey inquiring board members and CEOs 

about governance issues at their respective CSOs during the month of March 2016, after 

IRB approval. Second of all, another obvious way to gather governance data from CSOs 

was to eventually ask them about it through conducting interviews with their board 

members and high-level managers, mainly, CEOs, especially given the lack of transparency 

towards external parties, which limited me to inquiring internal actors within Lebanese 

CSOs, as opposed to external ones. So, the second method I used was interviews which 

were conducted during the month of March 2016, after IRB approval as well. Finally, I did 

use secondary data which consisted of the theories and models advanced in the literature 

about governance of CSOs in Lebanon which would be helpful in the analysis of the 

findings.  

  For a more detailed account of the methodology, I will proceed with describing the 

three respective methods separately, while stating the reasons for using each one of them, 
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offering an insight to the questions, their origin, and the means used to reach the targeted 

sample of the population, as well as involving a discussion around the sampling process of 

my study. So, all in all, I decided to combine quantitative and qualitative methods 

especially having one scholar, Philip (1998) argue that, ‘employing a range of 

methodological strategies means that the researcher does not necessarily privilege a 

particular way of looking at the social world ... Such diversity encompasses methodological 

plurality as well as postmodernism encouraging different voices to be heard and facilitating 

the exploration of different truths’ (Seale, 2004:296).  

 

B. Methods 

1- Surveys 

  This research will be partly based on data collected from an online survey tailored 

on “lime survey” and distributed to all Lebanese CSOs, given the usual low response rate 

from the part of such entities, and on an interview with similar questions inquiring a couple 

of CSO board members and chief executives for more lengthy responses. The survey 

consisted, as a result, of a self-completed questionnaire which was the cheapest and most 

relaxing way for respondents to provide me with information, as opposed to administering 

the surveys on the phone or face-to-face. This part will constitute the quantitative section of 

the study since the results will be statistically interpreted. Also, the interviews will be 

quantified and will involve some tiny qualitative parts which are impossible to interpret 

using numbers.  
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  The survey was sent during the month of March 2016, following IRB approval, 

through email to the administrative staff at Lebanese CSOs, hoping they will forward it to 

their chief executives and board members. My initial contact list comprised a combination 

of Al Daleel el Madani CSO contacts (http://daleel-madani.org/webdirectory-CSOs) and 

United Nations Development Program CSO contacts 

(http://www.undp.org.lb/partners/CSOs/AffiliationType.pdf), both of which are available 

online. However, many contact information were nonfunctional or outdated which limited 

my scope of study and left me with a bunch of bounced back emails. As a plan B, and given 

the small response rate resulting from this first trial at inquiring CSOs, I decided to try my 

luck in getting more contacts to whom to send the survey through requesting documents 

from some governmental institutions such as the Ministry of Social Affairs and the Ministry 

of Interior, but to no avail. They were unresponsive, secretive, and refused to disclose 

documents which should normally be available to the public, thus going against one’s civil 

rights. That was until one decent person at one of these institutions was kind enough to send 

me the list of CSOs, which was, however, also outdated. I finally had to try one last card 

which was gathering contacts from personal acquaintances who knew board members or 

CEOs at Lebanese CSOs. This method for gathering contacts turned out to be the most 

successful means for such purposes. So, all in all, the process of data collection was 

challenging, first for the reason implied above which is finding means to reach the target 

sample of the population. This same issue applied to interviews as well. Another issue was, 

as implied earlier, the low level of responsiveness after the survey has reached its 

destination and after the invitations for interviews were mentioned in the survey emails. 
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This has been made clear when only 74 surveys were completed and 23 representatives 

from CSOs were interviewed, thus making them a total of 97 CSOs inquired, either through 

completing the survey or meeting for an interview, and a total of approximately 1.2% 

among the approximately 8000 CSOs in Lebanon or 9.7% of survey respondents among all 

those who received an email invitation (1000). Two email reminders were sent one and two 

weeks after sending out the first batch of emails.  

  Concerning the content of the survey, it was divided into 14 parts (24 questions), 

comprised of one or more questions, each part tackling either a theory or a model, with one 

part, the last one, involving demographics questions. The parts about theories and models 

were made of Likert-scale type questions which are related to these theories/models. The 

questions were derived from the literature review of each theory and model, respectively. 

Demographics questions were six in total and involved inquiries about the CSO’s age, the 

number of board members, the life cycle of the CSO, the field of work of the CSO, and 

whether it is national or international. These demographics questions would benefit my 

study in terms of analyzing the data. In other words, at a later stage in my study, 

associations will be made between the theories and models and these items figuring in the 

demographics questions. So, questions about associations such as “would the field of work 

of the CSO at hand affect the way governance functions within it?” will be answered in the 

analysis part using significance or association tests. Finally, the purpose of the surveys was 

to learn about the governance of CSOs in Lebanon, the way their board functions, the 

relationship between the board and the CEO, and the components which could possibly 

affect governance within an CSO. These figure under the theories and models of 
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governance and will help us determine which one(s) of them is the most prominent or 

which components of each are more present in Lebanese CSOs.  

 

2. Interviews 

  The surveys served as a way for getting a general glimpse at governance within 

Lebanese CSOs. However, to capture a more in-depth picture of the concept, I decided to 

conduct interviews as well. Even though face to face interviews could make some 

interviewees a bit uncomfortable and less relaxed, they provided me with a more detailed 

account of what is going on within the CSOs in Lebanon. Also, they allowed people to 

answer on their own terms as opposed to being stuck with standardized answers, which is 

usually the case when taking a survey. The interviews were semi-structured and consisted 

of a total of 22 questions, all of them revolving around governance of CSOs and all of them 

leading the interviewee into providing in-depth information around this topic.  

  The invitations for the interviews were mentioned in the survey emails and were 

sent, along with the survey to approx. 8000 CSOs in Lebanon. So, the recruitment for the 

interviews was done by email and the interview itself took place on a face to face basis after 

receiving the CSOs’ consent to participate. Only CEOs, board members, and any high-level 

director who agreed to participate were recruited to the interview. The total number of 

interviewees was 23 and was spread among 23 CSOs, which is 0.3% of the entire CSO 

population in Lebanon. The interview and the survey, of course, were sent to all CSOs, 

whether registered, unregistered, functioning or nonfunctioning. In other words, if I had any 

means to know how many CSOs are actually both functional and registered, I would have 
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limited my population to these and the sample would have seemed even more significant, 

with a smaller population. Finally, all responses provided sufficient data for analysis and 

were presented and analyzed in the next two chapters.   

 

3. Secondary Data 

  A third method used for collecting data was secondary data to constitute the 

questions for the surveys and interviews first, and then to analyze the results of these 

surveys and interviews in the analysis section. This secondary data was gathered from 

finding all the theories and models related to CSOs governance and mentioned in the 

literature concerning this topic.   

 

C. Sampling 

  Lebanon has many CSOs operating within a variety of fields such as education, 

culture, environment, youth, women rights, community development, refugees/displaced 

individuals, orphans, families, rehabilitation…etc. These fields were gathered from a 

document published by the UNDP titled “UNDP list of CSOs by sector/type/geographic 

area” (http://www.undp.org.lb/partners/CSOs/GeographicArea.pdf) and listing some 

Lebanese CSOs according to their sector of work. These fields were used in one of the 

demographic questions of the survey. They were used, later on, to analyze the data and see 

if there is a relation between governance within these CSOs and their sector.  

When it came to choosing the sample of the population, I had to approximate the number of 

CSOs in Lebanon. These were divided into three types: the registered ones which are 



 

106 

 

functioning, the registered ones which are in stagnation, and the unregistered ones 

(functioning or not). The number of CSOs, due to having such categories, is not final and 

can only be provided in approximation since there are many unregistered ones. According 

to the ministry of interior, there are at least 8000 CSOs in Lebanon all in all. However, not 

all of them are registered and not all of them are functioning properly. So, for the purpose 

of gathering valuable data, I decided to send the questionnaire to all the Lebanese CSOs, 

especially that most of them usually ignore such questionnaires. The sampling method that I 

used was the convenience sampling given the large population involved and the access and 

responsiveness constraints. This method consisted of interviewing/surveying people who 

were kind enough to participate and who were convenient. Finally, for a more accurate and 

acceptable study, it was deemed necessary to conduct some sort of a reliability test.  

 

D. Reliability and External Validity 

1. Internal Consistency  

  In order to prove the consistency of my survey scales which were 14 in total (eight 

theories and six models), I conducted internal consistency tests, namely by generating the 

Cronbach ɑ for each scale. The Cronbach ɑ is a measure of how related a set of items are as 

a group, that is how much does a certain group of questions measure the theory or model at 

hand. It was created by Lee Cronbach in 1951 for such purposes (Cronbach, 1951). 

Furthermore, each scale contained a different number of questions and in some cases, some 

questions were deleted since they undermined the internal consistency of the scale. The 

items deleted to reach high consistency were identified through an option on SPSS called 
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“Cronbach’s Alpha if item deleted,” which determines the questions weakening the scale. 

The questions you will see in the survey in the appendix make the final list and present the 

final scales used in my study.  

  Now, having computed the Cronbach ɑ of each scale, how does one interpret such a 

number? First of all, it ranges between 0 and 1. Second of all, for an acceptable scale, the 

coefficient should not be lower than 0.7 since this would indicate either inconsistency of the 

scale or a low number of items within it, and should not be higher than 0.95 since this could 

indicate redundant items (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). So, the ideal score should range 

between 0.7 and 0.95. As a result, I concluded according to the Cronbach ɑ results of my 

scales that all 14 of them were internally consistent and could be considered as properly 

measuring the constructs or the model/theory which were intended to be measured in my 

study, since they ranged from 0.701 for the Governance as Leadership model to 0.807 for 

the Stakeholder Theory.  

 

2. External Validity 

  Having established the fact that internal consistency exists within my survey 

questions, I decided to look further into reliability to try and determine whether my results 

can be generalized to the general population of CSOs in Lebanon. This is called external or 

population validity. So, in other words, does the sample reflect the population, which is all 

the CSOs in Lebanon? 

  Since no statistics exist concerning how many board members on average there are 

in Lebanese CSOs, how many of them are national and how many international, how are 
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they divided into sectors of operations and what are their percentages, how many are in 

their start-up, growth, maturity, or decline stage, what is the average age of Lebanese 

CSOs, and what is the occupation of the interview participants, I had to search for methods 

other than proportional, sample-population comparison of the results. I will argue that the 

population was somehow represented, regardless of the small sample studied, for several 

reasons. First of all, when it comes to the sector of operation, most sectors of operation of 

CSOs were represented in my study, even if not equally, but they all had a say in it. So, 

from education, to awareness and advocacy, to elderly care and women rights, CSOs 

operating in all these sectors participated in my study, not necessarily equally, but 

heterogeneously, thus representing the diversity of the sectors within the population of 

CSOs. Second of all, the second demographic, which is the CSO board size, included 

almost equal answers from CSOs with small boards (39%) and CSOs with large boards 

(40.54%), implying that the population of organizations with a board ranging between 3 to 

6 members and those ranging from 7 or more were almost equally represented. Thirdly, the 

life cycle stage results indicated that most CSOs which participated were either in their 

growth (Survey: 35%, Interview: 50%) or in the maturity stage (Survey: 32%, Interview: 

33.3%), with only a few in their start-up (Survey: 8%, Interview: 4.2%) and decline stages 

(Survey: 3%, Interview: 4.2%). These results are representative of the population since the 

number of CSOs functioning and working, logically speaking, will usually be larger than 

the ones which are in their initiation, let alone decline. This is especially true in Lebanon, 

since most CSOs are not dissolved when the mission is reached or when it is no longer 

functional. CSOs just pile up one after the other, regardless of everything else, and there is 
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no higher authority to oversee their work and decide whether a certain CSO is functional or 

not. When it comes to start-up, they usually immediately turn into CSOs in their growth 

stage in no time which makes it impossible for start-ups to remain as such and be large in 

numbers. Fourthly, CSOs which have been there for long (Survey: 49%, Interview: 58.3%) 

and those which have only been here for a couple of years (Survey: 19%, Interview: 

12.5%), including the ones in between (Survey: 12%, Interview: 20.8%), have participated 

in my study. Even though the percentages were not equal, they indicate that CSOs from all 

three categories participated, and the divisions do make sense since the CSOs which have 

been there for long should logically be the most abundant ones, since none of them are 

usually dissolved when mission is achieved or when they are no longer functional, thus 

representing the CSO population. Also, the fourth category recorded which was less than 2 

years, received the lowest percentages (Survey: 0%, Interview: 4.2%), which can be 

applicable to the population as well since start-ups would have very little or nothing to 

contribute to such a study about governance, and would be hesitant or reluctant to 

participate, while also taking into consideration the low number of such CSOs compared to 

older CSOs. Finally, the fifth demographic component, which could be used for proving 

external reliability, is also representative of the population since the majority of 

participating CSOs were national ones (58%) as opposed to international CSOs (22%). 

These results indicate representativeness since Lebanese CSOs located in Lebanon certainly 

outnumber those international ones which have a branch in Lebanon. So, the numbers do 

make sense. So, all in all, I can conclude that my sample does represent the population of 

CSOs fairly. 
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CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS 

 

 

  Here comes the most crucial part in every dissertation or paper, the part which every 

researcher works for overnight and to which every other part builds up: the findings and 

their analysis section. In this chapter, the results of the survey as well as the interviews will 

be exposed and analyzed under different themes. It is important to mention that the 

interviews were studied on QDA miner and the surveys on SPSS, which are both statistical 

platforms simplifying the generation of statistics and providing the user with advanced 

statistical options which otherwise would require a lot of time. Concerning the findings, 

they will include, first, the demographics such as the sectors of operation of the CSO at 

hand, the board size, the life cycle stage and age of the CSO, whether the CSO is national 

or international, the position of the survey taker within the CSO, and the reasons for 

deciding to join the board of an CSO. Second, reliability tests will be discussed and 

analyzed. Thirdly, each theory’s findings will be discussed and analyzed. Fourthly, the 

same process will be undertaken concerning the models of governance. Finally, I will 

attempt to determine whether any of the factors such as the sector, age, and/or life cycle of 

the CSO, the board size, and/or others might be related to the way governance functions in 

an CSO, i.e. to the theory or model that is more applicable in a specific context. Such an 

aspect will be determined through statistical tests, more specifically, chi-square tests for 
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correlations. These findings will help me reach the ultimate purpose of this dissertation 

which goes beyond understanding the concept of CSOs governance and towards a new 

theory / model of CSO governance for Lebanon. Meanwhile, I will start by describing the 

demographics of the survey which could possibly be correlated to the theory or model at 

hand.  

 

A. Demographics 

  In this section, I will be discussing and explaining the reasons which could play a 

role in determining which theory or model is more applicable and in which context. In other 

words, I used the demographics questions to gather information about the CSOs which were 

inquired such as their sector of operation or their date of creation as a first step. In a future 

section, I will determine whether these factors were correlated with some of the theories 

presented in the literature review chapter. For instance, a suppositional example could be 

that the size of the board is correlated to x theory and/or model. Furthermore, the findings 

of this section were divided into eight parts, six of which will be studied for correlation 

with the theories/models of governance. The remaining parts will simply constitute general 

information regarding the reasons behind deciding to join a governing board, which could 

be considered as the motivation behind wanting to be involved in CSO governance, and 

regarding the occupations of board members outside the CSO which could indicate the 

category of people who decide to join an CSO.   
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1. Sectors of Operation/Type of Work 

  CSOs in Lebanon are widespread across different sectors. In my dissertation, I 

borrowed the classification of CSOs from a document published by the UNDP, which 

included 38 different sectors of operation and asked CSOs about their sector of operation in 

the survey. These sectors with their frequencies figure in Table 2 and Figure 8 below. It is 

important to take into consideration the fact that each CSO had the possibility to choose one 

or more sectors. Also, an important observation was that the majority of the CSOs chose 

more than one sector. The findings indicate that the majority of the CSOs which 

participated in my study work in spreading awareness (30 CSOs or 42.62% of them), which 

is closely followed by youth and education, respectively (29 and 26 CSOs or 47.54% and 

42.62% of them). On the other hand, the sector which did not figure at all among my 

surveys was the mine action one (0%) which indicates that no CSO working in this sector 

participated in my study. This sector was closely followed by victims of armed conflicts 

and politics (2 CSOS or 3.28%), economy (3 CSOs or 4.92%), wildlife conservation (4 

CSOs or 6.56%), and municipal development (5 CSOs or 8.20%). Furthermore, in section 

4.2, I will determine through reliability tests whether these numbers can be generalized to 

the entire CSO population in Lebanon which approximates to 8 000 registered and 

unregistered organizations. Finally, the purpose for determining the sector of operation is 

because each sector or type of work has its own advantages, disadvantages, limitations, and 

ways of dealing with matters on different levels which could include the aspect of 

governance. As a result, governance of the board and the CEO can possibly differ from one 
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sector to the other, thus can indicate that a certain theory can be more applicable in a certain 

context (sector) a lot more than in a different one.  

 

Sector Type Frequ

ency  

Sector Type Frequ

ency  

Sector 

Type 

Frequ

ency  

Sector 

Type 

Frequ

ency 

Education 26 Gender Issues 8 Wildlife 

Conservati

on 

4 Training 13 

Culture 13 Lobbying and 

Advocacy 

14 Health 16 Orphans 8 

Environmenta

l 

16 Awareness 30 Human 

Rights 

14 Ederly 

Care 

3 

Youth 29 Emergency / 

Disasters 

7 Family 15 Democrac

y 

6 

Technical and 

Vocational 

Training 

10 Research 10 Victims of 

Armed 

Conflicts 

2 Drug 

Control 

6 

Community 

Development 

21 Small 

Business 

Development 

7 Rehabilitat

ion 

10 Tourism 8 

Rural 

Development  

8 Infants and 

Children 

22 Social Care 19 Mine 

Action 

0 

Women 18 Economy 3 Sports 

Activities 

9 Municipal 

Develop

ment 

5 

Special 

Education 

6 People with 

Physical or 

Mental 

Difficulties 

11 Welfare 

and 

Developme

nt  

10 Other 4 

Refugees / 

Displaced 

18 Agriculture 8 Politics 2   

 

Table 2 Table Representing Survey Results for Sectors of Operation for Surveyed CSOs in Lebanon 
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Figure 8 Graph Representing Sectors of Operation for Surveyed CSOs in Lebanon 

 

2. Board Size  

  A more structural and internal factor which could possibly be related to the 

governance of a certain CSO is the size of its board. According to the survey’s findings, the 

majority of the respondents (40.54%) said that their CSO was made up of a large board (7 

or more board members) (see table 3 below). Furthermore, 39% of those who completed the 

survey reported that their organization had 3 to 6 board members, which is indicative of a 

small board. However, since these two percentages are very close, and the number of those 

who chose either option is almost the same, I was able to observe that the responses were 

almost equally spread between having a large board and a small board, which gives the 

answers more importance and increases the chances of generalizing the sample to the entire 

population (see table 3 below). On a different note, the size of a board could be important 

because it can affect the way governance functions. According to previous research, the 
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size of the board does have an effect on multiple aspects of an organization including 

governance (Jaskyte, 2013). In this same study, it is stated that as the size of the board 

increases, the opinions, knowledge, competencies, and connections within the organization 

and with the external parties will increase in diversity and abundance (Jaskyte, 2013). So, 

the more board members there are, the more these aspects of governance exist within the 

CSO at hand. Such aspects are related to certain theories and models of governance such as 

the elite theory. According to it, the board members should serve as the lien between the 

CSO and the external parties such as donors, which means that it should keep it connected 

with the outside world. So, if one decides to stick to the idea presented by Jaskyte, one 

would say that there is a liaison between the size of the board and governance within an 

CSO. However, I will explore the idea further in the final section of this chapter through a 

chi-square correlation test.   

 

 

  

 

 

 

Table 3 Table Representing the Total Number/Percentage of Board Members for Each Surveyed CSO 

 

 

 

Survey 

Board Members 

Number 

Count Percentage 

3 to 6 29 39% 

7 or more 30 40.54% 

No Answer 15 20.27% 

TOTAL 74 100% 
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3. CSO Life Cycle 

  In this section, I will discuss the life cycle of an CSO and the findings concerning 

that matter. First of all, it is of great importance to explain the concept before presenting the 

findings and going about interpreting them. So, as a first step, one question will be 

answered: what is the life cycle of an CSO? Most CSOs have a start-up, growth, maturity, 

and dissolution stage. It is important to point out that these stages do not necessarily come 

in this order and each phase’s timespan is different depending on the organization at hand, 

although there always is a start-up stage. For instance, maturity can come before or after 

growth and some organizations move from start-up to maturity immediately or stay in their 

growth stage for a long time compared to others. Also, some CSOs can be in multiple 

stages at the same time, since they have some aspects of them belonging to more than one 

stage (Norris-Tirrell, 2011). In other words, an CSO can be in its maturity stage when it 

comes to its governance structure but still growing when it comes to a certain newly passed 

program. The essence of such a cycle will be discussed in the next chapter. So, now that I 

have made these ideas clear, I shall proceed in discussing this component.  

  Secondly, I will expose the findings of my research concerning the life cycle stage 

of the CSOs which participated in my study. I will refer to the tables 4 and 5 below. 

According to the surveys and interviews, the growth stage was the most prominent one 

among my participants (Surveys: 35%, Interviews: 52.2%). This could indicate that most of 

the CSOs which took part in my study are still growing and have not reached maturity yet. 

Maturity came second with a percentage of 32 and 34.8 in the surveys and interviews 

respectively, thus not falling far behind from the growth stage. Such results indicate that 
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most CSOs were either in their maturity stage or in their growth stage. The rest of them 

were either in between growth and maturity (Interviews: 4.3%), in their start-up phase 

(Surveys: 8%, Interviews: 4.3%), or in decline (Surveys: 3%, Interviews: 4.3%). These 

results indicate that the start-up phase does not usually last long, that some CSOs are 

involved in more than one stage at once, and that very little CSOs go into dissolution. 

Finally, correlation between the life-cycle and the theories/models will be studied in the 

final section of this chapter.  

 

 

 

Table 4 Table Representing the 

Frequency/Percentages of the Life 

Cycle Stages According to the 

Interviews   

 

 

 

 

Table 5 Table Representing the   

Frequency/Percentages of the Life  

Cycle Stages According to the 

Surveys 

 

 

 

 

 

Interview 

Code Count % Codes 

Start-Up 1 4.2% 

Growth 12 50.0% 

Maturity 8 33.3% 

Decline 1 4.2% 

In between 

Growth and 

Maturity 

1 4.2% 

Survey 

Life-Cycle 

Stage of CSO 

Count Percentages 

Start-Up 6 8% 

Growth 26 35% 

Maturity 24 32% 

Decline 2 3% 

No Answer 16 22% 

TOTAL 74 100% 
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4. CSO Age 

  This section will discuss the results concerning the implications of the age of an 

CSO. In other words, the question which should be asked here would be: Could age be 

related to the governance within an CSO, and ultimately to a certain theory or model of 

CSO governance? This section will only stick to determining the results of the question 

inquiring about the age of the participating CSO (question 22). I will refer to tables 6 and 7 

below. The majority of the participants answered that their CSO has been functioning for 

more than 10 years (Surveys: 49%, Interviews: 58.3%). The lowest percentage was 

registered for the CSOs which have been out there for 1 year or less (Surveys: 0%, 

Interviews: 4.3%). These results indicate that most of the CSOs which participated in my 

study have been registered and working for a long time and might indicate that growth and 

especially maturity of an CSO come with age, since the majority in the previous section 

answered that their CSO was in their growth or maturity stage. In other words, no matter 

how successful an CSO is at its start-up stage, only time will make it more experienced and 

open the stage for maturity. However, when it comes to the implications of age on the 

governance within these CSOs, this aspect will be explored later on through the chi-square 

test. Finally, the number of people who did not answer this question (15 among 74 in the 

survey) could indicate that people working within CSOs do not know the meaning of an 

organization’s life-cycle.      
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Table 6 Table Representing the CSO Age 

Frequency/Percentages According to the Survey 

 

 

 

Table 7 Representing the CSO Age Frequency/Percentages 

According to the Interview 

 

 

5- National versus International CSO 

  Another possible factor could reside in the scope of CSOs, which will be whether 

the CSO is national or international instead of their location inside the Lebanese territories. 

So, rather than focusing on the division of CSOs among governorates, the focus in this 

section will be on the national versus international CSOs which have a branch in Lebanon. 

Before discussing the results, I decided to look into the differences between ICSOs and 

CSOs. A document published by the UNDP states these differences clearly and could later 

on be used in the discussion of how an aspect such as the scope of a CSOs can affect 

governance within such institutions. The factors presented by the UNDP document titled 

Survey 

CSO Age Count Percentage 

1 year or less 0 0% 

2-5 years 14 19% 

6-10 years 9 12% 

More than 10 

years 

36 49% 

No Answer 15 20% 

TOTAL 74 100% 

Interview 

Code Count % Codes 

1 year or 

less 

1 4.2% 

2-5 years 3 12.5% 

6-10 years 5 20.8% 

More than 

10 years 

14 58.3% 
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“An Overview of International CSOs in Development Cooperation” and published in 2013 

stated the following differences: (1) ICSOs are part of larger international conglomerates 

which means that when a local branch opens in Lebanon, it will carry the international 

operational and governance structures and will act more professionally (Morton, 2013), (2) 

ICSOs are geographically widespread and have connections in all their countries of 

operation, thus making the fundraising and donor hunting tasks easier for board members 

and high level directors in local branches (Morton, 2013), (3) ICSOs are larger in size and 

scope of course which makes all other aspects of them bigger, such as money, board size, 

impact, reach, and influence over external parties such as donors, governments... (Morton, 

2013), and finally (4) ICSOs have a larger internal capacity of organizing matters, which 

can be translated into having more formalized structures, teams, staff, evaluation and 

monitoring programs, and governance aspects such as accountability which are generally 

applicable to all branches of the ICSO (Morton, 2013).  Also, CSOs are governed by the 

1909 law of associations while ICSOs need a decree from the president for their creation. 

Furthermore, it is sometimes argued that ICSOs, and, relevantly, branches of ICSOs in 

Lebanon will ultimately exert more focus and interest on governance issues such as 

carrying governance structures, applying transparency and accountability, having a more 

connected board and a more diverse list of donors, being more organized, putting forth 

more influence on stakeholders such as beneficiaries, donors, and the public at large, and 

being influenced by international CSO laws, a lot more than local CSOs. These conclusions 

are present in some of the theories and/or models of governance and will be studied in more 

detail in the discussion chapter.  
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  In the meantime, let us take a look at the survey findings regarding this matter. I will 

refer to table 8 below. The findings reveal that the majority of the CSOs which participated 

in my study were local ones (58%) as opposed to branches of ICSOs (22%). This is sort of 

reflective of the larger population. Also, the presence of some ICSOs could affect the 

results of my study and make the CSOs in Lebanon appear as exemplary in terms of 

governance, given that ICSOs are usually affected by international standards. In the final 

section, I will discuss this issue further.  

 

 

Table 8 National CSO versus National Branch of ICSO 

Frequency/Percentages According to Survey 

 

 

6. CEO or Board Member 

  An internal aspect of a given CSO, which should be taken into consideration is the 

position of the participants, which could also suggest the more involved party in 

governance matters. The results of the findings indicated that 41% of the participants were 

board members, 28% were directors, while the rest were either both (7%) or did not answer 

the question (24%) (refer to table 9 below). Since the email invitations were sent out to 

CSOs and specified that the target people would be those concerned with governance 

matters, these findings suggest that board members, at least in the concerned CSOs, are the 

most involved in governance matters. However, the director intervenes sometimes, a lot 

National 

versus 

International 

Count Percentage 

National 43 58% 

International 16 22% 

No Answer 15 20% 

TOTAL 74 100% 
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less than the board, in governance matters according to the findings. Also, they point out 

that in some cases, the director is a board member (usually the president of the board), 

which is commonly the case in smaller or start-up CSOs. Finally, the findings of this 

question will be further discussed in a later section to reveal any possible correlations with 

a certain theory or model of governance.  

 

 

 

 

Table 9 Survey Participants Percentages/Frequency (Director versus Board Member) 

 

7. Reasons for Joining the Board of an CSO 

  As part of my study of governance, and as a way of introducing my interviewees 

into the interview in a comfortable way, I asked them about the reason why they joined the 

CSO as a board member or a CEO in the first place. This point is important because it will 

help me determine what motivates people with expertise and money to enter such a sector. 

Of course, these are not directly relevant to the theories, but could serve as additional 

information about the center topic of my dissertation. I will to Figure 9 below. So, the main 

reason, it turned out, which motivated people into joining CSOs was the interest in the 

cause defended by the organization, since 24.4% of my interviewees gave such a response. 

Furthermore, 22% joined their current CSO because they used to work in another CSO with 

a similar or related cause. They do not specify why they left the other CSO, but this reason 

Type Count Percentage 

Board Member 30 41% 

Director 21 28% 

Both 5 7% 

No Answer 18 24% 

TOTAL 74 100% 
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is definitely related to the first one, since the motivation initially was the interest in the 

cause. The reasons which figured the least among my answers were having completed an 

internship at this organization (2.4%), having been a beneficiary at this CSO (2.4%), having 

been invited to become a member (2.4%), having inherited a CEO or board member 

position from a relative (4.9%), having been dissatisfied with the business sector (4.9%), 

having occupied a different position at this CSO before shifting into the position of a CEO 

or board member (4.9%), and having scored such a position by pure coincidence (4.9%). 

Other reasons in between were being a founding member (12.2%) and having a degree 

related to the field of work of the CSO (9.8%). So, all in all, people are motivated to 

volunteer as a board member or work as a CEO in an CSO for different reasons, but mainly 

due to a keen interest in the cause, especially given that a board member position is a 

volunteer one and a CEO position, specifically in local and small CSOs, is very little paid. 

After all, the cause should be the focus of every member of an CSO, including those 

involved in governance matters such as the board and the director.  
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Figure 9 Reasons for Joining CSO as a Board Member or Director According to Interviews 

 

8. Occupation of Board Members 

  As a final point in the demographics section, it is of value to shed light on whether 

board members have other occupations and, if so, what would they be. I will refer to table 

11 below in my analysis. This section is related to the class hegemony/elite theory which 

states that board members of CSOs usually occupy prominent positions in the media, 

business sector, or politics. However, answers also included positions which do not belong 

to these three categories. So, this question is not only relevant to the elite theory, but to the 

study of the governance of CSOs in general since it points out the fact that most board 

members in CSOs have other occupations as well (61% of my respondents). The rest of the 

respondents either did not have any other occupation (14%) or did not answer the question 
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(26%). More importantly, the highest percentage of board members (30%) who participated 

in my study had occupations outside of the media, business, or political worlds, which 

weakens the elite theory a bit, especially that this goes against one of its main points (board 

members belong to these three sectors). These occupations included working in education, 

at a municipality, in academia, or in the public sector and being a staff member or CEO at 

another CSO, a small business owner (as opposed to large businesses, which is stated by the 

elite theory), or an engineer. However, the category which follows, the business one, was 

mentioned by 16 survey takers (22%) among 74 participants. It was followed by media 

(8%) and politics (1%). So, I can conclude that most of my participants did work in sectors 

other than the business one (30%), but the majority of those who had a different occupation 

worked in the business sector (22%). Very few of them occupied media (8%) or political 

positions (1%). So, all in all, the statement that board members oftentimes occupy 

prominent business positions is not fully discredited, but slightly shrunk by the fact that 

there are many board members (30%) who do not have prominent business occupations, or 

media and political positions for what matters, but other regular ones instead.     

 

 

  

 

   

 

Table 10 Table Representing other Occupations of Board Members who Participated in the Survey   

Occupation of 

Board Members 

Count Percentage 

Business 16 22% 

Media 6 8% 

Politics 1 1% 

None 10 14% 

Other 22 30% 

No Answer 19 26% 

TOTAL 74 100% 
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  On a related note, it is deemed relevant to pinpoint that, on average, 16 out of 74 

“no answers” were recorded which could indicate that some participants were not taking the 

survey or study seriously, or actually did not have a proper answer for some questions. In 

case of the first one, it could imply a culture of disinterest towards research among the 

Lebanese citizenry, or simply negligence.  

 

C. Theories 

  After establishing the sample characteristics and their applicability and reliability, it 

is time to proceed to one of the most crucial parts of this dissertation, which is the findings 

and analysis related to the theories. This part will determine which theories and which 

components of these theories are the most prominent ones in my sample, and thus in the 

CSO population, and will refer to the Table 12 and Figure 10 below. With one single 

glimpse at the survey results, it seems logical to say that the stakeholder theory was the 

most protruding among the answers since most of the Likert-scale questions related to it 

mostly received a positive reply with the majority ranging from “partially achieved” to 

“fully achieved” with a mean of 3.4484 (4 being strongly achieved). The least prominent 

theory was the contingency one since it received mostly answers ranging from 

“inadequately achieved” to “partially achieved” with a mean of 2.6692. Right after the 

stakeholder theory comes the stewardship theory followed by the small group effectiveness, 

democratic, elite, and agency theories. Right before the contingency theory, there was the 

managerial theory with a mean of 2.8125, thus having answers mostly ranging from 
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“inadequately achieved” to “partially achieved.” If one takes a look at the standard 

deviations (SD) and the coefficient of variation (CV=SD/Mean) of such answers, while 

noting that when CV> and/or = 1, there is high variation in the answers, and when CV<1 

there is little variation, one would conclude the following: with a CV of 0.1415 for the 

stakeholder theory, I can conclude that there was a low variation in the answers and that the 

answers were close to the mean and not very widespread. In other words, the answers were 

homogenous and there were not many different opinions (see table 12 below). After 

computing the CV (0.2623) for the contingency theory, I can imply the same conclusion as 

that of the stakeholder theory: homogenous and not very different answers. Furthermore, 

the same conclusion could be said about all the other theories since they recorded a CV that 

is less than 1. All in all, it can be implied that all the answers pertaining to the theories’ 

questions within my survey were homogenous with very little variation, and that the most 

prominent theory was the stakeholder one as opposed to the contingency one. In the next 

sections, I will discuss each theory separately along with its components, and I will 

determine the most flagrant items within such theories according to the survey and 

interview answers. On a different note, while taking a look at the interview findings, 

different results occurred. The most prominent theories were the stewardship and 

democratic ones with a percentage of 25.5% followed by the contingency (18.8%), class 

hegemony (10.2%), stakeholder (8.4%), small group effectiveness (4.9%), managerial 

(3.7%), and agency (3.0%) theories.  

  So, the differences in the survey and interview results could imply that there are 

components in each theory which are more prominent than other items, and not the theories 
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themselves. Another implication could be that it just so happened that the interview 

respondents were just different than the survey ones, which could have resulted in such 

results. So, to find out or to at least come close to uncovering the true implications, let me 

proceed to discussing the components of such theories to determine the best elements of 

each theory. Finally, it is deemed important to take into consideration the amount of 

questions which were ignored in each survey taken. The average of “no answer” responses 

was 3 out of 74 expected answers for each question of the survey, which is not a large 

number and indicates that the survey questions pertaining to the theories were properly 

answered and supposedly understood by the survey takers.  

 

Table 11 Table Representing Overview of Theories According to Survey 

 

 

Survey Descriptive Statistics 

Theories/Ranking N Range Minimu

m 

Maximu

m 

Mean Std. 

Deviation/C

V 

Agency Theory (6) 74 2.33 1.67 4.00 3.0707 .55643   

0.1809 

Stakeholder Theory (1) 74 2.00 2.00 4.00 3.4484 .48802   

0.1415 

Managerial Theory (7) 64 2.50 1.50 4.00 2.8125 .74801   

0.2659 

Stewardship Theory (2) 68 1.83 2.17 4.00 3.3475 .43865   

0.1310 

Democratic Theory (4) 65 2.33 1.67 4.00 3.1887 .57125   

0.1791 

Elite Theory (5) 68 2.00 2.00 4.00 3.1838 .73761   

0.2316 

Small Group Effectiveness 

Theory (3) 

65 2.00 2.00 4.00 3.2103 .61540  

0.1916 

Contingency Theory (8) 65 2.67 1.33 4.00 2.6692 .70001   

0.2622 
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Figure 10 Graph Representing the Overview of Theories According to Interview 

 

1. Agency Theory 

  According to the survey findings, the agency theory came 6th in the theories ranking 

from most prominent to least prominent, with a mean of 3.0707, three being equivalent to 

the answer “partially agree.” However, according to the interview results, it ranked last with 

a presence of 3% among the answers (see Figures 11 and 12 below for this section). This 

indicates that the theory and/or some or all of its components are not very characteristic of 

the governance within Lebanese CSOs. Below, there is a pie chart identifying the main 

components pertaining to this theory and which were present in the interview answers. 

These components were the variables which helped identify the presence of such a theory 

among the answers. The most prominent component among them was the control factor 

which is the most important characteristic of the agency theory according to which the 

principal (board) controls the agent (director). This element occupied 56.3% of the answers 

related to the agency theory, which places it first among the other components of this 

0.00% 5.00%10.00%15.00%20.00%25.00%30.00%

Contingency Theory

Agency Theory

Stakeholders Theory

Managerial Theory

Theories' Percentages (Interview)

Theory Percentage (Interview)



 

130 

 

theory. So, it has a low general ranking among all the other theories. All in all, I can 

conclude that the element of control is very present among CSOs compared to other 

components of the agency theory such as goal conflict (18.8%), non-cooperation (18.8%), 

and CEO compliance (6.3%). However, it is seldom generally applied given its low general 

percentage (1.7%) among the components of all other theories. Also, among all the answers 

pertaining to having a controlling versus a cooperative board, the board was considered 

28.1% of the time controlling as opposed to 71.9% of the time cooperative. Also, the lack 

of communication was recorded as a characteristic of the control element and was present 

in 13% of the interviews. Finally, I can conclude that CSOs have more cooperation and 

coordination than control within their actors, and that the agency theory is among the less 

applicable theories to the Lebanese context, according to the interviews. Also, another 

conclusion would be that the lack of communication is more likely to be present when the 

board is controlling. 

 

 

Figure 11 Interview Results of Agency Theory Components 
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.  

 

Figure 12 Survey Results Illustrating the Presence of Control versus Cooperation within Lebanese CSOs 
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little manifestation within such entities, at least in the Lebanese context. However, we can 

say that control does exist in one way or the other through having the board oversee the 

work of the management, object the work of the management when a crisis arises or when 

need be, and supervise the work of the management while making sure that the latter 

presents a report of its work regularly and follows internal bylaws of the CSO.  

 

2. Stakeholders’ Theory 

  This theory is one of the fairest when it comes to the involvement of all parties, 

whether internal or external, in the governance of an CSO. According to the results of the 

survey, this theory ranked 1st with a mean of 3.4484, while ranking 4th in the interview 

answers with a percentage of 8.4. Furthermore, two key features of this theory were 

mentioned in the interview answers which were the “involvement of all stakeholders” and 

“coordination” (see Figure 13 and 14 below for this section). According to the results 

figuring in pie chart below, the coordination component (63.9%) was more frequently 

mentioned than the involvement of all the stakeholders (36.1%), under theory. These results 

could indicate that there definitely is coordination, but that a few or most of the 

stakeholders participate in governance, as opposed to all of them, which would be the ideal 

and utopic picture. In order to have more precision, I decided to dig more into the 

components of stakeholders’ participation and figure out who the participating stakeholders 

are through my interviews. The results revealed that other than the board members and the 

CEO, the stakeholders could include donors, beneficiaries, and employees. Also, the 

answers indicated that the majority (46.2%) of the interviewees said that all these 
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stakeholders participate or have a say in decision making and governance matters, while 

26.9% said that employees other than the board and CEO participate in such matters. 

Furthermore, only 15.4% considered that beneficiaries were involved, 7.7% that donors 

were involved, and 3.8% that none of these three parties (employees, donors, and 

beneficiaries) had a say in such matters. These results indicate that the employees, other 

than the board and the CEO are the most likely to be involved in governance matters, and 

that sometimes beneficiaries are involved, while the donors were the least involved. Also, 

very few organizations (3.3%) involved their board and CEO only in these affairs. On a 

related note, the second important component of the stakeholder theory, coordination, 

figured 71.9% of the time, as established in the previous theory, compared to control which 

was mentioned in 28.1% of the interviews. An additional, but not main, component, which 

could be placed under this theory as well as other theories would be the connectedness of 

the board members with external parties.  

  Logically speaking, the board and as a result the organization, would be more likely 

to be connected to other external parties (donors, media, other organizations, government… 

etc.) when multiple stakeholders are involved in its decision making and governance, since 

more people could mean more exposure and larger network of connections. Now, according 

to the interview results, the board was deemed connected to the organization’s external 

parties in 79.2% of the interviews, or in the majority of the answers. So, the organizations 

which took part in my study had a very connected board indeed according to the interview 

responses, which was probably reinforced by the number and nature of stakeholders 

involved in governance. 
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Figure 13 Graph Representing Stakeholders' Theory Components According to Interviews 

 

 

Figure 14 Graph Representing the Different Types of Stakeholders and their Participation in Governance 
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  On a different note, the survey results indicate that the stakeholder theory was the 

most frequently mentioned among the answers (ranked first). Also, among the seven 

questions in the stakeholder theory scale, five of them recorded 50% and/or higher in 

positive answers (fully achieved) and had much higher positive answers than partially 

achieved or inadequately achieved answers. So, as a result, the answers to these five 

questions were followed in frequency by a great bunch of partially achieved answers, and a 

very few inadequately achieved answers. These replies reconfirm that the stakeholder 

theory is widespread among CSOs in Lebanon. This is especially true in terms of having 

coordination between the board and the CEO before initiating a new program, taking into 

consideration each other’s opinions regarding organizational matters, new or running 

programs, and/or when a new vision or mission is introduced or modified, and internal and 

external actors participate in decision making for better effectiveness. So these answers 

involve mainly coordination and some aspects of stakeholders’ involvement in governance, 

which matches the results of the interviews. However, the results of questions 5 and 6 

indicate that there are more partially achieved answers than fully achieved answers, which 

means that the CEOs and board members try to search for alternatives which would suit 

both parties and do take into consideration the opinions of their employees, but to a certain 

extent. This statement is especially true since the fully achieved answers for these two 

questions remain much higher than the inadequately achieved ones. The last two questions 

pertain to the stakeholders’ participation component and result in 45.65% of positive 

answers for this element, while all the questions can be used for the coordination 

component and result in 53.58% of positive answers for this element, both of which are 
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very close to the interview answers. So, all in all, I can conclude that the stakeholder theory 

is extensively widespread among CSOs in Lebanon and that is reinforced by the 

prominence of coordination over control and the participation of parties other than the CEO 

and the board in decision making and governance.  

 

3. Managerial Theory 

  Central to this theory is the belief that the director of the CSO is the one in control 

and that the board only approves his or her decisions. Everything else about this theory can 

be found in the literature review. However, now, I am going to cut to the chase and explore 

the findings of such a theory in both my interviews and my surveys, accompanied with 

some fine interpretations. First of all, this theory ranked 7th in the survey with a mean of 

2.8125 and 6th in the interview with a percentage of 3.7, while taking into consideration the 

fact that there were two theories which occupied first place in the interview findings. 

Second of all, when one takes a look at the interview results, three main components will 

stick out: the symbolic board (43.8%), the board approval (31.3%), and finally the CEO in 

control (25.0%) (see Figures 15, 16, & 17 below for this section). So, the most important 

component and most frequently mentioned among the three of them was the presence of a 

symbolic board within the organization. On a related note, the answers revealed that there 

were three simple types of boards which essentially were symbolic board, working board, 

and a half-half board. The most prominent board type was the working one with a 

percentage of 65.2, followed by symbolic board with a percentage of 30.4 or nearly half the 

first type, and finally a board which is half symbolic half working with a percentage of 4.3. 
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So, the majority of my interviewees considered that their organization’s board acted rather 

in a working manner which means that such entities in Lebanon often have a very involved 

board, regardless of the life cycle stage or age of the organization. Furthermore, under this 

theory, the board is cooperative (71.9% of the interviews) rather than controlling which is 

normal when the board only acts symbolically and has a sole function which is to grant 

approval in such a context. So, this theory is reinforced by the fact that most of the 

interviewees said that the board is cooperative which has a very high percentage compared 

to having a controlling board.  

  When it comes to the functions of the director and/or the board the results that I got 

were pretty much what was expected. Concerning strategic planning, the interview answers 

indicated that 38.1% of the time, the board and the director worked on such a matter 

together. However, the board and the CEO worked 21.4% of the time together on 

implementation or execution of the strategic plan. Furthermore, in the case when these two 

parties work together, it can be said that the directors did work on implementation alone 

most of the time (26.2%) which is higher than when the board and the CEO worked 

together on implementation. However, rarely did the board or the director work alone on 

planning strategically (7.1% and 4.8% respectively). These results indicate that strategic 

planning is often done in cooperation between the board and the CEO, while the do work 

together on execution, but often time, the director with his or her management team work 

on that alone, without having the board interfere. All in all, planning is group work between 

board and CEO while execution is, most of the time, left to the director and his or her team. 

Also, one can say that the board interferes in execution mostly when the organization is still 
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a start-up and there is not a director and a management team, which means that the board in 

this case should be a working and executing one.       

 

 

Figure 15 Graph Representing Managerial Theory Components According to Interview 

 

Figure 16 Graph Representing Board Type According to Interview 
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Figure 17 Graph Representing Board/CEO Functions According to Interview 
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board is mostly symbolic and that the organization mostly relies on the director. However, 

the interview answers said otherwise and this discrepancy between the survey and interview 

answers, regarding this third question indicate that there is no rule as to who is more 

important in the organization. In other words, some organizations rely on their board while 

others rely on their director concerning strategic planning, implementation, and other 

governance matters.  

 

4. Stewardship Theory 

  With a focus on collaboration between governance actors and a striving to reach 

optimal communication processes, the stewardship theory has ranked 2nd in the survey 

findings with a mean of 3.3475 and 1st along with the democratic theory in the interviews 

with a percentage of 25.5 (see Figures 18 & 19 below for this section). So, one can say that 

this theory has a similar ranking among the survey and interview findings and is one of the 

most prominent among the other theories. Furthermore, the components related to this 

theory which were brought up in the interviews essentially were having high organizational 

identification which is a feeling of belonging towards the organization (20.9%), strong 

communication (19.1%), cooperation (19.1%), a connected board/director (18.2%), the 

board and the director participate in strategic planning together (10%), an expert board 

(8.2%), a strategic board (3.6%), and similar ideas between the board and the CEO (0.9%).  

So, the elements under this theory which were mentioned the most in the interviews were 

the high organizational identification, strong communication, cooperation, and connection 

with the exterior world, in decreasing order. Furthermore, the cooperation component 



 

141 

 

which was also mentioned before is very relevant to this theory and has a much higher 

percentage compared to the control factor. Thus, this matter strengthens the stewardship 

theory even more. Under this theory, the board is main party responsible of strategic 

planning which includes mission and vision formulation, but the director does have a say in 

such a matter while leaving the lead to the board. According to the interview findings, 

however, the majority or the interviewees considered that the board and the CEO at their 

organization performed strategic planning together (45.8%). The answer which ranked after 

was that strategic planning was taken care of by the CEO alone (20.8%) followed by the 

board alone (16.7%), the president of the board (8.3%), or other parties (8.3%). So, even 

though having the board as the main strategic planning unit within the organization if one 

wants to stick to this theory, the results of the interviews say otherwise. They indicate that 

the board working on strategy was the least mentioned component among those of this the 

stewardship theory and mentioned a lot less than having the CEO as the main strategic 

planner, let alone having the board and the CEO together working on that matter which has 

gotten the highest percentage. So, according to the results, the boards of the organizations 

which participated in my survey do not work on strategic planning all alone, but benefit 

from the help of their CSO’s director, unlike what the theory suggests which is having the 

board as the main strategic planner.  
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Figure 18 Graph Representing Stewardship Theory Components According to Interview 

 

 

Figure 19 Graph Representing Different Parties Performing Strategic Planning According to Interview 
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  However, when one looks at the surveys, he or she notices that most of the 

statements related to the stewardship theory were positively answered (a majority of fully 

achieved answers), with just some of them carrying a majority of partially achieved 

answers. So, questions 1 and 6 had a high percentage of fully achieved answers, 

respectively 71.01% and 82.61% which indicates that in the majority of the CSOs which 

participated, the director strives to effectively deal with resources such as volunteers and 

money and the board and CEO have a high organizational identification. These two aspects 

of the stewardship theory are probably the most prominent ones and what made it rank that 

high among the other theories. The first statement was not mentioned in the interviews, 

while the other one received a very high percentage in the interview answers which 

confirms the prominence of having a high organizational identification when being the 

manager or a board member in an CSO. Statement number 5 as well got a majority of fully 

achieved answers (37.68%) but not as high as the previous two and with an approximately 

similar percentage of partially achieved answers (34.78%). So, according to the answers to 

this question, the decision that is taken when the CEO and the board are in disagreement 

leans towards what the board wants. However, not always does that happen since a lot of 

answers indicated that this statement was partially achieved. Regardless, one can still say 

that the board has some sort of influence over the manager in a good number of 

organizations, but not always. Traces of this statement were not found in the interview 

answers. Finally, the statements number 2, 3, and 4 had a majority of partially achieved 

answers which are pretty close to the fully achieved percentages and which indicates that 

not all aspects of such a theory were applicable in all the participating organizations. For 
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instance, only in 33.33% of the CSOs were the directors and board members interested in 

searching for improved communication schemes for an optimal interaction between them, 

while 44.93% considered that this was sometimes achieved and sometimes not achieved 

within their organization, which remain significant numbers. So, the component of 

communication was deemed as important in the surveys as it was in the interviews. The 

third statement indicated that in 36.23% of the CSOs, the CEO and the board worked on 

strategy together which was a component of the stewardship theory also found in the 

interviews, with 40.58% of them partially applying this statement. So, shared strategic 

planning remains an important component in both the surveys and the interviews. Lastly, 

the fourth statement within the scale indicates that the board is involved (37.68%) or 

partially involved (44.93%) in strategic planning, but is not alone in that which is close to 

the previous statement and strengthens it even more. So, all these positively answered 

statements regarding the stewardship theory reinforce its importance and prominence 

among the other theories and indicate that the majority of the interviewed CSOs had strong 

communication, shared strategic planning, a strong and prominent board and a high 

organizational identification. 

  

5. Democratic Theory 

  The democratic theory ranked first in the interviews along with the stewardship 

theory with a 25.5% prominence, and 4th in the surveys with a mean of 3.1887 (refer to 

Figure below for this section). Central to this theory are the ideas of representative election, 

the accountability, and equal opportunities or anyone to elect or be elected. The main 
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components related to this theory and figuring in the interview findings were, in a 

decreasing order, accountability (21.8%), a cooperative board (20.9%), communication 

(19.1%), representative elections (16.4%), stakeholders’ participation in governance 

(11.8%), and finally separation between board and CEO (10%). When it came to the 

accountability issue, 21 out of 23 interviewees or 87.5% did mention accountability 

between the director and the board where the former is accountable to the latter and 

accountability between the organization and external parties such as funders or 

beneficiaries. However, the board in many cases was accountable but not formally.  When 

it came to having a cooperative board, it was already mentioned in the analysis of previous 

theories that the component of cooperation was present a lot more than the element of 

control and by far. So, most organizations functioned peacefully and without coercion from 

any party towards another. Communication as well was deemed significant and appeared in 

many forms such a daily, weekly, or monthly meetings depending on the issue at hand, 

regular phone calls, and email inquiries and online meetings in the form of video calls. 

Regarding the representative elections, the interviewees did mention that their organization 

has a general assembly which elects board members every couple of years, with the most 

prominent answer being every 3 years. This issue will be discussed further in the survey 

section. When it came to stakeholders’ participation in governance and decision making, I 

previously mentioned in the stakeholder theory that the majority of the interview answers 

indicated the participation of all three parties (beneficiaries, donors, and employees) other 

than the CEO and the board members in these matters with a percentage of 46.2%. So, this 

major component of the democratic theory was also mentioned in the interviews and is 



 

146 

 

important because it is key to having a democratic organization where no party interferes in 

the work of another party. Finally, essential to having a democratic organization is the 

separation between the work of the board and the director, by not having any of the two 

parties interfere in the work of the other party. However, in only 9 of the cases among 23 or 

in 37.5% of the interviews did the interviewees admit to having a board that functions 

separately but in collaboration with the CEO. Regardless, this idea is deemed very 

important for a more democratic, fair, accountable, and transparent organization, but is 

present in very few of the Lebanese CSOs. All in all, like all the other theories, this one has 

some components which figure extensively in my findings, while others were observed as 

scarce. The components which were particularly present were having accountability, 

cooperation, communication, and representation, while having some traces of the 

participation of all stakeholders’ in governance matters and separation between the board 

and the CEO.  
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Figure 20 Graph Representing Components of Democratic Theory According to Interview 

  

  The surveys have shown similar answers and mostly positive ones concerning 

democratic theory statements. The participants mostly observed their organization as 

having adopted representative elections properly with 46.97% fully achieved answers and 

21.21% partially achieved ones. Also, the majority of the participants considered that their 

CSO has adopted the right for everyone to elect board members (57.58%) and a small 

percentage of them (13.64%) stating that this is only partially achieved within their 

organization. Also, the board was considered most of the time to be representative of its 

constituents’ demands (43.08%) and was seen as partially fulfilling this representativeness 

in 35.38% of the cases. So, this was all regarding representative elections, which proves 

that both the surveys and interviews had positive results with relation to this aspect. On a 

related note, accountability also mostly had positive results in the survey answers with 

some partially achieved answers. So, the third statement in the democratic theory scale is 

0.00%

5.00%

10.00%

15.00%

20.00%

25.00%

Democratic Theory Components

Percentages of
Democratic Theory
Components



 

148 

 

about accountability and its results indicate that 43.94% of the participants considered that 

accountability existed within their organization and that the board was accountable whether 

formally or informally to the director, the donors, and the beneficiaries. Essentially, this 

theory tackles the accountability of the board since it is most of the time considered the 

representative entity and needs to report its work to another party for improved trust and 

transparency. On a different note, the fourth statement is related to the separation of powers 

mentioned in the interviews and indicates that the board takes care of strategic planning 

while the director works on executing these plans. This scenario was fully achieved in most 

of the organizations (43.94%) but was, however, partially achieved in approximately the 

same percentage of participating CSOs (39.39%). Finally, one last item was the sixth 

statement related to the participation of constituents in governance and was given a low 

percentage for full achievement (21.54%) just like in the interviews, with almost half of the 

participant stating that the participation of the constituents in such matters was partially 

achieved within their CSO. So, I can conclude that the democratic theory is quite important 

and, if followed, promotes democracy, transparency, and accountability within the CSO at 

hand. Also, as a conclusion, I will say that some components of this theory are achieved in 

reality more than others such as the representative elections and accountability, compared 

to separation of powers and stakeholders’ participation in governance which are present but 

less than the previously mentioned items.  
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6. Class Hegemony/Elite Theory 

  The class hegemony or elite theory revolves around the idea that society is made up 

of two groups, one that controls (the elite) and one that is controlled (the people at large). 

The same idea is applicable within CSOs, where there is a controlling and a controlled 

party, which act as essential means through which the elite, especially prominent people in 

the business, media, and political worlds, exert their power over the rest of the people and 

ensure the preservation of their own group and reputation. This theory ranked 5th in the 

survey with a mean of 3.1838 and 3rd in the interviews with a 10.2%. So, it can be said that 

this theory is present to a certain extent within Lebanese CSOs, but with the prominence of 

some factors over others (refer to Figure 21 below for this section). The components under 

this theory included having the board and the director carry similar values (47.7%), having 

a connected board (47.7%), and with remarkably lower percentages, having business people 

in the board (2.3%), and having the CEO and the board preserve their control (2.3%). Such 

results suggest that the components related to the elite theory and which were the most 

prominent in the interview findings were the first two. So, having a board with similar 

values is very important since it will strengthen the bond between the members and get 

work done faster, as opposed to having differing values. Also, when it comes to having a 

connected board, the interview findings suggested that in 79.2% of the interviews, the 

interviewee considered the board as being connected to external parties. Furthermore, while 

digging more into these elements, I thought I could generate additional relevant statistics 

which was sorting out other non-board-member occupations for board members, most 

notably elitist positions. I classified them into 3 which were business, media, and politics, in 
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my survey questions. The results showed that the majority of my board member participants 

(30%) worked in a field other than business, politics, or media which indicates that being an 

elite in these fields is not a prerequisite for becoming an CSO board member. However, 

even though this is not a general rule, there were among the results 22% prominent business 

people, 8% well-known media individuals, and 1% of individuals involved in politics. So, 

the main idea of this theory is still applicable in some context, possibly larger CSOs. Also, 

it is to be noted that 14% of the participants, most probably the participants who were 

directors/CEOs of Lebanese CSOs, replied as not occupying any other position which is the 

expected and normal answer, given that being a CEO at an CSO is a full-time, non-

volunteer-based job which requires full-focus, energy, and commitment. Another important 

component mentioned in the interview answers was the control factor which suggested that 

the elitist board exerted control over the rest of the organization, and was recorded only 

28.1% of the time as opposed to cooperation. All in all, I can conclude that despite all of 

these components being important in certain contexts, they carry different degrees within 

Lebanese CSOs.  
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Figure 21 Graph Representing Class Hegemony/Elite Theory Components According to Interview 

  The survey findings, however, suggest that all 3 statements related to the elite 

theory were mostly considered as fully achieved, with some partially achieved and 
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their organization. Also, they indicate that in most CSOs, board members can provide 

media exposure and other types of exposure. These results confirm the idea of having a 

connected board which was also discovered as relevant in the interviews. Finally, the third 

statement was related to the board members or elite of the organization having similar 

values and goals and was also mostly given positive answers. As a conclusion, I can say 

that the board members at the participating CSOs had similar values and were well-

connected, with some traces of control and having prominent business, media, and political 

people among their members.   
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7. Small-Group Effectiveness  

  The small-group effectiveness theory advances that one individual cannot govern an 

organization but a small group of individuals can. So, essentially, this theory ranked 3rd in 

the survey with a mean of 3.2103 and ranked 5th in the interview with a percentage of 4.9, 

which suggests different results between the two methodologies (refer to Figure 22 below 

for this section). For this reason, I looked at the components of this theory to see which 

ones weakened the theory in the interviews and which ones strengthened it in the surveys. 

In the interview responses, there were three main elements related to the small group 

effectiveness theory: (1) board is a highly creative team (52.4%), (2) having group work 

between board members (28.6%), and having flexibility between them (19%). So, clearly, 

having a creative team as a board is quite widespread among the participating CSOs which 

means that the board should be able to come up with brand new and fast ideas during 

regular and crisis situations. Group work and flexibility are essential as well and have had a 

fair share of the interview answers. Another important, but secondary and implied 

component would be cooperation within the organization which was mentioned previously 

and has had a very high percentage compared to control. After all, group work requires 

cooperation and control can hinder creativity, which means that the latter is there in the 

majority of the CSOs since there often is cooperation.  
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Figure 22 Graph Representing Components of Small Group Effectiveness Theory According to Interview 
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and flexibility. The results indicated that creativity and flexibility were fully achieved in 

40.91% of the cases and partially achieved in 24.24% of them. So, all in all, I can conclude 

that the importance of the small group effectiveness theory relies in its components which 

essentially are flexibility, group work, coordination, and creativity. 

 

8. Contingency Theory 

  This theory holds the idea that there is no one-best-way to govern and that 

organizational effectiveness results from fitting characteristics of the organization to 

contingencies that reflect the situation of the organization. However, regardless of this 

theory being ideal and fairly stated, the results of the survey implied that it is not very 

prominent in the Lebanese context since it ranked last with a mean of 2.6692, which means 

that, considering the homogeneity of the answers brought about by the SD, most of the 

answers were either don’t know or inadequately achieved (refer to Figure 23 below for this 

section). However, the interview results tell a different story since this theory was ranked 

2nd among the others with a percentage of 18.8. So, these results imply that the components 

are what make the theory, and that even if a theory was observed as non-prominent, it does 

not mean that all of its components will be disregarded. In order to pinpoint these 

components and see which ones are more important in the context of Lebanese CSOs, I will 

move on to exploring the results of such a theory. In the interviews, the components 

mentioned in relation to this theory were having internal (46.9%) and external factors 

(44.4%) affecting the CSOs and its governance, and being able to adapt to different 

situations which could be encountered by the organization at hand (8.6%). Internal factors 
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were present in all 23 interviews while external ones figured in 21 of them. Traces of 

internal factors were the most prominent among the interviews which were closely followed 

by the external factors. Adaptation to situations, however, was present to a certain extent. 

The Figure below illustrates the internal and external factors mentioned in the interviews in 

their entirety, with their frequencies in parenthesis. The internal factor with the highest 

frequency was the recruitment of appropriate staff which presence would positively affect 

the governance of the CSO and the CSO as a whole. So, when the right employees are 

hired, including the right director/manager, they can work hand in hand with the board and 

assist its members with governance matters. Other factors include the lack or abundance of 

turnover, carrying different opinions around organizational matters, financial stability, and 

safety of beneficiaries… etc. The most frequent external factor was the money and 

donations issues which were also considered as internal factors by some interview 

participants. So, governance is affected by money issues, which means that with not enough 

funds and donations, the strategic planning cannot be properly achieved, or will be 

postponed or modified to generate less expenses. So, reaching the mission and larger vision, 

which constitute a great part of governance, will take more time than expected and/or will 

be hindered by such a limitation. Other factors include the CSO having a critical cause 

which is still unaccepted by society, archaic and difficult to change law, general security of 

the country, and political and economic situation of the nation… etc. Of course, all of these 

factors affect governance in one way or the other, directly or indirectly, and with different 

degrees of impact. For example, lack of donations can directly affect the governance and 

general functioning of an organization, while the political situation might do so indirectly. 
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Following that line of thought, one cannot but think of having the CSO seek solutions for 

facing or coping with such factors. This is where adapting to the situation comes in. So, all 

in all, the contingency theory revolves around having internal and external contingencies 

affecting the functioning of the organization and its governance, which are dealt with 

through finding ways to adapt to the situation at hand. Examples of such situations and how 

to adapt to them were given as survey questions/statements for this theory. One of these 

statements was the following: a regular, trustworthy, and wealthy donor has gone broke and 

your organization relied on his yearly donation. It is not long before your organization’s 

board finds a solution for this problem, such as a new donor. 

 

 

Figure 23 Graph Representing Components of Contingency Theory According to Interview 
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vague and does not have specific components. For instance, internal and external factors are 

numerous and one cannot limit them to a certain number. Also, the adaptability factor is 

vague as well and is specific to each situation. Other than the wideness and blurriness of 

this theory and in relation to it, there is the inability to really generate statements which 

could properly measure the widespread of this theory. So, the statements I used in my scale 

for this theory were essentially suppository cases which were not necessarily witnessed by 

all the participating CSOs. For instance, not all CSOs will have had a donor who went 

bankrupt and could no longer be a donor, or new competitors, or a new law affecting its 

functioning. As a result, this was the closet I could go to having accurate questions and 

reaching accurate results. Now, on the findings front, there was a large number of “don’t 

know” answers which indicates that they might not have encountered the situation at hand 

and cannot possibly know what would happen and what would they do if they experienced 

it. Unlike other theories, the fully achieved answers were mostly much lower and 

sometimes equal to the “don’t know”, “partially achieved”, and “inadequately achieved” 

ones. The reasons presented previously can be used as excuses for having such low 

percentages for positive answers for this theory in the surveys. However, this was not the 

case in the interviews since there the questions were more general and did not tackle 

specific cases. So, all in all, this theory is very important in that it reveals the impact 

internal and external contingencies have on the governance of CSOs and exposes the 

possibility that CSOs usually adapt to such situations.     
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D. Models 

  In this section, I will expose and interpret the models findings, in the same way that 

I did with the theories. As a start, I will proceed by ranking the 6 existing models of 

governance of CSOs from the most prominent to the least prominent one according to the 

survey results first, and the interview results second (see Table 13 and Figure 24 below). 

The survey findings have shown that the most widespread model among Lebanese CSOs, 

based on the mean, was the policy governance one which ranked first, followed by the 

constituent representative model (2nd), the governance leadership model (3rd), the hybrid 

vector model (4th), the emergent cellular model (5th), and finally the entrepreneurial 

corporate model (6th). Added to that, it is important to determine the standard deviation and 

coefficient of variation (SD/Mean) in order to see if the answers were homogenous (CV<1). 

So, the CV for the policy governance model was 0.14 which is less than 1 and indicates 

very little variation in the answers. The least prominent model which was the 

entrepreneurial one got a CV of 0.15 thus implying mostly homogenous results. For the rest 

of the theories, the CV was also less than 1 which mean that all of the results had little 

variation and the answers were close to the mean or homogenous. Also, as a reminder, the 

Likert scale answers were either (1) don’t know, (2) inadequately achieved, (3) partially 

achieved, and (4) fully achieved. Now, on the other hand, the result of the interviews were 

the following: hybrid vector model (1st), emergent cellular model (2nd), constituent 

representative model (3rd), policy governance model (4th), governance as leadership model 

(5th), and finally entrepreneurial corporate model (6th). There was a slight difference 

between the percentages of the first four models which means that the first four models 
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were almost equally prominent (20.7%, 20.3%, 19.5%, and 18.1%). However, it is not 

enough to explore and dwell on the general percentages of these models because they mean 

nothing without their characteristics. Furthermore, an important observation concerns the 

average of “no answer” questions which essentially was 5 out of 74 expected answers for 

each question of the survey. Even though is a relevant number, it is deemed low compared 

to the totality of expected answers. In other words, the large majority of participants 

answered all of the questions regarding the models of governance. So, in the following 

subsections, I will go through each model separately to determine which ones of these 

characteristics are more widespread.  

 

Descriptive Statistics 

 N Range Minimum Maximum Mean Std. 

Deviation 

Policy Governance 

Model (1) 

64 1.88 2.13 4.00 3.3864 .49108 

Constituent 

Representative 

Model (2) 

64 3.00 1.00 4.00 3.2331 .64330 

Entrepreneurial 

Corporate Model (6) 

63 2.00 2.00 4.00 2.8022 .42571 

Emergent Cellular 

Model (5) 

60 2.00 2.00 4.00 2.8928 .44145 

Hybrid Vector Model 

(4) 

59 2.00 2.00 4.00 3.2147 .49378 

Governance As 

Leadership Model (3) 

59 2.33 1.67 4.00 3.2316 .64402 

Valid N (listwise) 58      

Table 12 Table Representing Overview of Models According to Survey 
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Figure 24 Graph Representing Overview of Models According to Interview 

  

1. Policy Governance Model 
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board (19.1%), hierarchy (12.4%), executive CEO (11.2%), strategic board (4.5%), and 
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board. However, one cannot deny the slight but significant presence of some other 

components which were hierarchy, executive CEO, strategic board, and uncooperative 

relationship between the two. So, the responses mostly indicated that in the interviewed 

CSOs, the majority carried formalized structures (bylaws, rules…etc.), a director who is 

accountable to the board and reports to other parties, and board members who think 

likewise. In addition, in a good number of inquired CSOs, there were hierarchical 

structures, a director responsible for implementation of the strategic plan, and a board 

whose function was to constitute this plan. Additional components which could be 

attributed to this model were the presence of internal policies related to the formalization 

component and figuring in 95.8% of the interviews, which reinforces the formalization 

characteristic. This factor indicates that in most of the interviews, thus in the general 

population of CSOs in Lebanon, there exists bylaws, internal policies, and general 

formalization within these organizations. However, this statement does not confirm that 

these rules are properly abided by within all the Lebanese CSOs, especially with the little to 

no formal follow up and external accountability with another party, unless the CSO is an 

international one, which would probably go through inspections of the international 

headquarters of the CSO. Another factor which should be taken into consideration when it 

comes to the idea of having proper formalization, and which is related to the idea of not 

having an official external party to hold the CSOs in Lebanon accountable, is the lack of 

laws related to this matter. However, regardless of these factors, formalization still exists 

extensively within Lebanese CSOs, but some question marks do revolve around its proper 

implementation. Another important aspect of this model is having the board as the main 
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strategic planner and the CEO as the implementer of this strategy. Generally speaking, the 

results of the interviews indicated that having the board as the sole strategic planner was 

present in only 7.1% of the participating CSOs, while having the CEO on the executive side 

without the intervention of the board was the case in 26.2% of them. Ideally speaking 

however, there should be a separation of powers to a certain extent, with coordination and 

cooperation between the two. In other words, the CEO will be the main executor and the 

board the main strategic planner, as opposed to the only executor and strategic planner, 

while pointing out that either or can be involved in both functions, depending on many 

factors such as the age or life-cycle of the CSO at hand. Furthermore, 45.8% of the CSOs 

had the board and CEO cooperate in strategic planning, which indicates that these CSOs are 

on the right track. A final component was the structure of the CSO itself which could either 

be flat, where there is equal authority, or hierarchical, where a certain party exerts authority 

over another party or parties. The results of the interview revealed a near balance between 

the two with a slightly higher result for hierarchical CSOs (Hierarchical: 52.4%, Flat: 

47.6%). In other words, half of the participating CSOs have a flat structure and the other 

half a hierarchical one, which could be generalized to the larger population of similar 

organizations.  
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Figure 25 Graph Representing Components of Policy Governance Model According to Interview 

 

Figure 26 Graph Illustrating Organizational Structure According to Interview 
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  The survey results were significantly close to the interview findings. The policy 

governance model scale was constituted of a couple of questions related to formalization, 

strategic planning, responsiveness to stakeholders, having an executive CEO, and finally, 

having a strategic board responsible of overseeing the work of the director. When it comes 

to formalization, most answers were positive. Elaborating on this statement, 60% of the 

CSOs considered to have clear agendas and well-established policies and 67.69% of them 

considered to have bylaws clearly stating the roles of the board, the director, and the staff. 

On the strategic planning front, however, the answers indicated that the majority of the 

participating CSOs (44.62%) had proactive strategic planning processes, while taking into 

consideration that a significant number of them (24.62%) did not have such processes. 

Furthermore, only 18 organizations out of 74 considered that the board’s only function was 

to approve on the strategic plan rather than work on creating it. An approximately similar 

number of organizations considered that their board partially achieved this statement (16 

out of 18), which can be translated as having a board that was strategic from time to time. 

Lastly, 18 of them considered that the board was either responsible for creating the plan or 

has nothing to do with such a function. These results indicate that there is a certain balance 

between the CSOs having a functional strategic board and ones which have a non-

functional or passive board. Relatedly, the majority of the survey participants claimed that 

the responsibility of creating the mission, vision, and the values of the CSO was to be taken 

care of by the board (21: fully achieved, 23: partially achieved, and 8: inadequately 

achieved). On a related note, the director, according to the survey results, was considered 
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most of the time (53.85 %) as being responsible for the implementation of the strategy. So, 

similarly to the survey results, the director was mostly considered to the implementation of 

this strategy. The rest of these participating CSOs probably did not have a manager and a 

managing staff yet or were still in the early stages of their life-cycle, thus had the board on 

the executive side instead. Other functions of the board, according to this model, which 

were revealed in the survey answers were that this entity mainly serves and is responsive to 

stakeholders, as well as oversees the work of the director of the CSO, since the majority of 

the answers to these statements were positive. So, all in all, I can state that the surveys 

revealed the following factors: the majority of the CSOs (1) were formalized, (2) had 

proactive strategic planning processes, (3) had their board issue the mission, vision, and 

values, (4) had their CEO implement the strategic plan, and (5) had a board which entirely 

serves and is responsive to stakeholders, and finally (6) had a board which oversaw the 

CEO’s work. Lastly, to a certain extent, the strategic planning was considered as being the 

responsibility of the board often, but not solely the board. The management also had a say 

in that in some cases. However, some CSOs clearly separated the line between the functions 

of the board and the management and reserved strategic planning for the board, with little to 

now intervention from the management.  

 

2. Constituent/Representative Model  

  This model which is based on representativeness, formalization, and which is very 

close to the democratic theory ranked 3rd in the interviews with 19.5% and ranked 2nd in the 

surveys with a mean of 3.2331. So, the results of the two methods were close and 
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homogenous. First, looking at the interview results, I could identify the following 

components in decreasing order of occurrence: (1) significant formalization (24%), (2) 

decentralization (22.9%), (3) communication (21.9%), (4) elections (18.8%), and (5) 

constituents’ involvement (12.5%) (see Figures 27 & 28 below). So, the most widespread 

component, belonging to the constituent model, among the interview findings, was high 

formalization, that is presence of bylaws, internal policies, and formalized structures within 

the interviewed CSOs. It was present in all the interviews, which gives us 100% for this 

component. However, as I mentioned in the analysis of the previous model, the presence of 

bylaws and internal policies does not confirm that they are being properly applied or being 

applied at all, especially that there are no governmental laws watching over such matters. 

Regardless, having such structures within these CSOs can be considered as a first step 

towards ultimate formalization, and possibly laws governing such matters. This component 

was followed by the decentralization factor which is a key component of representativeness 

and having the constituency participate in decision making, rather than the board by itself 

taking care of such matter. Another component was the communication factor which is 

necessary in a representative context in which there are multiple parties with different 

opinions being represented, and which will lead to less conflict and to a compromise 

between all these parties. It was present in 20 of the interviews out of 23 or in 83.3% of 

them, which is a significant number and indicates that communication is widespread among 

interviewed and thus all Lebanese CSOs to a certain extent. Then, there is the elections 

which are necessary in every CSO for a fair, equal, and transparent organization, especially 

if the elections are open to everyone (anyone can elect and anyone can be present his 
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candidature), and if they are properly being conducted in due time. Finally, the least 

prominent but significantly present component of the constituent model which is the 

constituents’ involvement in decision making, is relevantly important, especially that it is 

related to some of the other components such as elections, decentralization, and 

communication. So, even though it was not openly present in the interview answers, it was 

still latently implied by the mere presence of these other components. So, decentralization 

meant that the decisions taken within the CSO are not centralized within the board but are 

also inspired from the rest of the organization’s actors. Also, the communication factor 

meant that matters were discussed between all parties before the final decision was made. 

Finally, the elections indicated that constituents are being represented and their demands 

are being paid attention to by their representatives within the board. So, all these factors 

mean that the constituents are participating in decision making, whether directly or 

indirectly. These constituents can be anyone related to the organizations, from the general 

assembly members, to the staff members and the donors and beneficiaries. Also, it is 

important to point out that in 46.2% of the interviews did all three stakeholders 

(beneficiaries, employees, and donors) participate in decision making, while in 3.8% of 

them none of these stakeholders participated. Added to that, all three of them participating 

together got the higher percentage, which was followed by the employees alone (26.9%), 

the beneficiaries alone (15.4%), and the donors alone (7.7%). So, it was more frequent for 

all stakeholders to participate together in decision making with the board than having only 

one of them take part in that. The donors were the least frequent participants in decision 

making, while the employees did that more often, followed by the beneficiaries. This might 
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be because the employees are more involved in the day to day life of the organization. So, 

all in all formalization, decentralization, communication, elections, and constituents’ 

involvement are all very relevant cards in the governance game. 

 

 

Figure 27 Graph Representing Components of Constituency Model According to Interview 
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Figure 28 Graph Representing the Presence of Communication within Interviewed CSOs 
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or that all the organizations had their constituents sometimes participate and sometimes not. 

So, all in all the survey and interview results were not very different from one another and 

strongly relied, whether directly or indirectly, on the components of formalization, 

communication, representativeness, constituents’ participation, decentralization, and 

elections, with a lesser focus on constituents’ involvement in assisting the board in making 

key strategic decisions.  

 

3. Entrepreneurial/Corporate Model  

  Centered on the ideas of efficiency and decentralization, this market-oriented theory 

does apply to some CSOs, but is deemed more suitable for businesses. However, this does 

not mean that the entrepreneurial model does not have some aspects of it which could be 

applied in the nonprofit world, especially when a lot of CSOs are starting to adopt 

entrepreneurial processes and are becoming more and more reliant on self-sustainable 

programs which require some business planning and techniques. This theory was ranked 

last in the surveys with a mean of 2.8022 and in the interviews with a percentage of 9.6%. 

Also, there was a significant difference between this model and the other models since most 

of the survey answers were between inadequately achieved and partially achieved, and a lot 

of the interviews did not mention the components of such a model. However, it is still 

important to examine the components which were actually present in the surveys and 

interviews, while starting with the interview answers. The components of such a model 

which stood out the most were decentralization (44.7%) followed by, with a significant gap, 

the board and the director being involved in strategic planning (38.1%), innovativeness 



 

171 

 

(19.1%), and being action-oriented (12.8%) (see Figure 29 below). The decentralization 

factor was discussed previously and meant that the decisions taken within the organization 

usually involve not only the board and the director, but the management staff, beneficiaries, 

and donors at times, most of the time, or depending on the decision at hand. It is the 

component which was by far the most prominent among the others related to this theory, 

maybe because it is not only reserved to this model. Another component was the joint 

strategic planning, which was also tackled in previous models and recorded a remarkable 

percentage, even though not as high as the previous component. It indicates that a good 

number of the participating CSOs had their board and CEO working together in strategic 

planning (45.8%). Thirdly, innovativeness, which can be used interchangeably with having 

a generative governing entity, just like in the governance as leadership model which will be 

tackled in a bit, was present in some of the interview results and indicates that some CSOs, 

very few of them, do have traces of creativity and imagination. Finally, another corporate 

model component which figured in only a couple of the interviews was action-orientation. 

So, only a couple of the participating CSOs admitted to being action-oriented, which is 

focusing less on strategic planning and more on short-term goals and material gain. The fact 

that this component was present in only a small number of the interviews indicates that 

long-term strategic planning is the main focus among the participating CSOs, rather than 

only working on short-term goals which have the potential of generating money faster. 

However, this component is suitable if used moderately alongside long-term strategic 

planning. In addition to these four components, two aspects can be discussed. One of them 

is the fact of having a lesser focus on formalization or bureaucracy according to this theory, 
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which was not the case for any of the participating CSOs. The other component was having 

the board and the CEO focus on both strategy and implementation which was the case in 

59.5% of the participating CSOs. So, according to this theory, all parties should be action-

oriented, just like in the business world where even the board is active and involved in the 

day-to-day activities and issues. So, I will conclude that the closest that the participating 

CSOs get to this model is through the fact of having the board and the director participate in 

strategic planning and execution together. Another conclusion is that the components of this 

model which were more or less present among the participating CSOs were: (1) Strategic 

planning and execution jointly done by the board and the CEO, (2) decentralization, (3) 

innovativeness, and (4) being action-oriented. Lastly, the component which is part of this 

model but was not present in the participating CSOs was the lack of formalization.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 29 Graph Representing Components of Entrepreneurial/Corporate Model According to Interview 
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  Now is the turn of the survey results regarding the entrepreneurial model, which 

were almost similar to the interview findings with some additional items. Lack of 

formalization, shared strategic planning, action-orientation which includes short-term 

versus long-term goals, decentralization, shared strategic planning, and innovativeness were 

the components related to this model and inquired in the survey questions. Only a few 

participants answered that their organization was not formalized (16.92%) while the 

majority had some form of formalization (36.92%) in the form of having clearly set roles 

and responsibilities (47.69%), a large number of board members (38.46%), and especially 

bureaucratic processes. On a different note, one question tackled the shared strategic 

planning component and revealed that most of the organizations performed joint strategic 

planning between the board and the CEO (36.92%).  When it comes to having an action-

oriented organization which is characterized by short-term goals rather than long-term ones, 

only 3.08% of the CSOs answered “adequately achieved”. In other words, most CSOs 

(41.54%) focused more on strategic planning rather than on short-term goals, which is also 

related to having material gain as the main mission (0%). Put differently, such results imply 

that most participating CSOs are on the right track and are doing what CSOs are supposed 

and were meant to be doing: planning strategically for the long-term in order to achieve a 

certain mission rather than focus on short-term goals and money making. Another 

component was decentralization which was present in 30.77% of the participating 

organizations. Even though this number constitutes a significant percentage of all the 

participating CSOs, there are lots of them that do not have decentralization (20%) or 

partially have it (36.92%). In other words, even though decentralization exists to a certain 
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extent, there are still some CSOs which are not practicing it yet. The last component which 

was also mentioned in the interviews was innovativeness. The results show that the 

organizations which had such a component (24.62%) were fewer than those which did not 

have it (32.31%). However, both are significant enough to be taken into consideration. For 

what concerns this study, it can be said that many CSOs do have an innovative governing 

party but that a lot of them do not carry such creativity. Also, efficiency and effectiveness 

are essential for implementing such innovative ideas and was present in 49.33% of the 

participating CSOs, which is rather significant. So, all in all the most prominent 

components of this model in the surveys, in an increasing order of importance, were: (1) 

Joint strategic planning, (2) decentralization, (3) innovativeness which includes efficiency 

and effectiveness, (4) action-oriented team and programs (short-term programs, focus on 

making money), and (5) less formalization. However, having an action oriented, innovative 

and less formalized organization was proven to be very rare among the participating CSOs, 

even though these would be of good use in many cases.  

 

4. Emergent Cellular Model 

  This model moves from the rigid ways of traditional organizations (top-down 

control) to a more flexible and interdependent way of doing things. In other words, 

organizations following such a model are expected to adapt to all sorts of changes in the 

environment and have less formalization, and more decentralization and communication 

processes. According to the findings, this model was ranked 5th in the survey with a mean 

of 2.8928 and 2nd in the interview with a percentage of 20.3. Regardless of the difference in 
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those two rankings, I will explore the components which stood out in both, starting with the 

interview results. The components which carried the highest percentages and were the most 

widespread among the interview results were internal communication, decentralization 

(22% each), and having regular meetings (19%) (see Figure 30 below for this section). 

Other components, which were much less present were in a decreasing order of prominence 

the participation of stakeholders in decision making (13%), flat organizational structure 

(10%), adaptation to changing environment (9%), and, lastly, diversity of board members 

(5%).  So, in other words, the participating organizations had significant communication 

schemes and, thus, remarkably stated being decentralized, or having decisions taken jointly 

with non-governing parties hand in hand with the board and the CEO. When it came to 

communication 83.3% or 20 out of 23 organizations admitted to having proper 

communication processes. Also, these results clearly explain the abundance of meetings 

happening regularly within the organization, which can be considered as one of the 

communication processes utilized by these CSOs. Also, the second component mentioned 

above, which is decentralization, not only relates to having increased communication but to 

having less formalization within the CSO at hand, which means less policies. However, this 

was not the case for the participating CSOs since all of them, without exception, had 

strongly formalized structures and internal policies. Then, there was the participation of 

stakeholders in decision making which is essential to the decentralization component and 

was significantly prominent among the interviewed CSOs. The following component was 

having a flat organization which was the case for 47.6% of the participating CSOs, or 

approximately half of them, while the other have were more hierarchical in structure and 
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more formalized. On a different note, a lot of the organizations admitted to quickly adapting 

to changing situations, which certainly consists of having internal processes for adaptation 

and crisis management. Finally, the last component consisted of having diversity among the 

members of the board, which could mean members with different backgrounds and 

experiences. However, this was the case in a very small number of the organizations which 

indicates the unimportance such a factor is accorded when choosing or electing board 

members. In other words, electing qualified, experienced, and/or diverse people as board 

members is rarely the case within Lebanese CSOs. In conclusion, the most prominent 

components revealed by the interview results and related to this model were (1) proper 

communication which includes regular meetings, (2) decentralization which includes 

stakeholders’ participation in decision making and less formalization (while pointing out 

that less formalization was not the case for all the participating CSOs), (3) flat 

organizational structure, (4) adaptation to a changing environment, and lastly (5) diversity 

of board members, while having the last three components as less prominent.         
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Figure 30 Graph Representing Components of Emergent Cellular Model According to Interview 

 

  On the other hand, the survey questions regarding this model were six. They tackled 

the formalization issue, the structure of the board and its level of innovativeness, 

communication, decentralization and stakeholders’ participation, organizational structure 

(flat or hierarchical), and strategic planning processes. When it comes to decentralization, 

which goes hand in hand with less formalization and more involvement of stakeholders in 

decision making, the answers were very few for low formalization (14.52%) compared to 

high formalization (45.16%), were half-half for decentralized (24.19%) versus centralized 

organizations (24.19%) while the majority was partially centralized and partially 
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decentralized (41.94%), and were half-half for the hierarchical (24.19%) versus flat 

(24.19%) components. Also, the participation of stakeholders in the decision making got 

30.65% which is significant as well and strengthens the decentralization point. When it 

comes to the communication component, a significant number of the participating CSOs 

(33.8%) stated having fixed communication processes within their organization for 

improved understanding, cooperation, and information flow, while the majority claimed to 

sometimes have such processes (38.71%). Furthermore, two additional components which 

were not mentioned in the interviews, figured in the survey questions. These included the 

(1) structure of the board and its level of innovation and (2) the strategic planning processes 

within the organization. Concerning the first one, the majority of the participating CSOs 

considered having small self-working units which can interact with one another and which 

are innovative (37.10%). Also, the majority denied having a core board and an extended 

board when need be (50%). In other words, it can be concluded that the boards of most of 

the participating CSOs are divided into small self-working groups and do divide the work 

for better and faster delivery of results. The second component omitted in the interviews 

was deemed prominent among the participating CSOs and essentially was the presence of 

emergent strategic planning processes (30.65%). However, the majority claimed that these 

processes were only sometimes present within their respective CSO (37.10%). In 

conclusion, having these components apply to this section of the CSOs population signifies 

the applicability of the same results to the entire population of CSOs. Lastly and in sum, the 

most prominent components regarding this model included, according to the survey 

findings (1) decentralization which included stakeholders’ participation, (2) flat-structure, 
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(3) internal communication, (4) board made up of small self-working units and practicing 

innovativeness, and (5) the presence of emergent strategic planning processes. Additional 

components which were less widespread among the participating CSOs were (1) less 

formalization and (2) having a core board and an extended board made up of experts 

 

5. Hybrid Vector Model 

  This model essentially joins characteristics of other models (policy governance, 

corporate, constituent, and emergent cellular models), thus making it a one-size fit all 

model. According to it, the organization never stops changing to adapt to any given 

situation, which means that governance changes constantly. Also, governance structures 

become more mature, intricate, organized, and flexible to adapt to any given situation. 

Furthermore, this model was ranked 4th in the survey with a mean of 3.2147 and 1st in the 

interview with a percentage of 20.7%. These results leave us with two most prominent 

models: policy governance model (most widespread among the survey answers) and the 

hybrid vector model (most widespread among the interview answers). On a different note, 

while taking a look at the interview findings regarding this model, a couple of items stood 

out and a couple of others were present to a certain extent. The most prominent items were 

high organizational identification (22.5%), evaluation (21.6%), frequent meetings of board 

members (18.6%), and board lien to the outside (17.6%). Other less flagrantly present items 

were adaptability to change (7.8%), diversity within the board (5.9%), board strategic 

planning (3.9%), and flexibility (2%) (refer to Figures 31 & 32 and Table 14 below for this 

section). For starters, organizational identification, which essentially is the extent towards 
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which the actor(s) at hand identify themselves with their organization and work towards its 

development and improvement rather than merely for their personal gain, was quite 

widespread among the interview answers. In other words, a lot of participants admitted to 

holding their organization dearly, and thus its mission, and identified themselves with their 

organization, which are significantly essential traits especially when working in an CSO.  

  Then, there was the evaluation component which includes all types of evaluation 

within an organization such as employee, board, CEO, or program evaluation. Furthermore, 

in some cases the board evaluates the CEO, and vice versa, in others the CEO evaluates the 

staff, the board the programs, international parties or external audit companies the board or 

organization as a whole, and the donors or beneficiaries the organization and/or its 

programs, as well as many other types of evaluation such as informal evaluation between 

actors within the CSO. So, essentially, I created a table classifying evaluation by type, 

number of occurrences, evaluator, evaluated party, and whether it is effectuated inside or 

outside the organization. The types evaluation were in a decreasing order of occurrence: (1) 

program evaluation, (2) employee/staff evaluation, (3) board evaluation, (4) board self-

evaluation, (5) informal evaluation, (6) international or external evaluation, (7) 

management self-evaluation, and (8) CEO evaluation. The evaluating parties essentially 

were the CEO, board, beneficiaries, supervisors, management members, international 

office, and external audit company. The evaluated parties were the employees, programs, 

events, board members, staff, CEO, management members, and CSO as a whole. However, 

evaluation types which are relevant to governance and the governing parties and which 

concern this research were board evaluation by the CEO and/or self-evaluation which 
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occurred in 7 of the participating organizations in total out of 23. This number signifies that 

more CSO boards should conduct self-evaluation and should be evaluated regularly 

(monthly, quarterly, or yearly) by other parties such as the executive director of the 

organization, that a policy should be formulated concerning that matter, and that it is very 

uncommon among Lebanese CSOs, even though other types of evaluation such as program 

and employee evaluation are significantly widespread. Also, on the issue of having internal 

versus external evaluation, the majority of the CSOs only had internal rather than external 

evaluation, which means that more and more organizations should focus on external audits 

to improve their transparency and trustworthiness. However, evaluation in general was 

found present in the majority of the participating CSOs, or in 21 out of 23 of them which in 

percentages would be 87.5%, which says nothing about governance evaluation. Now, the 

next item on the list of components of the hybrid vector model was the frequent meetings 

between the board members and with the director which is an essential means of 

communication and should be done regularly to stay up-to-date on organizational matters 

and coordinate with the CEO. The next item was board connectedness and signifies that a 

significant number of participating CSOs admitted to having board members who had 

strong liens and connections to outside parties such as government officials, other CSOs, 

businesses, the media…etc. Other items included having an organization which quickly 

adapts to changes in its environment such as when a new law is passed that affects its 

functioning. Then, there was diversity of board members which includes, as mentioned 

before, having members coming from a variety of backgrounds and holding different 

experiences and expertise. However, apparently, not many of the participating CSOs have 
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that. Another component was having the board as the only strategic planner within the 

organization which was the case in only 16.7% of the participating CSOs, while the 

majority performed joint strategic planning between the board and the director. So, the idea 

of having the board as the sole strategic planner is valid for only some of the CSOs which 

took part in the study. Another component was the flexibility one which signifies, in this 

context, that the governance structures within the CSO should be malleable and adaptable 

to any situation encountered by the organization. However, this was rarely the case among 

the participating CSOs. One final item which can be implied as a tentative component of 

such a theory, for the mere reason of having evaluation as a main component was the 

accountability one. It essentially signifies that the CEO should be accountable to the board, 

i.e. report to the board. According to the findings, the majority or 21 out of 23 CSOs 

admitted to having accountability within their CSO which is a very significant and 

important statement for the Lebanese CSOs as a whole. However, what is missing is board 

accountability or, in other words, the accountability of board members towards the CEO.  

  As a conclusion and in relevance to the hybrid/vector model, a good number of 

participating CSOs, and thus a good number of Lebanese CSOs are mainly characterized by 

the following: (1) high organizational identification, (2) evaluation, (3) frequent board 

meetings, (4) board and organizational connectedness with the outside, and (5) 

accountability. Additional, but less frequent components, included: (1) adapting to change, 

(2) diversity within board, (3) board strategic planning, and (4) flexibility of governance 

structures.  
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Figure 31 Graph Representing Hybrid Vector Model Components According to Interview 

 

 

Figure 32 Graph Representing the Presence of Evaluation within Interviewed Lebanese CSOs 
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Types of 

evaluation 

Occurrenc

es 

In 

Interviews 

Evaluator Evaluated 

party 

Interna

l 

versus 

Extern

al 

Employee/St

aff evaluation 

8 CEO/Supervisors  Employees Interna

l 

Program 

evaluation 

17 Donors/Board/Beneficiaries/Dir

ector 

Programs/Even

ts 

Both  

Board self-

evaluation 

3 Board Members  Board 

Members  

Interna

l  

Informal 

evaluation 

3 CEO/Board CEO/Board/St

aff 

Interna

l 

Management 

self-

evaluation 

1 Management members Management 

Members 

Interna

l 

International 

audit from 

main 

office/Audit 

from hired 

audit 

company 

3 International office/audit 

company 

CSO as a 

whole/program 

Extern

al 

Board 

evaluation 

4 CEO Board Interna

l 

CEO 

evaluation 

1 Board CEO Interna

l 
 

Table 13 Table Representing Types of Evaluation within an CSO According to Interview Results 

   

  On the other hand, the survey scale findings tackled three of the interview 

components with two additional not previously mentioned ones. These components were: 

(1) self-evaluation which includes accountability and adaptability, (2) board members 

diversity, (3) conflict-solving plan, and (4) power sharing. The first two components mostly 

got positive results which signifies that the majority of the participating CSOs claimed to 
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have self-evaluation of board members, accountability, and adaptability within their 

organization and that the board members came from different backgrounds and carried 

differing experiences with them. The third item which was less prominent among the 

answers implied that most of the participating CSOs only sometimes had a conflict solving 

plan when problems arose. This is a significant weakness among Lebanese CSOs and 

should be made part of the strategic planning of the CSO at hand. The final component 

which was power sharing or coordination and cooperation between the board, the CEO, and 

other parties such as the employees, beneficiaries, and/or donors, was significantly present 

among the CSOs and is similar to stakeholders’ participation in decision making. In 

conclusion, (1) self-evaluation, (2) accountability, (3) adaptability or change, (4) board 

members diversity, and (5) power sharing are components of the hybrid/vector model 

which are widespread among Lebanese CSOs. However, only some Lebanese CSOs have a 

conflict solving plan ready when conflict arises.    

 

6. Governance as Leadership  

  As a mind refresher, this model suggests eliminating the borders between 

implementation and governance, instead of separating the two functions, and centring the 

board and management’s efforts on solving the organization’s problems. When looking at 

the data gathered around this model, the results showed that it was ranked 3rd in the surveys 

with a mean of 3.2316 and 5th in the interviews with a percentage of 11.8%. The most 

important component according to the interview results was the maintenance of the 

organizational values with a record of 39.7% among other items within this model (refer to 
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Figure 33 below for this section). This component meant sticking to the values set by the 

organizations at hand in almost all of the programs and activities implemented. Setting the 

values of an CSO is ultimately the role of the board. However, the director and his 

management team are often involved in such a matter. The second most prominent 

component was problem solving (24.1%), in a sense that the board and the director should 

focus more on finding solutions for the problems encountered by their organization rather 

than concentrate solely on the separation of powers between them. This is especially true 

because the board and the CEO should be driven by the commitment and motivation to 

solve the problem(s) set by the mission of the CSO at hand. Related to this matter only 9 

out of the 23 participating CSOs, or 37.5% of them, have recorded a separation of power 

between the board and the CEO. In other words, as this model suggests, the participating 

CSOs, which can be said about the entire population of CSOs in Lebanon, focus a lot more 

on problem solving and have their executive and governing parties work together, rather 

than give too much attention to the separation of powers between these two sides. Another 

component of this model was having the board and the CEO work together on strategic 

planning and governance (19%). This component, as mentioned before, was applied in 

45.8% of the participating CSOs, which is a significantly high number of them and can be 

translated to having the same idea valid for the entire CSO population. So, in other words, 

almost half of the CSOs in Lebanon have their board and director jointly create a strategic 

plan for their organization. Lastly, there was the component of having a generative board 

(17.2%), which can be translated to having a governing entity characterized by 

creativeness, innovativeness, imagination, and thinking outside the box. So, all in all, the 
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importance of this theory, which appeared to be more or less prominent among the 

Lebanese CSOs, lies in its components which essentially are: (1) maintaining organizational 

values, (2) focusing on problem solving rather than separation of powers between 

governing and executive entities, (3) achieving joint strategic planning between board and 

director, and finally, (4) having a generative board.  

 

 

Figure 33 Graph Representing Governane as Leadership Components According to Interview 

 

  Concerning the survey scale for this model which consisted of 3 questions, three of 

the previously mentioned components were tackled: the non-separation of powers between 
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positively (fully achieved) with only some partially achieved answers and very few 

inadequately achieved responses. In other words, the conclusion advanced in the interview 

analysis section is also valid for the surveys, thus reinforcing the applicability, to a certain 

extent, of the governance as leadership model within the context of Lebanese CSOs.   

 

E. Significances and Associations 

  After having tackled the findings of the essential theories and models of CSOs 

governance, I will proceed by discussing the revealed correlations/associations between 

these theories/models and the demographic categories which are the number of board 

members, CSO age, whether they are national or international, their life-cycle, field of 

work, and whether it was the CEO or a board member who took the survey or participated 

in the interview (refer to tables 15 & 16 below for this section). This will help determine the 

specific demographics which are correlated to having a certain theory or model, and which 

play a role in the governance of CSOs. The table below summarizes these significances 

which were generated through conducting Chi-Square tests between the models/theories 

and these categories on SPSS. A chi-square is a statistical test which may be used to test the 

hypothesis of no association between two or more groups, populations, or criteria. This test 

underlies two conditions for it to be functional. First, the variables should be categorical.  

  Second, this test can be used with nominal, ordinal, or scale variables, 

nominal/categorical being the case of the supposedly dependent variables which are the 

theories and models, and some of the demographics or supposedly independent variables 

such as national/international, life-cycle, field of work of the CSO, and position of the 
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participant in the CSO, and ordinal being the case of other demographics components such 

as CSO age and number of board members. To continue, these two conditions being 

checked and valid, the chi-square test could be tested. Now, concerning the results of such a 

test, two conditions are advanced in order to have a significance or association between the 

two variables. The first one is having an Asymp. Sig that is less than 0.05. The second one 

is having an Asymp. Sig that is higher than 0.01. After computing the chi-square test 

between each independent variable and each dependent variable, with a total of 84 tests, the 

results were summed up in the following two tables, one pertaining to the theories and the 

other one to the models 

 

Theories Number 

of Board 

Members 

CSO 

Age 

National or 

International 

CSO 

Life 

Cycle 

Field of 

Work of 

CSO 

CEO or 

Board 

Member 

Agency Theory No Yes No Yes No No 

Stakeholders 

Theory 

No No No No No No 

Managerial 

Theory 

No No No No No No 

Stewardship 

Theory 

Yes No No Yes No No 

Democratic 

Theory 

No No No No No No 

Class 

Hegemony/Elite 

Theory 

No No No No No No 

Small Group 

Effectiveness 

No No No No No No 

Contingency 

Theory 

No No No No No No 

 

Table 14 Table Representing Theories' Correlations with Demographic Components 
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Models Number 

of Board 

Members 

CSO 

Age 

National or 

International 

CSO 

Life 

Cycle 

Field 

of 

Work 

of 

CSO 

CEO or 

Board 

Member 

Policy Governance Model No Yes No No No No 

Constituent/Representative 

Model 

No No No No No Yes 

Entrepreneurial/Corporate 

Model 

No No No No No No 

Emergent Cellular Model No No No No No No 

Hybrid Vector Model Yes No No No No No 

Governance as Leadership  No No No No No No 
 

Table 15 Table Representing Models' Correlations with Demographic Components 

 

  A total of 7 significances were found for both the theories and the models. Four of 

these belonged to the theories and the three others to the models. Now, I will proceed by 

discussing these significances and their implications.  

  When it comes to the number of board members which is an independent variable, 

only one of the theories which is the stewardship one was found to be related to it. This is 

true because a chi-square test was performed and a strong relationship or association was 

found between the stewardship theory and the size of the board, X2 (14, N = 59) = 27.6, p 

=.016. So, by merely having p < .05, there is a significance or association between these 

two variables. In other words, the number of the board members within an CSO affects the 

presence or non-presence of the stewardship theory. 
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Stewardship Theory Value Df Asymptotic 

Significance 

(2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 27.601a 14 .016 

Likelihood Ratio 34.328 14 .002 

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 

.985 1 .321 

N of Valid Cases 59   

a. 30 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The 

minimum expected count is .49. 
 

Table 16 Chi Square Results between Board Size and Stewardship Theory 

  Another significance pertaining to the board size was found in relation to the hybrid 

vector model. This is true because a chi-square test was performed and a strong relationship 

or association was found between the hybrid vector model and the size of the board, X2 (8, 

N = 58) = 14.8, p =.043. So, by merely having p < .05, there is a significance or association 

between these two variables. In other words, the number of the board members within an 

CSO affects the presence or non-presence of the hybrid vector model.  

 

Hybrid Vector Model Value Df Asymptotic 

Significance 

(2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 14.815a 8 .043 

Likelihood Ratio 17.811 8 .023 

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 

2.709 1 .100 

N of Valid Cases 58   

a. 14 cells (77.8%) have expected count less than 5. The 

minimum expected count is .48. 

 
 

Table 17 Chi Square Results between Board Size and Hybrid Vector Model 
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  When it comes to the CSO age which is an independent variable, only one of the 

theories which is the agency one was found to be related to it. This is true because a chi-

square test was performed and a strong relationship or association was found between the 

agency theory and the size of the board, X2 (40, N = 59) = 52.8, p =.045. So, by merely 

having p < .05, there is a significance or association between these two variables. In other 

words, the number of the board members within an CSO affects the presence or non-

presence of the agency theory. 

 

Agency Theory Value Df Asymptotic 

Significance 

(2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 52.770a 40 .045 

Likelihood Ratio 54.012 40 .069 

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 

1.142 1 .285 

N of Valid Cases 59   

a. 62 cells (98.4%) have expected count less than 5. The 

minimum expected count is .15. 
 

Table 18 Chi Square Results between CSO Age and Agency Theory 

 

  Another significance pertaining to the CSO age was found in relation to the policy 

governance model. This is true because a chi-square test was performed and a strong 

relationship or association was found between the policy governance model and the size of 

the board, X2 (28, N = 59) = 39.4, p =.044. So, by merely having p < .05, there is a 

significance or association between these two variables. In other words, the CSO age 

affects the presence or non-presence of the policy governance model.  
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Policy Governance 

Model 

Value Df Asymptotic 

Significance 

(2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 39.438a 28 .044 

Likelihood Ratio 44.259 28 .026 

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 

9.636 1 .002 

N of Valid Cases 59   

a. 43 cells (95.6%) have expected count less than 5. The 

minimum expected count is .15. 

 
 

Table 19 Chi Square Results between CSO Age and Policy Governance Model 

 

  When it comes to the CSO life-cycle which is an independent variable, only two of 

the theories which are the stewardship and agency ones were found to be related to it. This 

is true for the first theory because chi-square test was performed and a strong relationship 

or association was found between each of the agency theory and the size of the board, X2 

(60, N = 58) = 75.4, p =.047. So, by merely having p < .05, there is a significance or 

association between these two variables. In other words, the life-cycle stage of an CSO 

affects the presence or non-presence of the agency theory. This is true for the second theory 

as well because chi-square test was performed and a strong relationship or association was 

found between each of the stewardship theory and the size of the board, X2 (42, N = 58) = 

57.2, p =.049. So, by merely having p < .05, there is a significance or association between 

these two variables. In other words, the life-cycle stage of an CSO affects the presence or 

non-presence of the stewardship theory. 
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Agency Theory Value df Asymptotic 

Significance 

(2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 75.366a 60 .047 

Likelihood Ratio 58.192 60 .542 

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 

.048 1 .827 

N of Valid Cases 58   

a. 84 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The 

minimum expected count is .03. 
 

Table 20 Chi Square Results between CSO Life Cycle and Agency Theory 

 

Stewardship Theory Value df Asymptotic 

Significance 

(2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 57.179a 42 .049 

Likelihood Ratio 41.741 42 .482 

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 

.000 1 .983 

N of Valid Cases 58   

a. 60 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The 

minimum expected count is .03. 
 

Table 21 Chi Square Results between CSO Life Cycle and Stewardship Theory 

 

  When it comes to the position or nature of the participant (CEO or board member) 

which is an independent variable, only one model which is the constituent representative 

one was found to be related to it. This is true because a chi-square test was performed and a 

strong relationship or association was found between the constituent model and the nature 

of the participant in the study, X2 (20, N = 64) = 28.9, p =.049. So, by merely having p < 

.05, there is a significance or association between these two variables. In other words, the 
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nature of the participant within an CSO affects the presence or non-presence of the 

constituency model. 

 

 

Constituent/Represent

ative Model 

Value df Asymptotic 

Significance 

(2-sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 28.901a 20 .049 

Likelihood Ratio 24.510 20 .221 

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 

8.644 1 .003 

N of Valid Cases 64   

a. 28 cells (84.8%) have expected count less than 5. The 

minimum expected count is .08. 

 
 

Table 22 Chi Square Results between Position of Participant and Constituent/Representative Model 

 

  So, all in all, the results of the chi-square test revealed that there were no 

correlations whatsoever between having a national/international CSO and any of the 

theories/models. Also, there were no correlations between the field of work of CSOs and 

any of the theories/models discussed. However, the rest of the components did have some 

influence on these models/theories indeed. For instance, the size of the board or number of 

members within it did have a certain influence on the organizations which followed the 

stewardship theory and/or the hybrid vector model, according to the test results. In addition, 

the age of the CSO turned out to be correlated to organizations which were more of agency 

theory and/or policy governance model practitioners. Furthermore, the life-cycle 

component of CSOs did exert a certain influence on the ones which functioned on the 

grounds of the agency and/or stewardship theories. Finally, the position of the survey 
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participants (CEO or board member) also played a role in influencing CSOs which 

followed the constituent representative model. It is important to note, however, that the 

implications for such conclusions will be discussed in the next chapter, the discussion part.   
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

 

 

  After having explored the history of CSO governance, the multiple definitions, 

theories, and models defining it, the concept of accountability related to it, its presence or 

absence in Lebanon, and the essential elements of such a concept using interviews and 

surveys with representatives of Lebanese organizations, a discussion clarifying and 

summarizing the whole concept can be initiated. Also, after having gathered significant data 

from almost 100 Lebanese CSOs and indicated the strengths and weaknesses of each and 

every model/theory of CSO governance, the way has opened for a discussion towards 

building the ideal model/theory of governance for Lebanon from scratch, using the 

currently missing/scarce and present components of governance in such a context. As a 

result, this chapter will (1) provide the reader with a reminder of the purpose or focus of my 

study by restating the research questions, (2) present a summary of the results, (3) examine 

and interpret the results in relation to the literature review parts, (4) indicate the importance 

of those findings, (5) advance the limitations of such results, (6) examine if the results can 

be generalized, (7) expose the ideal model/theory of CSO governance for the context of 

Lebanon, and finally (8) offer some valuable recommendations for new but related research 

ventures.     
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  For starters, I find it crucial to remind you of this study’s research questions as a 

way of refocusing all those previously made efforts on such matters. In other words, the 

whole purpose of studying the previously written literature about governance and gathering 

data from Lebanese CSOs essentially was answering or attempting to find proper answers 

for these research inquiries. (1) What does governance signify in general and how has it 

evolved to its current state? (2) What does it mean in the context of CSOs? (3) What 

theories and models exist regarding the concept of governance? (4) Which theories and/or 

models are most applicable to Lebanese CSOs, or which of their components are most 

prominent among them? (5) What correlations exist between these theories/models and 

factors characterizing the CSO at hand (age, board size, field of work…)? (6) What could 

be the ideal model or theory for the governance of CSOs in the Lebanese context and what 

recommendations could be generated from such a model/theory? 

 

A. Research Questions 1, 2, 3, and 4 

1. History of Governance 

What does governance signify in general and in the context of CSOs, and how has it 

evolved to its current state? For the purpose of answering this question, I dug into the 

literature regarding the concept of governance and extracted the following results. I will 

start with the historical part of the concept’s evolution. After that, I will proceed to 

summarizing the definitions of such a concept in a general manner, thus answering the 

research question.  
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  Historically speaking, and in all parts of the world, governance was present in bits 

and pieces, informal, and non-conceptualized. It was not until modern times, which were 

marked by globalization, that governance has started to take shape and integrate into the 

legal system through the laws on associations in different parts of the world, especially 

developed countries. For instance, in the United-States, governance was initially informal 

and only aspects of it were present among charities and other forms of associations. 

However, around this time (1750-1800), many theorists did mention aspects of governance 

such as Alexis De Tocqueville who identified three components of representative 

governance which were the homogeneity among members of an association in their beliefs 

and interests, the importance of meetings and having a fixed meeting place, and 

representativeness and elections of representatives within an association (Wagner, 2014 in 

de Tocqueville, 1963). In other words, around this time and until the 1980s, the idea of 

governance started to become visualized, but was still informal, while the real focus was on 

management. It was not until the 1980s that the first real and formal traces of governance 

appeared and were reinforced by the decentralization of the government through 

contracting out and public-private partnerships. This was when, the idea of governance, 

having a governing entity, and fiduciary governance appeared. However, the essence of 

CSO governance appeared as of the year 2000, when more and more acts and laws were 

passed concerning governance of nonprofits, involving matters such as board composition 

and responsibilities, transparency and accountability, financial control… etc.  

  On a different note, governance within the European third sector was deemed 

country specific since each country had its own way of approaching such a matter. In some 
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countries, such as the UK, the governance of nonprofits is the closest to the one applied in 

the USA since the third sector is completely independent from the government, and the 

government is not the main service provider. The concept of governance started to become 

prominent in the 1980s, just like in the USA, when privatization began rising and CSOs 

drastically increased in numbers. This was also when governance started to become 

standardized and regulated. In Germany, however, the state is the main service provider 

which explains the small number of CSOs there. Regardless, the concept of self-governance 

was still deemed important within German CSOs. Finally, in France, very little traces of 

such a concept were present historically, especially since the government of such a country 

was centralized. However, after the 1980s, when the socialists ruled the country, matters 

shifted and CSOs became prominent. So, the concept of CSO governance became present 

following this event.  

  Finally, and moving closer to my target which is governance of CSOs in Lebanon, 

part of the first chapter of this dissertation discussed the concept of CSO governance in the 

Arab world. Governance is still a brand-new concept in the region especially that very little 

is mentioned about it in the legal frameworks of such countries. It exists in certain contexts 

but with little to no regulation schemes and with constant government intervention in 

governance matters on all levels, especially within religiously and politically affiliated 

CSOs. However, Lebanon was observed as being more liberal in that matter, with lesser 

intervention from the government in governance issues. Governance of CSOs in Lebanon 

only became prominent after the civil war when the civil society began to carry 

international links, and concepts such as accountability, human rights, good governance, 
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and transparency became widespread. However, nothing, legally speaking, was mentioned 

about governance of CSOs in Lebanon which makes it a significant weakness compared to 

developed nations and some other Arab countries. Such a fact is reinforced by the political 

structure in Lebanon based on sectarianism, which is slowing down the progress of 

governance. However, most Lebanese CSOs do apply governance but on their own terms, 

especially with the absence of a legal framework which could give the government the 

permission to follow up on their activities. So, all in all, it can be said that this era is that of 

governance, in all sectors, including the nonprofit one. However, each part of the world has 

reached a different level of progress and advancement, while having some countries of the 

Arab world, including Lebanon, fall far behind, especially in terms of controlling the sector 

and its governance through, first, creating a proper legal framework for CSO governance 

and, second, implementing it correctly. In conclusion, the concept of governance is still 

new in terms of being existent in some parts of the world, while some traces or components 

of it could be pinpointed within CSOs, throughout history. Also, while in most contexts, the 

focus initially was on management, now the focus has shifted to governance, which is 

creating the need to initiate more and more laws concerning this matter. This is not a 

problem in the developed countries, but constitutes a large issue in less developed ones 

such as Lebanon due to many hurdles such as the political structure.  

 

2. Definition of Governance 

  The history of CSO governance comes along with the definition of such a concept, 

since the latter also evolved with time. In other words, I will discuss in the following couple 
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of lines the history of the word governance, which would complement the previously 

discussed history of the concept within different contexts. As it was shown in the literature 

review, multiple definitions were offered regarding this matter, some of which were 

redundant, and others complementary or supplementary. Initially, however, the concept of 

governance emerged as a replacement for the word government which was suggested by 

Cleaveland in the 1970s, due to his belief that the participation of the people in the decision 

making and the role of the government in leading instead of ruling were far different from 

the concept of government which was less integrative. Also, if one looks at the etymology 

of the word governance, it involves a lot more leadership and giving direction than 

controlling and ruling. Governance was perceived as either performed within organizations 

(internal governance of organizations) which initially involves one party which is the board 

of trustees and sometimes the director or on a larger scale (multi-level governance) which 

could involve multiple parties such as nonprofits, governments, businesses... etc. However, 

internal governance, which is the main preoccupation of my study, only started being used 

in the nonprofit world as of the 20th century, along with the somehow interchangeable 

concept of good governance. All in all, the multiple definitions of nonprofit governance 

presented in the literature review can be divided into three related parties (main actors, 

main functions, main characteristics, and composition of board) and could be summarized 

as follows: 
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a. The main actor(s)  

  Governance is performed by an entity called the board of trustees, the board of 

directors, or simply the board. Sometimes, this body is assisted by the director or CEO of 

the CSO regarding certain matters, especially when the CSO is still at its start-up stage. In 

some cases, the director replaces the board on this matter, especially when it is totally in 

short of experts or does have experts who rarely have time for the organization. However, 

the right way is to have the board perform governance matters for the organization, with the 

assistance of the director, when need be.  

 

b. The main functions of the governing entity 

- Steering and leading the organization and its stakeholders towards its mission and larger 

vision.  

- Making decisions and supervising their execution by the director and his or her team.  

- Involving stakeholders (employees, director, donors, beneficiaries… etc) in the decision 

making process and taking their opinions regarding organizational matters into 

consideration (participatory stakeholders, inclusiveness).  

- Overseeing the organizational affairs and activities through regular meetings and reports 

with the director and the management.  

- Planning strategically to achieve the mission and larger vision of the CSO which involves 

gathering information about courses of action, making a decision as to which alternative to 

choose among many, and executing the alternative at hand to achieve a certain goal in the 

organization. 
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- Fulfilling the functions of supervising the management of the organization’s finances and 

making sure that these are used for the intended purpose.  

- Making sure that the organization’s actors are acting in a legally and ethically acceptable 

manner, or, in other words, being responsible.  

- Building the mission and vision and making sure that the programs and projects of the 

organizations are being performed while sticking to this mission and vision.  

- Creating internal policies for the CSO which could include principles, rules, and 

guidelines for the organization.  

- Hiring or appointing the director or high-level manager of the organization.  

- Representing the organization vis-à-vis the outside environment and different 

stakeholders.  

- Following the rule of law which means that the board reinforces the rules within the 

organization and makes sure they are respected, as well as the external environmental 

regulations.  

 

c. The main characteristics of the governing entity 

- Being consensus oriented which would require from the governing entity to act upon 

finding a certain agreement which would please and serve the interest of all stakeholders. 

- Being mission-oriented in all its activities, rather than profit-driven.  

- Being held accountable or responsible for reporting to specific stakeholders such as the 

director, the beneficiaries, the donors, or the board itself (self-accountability). It is 

important to remind you that accountability includes transparency, answerability or 
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justification, compliance, and sanctioning, reprimanding, or imposing application, in cases 

of noncompliance or lack of transparency. Also, accountability’s essential questions, which 

could help define the contextual accountability, would be accountability how, what for, by 

whom, and to whom? Finally, accountability can be either compliance accountability, 

negotiated accountability, professional/discretionary, anticipatory/positioning 

accountability which were discussed in the accountability part of the literature review.  

- Being transparent which consists of making all matters related to the CSO available to the 

public such as donors, beneficiaries, employees, the government, and the general public… 

etc.  

- Being effective and efficient which essentially means adopting business processes by being 

able to properly manage resources while making sure that the beneficiaries are getting what 

they need and by being able to properly accomplish their duties.  

- Being innovative which essentially is knowing how to deal with multiple parties carrying 

differing opinions and needs, how to gather connections, money, and human capital 

effectively, and how to deal with and react to encountered problems and changes within the 

CSO and its environment, all of which will be done in a creative and imaginative way.  

- Being equitable which means treating all beneficiaries, employees, and donors equally, 

and giving them equal chances in participating in decision making and in providing the 

organization with their opinion, with regards to the CSO.  

d. Board Composition    

- Board Size:  
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The board of directors is either small or big in size which could carry significant negative or 

positive implications on the level of innovativeness concerning the governance of such an 

entity.  

- Board Diversity: 

This component signifies the extent to which the board has diverse members with varying 

skills, knowledge, knowhow, and connections. This aspect of the board also carries certain 

negative or positive implications when it comes to governance and innovativeness in that 

matter.    

- Human Capital: 

The human capital component is the actual knowledge, skills, capacities, and connections 

carried by those board members to fulfill governance innovatively. These can determine the 

courses of action undertaken by the board and could affect governance either positively or 

negatively.  

In conclusion, all of these components and characteristics constitute governance and mark 

its essence. In other words, it can be said that the internal governance of CSO is a complex, 

multi-layered, and multi-actor concept which is essential for the survival of all nonprofit 

organizations. On a different note, these ideas will be later on compared to the current state 

of the Lebanese CSOs to determine what is missing and what is there. However, before 

taking this next step, a brief summary of the theories, models, and findings pertaining to 

them will be presented.  

3. Theories and Models 
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  What theories and models exist regarding the concept of governance? This question 

was clearly answered in the literature review. However, in this section, I will provide the 

readers with a summary of what has been presented in the previous sections as well as the 

reality of matters within Lebanese CSOs based on the findings. Such a step will facilitate 

future comparison with the actual state of matters within Lebanese CSOs and will help 

generate the ideal theory/model of governance.  

 

a. Theories 

  The agency theory’s main components were (1) control, (2) goal conflict, (3) non-

cooperation, (4) CEO compliance, (5) lack of communication, and (6) non-interference in 

other people’s work. This theory was among the least prominent theories in my study. Its 

most prominent component was the element of control. In other words, it is practically 

impossible to disregard the fact that some boards within CSOs, compared to the majority of 

CSO boards, do inflict some control over other parties within the organization. However, 

the opposite is largely more widespread among Lebanese CSOs where cooperation, 

communication, and coordination reside.   

  On the other hand, and as opposed to the agency theory, the stakeholders’ theory’s 

main components were (1) involvement of all stakeholders in governance, (2) coordination, 

(3) connectedness of governing entity with external parties, (4) and more exposure for the 

organization. It was much more present within Lebanese CSOs than the agency theory. 

Ranking among the first couple of theories, its components were there in a large number of 

the participating CSOs which reflects their presence within Lebanese such organizations in 
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general. Having all stakeholders (donors, employees, and beneficiaries) participate in 

decision making and governance is rather unrealistic since it cannot be achieved easily, but 

does happen in rare cases. In other words, while in the majority of the CSOs is Lebanon 

employees have a say in decision making and governance, others involve beneficiaries or 

donors only, or two and, rarely, all three of them in decision making. Very few of them, 

however, involved donors in decision making and governance and the majority of them, by 

far, did have stakeholder participation in one form or the other. Given the large number of 

CSOs with stakeholder participation, many CSOs were highly connected with external 

parties such as their donors, the media, the government, and other CSOs. So, a larger 

stakeholder group meant numerous connections. Coordination, on a related note, was also 

much more prominent than the control component of the agency theory. Coordination in all 

its forms, CEO/ board coordination, CEO/employee coordination, board/external parties’ 

coordination, board/internal stakeholders coordination, also meant more effectiveness 

within the CSO, and more chances of achieving the mission/vision.   

  Related to the stakeholder theory, in its focus on coordination within CSOs, is the 

managerial theory. However, within this theory, coordination happens between the board 

and the CEO, and specific focus is on the latter who is more active. The CEO is the most 

important party according to this theory. The main components of such a theory were (1) 

symbolic board, (2) board approval, (3) CEO in control, (4) coordination between board 

and CEO, with more involvement of the CEO in governance matters, and (5) CEO as the 

main strategic planner and executer. In reality, however, among the interviewed 

representatives of CSOs, a large number of them answered that their board was a symbolic, 
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rather than a working one. They suggested that the director was the one in control of 

matters and that the board only offered its approval. However, regardless of this large 

number, the majority of those representatives admitted to having a working board rather 

than a symbolic one, while the minority had a board that was at times symbolic and at other 

times working. Furthermore, the results indicated that there was a shared involvement in 

strategic planning between the board and the director, while the director mostly worked on 

execution. So, the reality of matters does involve some shared work between both parties, 

while some rely more on the director and others more on the board, depending on the life-

cycle stage of the CSO among other factors. However, the involvement of other 

stakeholders in governance matters is omitted in this theory, unlike in the stakeholder 

theory. Also, unlike in the agency theory, control is considered to be in the hands of the 

director rather than the board. 

  The stewardship theory, however, similarly to the stakeholder one, goes by 

cooperation rather than control. Its main components were (1) high organizational 

identification, (2) strong communication, (3) connectedness, (4) joint strategic planning, (5) 

expert board, (6) strategic board, (7) homogenous ideas between board and CEO, and (8) 

cooperation, as mentioned before. Just like in the managerial theory, there is joint strategic 

planning between the board and the CEO, but while having the board as the main strategic 

planner, rather than the director. So, all governance matters such as mission and vision 

setting are the responsibility of the board, mainly, and do involve a secondary party which 

is the director of the CSO. However, according to the results, joint strategic planning is the 

reality of matters within the majority of Lebanese CSOs. This is different from what the 
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theory suggests, which is having the board as the sole strategic planner. Even though this 

was the case for some CSOs, it was not the case of the majority of them. However, the 

majority had strong communication schemes, strong boards, and a high organizational 

identification.  

  (1) Cooperation was also mentioned in the democratic theory where (2) 

representative elections constitute one of the main components. Other components included 

(3) communication, (4) stakeholders’ participation, (5) accountability, and (6) separation 

between the work of the board and that of the CEO. All these components were deemed 

necessary for a democratic organization, but not all of them were present in the case of 

Lebanese CSOs. For instance, accountability was present informally and CSOs lacked 

board accountability. In other words, most parties were observed as being accountable, 

mostly informally, except for the board in the majority of the cases. The director and 

employees were most of the time being held accountable to the board, external parties, or 

the employees to the director, sometimes formally and other instances informally, but never 

was the board held accountable. Cooperation did exist extensively among Lebanese CSOs 

which was already stated in previous theories, as well as formal and informal 

communication. All Lebanese CSOs did have a general assembly which elects the board 

every three years or so, thus representing the rest of the organization. The participation of 

all stakeholders, which would make the CSO at hand more democratic, along with fair 

elections, was the case in a small number of organizations. This is because the participation 

of all stakeholders was a bit farfetched, while the involvement of a couple of them was the 

case within some CSOs. Also, only a few CSOs admitted to having the board and the CEO 
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not interfere in each other’s work, which could have meant more democratic grounds if 

more CSOs had such a separation.  

  Similarly to the stewardship theory which suggests that the board and the CEO 

usually have connections, the class hegemony/elite theory claims that the governing body is 

a connected entity which links the organization to the outside world. Its main components 

were (1) similar values for the board members, (2) business people in the board, (3) CEO 

and board preserving their control over the CSO, and (4) connected board. The results 

suggested that at least half of the Lebanese CSOs did have a homogenous board with its 

members carrying similar values. Furthermore, the majority by far did have a strongly 

connected board. However, there were not many business or media people, or politicians 

within the boards and having a controlling board was not the case for most of the 

participating CSOs. So, these two components of the theory were not very much present 

among Lebanese CSOs, while having a harmonious and connected board was extensively 

the case among these organizations.  

  The small group effectiveness theory, just like many of the previous ones, did 

suggest the importance of coordination as opposed to control since it focuses on group work 

which obviously requires working together and coordinating. So, the main elements of such 

a theory were (1) cooperation, (2) board as a highly creative team, (3) group work between 

board members, and (4) flexibility. In reality, a large number of CSOs admitted to having a 

creative board which was able to deal with changing situations properly and innovatively, 

within an environment full of differing stakeholders. Such a creativity certainly requires 
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flexibility which was also one of the main and widespread components of such a theory, 

along with group work and cooperation, naturally.    

  Finally, I will be ending this section with the contingency theory which essentially 

focuses on the internal and external contingencies affecting the governance of CSOs. So, its 

main, but broad, components were (1) internal contingencies, (2) external contingencies, 

and (3) adaptability. The majority of the participating CSOs did mention often encountering 

internal and external factors which oftentimes affect their governance undertakings. 

However, the majority did not mention facing and adapting to such contingencies. So, the 

lack of adaptability to changing environments was a weakness of Lebanese CSOs. 

However, the questions pertaining to this theory might have affected its rating since they 

were rather specific to certain situations through which not all CSOs might have gone. 

 

b. Models 

  The policy governance model’s main components were (1) strong formalization, (2) 

CEO accountability, (3) homogenously thinking board, (4) hierarchy, (5) executive CEO, 

(6) strategic board creating mission and vision, (7) uncooperative relationship between 

them, (8) presence of internal policies, and (9) responsiveness to stakeholders. When it 

comes to the actual state of matters, Lebanese CSOs did have formalization which is related 

to having internal policies, CEO accountability, and a homogenously thinking board. So, 

the presence of internal policies within CSOs was a common factor but does not imply the 

application of such policies within these organizations. The rest of the components were 

less present but did exist in many of the CSOs. In other words, many of the CSOs did have 
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a hierarchical organization but many also had a flat one. Also, the majority had their board 

and CEO perform joint strategic planning, while this theory suggests that the board alone 

was responsible for such a matter, and the CEO did perform execution on his or her own as 

suggested by this theory. Only in some cases did the board perform strategic planning 

alone. This theory suggests an uncooperative relationship which is discredited by the high 

presence of joint work between the board and the CEO in strategic planning.  

  The constituent representative model, as its name suggests, involves constituents a 

lot more than the previous model and is significantly similar to the stakeholder and 

democratic theories for that matter. Its main components were (1) strong formalization, (2) 

decentralization, (3) communication, (4) elections, (5) constituent involvement and 

participation, and (6) representativeness. All of these components suggest that, according to 

this theory, the stakeholders or constituents, as they are called here, strongly participate in 

decision making which would be implied by conducting proper elections, and having 

representativeness, strong formalization, decentralization, and good communication within 

the CSO. However, in reality, such as in the case of Lebanese CSOs, this ideal case 

scenario is a bit difficult to achieve. In other words, not all stakeholders can or do 

participate, internal policies are not always abided by, communication is not always 

perfect… etc.  

  Now, the entrepreneurial model brings in a business touch to the models of 

governance. However, it was among the least prominent models of governance among 

Lebanese CSOs. Regardless, some traces of its components were present and should be 

taken into consideration at times. These components were (1) decentralization, (2) joint 
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strategic planning between board and director, (3) innovativeness which requires efficiency 

and effectiveness, (4) lack of formalization (short-term goals) and (5) being action oriented. 

The most prominent component was the decentralization one which was also mentioned in 

other theories and models. The others fall far behind, but are still present in some instances 

or in some organizations. In other words, most organizations were rather formalized and 

only a few were innovative and action-oriented since long-term goals were more frequent 

than short-term ones within CSOs. However, almost half of the organizations had their 

board and director perform joint strategic planning, which is a significant number, but does 

not make this component more frequent than the decentralization one.  

  Another model involving decentralization is the emergent cellular one. It moves 

away from traditional top-down structures towards more inclusive and flat-structures. Its 

main components were (1) communication (including regular meetings), (2) 

decentralization, (3) stakeholders’ participation, (4) flat structure, (5) adaptation to 

environment, (6) board diversity, (7) board made up of small self-working units, (8) 

emergent strategic planning processes, (9) less formalization, (10) having a core and an 

extended board, (11) innovativeness, and (12) expert board. All in all, this model had 

borrowed components from other existing models and theories with an added value which 

is the flat structure component, the board being made up of self-working units, emergent 

strategic planning processes, and the idea of having within the board a core and an extended 

board when need be. In reality, all of these components are present in some way but some 

of them more than others.  



 

215 

 

  The hybrid vector model, on the other hand, is all about adaptability to changing 

situations, even if the organization at hand had to alter its governance structures to do so. It 

joins characteristics of multiple previously tackled models. Its main components were (1) 

organizational identification, (2) evaluation, (3) frequent meetings of board members, (4) 

board serving as the link with the outside world, (5) adaptability to change, (6) board 

diversity, (7) board strategic planning, (8) flexibility, (9) accountability, and (10) power-

sharing. Concerning evaluation, less than half of the CSOs stated performing board self-

evaluation and a bit more stated having board evaluation from a different party such as the 

CEO. External evaluation of the board was much less frequent than internal evaluation. 

Furthermore, in reality, organizational identification, evaluation and frequent meetings of 

the board were rather present within participating CSOs, unlike the rest of the components.     

The most modern-looking model being the governance as leadership one suggests that there 

should be no boarders between the work of the board and that of the CEO and claims that 

the only preoccupation of both should be to solve the problems of the organization rather 

than focusing on personal stuff. Its main components were (1) maintaining organizational 

values, (2) focusing on problem solving rather than separation of powers, (3) joint strategic 

planning, and (4) having a generative board. A significant number of CSOs focused in 

reality on maintaining their organization’s values no matter what was presented to them. A 

rather smaller number focused on the other three components, which means that they were 

a little less preoccupied with generative thinking to solve a certain problem than with the 

initial values of their CSO which is both good and bad. It is good because values are very 

important within an CSO and any organization and should be abided by in all the programs 
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and activities undertaken to achieve the mission. However, in reality, even though these 

values are essential and should be stuck to no matter what, generative and innovative 

thinking and joint work between the board and the director are also as important since they 

can help achieve the mission and vision. So, there should be a balance between the two, 

which is almost the case within the participating CSOs.  

 

c. Applicability  

  After having answered the previous research question which consisted of discussing 

in a summary form the multiple theories and models pertaining to the governance of CSOs, 

this section will present a summary of the findings regarding governance in the context of 

CSOs, firstly. This procedure will consist of a table restating the theories/models and their 

respective components, and stating the degree of presence of each theory/model, each of 

their components, and each item presented within the definition of the concept of 

governance, all of which will be respectively based on the rankings, statistics, and literature 

review presented in the previous chapters. The degree of presence indicator will be referred 

to as either “slightly present,” “moderately present,” or “strongly present.” The degree of 

presence of the theories and models will rely on the rankings of both the interviews and 

surveys, the average of which will determine such a degree. So, for an average ranking 

between 1 and 3 inclusively, the degree of presence will be strongly. For an average 

ranking between 4 and 5 inclusively, the degree of presence will be moderately. Finally, for 

an average ranking between 6 and 8 inclusively, the degree of presence will be slightly. In 

other words, the theory will either be very present, not enough present, or very little present 
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in the Lebanese context. When it comes to the components of each theory/model and the 

components of the definitions of governance, the degree of presence will be based on the 

frequencies and percentages of some items and their comparison to other items. Finally, the 

theories/models and components of each one of them and the definitions will be sorted out 

and classified into these three groups (slightly, moderately, and strongly). Such a 

classification will indicate the current state of the Lebanese CSOs in terms of governance 

and the missing components or the ones which require some improvement or effort. In 

other words, it will provide an answer to the following research question:   

(4) Which theories and/or models are most applicable to Lebanese CSOs, or which of their 

components are most prominent among them?  

  To answer this question, first I will state the theories and models which were 

strongly present within Lebanese CSOs. These were the stakeholders’, stewardship, and 

democratic theories, and the policy governance, constituent/representative, and hybrid 

vector models. In other words, in larger terms, most Lebanese CSOs were observed as open 

and democratic, involving multiple stakeholders in their internal decisions and affairs, and 

strong on the communication and connectedness front. Also, they were perceived as having 

strong general accountability, internal formalization, power-sharing, decentralization, and 

representativeness. So, generally speaking, the Lebanese CSOs had a more cooperative and 

coordinative internal governance. The theories and models which were moderately present 

in this context were elite, small-group effectiveness, and contingency theories, and the 

emergent cellular and governance as leadership models. In other words, some, but not the 

majority of the Lebanese CSOs appeared to have business and other elites governing the 
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organization, a board divided into small effective groups, and a generatively thinking 

governing entity. Finally, the least present theories and models within Lebanese CSOs were 

the agency and managerial theories, and the entrepreneurial/corporate model. Put 

differently, a very small number of Lebanese CSOs have a controlling and uncooperative 

relationship between their board and CEO, or any kind of control from either side over the 

other. Also, very few of them were action-oriented and focused on making money and 

short-term plans rather than long term ones. These results indicate that, mostly, the 

business-inspired models were the least prominent among the CSOs in Lebanon. However, 

even if a certain theory/model is prominent and another one is not, does not mean that 

either or has less important or less prominent components within Lebanese CSOs. For this 

purpose, I will explore these aspects of each theory and model to pinpoint the ones which 

were strongly, moderately, and slightly present in such a context and their interpretation.    

  Second of all, the components which were strongly present among Lebanese CSOs, 

according to the theories and models findings, could be categorized into five parts: (1) 

Relationship between board and CEO, (2) roles carried out by the board, (3) characteristics 

of the board, (4) structure and composition of the board and CSO in relevance to 

governance, and (5) other. The relationship between the board and the CEO is essential in 

the study of governance and forms an initial aspect of most theories and models since the 

nature of the interaction between them could affect the aspect of governance and impact the 

organization as a whole. So, the aspects which were found present in the Lebanese CSOs 

pertaining to this aspect were non-interference in each other’s work, coordination, 

communication, regular meetings, power-sharing, and joint strategic planning. The second 
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category included the following items which are strongly present in Lebanon and require to 

be applied by the governing entities within CSOs: exposing the organization to the outside 

world, connecting the organization with external parties, involving stakeholders such as 

employees, donors, and beneficiaries in decision making and governance (very few 

organizations had all of these parties involved at once), representing them in a fair way 

through elections, performing joint strategic planning with the CEO, performing 

accountability and evaluation, focusing on problem solving, being responsive to 

stakeholders, maintaining the values and mission of the organization, and having the CEO 

as the main executer. However, board self-evaluation and having the CEO and external 

parties hold the board accountable were important but rare aspects among Lebanese CSOs, 

while other types of evaluation were strongly present within the organizations. So, the 

board was almost never evaluated by any party or held accountable.  

  Thirdly, the characteristics of the board members were that they carried a high 

organizational identification and similar values and thinking. Also, the board was observed 

in most of the Lebanese CSOs as a highly creative team. Fourthly, the structure and 

composition of the organization in relevance to governance included having strong 

formalization and internal policies, a mix of hierarchical and flat structures, and 

decentralization. In other words, most CSOs had formalization but were they truly 

following the internal policies on point and in all their programs and activities? Also, these 

findings suggest that Lebanese CSOs were formalized but do not imply the proper structure 

of such policies since there are no external parties or a law making sure that such structures 

are professional and up to international standards.  
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  Finally, the findings have suggested that some other components which do not 

belong to a specific category were also strongly present among Lebanese CSOs. These 

components were the internal and external factors which could affect the governance within 

CSOs.  

  Now, the components which were moderately present among Lebanese CSOs 

essentially were a few but could also be classified into some of the abovementioned 

categories. When it comes to the relationship between the board and the CEO, only some 

CSOs admitted to having a separation between the work of the board and the CEO. In other 

words, only some CSOs did not have the board and the CEO working together on any 

matters. When it comes to the role of the governing entity, only some CSO boards 

performed emergent strategic planning processes and involved all the stakeholders at once 

in their governance processes. However, a large number of them did not have any specific 

and impressive strategic planning schemes or did not even perform strategic planning. Also, 

only some CSOs performed strategic planning and created mission and vision without the 

assistance or intervention or any other party such as the CEO. When it comes to the 

characteristics of the board, only some admitted to having a symbolic and strategic board 

rather than a working one, and expert and generatively thinking members. When it comes to 

the structure and composition of the board, only some governing entities were made up of 

small self-working units.  

  In terms of the theories and models components, a good number of items were 

extremely rare among Lebanese CSOs. The rarely occurring components pertaining to the 

relationship between the board and the director within an CSO were control, goal conflict, 
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non-cooperation, director compliance to the board, and a lack of communication between 

them. So, this is the case when the board is in control. Of course, the element of control 

altogether was discredited according to the findings since even cases where the director 

controlled the board were very rare in Lebanese CSOs. So, having the CEO in control also 

was a rare element for CSOs in Lebanon. These findings suggest that no one controls no 

one within Lebanese CSOs, and that, instead, both parties work hand in hand to reach the 

mission, supposedly. Also, a rare element within Lebanese CSOs pertaining to this 

relationship was having the board and the CEO think alike on all matters. So, most of the 

time, these two parties had different ideas and worked on finding a compromise which 

would suit both of them and, supposedly, the CSO as well. Related to that, rarely did any of 

the participants suggest the presence of proper group work among their board members. 

When it comes to the roles carried out or, in this case, neglected by the board, rarely did 

any answers suggest that the board only had to approve decisions in the organization. 

Instead, the results showed that the board was a lot more involved than that. Related to that, 

rarely was the CEO mentioned as the main or sole strategic planner. Instead, a joint 

initiative regarding this matter was the case in most of the CSOs. The CEO and the board 

did not focus on preserving their control, which is suggested by some theories, but on other 

matters such reaching the mission and vision. Other roles which were suggested by some 

theories but were not very present among Lebanese CSOs included adaptability to changing 

internal and external environments and flexibility during these crisis periods. In other 

words, very little Lebanese CSOs truly worked on adapting to their changing environments. 

The third category which concerns the slightly present characteristics of the board included 
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innovativeness, efficiency, and effectiveness. Also, another characteristic of the board 

which was lacking included being action-oriented. So, these important characteristics of 

CSO boards are very rare within Lebanese CSOs. Findings on the fourth category which 

concerns the composition and structure of the board and organization suggested that only 

very few board members occupied prominent business positions the opposite of which was 

suggested by certain theories. Also, unlike what some models have suggested, very few of 

the Lebanese CSOs had a core board and an extended board which is made up of experts 

who intervene in situations of crisis. Other deficiencies revolved around formalization and 

internal policies as well as short-term goal setting.   

  Finally, in relation to the research question of this section, it is deemed important to 

pinpoint the components suggested by the definitions of governance which can be divided 

into four categories: (1) main actors, (2) main functions, (3) main characteristics, and (4) 

board composition. In the “main actors” category, three options were revealed in the 

findings. The main actors in governance were either and most prominently the board of 

directors hand in hand with the directors, or less likely the board alone or the director alone. 

So, in most of the cases, governance was performed jointly by the board and the CEO with 

more effort from the board regarding this matter. Secondly, the “main functions of the 

governing entity” category included steering and leading, overseeing organizational 

activities through reports, building the mission and vision, creating internal policies, hiring 

or appointing the director, representing the organization, and following the rule of law. 

These functions were strongly present among Lebanese CSOs which is a pretty good sign 

concerning the governance of such entities. However, some other functions of governance 
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were less present among Lebanese CSOs such as involving all the stakeholders in 

governance matters and decisions, planning strategically, and being responsible ethically 

and legally for the organization. In other words, not all stakeholders were involved at once 

in strategic planning, but instead only some of them participated at once. Also, strategic 

planning, which should be the main function of the board, is shared between the board and 

the executive director, which makes it less of a board function and more of a joint function, 

as mentioned before. Finally, very few CSOs admitted to having the board making 

decisions and supervising other parties and finances, despite these two functions being 

important aspects of governance according to the theories of such a concept. Thirdly, the 

strongly present characteristics of governance and the governing entity within Lebanese 

CSOs essentially were being consensus oriented and mission-oriented. So, the majority of 

CSOs admitted to carrying these characteristics within their board and organization. 

However, other characteristics such as being held accountable or responsible, transparent, 

effective and efficient, innovative, equitable, some of which are more business oriented, 

were almost found missing in the context of Lebanese CSOs, despite their importance in 

this matter. In other words, very few boards were held accountable and functioned 

transparently. Also, very few of them performed business practices which involved 

effectiveness and efficiency, as well as equitability and innovativeness. Finally, when it 

comes to the board structure and composition, very few of the CSOs admitted to having a 

large board divided into small committees. They were more likely to either have a small 

board or large one without committees. Also, very few of the Lebanese CSOs had board 
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members coming from different backgrounds and who are qualified and capable of doing 

the job properly (human capital).  

  All in all, between the strongly, moderately, and slightly present components of 

governance, one is left with an abundance of ideas and items which could be used for 

making sense of such a concept in a context like Lebanon. So, it is logical to admit that 

Lebanese CSOs have some weak and strong points, and that some items should be worked 

on and strengthened for better functioning CSOs, a larger trust from the public including 

donors and beneficiaries, and a smoother and successful effort towards reaching the mission 

and vision. Also, all of these suggested missing and present components could lead one to 

identifying an ideal theory/model of governance which would ultimately lead to such an 

ideal-type for CSOs. However, before implying what the ideal theory/model of CSO 

governance for Lebanon would look like, one more aspect of such a concept should be 

discussed: Is there a relation between some factors affecting the CSO and the theory model 

at hand? In other words, does the age of the CSO or the size of the board affect the 

functioning of the organization or relate to a certain theory(s)/model(s)?    
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Theories/Models Degree of 

Presence of 

Theory/Model 

in the Lebanese 

Context 

Components of Each Degree of 

Presence of 

Component in 

the Lebanese 

Context 

Agency Theory Slightly (1) Control Slightly  

(2) Goal conflict Slightly 

(3) Non-cooperation Slightly 

(4) CEO compliance Slightly 

(5) Lack of 

communication 

Slightly 

(6) Non-interference 

in other people’s work 

Strongly 

Stakeholders’ Theory Strongly (1) Involvement of all 

stakeholders in 

governance 

Moderately 

(2) Coordination Strongly 

(3) Connectedness of 

governing entity with 

external parties 

Strongly 

(4) Exposure for the 

organization 

Strongly 

(5) Not only 

beneficiaries 

participate 

Strongly 

(6) Not only donors 

participate 

Strongly 

(7) Not only 

employees participate 

Strongly 

Managerial Theory Slightly (1) Symbolic board Moderately  

(2) Board approval Slightly 

(3) CEO in control Slightly 

(4) Coordination 

between board and 

CEO 

Strongly 

(5) CEO as the main 

strategic planner 

Slightly 

(6) CEO as the main 

executer 

Strongly 
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Theories/Models Degree of 

Presence of 

Theory/Model 

in the Lebanese 

Context 

Components of Each Degree of 

Presence of 

Component in 

the Lebanese 

Context 

Stewardship Theory Strongly 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(1) High 

organizational 

identification 

Strongly 

(2) Strong 

communication 

Strongly 

(3) Connectedness Strongly 

(4) Joint strategic 

planning 

Strongly 

(5) Expert board Moderately 

(6) Strategic board Moderately 

(7) Homogenous ideas 

between board and 

CEO 

Slightly 

(8) Cooperation Strongly 

Democratic Theory Strongly (1) Cooperation Strongly 

(2) Representative 

elections 

Strongly 

(3) Communication Strongly 

(4) All stakeholders’ 

participation in 

governance 

Moderately 

(5) Accountability Strongly 

(6) Separation 

between the work of 

the board and that of 

the CEO. 

Moderately 

Class Hegemony/Elite 

Theory 

Moderately (1) Similar values for 

the board members 

Strongly 

(2) Business people in 

the board 

Slightly 

(3) CEO and board 

preserving their 

control over the CSO 

Slightly 

(4) Connected board Strongly 

Small-Group Effectiveness 

Theory 

Moderately (1) Cooperation Strongly 

(2) Board as highly 

creative team 

Strongly 
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(3) Group work 

between board 

members 

Slightly 

(4) Flexibility Slightly 

 

Theories/Models Degree of 

Presence of 

Theory/Model 

in the Lebanese 

Context 

Components of Each Degree of 

Presence of 

Component in 

the Lebanese 

Context 

Contingency Theory Moderately (1) Internal 

contingencies 

Strongly 

(2) External 

contingencies 

Strongly 

(3) Adaptability Slightly 

Policy Governance Model Strongly (1) Strong 

formalization  

Strongly 

(2) CEO 

accountability 

Strongly 

(3) Homogenously 

thinking board 

Strongly 

(4) Hierarchy Strongly 

(5) Executive CEO Strongly 

(6) Strategic board 

creating mission and 

vision 

Moderately 

(7) Uncooperative 

relationship between 

board and CEO 

Slightly 

(8) Presence of 

internal policies 

Strongly 

(9) Responsiveness to 

stakeholders 

Strongly 

Constituent Representative 

Model 

Strongly (1) Strong 

formalization  

Strongly 

(2) Decentralization Strongly 

(3) Communication Strongly 

(4) Elections Strongly 

(5) All constituents’ 

involvement and 

participation 

Moderately 

(6) Representativeness Strongly 
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Theories/Mo

dels 

Degree of 

Presence of 

Theory/Mod

el in the 

Lebanese 

Context 

Components of Each Degree of 

Presence of 

Component in 

the Lebanese 

Context 

Entrepreneu

rial/Corporat

e Model 

Slightly (1) Decentralization Strongly 

(2) Joint strategic planning between board 

and director 

Strongly 

(3) Innovativeness which requires 

efficiency and effectiveness 

Slightly 

(4) Lack of formalization (short-term 

goals) 

Slightly 

(5) Being action oriented Slightly 

Emergent 

Cellular 

Model 

Moderately  (1) Communication (including regular 

meetings) 

Strongly 

(2) Decentralization, Strongly 

(3) All stakeholders’ participation Moderately  

(4) Flat structure Strongly 

(5) Adaptation to environment Slightly 

(6) Board diversity Slightly 

(7) Board made up of small self-working 

units 

Moderately 

(8) Emergent strategic planning processes Moderately 

(9) Less formalization Slightly 

(10) Having a core and an extended board Slightly 

(11) Innovativeness Slightly 

(12) Expert board Moderately 

Hybrid 

Vector 

Model 

Strongly (1) High organizational identification  Strongly 

(2) Evaluation Strongly 

(3) Frequent meetings of board members Strongly 

(4) Connected board Strongly 

(5) Adaptability to change Slightly 

(6) Board diversity Slightly 

(7) Board strategic planning Moderately 

(8) Flexibility Slightly 

(9) Accountability Strongly 

(10) Power-sharing Strongly 

Governance 

as 

Moderately (1) Maintaining organizational values   Strongly 

(2) Focusing on problem solving rather 

than separation of powers 

Strongly 
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Leadership 

Model 

(3) Joint strategic planning Strongly 

(4) Having a generative board Moderately 
Tables 23 Summary of the Degree of Presence of Theories/Models Components (Slightly, Moderately, or Strongly) 

Definition of 

Governance 

Classification 

Components of Each Degree of Presence in the 

Lebanese Context (This is 

based on having the board 

as the main actor) 

Main Actors Board of Directors Slightly 

Director/CEO Slightly 

Both Strongly 

Main Functions Steering and leading  Strongly 

Making decisions and supervising  Slightly 

Involving stakeholders  Moderately 

Overseeing organizational 

activities through reports 

Strongly 

Planning strategically  Moderately 

Supervising the finances  Slightly 

Being responsible Moderately 

Building the mission and vision  Strongly 

Creating internal policies  Strongly 

Hiring or appointing the director  Strongly 

Representing the organization Strongly 

Following the rule of law Strongly 

Main Characteristics Being consensus oriented  Strongly 

Being mission-oriented Strongly 

Being held accountable or 

responsible  

Slightly 

Being transparent  Slightly 

Being effective and efficient  Slightly 

Being innovative  Slightly 

Being equitable Slightly  

Board Composition and 

Structure  

Board large size – Small 

committees 

Moderately 

Board small size Strongly 

Board diversity Slightly 

Human capital Slightly 
 

Table 24 Summary of Governance Components and their Degree of Presence (Slightly, Moderately, or Strongly) 

According to the Multiple Definitions of Governance 
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B. Research Question 5 Correlations and Interpretations 

  Building my way towards an ideal-type of CSO governance, one last stop should be 

made in order to reach it. Such a stop involves answering the following research question: 

What correlations exist between these theories/models and the factors characterizing the 

CSO at hand (age, board size, field of work…)? Of course, this question was in fact 

answered in the findings section. However, this section will serve as a way of restating the 

findings in a summary form and interpreting them further. The main factors were the size of 

the board, CSO age, CSO context (national or international), CSO life-cycle, CSO field of 

work, and nature of the participant in the survey/interview.  

  The size of the board did have some influence and association with the stewardship 

theory and the hybrid vector model which could signify that, in relation to the concerned 

theory, the number of board members is correlated to the amount of communication, 

cooperation, homogenous ideas within the CSO, and connectedness with the outside 

environment. Also, pertaining to the model at hand, the size of the board is correlated to the 

fact of having joint strategic planning, high organizational identification, and an expert and 

strategic board. So, to back these facts up with previous research, the size of the board, as 

mentioned in previous sections, was found to affect governance and does confirm the 

correlations found in my studies. To be more specific, a study has found that the larger the 

size of the board, the more connected and expert the board will be (Jaskyte, 2013). Also, in 

addition to my correlation findings, this study suggested that an increase in the size of the 

board meant more opinions within the CSO (Jaskyte, 2013). So, in addition to the 

correlation findings, this previously conducted study suggests that other theories could also 
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be correlated to the size of the board such as the elite and stakeholders’ theory which both 

mention the connectedness of the board with the outside world as one of their main 

components. Also, the hybrid vector model was found correlated to the size of the board. In 

other words, having a connected board, flexibility and diversity within it, and power sharing 

are related, more or less, to the decrease, or most probably, increase in the size of the board. 

So, logically speaking, the more there are people in the board, the more there would be 

diversity and opinions, which require connectedness, flexibility, power-sharing, 

communication, and cooperation. All in all, the larger the board, the more CSOs would be 

relying on the stewardship theory, hybrid vector model, and sometimes, the elite and 

stakeholders’ theories.   

  While thinking about the factors which could affect the governance of an CSO, I 

could not help but notice the role the age of an CSO could possibly play. Logically 

speaking, when a CSO has been in the field for years on end, it will supposedly gain 

experience in different matters concerning its functioning, including governance, and will 

hypothetically be more qualified than a start-up CSO on these matters. When it comes to 

such a factor, which is somehow related to the life-cycle one, the agency theory and policy 

governance model were found correlated to such a feature. In other words, the elements of 

control, compliance, hierarchy, uncooperativeness, and formalization can be affected by the 

age factor of the CSO at hand. Put differently, even though I could not find any previous 

research to prove it, the more mature the organization and the longer it has been around, the 

more formalized it will become and the more controlling its governing entity will turn out 

to be.  
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  Related to the age factor, the life-cycle of an CSO also plays a key role in either 

advancing or reducing the prominence of certain theories/models. Most CSOs have a start-

up phase where an idea which was once abstract and dreamed of, becomes reality. This 

stage is where the idea or issue is materialized, and where a small group of people decide to 

do something about it (Norris-Tirrell, 2011). This group becomes the board of directors and 

is usually made up of a small number of people at this stage. However, it will increase in 

size later on and involve a president, vice president, secretary, treasurer, and sometimes will 

be divided into committees depending on its size. Usually, at this early stage, the board 

starts issuing the mission, vision, values, bylaws, and a small plan for the CSO (Norris-

Tirrell, 2011). The roles are divided and the board is usually a working board at this stage, 

and functions both as the strategic planner and the executor of the mission and plans. No 

formal director nor staff exist at this stage. However, a charismatic leader is usually present 

to keep the others motivated. At this point, the idea is incubated and becomes officially 

registered at the ministry of interior. It is still struggling to find donors and build its way up, 

through winning credibility and for the ultimate purpose of serving the beneficiaries 

(Norris-Tirrell, 2011). When it comes to governance, it exists at this stage, but is still not 

formalized and does not carry a specific structure. It is present in the sense that this small 

founding group is building the mission, vision, and strategic plan of the CSO which 

constitute a great part of governance. However, clearly at this point, the board sets the stage 

for the growth of the organization through building a formal governance structure and 

planning for implementation (Norris-Tirrell, 2011).   



 

233 

 

  The next stage is the growth one which is characterized by the fast moving progress 

of the organization and by the process of introducing money into the CSO (Norris-Tirrell, 

2011). At this stage, donors enter the picture, staff and director are hired, plans are 

implemented, vision and mission are put into question, and the fact that a volunteer board 

cannot do the job alone is realized (Norris-Tirrell, 2011). Usually, at this stage, the 

organization is out of balance and still testing the grounds, just like young people when they 

reach puberty. The initial board usually remains as is or loses/introduces new members 

(Norris-Tirrell, 2011). Passion and commitment towards the mission are still there, but new 

paid staff outweigh the balance between interest in the cause and the operational side of the 

story. All in all, the grounds are still shaky, but everything is booming at a fast pace.  

  Governance is usually shared between the board and the CEO, and still constitutes 

an important part in this stage. Such a statement is deemed true since hiring employees and 

a CEO, and modifying or introducing new aspects to the mission and vision are considered 

part of governance and are actually executed at this level of advancement. Sometimes, 

organizations go back to this growth stage after maturity, when a crisis occurs and an 

influential leader is hired to turn matters around (Norris-Tirrell, 2011). Usually, this expert 

is called the turn-around champion since he/she leads the organization towards a new 

growth phase and out of its crisis.  

  Maturity, or the stable stage for any organization, is considered the ideal period for 

any CSO. The CSO knows its donors and environment, is formalized and has a stable 

structure in terms of operations and governance, has expert staff, a well-structured board, 

self-sustained programs which ensure the long-lasting functioning of the CSO, clearly 
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identified beneficiaries, well-structured programs and high-quality service delivery, specific 

evaluation and accountability schemes… etc. The organization has gained credibility at this 

point and becomes a reference in its field (Norris-Tirrell, 2011). Meetings are well-

organized. Money sometimes becomes a priority, thus tempting the organization to shift 

away from its mission for such a purpose (Norris-Tirrell, 2011). Thus, maintaining the 

continuity of the CSO becomes more important than sticking to the mission. Management 

overshadows leadership, as a result (Norris-Tirrell, 2011). Sometimes, the board becomes 

less influential and the management takes charge. 

  Finally, sometimes, CSOs reach an impasse where the only way out is through 

dissolution. This usually happens when a crisis is unresolvable, when an CSO has reached 

its mission, or when it has nothing else to contribute to this matter. Unless the mission was 

reached, another option would be to hire a turn-around champion as mentioned above to put 

the CSO back on track (Norris-Tirrell, 2011). However, not all organization are that lucky.  

Now, the theories/models which were found correlated to such a factor were the 

stewardship and agency theory. So, just like a human being, CSOs go through different life-

phases and it is suggested by some scholars that governance is strongly affected by the 

current stage of the CSO at hand (Kassis and Costa, 2012). Furthermore, it was implied that 

the nature or functions of governance or the governing entity alter and adapt to the needs of 

the life-cycle phase (Kassis and Costa, 2012). For instance, the board could be a founding 

one, a strategic one, a ruling one, or a transformational one… etc. The correlation findings 

and the previous statements imply that the life-cycle factor does affect indeed the 

governance practices adopted at a specific time.      
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  One final factor which was found correlated to the constituent representative model 

was the nature of the participant or whether he or she was a board member or an executive 

director at a CSO. This factor is indeed important since, given that the survey and interview 

were about governance matters, the individuals who would have volunteered or been asked 

to participate in them were probably the ones who are the most involved in governance 

matters within the organization. So, the correlation findings implied that the nature of the 

person who is the most involved in governance does affect communication, 

decentralization, formalization, elections and representativeness, and the involvement of all 

stakeholders in decision making. So, it could be that when the board is in charge of 

governance matters, there will be more or there will be less representativeness or 

involvement in decision making. On the other hand, it could be that when the CEO is in 

charge of governance matters, there will be more formalization and fairer elections. Judging 

from the findings which indicate that the majority of participants were board members and 

that the constituent representative model recorded a high ranking among other model, one 

can say that having the board as the main governance entity is positively correlated to the 

components of the constituent model. In other words, it might be that there more the board 

is involved in governance, the more there would be communication, formalization, 

representative elections, and stakeholders’ involvement. Also, the same idea can be applied 

to having the CEO as the main actor in governance since a large number of participants 

(fewer than board members) have participated in my study. However, when the two of them 

are involved in governance together and equally, there tends to be less communication, 

formalization, representativeness, and decentralization/stakeholders’ involvement.  



 

236 

 

  Surprisingly, the context (national/international) and field of work factors did not 

have any effect on any theory or model whatsoever, judging from the findings. This means 

that the facts that an CSO is national or international and that it works in this field or that 

field do not affect or determine the model or theory of governance which will be most 

prominent. On the other hand, the size, age and life-cycle of an CSO, as well as the nature 

of its governing entity do affect the governance within an CSO.  
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CHAPTER VI 

NEW THEORY/MODEL 

 

  If one strives to reach a point where an ideal theory is formed, even if such 

archetype could never be completely achieved, one only does so to at least come close to 

such an ideal. What could be the ideal model or theory for the governance of CSOs in the 

Lebanese context and what recommendations could be generated from such a 

model/theory? It would seem quite mainstream to state that the ideal theory/model of 

governance would actually require joining all the above-mentioned ones, while avoiding 

redundancies. However, I believe that it would be more proper to identify the weaknesses 

and strengths in such a sector in the Lebanese context and to add them up, thus generating 

an ideal theory of governance. Also, what is important is to specify the elements which 

should be strengthened and the ones which should remain intact and/or reduced in 

frequency. So, judging from the literature review and findings, one can say that the ideal 

theory/model of governance of CSOs would probably be complex to the point that it cannot 

be stated in one sentence. It would probably be divided into the sections similar to the ones 

presented above. This is what it would look like (see Tables 26 & 27 below):  
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Frequ

ency/

Categ

ories 

Main 

Actors in 

Governanc

e 

Relationship 

between 

Board and 

Executive 

Director 

Main 

Functions of 

the Governing 

Entity 

Main 

Characterist

ics of the 

Governing 

Entity 

Board 

Structure 

and 

Compositio

n 

Additi

onal 

Aspect

s 

Slight

ly 

-Board of 

Directors 

-

Director/C

EO 

-Control,  

-Goal 

conflict,  

-Non-

cooperation, 

-Director 

compliance 

to the board,  

-Lack of 

communicati

on between 

them 

-Making 

decisions and 

supervising  

-Supervising 

the finances  

-Board self-

evaluation  

-Having the 

CEO and 

external 

parties hold 

the board 

accountable  

-Board only 

had to 

approve 

decisions in 

the 

organization 

-CEO as the 

main or sole 

strategic 

planner 

-CEO and 

board  

focus on 

preserving 

their control 

-Adaptability 

to changing 

internal and 

external 

environments 

-Flexibility 

during crisis 

periods 

-Being held 

accountable 

or 

responsible  

-Being 

transparent  

-Being 

effective 

and 

efficient  

-Being 

innovative  

-Being 

equitable 

-

Innovativen

ess,  

-Efficiency,  

Effectivene

ss 

-Being 

action-

oriented 

 

-Board 

diversity 

-Human 

capital 

-Board 

members 

occupying 

prominent 

business 

positions 

-Core board 

and an 

extended 

board 

which is 

made up of 

experts who 

intervene in 

situations 

of crisis, 

-Weak 

formalizatio

n  

-Few 

internal 

policies  

-Short-term 

goal setting 
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Freque

ncy/Cat

egories 

Main 

Actors in 

Governance 

Relationshi

p between 

Board and 

Executive 

Director 

Main 

Functions of 

the 

Governing 

Entity 

Main 

Characteri

stics of the 

Governing 

Entity 

Board 

Structure 

and 

Compositio

n 

Additi

onal 

Aspect

s 

Modera

tely 

 Separation 

between 

the work of 

the board 

and the 

CEO 

-Involving 

stakeholders  

-Planning 

strategically  

-Being 

responsible 

-Performing 

emergent 

strategic 

planning 

processes  

-Involving all 

the 

stakeholders 

at once in 

governance 

processes 

-Performing 

strategic 

planning  

-Creating 

mission and 

vision 

without the 

assistance or 

intervention 

of any other 

party such as 

the CEO 

-Having a 

symbolic 

and 

strategic 

board 

rather than 

a working 

one 

-Expert 

members 

-

Generativ

ely 

thinking 

members 

 

-Board 

large size – 

-Small 

committees 

-Small self-

working 

units 

 

 

Tables 25 Table Representing Components of Ideal Theory/Model of CSO Governance for the Lebanese Context 

(1) 
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Freq

uenc

y/Ca

tegor

ies 

Main 

Actors 

in 

Govern

ance 

Relations

hip 

between 

Board and 

Executive 

Director 

Main Functions of the 

Governing Entity 

Main 

Characte

ristics of 

the 

Governi

ng 

Entity 

Board 

Structu

re and 

Compo

sition 

Addit

ional 

Aspe

cts 

Stro

ngly 

Both -Non-

interferen

ce in each 

other’s 

work 

-

Coordinat

ion  

-

Communi

cation,  

-Regular 

meetings, 

-Power-

sharing,  

-Joint 

strategic 

planning 

 

-Steering and leading  

-Overseeing organizational 

activities through reports 

-Building the mission and 

vision  

-Creating internal policies  

-Hiring or appointing the 

director  

-Representing the 

organization 

-Following the rule of law 

-Exposing the organization 

to the outside world 

-Connecting the organization 

with external parties  

-Involving stakeholders such 

as employees, donors, and 

beneficiaries in decision 

making and governance 

(very few organizations had 

all of these parties involved 

at once),  

-Representing stakeholders 

in a fair way through 

elections  

-Performing joint strategic 

planning with the CEO,  

-Performing accountability 

and evaluation,  

-Focusing on problem 

solving, being responsive to 

stakeholders,  

-Maintaining the values and 

mission of the organization,  

-Having the CEO as the main 

executer 

-Being 

consens

us 

oriented  

-Being 

mission-

oriented 

-High 

organiza

tional 

identific

ation  

-Similar 

values 

and 

thinking 

-Highly 

creative 

team 

 

-Board 

small 

size 

-Strong 

formali

zation  

-

Internal 

policies 

-

Hierarc

hical 

structur

e 

-Flat 

structur

e  

-

Decent

ralizati

on 

 

Intern

al 

and 

exter

nal 

factor

s 

whic

h 

could 

affect 

gover

nance 

Table 26 Table Representing Components of Ideal Theory/Model of CSO Governance in the Context of Lebanon 
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The ideal theory/model of governance would suggest that the board should be the 

initial actor in CSO governance, and be assisted by the executive director and the 

management team, especially during extraordinary instances which require the opinion of 

more than one party. However, the rest of the time, the main and only governance body 

should be the board. However, setting aside the crisis periods, some other instances would 

require having the director as the main governing entity, which is often a fate determined by 

certain factors. Such factors would be the life-cycle stage of the organization and/or the 

level of expertise, involvement, and motivation held by the board. So, when an CSO is at its 

start-up stage, it will most probably have the director and the president of the board as the 

same person since no employees would have been hired then. So, technically speaking, the 

director would be the main governance party. Also, when an CSO is in decline, a 

transformational leader will, oftentimes, be hired to get the organization back on its feet. 

This leader will most probably occupy the CEO position and take care of governance 

matters at first, before passing the flame to the new board. Finally, some boards would be 

lacking the expertise to handle governance issues, or would be disinterested in the cause of 

the organization which would make them unwilling to fulfill their governance duties and 

have the CEO take care of them, or would be interested in the mission but not as involved 

as they should be due to some time or other constraints. All in all, ideally speaking, the 

board should be the only true governing entity and should only be assisted by other parties 

when need be. Of course, other parties will ultimately be involved in one way or another, 

but the ultimate governance tasks would be the responsibility of the board.  
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  The ideal theory/model of governance would ultimately suggest having a 

cooperative and coordinative relationship between the board and the CEO, based on 

extensive communication, regular meetings, power-sharing, and joint strategic planning. 

However, there should always be boundaries between the work of the CEO and the board 

since the intervening of either party in the work of the other is unacceptable and could slow 

down the work progress. Also, this is true because these functions and roles were specified 

for a reason. The CEO should take care of the execution of the plan created by the board to 

reach the mission/vision that the latter has issued for the CSO. Of course, given the number 

of parties involved in an organization, goal conflict will always exist, also within the 

governing entity itself since no human being will place an organizational mission or vision 

before his/her own personal needs and goals, no matter how much this individual is 

committed to the organization. In other words, if a mother of two elementary school 

children is a board member at an CSO, she will oftentimes encounter goal conflict between 

the work she is supposed to do to help the organization reach its mission and making her 

children live a decent life while taking care of them. So, goal conflict is not necessarily 

there, but oftentimes bumped into in any kind of job, including being a board member. 

Furthermore, the element of control is sometimes required, but without using force, 

otherwise matters might get out of control. Also, when it comes to governance matters, and 

especially when dealing with an expert board, the CEO and the rest of the organization 

should generally comply with the board’ requests, but should ultimately be able to point a 

finger when they see something wrong.    
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  Now, when it comes to the functions and roles of the governing entity, they should 

mainly be responsible of planning strategically while concocting and using emergent 

strategic planning processes. Such a task will initially include creating the mission and 

vision for the organization, and possibly renewing and/or modifying them as the 

organization progresses, and coming up with a long-term plan to reach such goals. Other 

parties such as the CEO, management team, employees, donors, and beneficiaries can be 

involved in such matters, in a way that their opinions might be taken into consideration. So, 

stakeholders must be involved in governance processes and decision making, but the board 

will remain the ultimate party to take the final decisions pertaining to governance tasks. 

Such stakeholders will be represented by the board members who will be elected by the 

general assembly. So, elections is a great tool for fairly choosing the ones who will govern 

the CSO. Other main functions which should be engaged in by the board is being 

responsible or held accountable by the CEO or external parties, steering and leading the 

CSO, overseeing organizational activities through reports, creating internal policies,  hiring 

or appointing the director,  representing the organization in its environment, following the 

rule of law, exposing the organization to the outside world, connecting the organization 

with external parties, performing joint strategic planning with the CEO, holding others such 

as the CEO accountable and performing self-evaluation and CEO evaluation, focusing on 

problem solving, being responsive to stakeholders, maintaining the values and mission of 

the organization in all its activities and programs, and recognizing having the CEO as the 

main executer. On a related note, other functions and roles which should be improved in the 

context of Lebanon, and which are definitely part of this ideal theory/model would be 
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making decisions and supervising activities, especially finances, going through evaluation 

and being held accountable, having the board only approve non-governance related matters, 

having the CEO and board focus and find a balance between preserving their control, 

adapting to their changing external environments, and finding flexibility during crisis 

periods.  

  The main characteristics under the ideal theory/model of governance should include 

having the board be consensus oriented and mission-oriented, carry high organizational 

identification and similar values, and form a highly creative team. Other characteristics 

would include the board acting transparently and equitably, being effective and efficient in 

its work, working within innovative lines, being action oriented, having a balance between 

being strategic (working) and symbolic, and involving members who are experts in 

different fields and who go by generative thinking. These final characteristics are scarce in 

Lebanon according to my study findings and should be improved for a better and improved 

governance, thus paving the way towards the ideal-type of CSO governance. 

  When it comes to the board structure and composition, this is what they should look 

like ideally. The board should generate strong formalization in the form of internal rules 

and policies which should be followed without any exceptions by all internal parties 

involved in the organization. Decentralization and flat structures should be key and adopted 

for a more modern CSO and practices. However, some traces of hierarchy should remain, 

especially when it comes to high level managers and the board, in the sense that a regular 

employee should not have the power to implement a certain transformational change, or any 

change to say the least. First, he/she should reveal his concerns to his/her supervisor who 
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will discuss it with the CEO and board if need be. In this sense, there should be a balance 

between hierarchical and flat structures. Additionally, some items which were found scarce 

in the context of Lebanese CSOs should definitely be part of the ideal-type of CSO 

governance. These include having a diverse board with members carrying different 

knowledge, education, experiences, and savoir-faire, and being equipped with human 

capital. Also, for better impact on donors and for better exposure, it is always a good idea to 

hire or elect board members occupying prominent positions in society such as important 

business, media, and political position. Finally, large-sized boards should be divided into 

small specialized committees (small self-working units) such as ones responsible of 

fundraising, others of finances, others of marketing, others or hiring the CEO…etc. Also, an 

alternative case scenario would be to have a core board and an extended board which would 

be made up of experts who only intervene in crisis situations. Both alternatives are good in 

the presence of a large board.  

  Finally, additional aspects of the governance of CSOs would include the internal 

and external contingencies affecting the work of the governing entity. Internal factors 

which can positively and/or negatively affect the governance within an CSO include 

recruitment and turn over issues, board members with different opinions, financial stability, 

beneficiaries’ mood, fundraising difficulties, lack of professionalism, disrespect towards 

bylaws, unenthusiastic staff, symbolic, nonfunctional board, unqualified board members, 

recruitment of appropriate staff, upsizing the CSO, lack of staff members, problems 

concerning which beneficiary should get the funds, continuity of volunteers and staff, 

personal interactions, and having a narrow cause. In addition to these contingencies which 
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were pinpointed in the interviews and surveys, there were other internal factors which often 

affect governance. These were initially specified to classify the CSOs. Such factors 

included the age and life-cycle of the CSO, the size of the board, and the main governing 

party, all of which are interrelated. The external factors, however, included the CSO having 

a critical and sensitive cause, the archaic and difficult to change law on associations, money 

and donation issues, the perception of cause by society (unacceptance, sometimes), the way 

the government deals with cause, the political situation of the country and the general 

security in the country which could make some parties such a donors reluctant to visit the 

CSO branch in this country, lack of funding, weak crisis management, the economic 

situation of the country, difficult task of dealing with volunteers and employees, convincing 

people of cause, perception of the cause by the media which is spread to the public at large, 

tough relation with some external parties, lack of transparency of some external parties with 

which the CSOs interact, governmental red tape when it comes to submitting certain 

documents and receiving approval, and refusal of some key external parties to interact 

and/or cooperate with some CSOs. All of these contingencies might affect the governance 

within CSOs. They might slow down their progress, improve their governance 

improvement, or even hinder it, depending on their frequency and abundancy.  

  All in all, these elements, combined, would form the ideal-type theory/model, which 

turns out to be not as ideal as I first thought. In fact, it can be easily reached if CSOs agree 

to do so and if such an initiative is accompanied by a new law on associations or a modified 

law on associations with a section on their governance.  
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Categorie

s 

Ideal Theory/Model 

Main 

Governan

ce Actors 

The board should be the initial actor in governance, and can be assisted by the 

executive director and his/her team at times, especially during crisis situations. 

Relations

hip 

between 

Board 

and CEO 

-Control to a certain extent 

-Compliance to the board in governance matters 

-Goal conflict will always exist 

-Setting boundaries between the board and the CEO’s work 

-Coordination 

-Cooperation 

-Communication 

-Regular meetings 

-Power-sharing 

-Joint strategic planning 

Main 

Functions

/Roles 

More of:   

-Making decisions and supervising  

-Supervising the finances  

-Board self-evaluation  

-Having the CEO and external parties hold the board accountable  

-Board only had to approve decisions in the organization 

-CEO and board focus on preserving their control 

-Adaptability to changing internal and external environments 

-Flexibility during crisis periods 

Already there: 

-Involving stakeholders  

-Planning strategically  

-Being responsible 

-Performing emergent strategic planning processes  

-Involving all the stakeholders at once in governance processes 

-Performing strategic planning Creating mission and vision without the 

assistance or intervention of any other party such as the CEO 

Already there: 

-Steering and leading  

-Overseeing organizational activities through reports 

-Building the mission and vision  

-Creating internal policies  

-Hiring or appointing the director  

-Representing the organization 

-Following the rule of law 

-Exposing the organization to the outside world 

-Connecting the organization with external parties  
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-Involving stakeholders such as employees, donors, and beneficiaries in 

decision making and governance (very few organizations had all of these 

parties involved at once),  

-Representing stakeholders in a fair way through elections  

-Performing joint strategic planning with the CEO,  

-Performing accountability and evaluation,  

-Focusing on problem solving, being responsive to stakeholders,  

-Maintaining the values and mission of the organization,  

-Having the CEO as the main executer 

Main 

Character

istics  

More of: 

-Being transparent  

-Being effective and efficient  

-Being innovative  

-Being equitable 

-Innovativeness, Efficiency,  Effectiveness 

-Being action-oriented 

-Having a board which is balanced between being strategic (working) and 

symbolic 

-Expert members 

-Generatively thinking members 

Already there: 

-Being consensus oriented  

-Being mission-oriented 

-High organizational identification  

-Similar values and thinking 

-Highly creative team 

Board 

Structure 

and 

Composit

ion 

More of: 

-Board diversity 

-Human capital 

-Hiring board members occupying prominent business, media, and political 

positions 

-Core board and an extended board which is made up of experts who intervene 

in situations of crisis 

-Large sized board should be divided into small committees (small self-

working units) 

Already there: 

-Strong formalization  

-Internal policies 

-Balance between hierarchical and flat structures  

-Decentralization 

Additiona

l Aspects 

Internal and external factors which could affect governance 

Table 27 Final Structure of the Ideal Theory/Model of Governance for the Context of Lebanon 



 

249 

 

CHAPTER VII 

CONCLUSION 

 

  Throughout this study, the internal governance of CSOs was extensively explored 

through researching the history behind it, the roots which have generated such a concept, 

the literature which has pinpointed its multiple definitions and the models/theories, and the 

actual state of such a concept in the context of Lebanon. In this study, we were able to 

determine what was missing here in Lebanese CSOs and what was there, and to find out the 

actual important aspects of governance and the contingencies which could affect it 

positively and negatively. Such findings were revealed not only through secondary research 

methods, but also through primary research tools such as interviews and surveys which 

were used to inquire board members or directors at Lebanese CSOs (23 interviews and 74 

surveys). Following the data collection step, the information gathered was organized, 

analyzed and discussed. The theories and models of governance were classified into 

slightly, moderately, and strongly present, as well as the components of the theories/models 

and definitions. This initiative was pursued to identify the gap within Lebanese CSOs in 

relation to governance. Ultimately, it was concluded that an ideal theory/model is far from 

being an option since there is no one model/theory which could ever cover all the CSOs. 

However, the ideal model/theory is nothing but joining the components of all the 

theories/models and definitions related to governance to create a generic model/theory from 

which components could be picked. Thus, appropriate components could be selected from it 
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depending on the CSO at hand. In other words, not all components would fit in all existing 

organizations. Other factors could play a role in determining such components such as the 

CSO age or life-cycle stage…etc. However, an important question remains:  

  What’s the use of such a study and what would be its contributions to CSOs and the 

society as a whole in a multi-level context. Well, the answer is the following:  

The relevance of such a study and findings relies in the idea that civil society 

organizations are part of the multi-level governance network in most countries of the world. 

However, in order for them to be reliable, trustworthy, and become part of the larger 

governance picture, they should adopt governance practices which would improve their 

functioning and make them more accountable, transparent, fair, decentralized in their 

decisions, and responsive to stakeholders. Even though most CSOs in countries of the west 

have already adopted such practices, many third world countries such as Lebanon do not 

apply such practices within their CSOs, unless one is talking about the locally located 

international ones which probably stick to international standards. However when it comes 

to the local CSOs such as the ones in Lebanon, most of them are short of governance 

schemes and structures. While the rest might carry such practices, there is no proper legal 

framework to check upon their appropriate application. In other words, when a certain 

Lebanese CSO considers to be working accountably and transparently, this does not mean 

that it actually is. Checkups should be performed by external parties such as the 

government or private companies or both to make sure that such practices are being 

performed properly. Also, they should be able to refer to a certain law dictating the 

procedures related to governance and to the steps which should be taken when such 
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procedures are not properly followed. So, having generated an ideal theory/model of CSO 

governance for Lebanon, based on the review of relevant literature and on inquiring the 

governing parties at the CSOs on governance matters, could largely serve as a starting point 

for CSOs to reach their ultimate goals, perform their activities to an international standard, 

and better integrate in the larger multi-level governance picture. Added to that, CSOs can 

use such a theory/model while issuing their internal policies and rules. Also, it can be 

perceived as the beginning of reforms regarding the Lebanese law on associations. In other 

words, the new, modified, or amended charity law in Lebanon could be based on such an 

ideal but concrete theory/model. Furthermore, such an ideal-type could be an advantage for 

the society as a whole, especially when it is dealing with CSOs on a daily basis and 

benefiting from their services, in such a way that will prevent the oftentimes covert 

corruption of some of those organizations or shed light on their illegal schemes though 

making them more transparent, accountable, and governance-oriented.  

  However, every study has its limitations. When it comes to this one, the limitations 

are the following: 

  -  The population of Lebanese CSOs is very high and not exact. Even though I have 

taken a representative sample of the registered population, a question mark is raised on this 

subject especially that the non-registered ones were not taken into account. Also, there are 

the ones which are registered but have stopped working a long time ago or are ghost CSOs. 

Such factors could have inflicted some limitations to my study. 

  - The unwillingness of most CSOs to participate in my study. The reason could be 

that they are hiding something or a lack of trust, or other transparency problems. Such 
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factors have slowed down the progress of my dissertation and have sometimes led me to the 

point of giving up. However, I did not give up and accepted to work with the small number 

of CSOs which have agreed to participate in my study. 

-There remains the uncertainty that the participating CSOs have shared genuine 

information with me. So, even if an CSO has participated in my study, does not mean that it 

has provided me with true information. 

  -Most importantly, assuming that this study was used to include a section on 

governance in the law on associations, what would be the chances of it being taken into 

consideration as a first step and of it being applied as a second step? What could be the 

alternatives for implementation? Such questions bring us to the discussion of government 

intervention or its limitation with regards to implementing or even passing the law. This 

idea could be translated into the topic of governance without government, through national 

or international actors for example. Since the progress of CSOs is hindered by the political 

structure, sectarianism, their affiliation with religious and political groups, and sometimes 

governmental restrictions, it is essential to consider the government barriers towards a 

better internal governance and to come up with new ways of applying such governance 

schemes, such as through international standards required by International Organizations.   

All these limitations open the door for future prospective research opportunities. 

However, regardless of those limitations, similar conclusions bring us to an insightful 

saying by a prominent rightist Filipino politician and former president: “With proper 

governance, life will improve for all.” This quote by Benigno Aquino III speaks for itself. 

Governance is the life source of all organizations within society, whether public, private 
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and/or nonprofit. Without governance, we would all be living in a world where everything 

is clandestinely perpetrated and where freedom is abused. Governance is an essential asset 

for all organizations within society, leading them towards a more transparent, accountable, 

fair, free, all-inclusive, decentralized, and democratic world, especially CSOs which are 

supposed to serve as a great example for other institutions, given their supposedly nonprofit 

and trustworthy nature and that many of them work on fighting corruption and on 

preserving human rights. When the concept of governance will become the rule for all these 

institutions, people will live democratically and freely, will have a say in everything, and 

will have their basic rights met. Put differently, life will improve for all.     
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APPENDIX 

Table 28 Theories of CSO Governance Summary 

Theory School of 

Thought 

Argument Nature of the 

Board  

Other Components 

Agency Theory 

(Compliance Theory) 

Economics This theory is 

based on the 

principal-agent 

relationship 

which states that 

the former assigns 

a certain role to 

the latter in the 

form of 

delegation, and 

controls him or 

her. 

Controlling 

board  

Principal = Board of directors             

Agent = CEO 

 

Focuses on internal actors within an 

organization.  

 

States that a goal conflict, a conflict 

of interests, and distrust between 

actors exist. 

 

Actors are individualistic since there 

is a noncooperative relationship 

between them. 

 

There is a low organizational 

identification in this context. 

Mechanisms used are control, 

monitoring, and incentives. 

 

There is an intrinsic influence of 

board effectiveness.  

Stakeholder Theory Management This theory 

discusses the 

relationship 

between the 

organization and 

its stakeholders 

who act in 

coordination and 

on whose efforts 

the organization 

relies.  

Coordinative 

board 

Three types of stakeholders: 

(1) Interface stakeholders = The 

board 

(2) Internal stakeholders = Managers, 

employees, and operational 

volunteers 

(3) External stakeholders = Funders, 

beneficiaries, competitors…etc.  

This theory focuses on both internal 

and external stakeholders. 

 

No conflict of interest exists. 

 

The board exerts coordination with 

the rest of the stakeholders, as 

opposed to control.  
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Theory School of 

Thought 

Argument Nature of 

the board 

Other Components 

Stewardship Theory Psychology, 

sociology, 

and human 

resources 

The main purpose 

of governance 

under this theory 

is to search for 

new processes 

and procedures 

for an optimal 

communication 

and cooperation 

between the board 

and the 

management. 

Coordinative 

board 

 

Managers are stewards and always 

strive to do their best through 

effectively dealing with resources. 

 

Management and board are 

collaborators. 

 

There is no conflict of interests, since 

agent and principal usually have 

similar ideas and work on strategic 

planning together. 

 

The board is made up of experts who 

have connections. 

 

The essential job of the board is 

strategy under this model. It is 

responsible for policy-making, and 

vision and mission formulation and 

maintenance. 

 

Two possible scenarios exist with 

regards to the relationship between 

agent and principle: 

(1) Agreement 

(2) Disagreement  Turns into 

agreement for the purpose of 

achieving personal goals if the agent 

acts out the will of the principle.  

 

There is a high organizational 

identification. 
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Theory 

 

 

 

School of 

Thought  

Argument Nature of 

the Board 

Other Components 

Class Hegemony 

Theory 

Sociology Society is made 

up of two groups, 

one that controls 

(the elite) and one 

that is controlled 

(the people at 

large). Key 

organizations in 

society such as 

CSOs are the 

essential means 

through which the 

elite exert their 

power over the 

rest of the people 

and ensure the 

preservation of 

their own group 

and reputation.  

Controlling The focus of this theory is on social 

behavior of actors within 

organizations. 

 

The elite carry the same values, 

culture, and interests (homogeneity). 

This homogeneity will help them 

preserve their positions in key 

organizations.  

Inner group axis: Prominent business 

people on one side (the inner group) 

and business people who aren’t very 

prominent on the other side. 

 

The inner group members have 

connections and join CSO boards for 

exposure and more connections.  

 

There are three levels of 

organizational elites: 

(1) Macro-strategic: Inner group 

(board) 

(2) Macro-micro: Linking elites 

(CEO) 

(3) Operational elites (staff) 

 

Critiques: 

(1) Number of CSOs increased 

dramatically  Not enough elite 

people to serve on boards of such 

organizations  elite less dominant 

over such entities 

(2) Modern CSOs appoint experts a 

lot more, which isn’t necessarily the 

case of elites. 

(3) Modern CSOs no longer rely on 

elite for funding and donations  

Other parties (government, 

international organizations..) are 

increasingly donating. 
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(4) Elites do not have the same 

opinions around issues  Less 

domination over such entities   

Theory School of 

Thought 

Argument Nature of 

the Board 

Other Components 

Small Group 

Effectiveness Theory 

Psychology Small group 

effectiveness is 

the idea that 

smaller groups 

are more effective 

in achieving goals 

since they imply 

greater 

cooperation 

between 

members.  

Coordinating 

board 

members 

One individual cannot govern an 

organization  we need groups. 

 

Group functions: Control, nurture, 

opposition, dependence, withdrawal, 

and synergy (SPGR model) 

 

These functions lead to greater 

effectiveness and efficiency of 

activities.  

 

Each situation requires a different 

function.  

 

A mature group (highly creative 

team) is the ideal operating group in 

which each member should be able 

to apply all these functions for more 

flexibility and adaptability to 

changing situations.  

 

However, this is far from the reality 

of things since few are those who 

voluntarily agree to go out of their 

comfort zone.  

 

In larger organizations, the boards 

are divided into small groups 

(committees) for more effectiveness.   

Contingency Theory Sociology There is no one-

best-way to 

govern. 

Organizational 

effectiveness 

results from 

fitting 

characteristics of 

the organization 

to contingencies 

Coordinative 

board 

Each organization should construct 

multiple models for its governing 

entity which will make its members 

adapt to all sorts of situations.  

 

There is an appropriate approach for 

each situation. 

 

Internal factors affecting the 

functioning of the board: age, size, 
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that reflect the 

situation of the 

organization.  

Incrementalism as 

opposed to 

rational choice. 

phase of development, and 

complexity. 

 

External factors: legal and 

institutional, environmental, field of 

activity, stakeholders, funding 

environment.  

Theory School of 

Thought 

Argument Nature of 

the Board 

Other Components 

Contingency Theory 

(continued) 

   Dimensions: 

(1) Horizontal: stable/certain or 

turbulent/uncertain 

(2) Vertical: simple (homogenous 

stakeholders) or complex 

(heterogeneous stakeholders) 

 

Four ways of governing: 

(1) Policy governance configuration: 

simple environment – homogeneous 

stakeholders. 

(2) Entrepreneurial/Corporate model: 

uncertain environment –homogenous 

stakeholders. 

(3) Constituency/Representative 

configuration: stable environment – 

heterogeneous stakeholders. 

(4) Emergent Cellular model: 

unexpected environment – 

heterogeneous stakeholders. 

Democratic Theory Political 

Science 

Nonprofits not 

only promote 

democratic values 

within society, 

but are more and 

more turning into 

democratically 

governed entities, 

either through the 

idea of 

representativeness 

or participation of 

beneficiaries.   

Cooperative 

board 

Representative School: 

(1) The organization adopts 

democratic practices such as 

representative elections, the right for 

everyone to elect, accountability of 

the board, separation between those 

who make decisions and those who 

implement them. 

(2) The board is the representative 

entity within the organization. 

(3) The board works on serving the 

beneficiaries.  

(4) Anyone can present 

himself/herself to the elections. 

Levels of representation: 
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(1) Formal: The way board members 

and CEOs are chosen 

(2) Descriptive: The way these act 

according to the nature of the 

group(s) they serve. 

(3) Symbolic: The way trust works 

between beneficiaries and 

organization. 

(4) Substantive: The way leaders act 

in the interests of the people they’re 

willing to serve. 

Theory School of 

Thought 

Argument Nature of 

the Board 

Other Components  

Democratic Theory 

(continued) 

    Participation School: 

(1) Stakeholders should take part in 

the internal governance of 

organizations. 

(2) There is shared governance 

between board, CEO, staff, and 

beneficiaries. 

(3) Community engagement 

governance is an important 

component under this school. 

(4) This school is reinforced by new 

technology of communication. 

Managerial Theory Management  Managers rather 

than the board of 

directors have 

ultimate control 

over modern 

organizations. 

The board has 

some control but 

is deemed 

passive.   

Non-

controlling, 

passive 

board 

Board functions like a rubber stamp 

to the decisions of the management. 

 

Board only intervenes in situations of 

crisis. 

 

Board acts symbolically. 

 

Nonprofit board has volunteer 

members  They have less time and 

interest in the organization, less 

involvement 

 

Success or failure of the organization 

is reliant on the CEO’s efforts. 

 

Things are changing nowadays: more 

experts are hired as board members 

in nonprofits which is leading to 
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more involvement of the board and 

more control from its part.  

 

 

Table 29 Models of CSO Governance Summary 

Model Components Theory or Theories Under 

Which it Could Fit 

Policy Governance Model Adopted from (Bradshaw, 

2009) & (Bradshaw, Hayday, 

Armstrong, Levesque, & 

Rykert, 2007) 
 

Structure: 

More formalization (for 

example, clear agendas, well-

established policies) 

More formal committees (for 

example, fixed structures with 

clear mandates) 

Clarity of roles and 

responsibilities between board 

and staff 

Separation of powers between 

board and management 

Larger size 

More bureaucratic and 

hierarchical 

 

Board composition: 

More homogeneity of board 

members 

 

Process and strategy: 

Traditional/mainstream 

ideology (for example, taken-

for-granted assumptions about 

legitimacy of existing power 

relationships and little focus on 

social change) 

Proactive and long-term 

strategic planning processes 

 

Agency theory: Uncooperative 

relationship between agent and 

principle 

 

Stakeholder theory: Internal and 

external stakeholders involved 

 

 

 



 

261 

 

Board and management roles: 

Board focuses on strategy and 

larger vision 

Board serves and is responsive 

to stakeholders 

Board oversees the CEO’s 

work and makes sure it is in 

line with the internal policies 

of the organization 

Board creates mission, vision, 

and values 

Board works on four main 

policy areas: 

(1) Ends rather than means 

(2) Setting limits to chief 

executive 

(3) Defining the relationship of 

the board with the chief 

executive 

(4) Creating governance 

policies 

Management focuses on 

leadership and on how to reach 

this strategy and larger vision 

 

Criticisms: 

Uncooperative relationship 

between the board and the 

CEO 

Possibility of a slowed down 

performance and development 

within the organization  

Possibility of the CEO 

perceiving the board as a weak 

figure, giving its lack of 

involvement in the day to day 

activities of the organization. 
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Model Components Theory or Theories Under 

Which it Could Fit 

Constituent/Representative Model Adopted from (Bradshaw, 

2009) & (Bradshaw, Hayday, 

Armstrong, Levesque, & 

Rykert, 2007) 
 

Structure: 

More formalization (for 

example, clear agendas, well-

established policies for 

elections and functions of the 

board) 

More formal committees (for 

example, fixed structures with 

clear mandates) 

Clarity of roles and 

responsibilities between board 

and staff 

Larger board size (15 to 40 

members) 

More decentralization 

Based on the relationship 

between board and 

constituents 

More communication 

Greater insight and ideas are 

guaranteed with the 

involvement of a larger group 

in decision making 

 

Board composition: 

More diverse membership (for 

example, elected 

representatives from 

membership, constituency 

representation) 

 

Process and strategy: 

More conflict about the 

mission and the need to 

represent various constituents 

Proactive strategic planning 

processes, defender strategy 

 

Board and constituents roles: 

Democratic theory: This model, 

also, is based on representation 

and participation of constituents 

in decision making 
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Board represents constituents 

Constituents indirectly 

participate in strategic 

planning and policy 

formulation 

Decisions are made centrally 

but contributed to by others 

such as constituents  

 

Criticisms:  

Difficulties in communication, 

sometimes, which can lead to 

less productivity 

Conflicting interests 

sometimes can lead to losing 

sight of the mission and vision 

and to hindered progress 

within the organization  

 

 

 

 

Model Components Theory or Theories Under 

Which it Could Fit 

Entrepreneurial/Corporate Model Adopted from (Bradshaw, 

2009) & (Bradshaw, Hayday, 

Armstrong, Levesque, & 

Rykert, 2007) 
 

Structure: 

Less formalization (for 

example, fewer policies) 

Less bureaucratic and more 

action oriented and 

businesslike 

Fewer committees and more 

task forces or project groups 

Smaller size 

Less clarity of roles and 

responsibilities (for example, 

overlap of board and staff 

roles, working boards) 

More focus on efficiency and 

getting the work done 

More decentralized 

None 
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Personal interests are 

prioritized 

Survival of the fittest 

Culture based on rewards 

Highly market oriented model 

Short-term goals more 

important than long term ones 

 

Board composition: 

Less homogeneous 

membership and more 

“entrepreneurs” 

 

Process and strategy: 

More emergent strategic 

planning processes with shared 

board and staff participation 

Prospector approach to 

strategy 

 

Board Roles: 

Board is innovative, efficient, 

and effective to reach the 

highest return on invested 

money 

 

Criticisms: 

Far from being applicable to 

nonprofits since vision and 

mission require long-term 

planning 

Low organizational 

identification 

Not so many articles written 

about it in the context of 

nonprofits 

Focuses on the self-interest of 

players rather than the 

collective interest of the 

organization and the 

beneficiaries 
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Model Components Theory or Theories Under 

Which it Could Fit 

Emergent Cellular Model Adopted from (Bradshaw, 

2009) & (Bradshaw, Hayday, 

Armstrong, Levesque, & 

Rykert, 2007) 

 
Structure: 

This model moves from the 

rigid ways of traditional 

organizations (top-down 

control) to a more flexible and 

interdependent way of doing 

things 

Organization adapts to all sorts 

of changes in the environment  

Less formalization (for 

example, fewer policies and 

less documentation) 

Fewer fixed committees and 

more fluid with task forces and 

temporary committees 

Organizations are made up of 

cells (small self-working units 

which are part of a network, 

can interact with one another, 

and are innovative in nature. 

These cells advance flexibility 

and a smooth information flow 

Communication is key for cells 

to interact 

Smaller board size 

More decentralized and less 

hierarchical 

Common values and shared 

mission 

Flexibility 

Acclimatization to changing 

environment  

Board composition: 

More diverse membership 

(attempt to be inclusive of 

multiple stakeholders and 

constituents) 

There is a core board (6 to 10 

members) and an extended 

Agency theory: This model 

mentions the idea of having an 

internal and an external 

environment just like the 

agency theory 

 

Contingency theory: This model 

relies on flexibility just like the 

contingency theory 
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board (additional expert 

members who can join) 

  

Meeting: 

(1) Annual general meeting: 

Core board meets to elect 

new members 

(2) Retreat and visioning 

meeting: Board and 

management meet to set 

strategy 

(3) Teleconferenced meeting 

of the board: Its main purpose 

is discussing governance 

matters 

(4) Electronic meetings: A 

way of constantly discussing 

other meetings and emerging 

problems 

(5) Opportunistic meetings: 

Occasional meetings to 

discuss special events 

 
Process and strategy: 

Emergent strategic planning 

processes and board staff and 

sometimes community input 

into the process 

Informal board practices, more 

organic 

More alternative or 

nonmainstream ideologies (for 

example, feminist, 

antioppression, and social 

justice or complexity science 

 

 

Criticism: 

Model still in the process of  

Exploration 
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Model Components Theory or Theories Under 

Which it Could Fit 

Hybrid/Vector Model Adopted from (Bradshaw, 

2009) & (Bradshaw, Hayday, 

Armstrong, Levesque, & 

Rykert, 2007) 

 

Structure: 

Joins characteristics of all 

other models (policy 

governance, corporate, 

constituent, and emergent 

cellular) 

A one-size fit all model 

Consists of imagining a 

bungee cord with four strings 

attached to a large center 

(hybrid model), each pushing 

towards a specific end (one of 

the four models), thus 

creating a circular shape 

where four vectors have the 

same lengths (equal 

characteristics form all four 

of them) 

The ideal case scenario is for 

the circle to remain one, 

which cannot be the case in 

reality 

The organization never stops 

changing to adapt to any 

given situation, which means 

that governance changes 

constantly 

Governance structures 

become more mature, 

intricate, organized, and 

flexible to adapt to any given 

situation   

 

Board composition: 

The board has a group of 20 

constant members and can 

include extra members (the 

None 
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extended board) to provide 

more insight 

 

 

Characteristics of board 

members: 

Diversity to represent several 

groups 

Strategic planning 

Bigger picture 

Sharing power with others  

Embracing newness and 

creativity 

Recognizing possibility for 

change 

Accepting complexity 

Being a leader in a complex 

environment 

Being able to adapt to all 

situations 

Being patient 

Overseeing operations  

High organizational 

identification 

Being the representative of 

the organization 

Maintaining the 

organization’s good 

reputation 

 

Meeting: 

Meetings are held in different 

parts of the country to 

facilitate gatherings 

Two types of issues are dealt 

with during meetings: daily 

ones and special ones 
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Model Components Theory or Theories Under 

Which it Could Fit 

Hybrid/Vector Model (continued) Process and strategy: 

Governance relies on 

challenging the way strategic 

planning is delineated by the 

board within an organization 

Conflicts may arise 

considering the number of 

board members 

Conflict solving plan must be 

ready and should promote 

understanding, self-reflection, 

and consensus, instead of 

hindering the progress of the 

organization 

When there is no consensus, 

a vote by two thirds of the 

members will determine what 

will happen next 

Self-evaluation and learning 

are essential for better 

adaptability and 

accountability 

 

Governance as Leadership Model Adopted from (Worth, 2008) 

 

Essence of this model: 

CEOs, rather than board 

members, are more on the 

leading front, as opposed to 

the prominent theoretical 

belief stating that the board is 

the governing and leading 

entity and the management is 

the executor. 

 

CEOs are the ones, according 

to that model, taking care of 

the strategic planning such as 

working on defining the 

mission, vision, and values of 

the organization at hand and 

doing the governing function 

rather than the board by itself 

Stewardship theory: The 

governance as leadership model 

can partly fit under the 

stewardship theory since it 

requires the board and the CEO 

working hand in hand rather 

than setting boundaries between 

them 
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This model suggests 

eliminating the borders 

between implementation and 

governance, instead of 

separating the two functions, 

and centring the board and 

management’s efforts on 

solving the organization’s 

problems 

 

Three ways of governing: 

(1) The fiduciary mode:  

When we think of legal 

responsibilities of the board 

such as maintaining the 

mission and vision, 

performance evaluation, and 

following the law, we think of 

the fiduciary role of the board. 

(2) The strategic mode:  

This mode goes one step 

above the fiduciary one and 

essentially concerns the 

management and the board 

working hand in hand to deal 

with matters such as the long-

term vision and purpose of the 

organization. 

(3) The generative mode:  

Boards who operate according 

to this mode have an emerging 

innovativeness and 

imagination 

They can think of new ideas 

and are visionary in nature, 

while making sure that the 

initial values are maintained 
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Model Components Theory or Theories Under 

Which it Could Fit 

Governance as Leadership Model (continued) Their creativity might lead to 

viewing matters under a 

different perspective which 

was never thought of before 

and can even lead to major 

changes in paradigms 

This mode is rarely 

effectuated 

The generative function of the 

board is what supposedly 

differentiates governance 

from management 

These three functions should 

be achieved by the board and 

the CEO together through 

working hand in hand, since 

generative work requires an 

amalgam and unity of 

thinking rather than a 

separation of tasks 

This model of governance has 

often been perceived as the 

counterpart of Carver’s policy 

governance model since it 

suggests a non-division of 

labour 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

272 

 

Table 30 English Version of Interview 

English Version of Interview 

 

Interview Protocol Form 

 

Project:  Governance of Nonprofit Organizations in Lebanon 

Date  ___________________________ 

 

Time ___________________________ 

 

1. Take me back through the history in your career, what experiences brought you to 

becoming the chief executive or a board member in this CSO? 

2. How old is your CSO, how long have you been the CEO or a board member, and 

what is the life cycle stage of your CSO? 

3. Can you describe the relationship between the board and the CEO within your 

organization? How would you define it? Is it cooperative or controlling?  

4. In case this relationship is controlling, who is the one in charge? 

5. In case this relationship is cooperative, what means are used to perpetrate this 

coordination and improve communication? 

6. Would you say that accountability exists between the board and the CEO at your 

CSO? 

7. Do the board members, generally speaking, agree on matters concerning the 

organization (very little conflict)? 

8. As a CEO or a board member within your organization, do you find yourself 

interested in the improvement and prosperity of your organization? Explain.  

9. Does it occur that board members take into consideration the opinions and ideas 

expressed by the organization’s employees such as financial manager or PR 

officer concerning decision making and strategic planning? What about the 

beneficiaries and the donors? Are they involved in decision making and strategy 

as well? 
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10. How would you describe the way the board and the CEO deal with resources 

(money, volunteers… etc.)?  

11. Do you feel like you have something to offer to your organization in terms of 

connections with potential donors or media outlets, for example? 

12. Who is more involved in policy-making, and vision and mission formulation and 

maintenance, the board or the CEO? Explain. 

13. How does the board at your organization deal with complex situations such as 

when there is a new law that could affect its functioning, when the CEO decides 

to resign, or when there is an upcoming fundraising event?  How creative does the 

board get in such situations and are there board members with different 

backgrounds who could deal with different aspects of such situations? 

14. What are some internal and or external challenges which could hinder or affect 

the functioning of the board? 

15.  How would you describe the way new board members are elected, in case there 

are elections? 

16. Would you consider the board as a symbolic actor within your organization? 

Explain. 

17. Have you taken a look at the internal policies or bylaws of your organization? 

How would you describe them in a couple of words? Do they specify the 

responsibilities of the board and the staff? 

18. How would you describe the structure of your organization (hierarchical, flat…)?  

19. Would you consider the board as being responsible for long-term vision setting 

and the CEO as being responsible for implementing this vision? Explain. 

20. How does your organization deal with conflict? Does it employ some sort of a 

plan? 

21. Does your board perform self-evaluation? Explain. 

22. Are the values of your organizations abided by? Do they go in line with creativity 

and innovativeness? 
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English Version of Survey 

1- Check the answer you find most suitable: 

 Don’t 

know 

Inadequately 

achieved 

Partially 

achieved 

Fully 

achieved 

The board members and the CEO 

consult one another when a new 

program is to be initiated. 

□ □ □ □ 

The board members and the CEO 

often take into consideration each 

other’s opinion concerning 

organizational matters, such as the 

yearly budget of the organization. 

□ □ □ □ 

When a new mission or vision is 

introduced or an old one is 

modified, the board members and 

the CEO consult one another.  

□ □ □ □ 

The board members and the CEO 

often agree to discuss the 

organization’s running programs 

with each other. 

□ □ □ □ 
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The board members and the CEO 

often try to search for alternatives 

which would suit both parties. 

□ □ □ □ 

 

2-Check the answer you find most suitable: 

 Don’t 

know 

Inadequately 

achieved 

Partially 

achieved 

Fully 

achieved 

The board oversees the work of the 

management. 

□ □ □ □ 

The management presents reports 

of its work to the board, weekly, 

monthly, and/or annually. 

□ □ □ □ 

The board gets involved in the day 

to day activities within the 

organization.  

□ □ □ □ 

The board interferes in the work of 

the management when they have an 

objection concerning their 

performance or the way of 

approaching things. 

□ □ □ □ 
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3- Check the answer you find most suitable: 

 Don’t 

know 

Inadequately 

achieved 

Partially 

achieved 

Fully 

achieved 

The board members often carry 

similar goals concerning the 

organization. 

□ □ □ □ 

The board members and the CEO 

often have the same opinions 

regarding organizational issues. 

□ □ □ □ 

As a CEO or a board member within 

your organization, you find yourself 

interested in the improvement and 

prosperity of your organization. 

□ □ □ □ 
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4- Check the answer you find most suitable:  

 Don’t 

know 

Inadequately 

achieved 

Partially 

achieved 

Fully 

achieved  

Board members often try to take into 

consideration the opinions and ideas 

expressed by the organization’s 

employees. 

□ □ □ □ 

The effectiveness and success of the 

organization relies on the efforts of 

both internal actors (board, CEO…) 

and external actors (beneficiaries, 

funders…). 

□ □ □ □ 

 

5- Check the answer you find most suitable: 

 Don’t 

know 

Inadequately 

achieved 

Partially 

achieved 

Fully 

achieved  

The CEO and other senior managers 

within your organization strive to do 

their best through effectively dealing 

with resources such as money, 

volunteers, and others. 

□ □ □ □ 
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The CEO and the board work on 

searching and creating new processes 

and procedures for a better 

communication and cooperation 

between them, such as creating an 

online software where they can 

interact electronically or have 

regular meetings where they express 

their opinions regarding 

organizational matters.  

□ □ □ □ 

CEO and the board usually have 

similar ideas and work on strategic 

planning together. 

□ □ □ □ 

Most board members have 

connections and know potential 

donors who could help your 

organization. 

□ □ □ □ 
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6- Check the answer you find most suitable: 

 Don’t 

know 

Inadequately 

achieved 

Partially 

achieved 

Fully 

achieved  

Most of the board members have 

previously worked in other nonprofit 

organizations or have any other sort 

of experience in the field of 

governance. 

□ □ □ □ 

The board at your organization is 

involved in policy-making, and vision 

and mission formulation and 

maintenance. 

□ □ □ □ 

When the CEO and the board are in 

disagreement on a certain matter, 

the CEO ends up acting according to 

the will of the board.  

□ □ □ □ 

You, as board member or as a CEO 

are mostly interested in the 

organization’s advancement.  

□ □ □ □ 
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7- Check the answer you find most suitable: 

 Don’t 

know 

Inadequately 

achieved 

Partially 

achieved 

Fully 

achieved  

Most board members are capable of 

providing media exposure and other 

types of exposure for the 

organization.  

□ □ □ □ 

 

8- What is your occupation other than serving on the board of this CSO? Choose 

your field of work. 

    

Business  □ None  □ 

Media  □ Other  □ 

Politics  □   
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9- Check the answer you find most suitable: 

 Don’t 

know 

Inadequately 

achieved 

Partially 

achieved 

Fully 

achieved  

The board members at your 

organization are a small group of 

people (3 to 6) or a large number of 

people (7 and more) divided into 

smaller specialized committees.  

□ □ □ □ 

It can be said that the board, when 

an issue arises, supervises and 

monitors the work of the 

management. 

□ □ □ □ 

It can be said that the board 

committees at your organization 

work together and collaborate when 

necessary, such as when there is an 

upcoming fundraising event, 

awareness campaign, or any other 

kind of event at the organization.   

□ □ □ □ 

The board at your organization is a 

highly creative team. A highly 

creative team is a group that is 

□ □ □ □ 
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flexible and easily adapts to changing 

situations. 

 

10- Check the answer you find most suitable: 

 Don’t 

know 

Inadequately 

achieved 

Partially 

achieved 

Fully 

achieved  

Your organization is still at its 

startup phase and is suffering with 

its reliability since it is still new. The 

board finds a solution to the problem 

in no time and appoints a very 

prominent and passionate about 

your mission and vision chief 

executive who previously served in a 

well-known CSO but no longer likes 

its field of work. 

□ □ □ □ 

Your organization is old and has 

been active for more than 10 years. 

New organizations working in the 

same field are becoming strong 

competitors and are threatening the 

functioning of your organization. 

□ □ □ □ 
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The board finds a solution in no time 

and modifies their mission in order 

for it not to overlap with these other 

CSOs.  

A new law was passed and has 

negatively affected the functioning of 

your organization. It is only a matter 

of time until your organization’s 

board finds a solution to the problem 

such modifying the organization’s 

mission.   

□ □ □ □ 

A regular, trustworthy, and wealthy 

donor has gone broke and your 

organization relied on his yearly 

donation. It is not long before your 

organization’s board finds a solution 

for this problem, such as a new 

donor.  

□ □ □ □ 
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11- Check the answer you find most suitable: 

 Don’t 

know 

Inadequately 

achieved 

Partially 

achieved 

Fully 

achieved  

Your organization has adopted 

representative elections. 

□ □ □ □ 

Your organization has adopted the 

right for everyone within the 

organization to elect board members.  

□ □ □ □ 

The CEO, beneficiaries, and funders 

are aware of the work of the board 

and receive regular reports 

concerning that. 

□ □ □ □ 

The board at your organization is 

more responsible of making strategic 

decisions while the management 

works on implementing those 

decisions.  

□ □ □ □ 

Stakeholders such as beneficiaries 

and employees usually take part in 

the internal governance of your 

organization (strategic planning, 

mission and vision setting…). 

□ □ □ □ 
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12- Check the answer you find most suitable: 

 Don’t 

know 

Inadequately 

achieved 

Partially 

achieved 

Fully 

achieved  

In your organization, the board only 

intervenes in situations of crisis. 

□ □ □ □ 

Your board acts symbolically, which 

means that it only give its consent, 

and rarely disagrees to the decisions 

of the management.  

□ □ □ □ 

Success or failure of the organization 

is reliant on the CEO’s efforts. 

□ □ □ □ 
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13- Check the answer you find most suitable: 

 Don’t 

know 

Inadequately 

achieved 

Partially 

achieved 

Fully 

achieved 

Your organization is formalized 

which means that it has a clear 

agenda and well-established policies. 

□ □ □ □ 

The roles and responsibilities 

between board and staff are clear in 

the organization’s bylaws. 

□ □ □ □ 

The board is large in size (more than 

6 members).  

□ □ □ □ 

The organization functions on 

hierarchical grounds.  

□ □ □ □ 

 

 Don’t 

know 

Inadequately 

achieved 

Partially 

achieved 

Fully 

achieved 

The organization has proactive and 

long-term strategic planning 

processes.  

□ □ □ □ 
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The board tends to approve rather 

than participate in creation of the 

plan. 

□ □ □ □ 

The board serves and is responsive to 

stakeholders. 

□ □ □ □ 

The board oversees the CEO’s work 

and makes sure it is in line with the 

internal policies of the organization. 

□ □ □ □ 

The board creates mission, vision, 

and values. 

□ □ □ □ 

Management focuses on how to 

reach this strategy and larger vision. 

□ □ □ □ 

 

14- Check the answer you find most suitable: 

 Don’t 

know 

Inadequately 

achieved 

Partially 

achieved 

Fully 

achieved 

Your organization has clear agendas 

and well-established policies for 

elections and functions of the board. 

□ □ □ □ 

In your organization, communication 

is the way for better understanding 

□ □ □ □ 
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between the board, the electors and 

beneficiaries. 

The board represents the 

constituents’ demands.  

□ □ □ □ 

Constituents indirectly participate in 

strategic planning and policy 

formulation. 

□ □ □ □ 

 

15- Check the answer you find most suitable: 

 Don’t 

know 

Inadequately 

achieved 

Partially 

achieved 

Fully 

achieved 

The organization has less 

formalization (for example, fewer 

policies). 

□ □ □ □ 

The organization has a smaller sized 

board (less than 7 members). 

□ □ □ □ 

The organization has less clarity of 

roles and responsibilities (for 

example, overlap of board and staff 

roles...). 

□ □ □ □ 

Within your organization, the 

decisions are decentralized which 

□ □ □ □ 
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means that anyone including CEO, 

staff, managers, and others can 

participate in taking decisions.  

The organization’s main focus is on 

efficiency and getting work done. 

 

 

□ □ □ □ 

 Don’t 

know 

Inadequately 

achieved 

Partially 

achieved 

Fully 

achieved 

The main purpose or goal of your 

organization is making money.  

□ □ □ □ 

Short-term goals are more important 

than long term ones in your 

organization.  

□ □ □ □ 

Your organization has emergent 

strategic planning processes with 

shared board and staff participation. 

□ □ □ □ 

The board is innovative, efficient, 

and effective to reach the highest 

return on invested money. 

□ □ □ □ 
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16- Check the answer you find most suitable: 

 Don’t 

know 

Inadequately 

achieved 

Partially 

achieved 

Fully 

achieved 

Your organization has fewer policies 

and less documentation. 

□ □ □ □ 

Your organization is made up of 

small self-working units which can 

interact with one another, and are 

innovative in nature. 

□ □ □ □ 

There are fixed communication 

processes within your organization 

for improved understanding, 

cooperation, and information flow 

□ □ □ □ 

The organization is more 

decentralized and less hierarchical. 

□ □ □ □ 

Your organization has a core board 

and an extended board (additional 

expert members who can join).  

□ □ □ □ 

Your organization has emergent 

strategic planning processes and 

sometimes includes community input 

into the process. 

□ □ □ □ 
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17- Check the answer you find most suitable: 

 Don’t 

know 

Inadequately 

achieved 

Partially 

achieved 

Fully 

achieved 

When conflict arises, a conflict 

solving plan is most of the time ready 

and promotes understanding, self-

reflection, and consensus. 

□ □ □ □ 

Self-evaluation and learning are 

present within your organization for 

better adaptability and 

accountability. 

□ □ □ □ 

The board has diverse members to 

represent several groups of 

beneficiaries.  

□ □ □ □ 

Power sharing is prominent within 

your organization.  

□ □ □ □ 
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18- Check the answer you find most suitable: 

 Don’t 

know 

Inadequately 

achieved 

Partially 

achieved 

Fully 

achieved 

There are no borders between the 

work of the CEO (implementation) 

and the work of the board 

(governance).  

□ □ □ □ 

Instead of separating the two 

functions, the CEO and the board’s 

efforts are focused on solving the 

organization’s problems. 

□ □ □ □ 

Board members are generative 

which means that they are emerging 

with innovativeness and imagination, 

while staying in line with the 

organization’s values. 

□ □ □ □ 
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19- You work in an organization that belongs to which of the following sector or 

activity type? Check one or more of the boxes below: 

 Education 

 Culture 

 Environmental 

 Youth 

 Technical and 

Vocational 

Training 

 Community 

Development 

 Rural 

Development 

 Women 

 Special 

Education  

 

 Refugees / 

Displaced 

 Gender Issues 

 Lobbying or 

Advocacy 

Awareness 

 Emergencies / 

Disasters  

 Research 

 Small 

Business 

Development 

 Infants and 

Children 

 Economy  

 People with 

Physical or Mental 

Difficulties  

 Agriculture 

 Wildlife 

Conservation 

 Health 

 Human Rights 

 Family 

 Victims of 

Armed Conflicts 

 Rehabilitation 

 Social Care 

 Sports Activities 

 Welfare and 

Development 

 Politics 

 Training 

 Orphans 

 Elderly Care 

 Democracy  

 Drug Control 

 Tourism 

 Mine Action 

 Municipal 

Development 

 Others 

 

20- Are you a board member or a CEO (Choose one answer only)? 

Board member  CEO  
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21- How many board members are there in your organization? 

3 to 6        7 or more     

 

22- How old is the CSO you work at? 

1 year or 

less 

 2 – 5 

years 

 6 – 10 

years 

 More 

than 10 

years 

 

23- Do you serve as board member/chief executive at a national and/or international 

CSO? 

National       International     

 

24- What stage do you consider your organization at (Choose one answer only)? 

Start-up  Growth  Maturity  Decline  

 

Thank you for taking this survey! 
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