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lntroduction

Contemporory spoft orgonisotions foce on
orroy of performonce pressures from the pub-
lic, the orgonisotions' members ond the gov-
ernment. Escoloting pressures include in-
creosed revenue generotion, ottrocting higher
membership numbers, ond the provision of
more member services, while ot the some time
producing world chompion othletes or teoms.
Governonce is q criticol component of monog-
ing o sport orgonisotion since it is concerned
with issues of policy ond direction for the per-
formonce of sport orgon¡sotions (Ferkins,

Shilbury, & McDonold, 2005; Hoye, 2006;
Hoye & Auld, 2001).

With on oppropriote governonce system in
ploce, orgonisotionol octivities con be moni-
tored to deliver benefits to sport orgoniso-

tions, members ond society (Hoye, 200ó;
Moson, Thiboult, & Misener, 2006). The foil-
ure to hove on oppropriote governonce to
control ond monitor sport orgonisotions con
result in withdrowol of sponsorship, decline in
membership numbers ond porticipotion ond
possible intervention from externol ogencies
(UK Sport, 2004). ln o governonce system,
the boord is o criticol mechonism becouse lts
moin responsibility is to moke cedoin thot the
octivities of the orgonisotion ore corried out
in the best interests of the orgonisotion, its
members ond society. Good corporote gov-
ernonce octs to ensure thot sport orgoniso-
tions ore vioble ond effective in the present
ond future (Austrolion Sports Commission,
2005). However, in spite of the importonce of
effective governonce, it hqs been acknowl-
edged thot little reseorch hos been under-
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token to investigote sport governonce (Forsteç

200ó; Hindley, 2003).
The purpose of this poper is to exomine

current literoture obout sport governonce cnd
boord governonce ond to identify reseorch
gops. To do this we briefly discuss the unique
chorocteristics of sport orgonisotions ond
present definitions of sport governonce. Literc-
ture regcrding sport governonce with o por-
ticulor emphosis on boord governonce, boord
roles ond bocrd composition is reviewed fol-
lowed by o discussion of existing models of
governonce. We conclude by suggesting fu-
ture reseorch directions.

Sport orgonisotions ond definitions of
sport governonce

Sport orgonisotions exist to provide sport
products ond services in the sport industry
(Chelloduroi, 2005). Mony reseorchers hove
documented the distinctive chorocteristics of
sport orgonisotions ond the list is relotively
consistent (Chelloduroi, 2005; Slock & Porent,
200ó; Smith & Steworl, 1999). One criticol
difference between sport orgonisctions ond
business orgonisotions is the wcy they meos-
ure performonce (Smith & Stewort, 1999).
The moin purpose of business orgonisotions is

to make o profit. On the other hond, fons or
members of sport orgonisotions commonly
meosure performonce on the bosis of chompi-
onship. Profits mode by o sport orgonisotion
might not sotisfy fons ond members if it fin-
ishes o seoson ot the bottom. While mony
sport orgcnisotions such os sporting good
monufocturers ond othlete monogement com-
ponies ore considered os for profit orgoniso-
tions, the mojority of sporl orgcnisotions thot
provide pcrticipotion opporlunities ond pro-
mote sport ore cotegorized os non-profit sport
orgonisotions (Hoye & Cuskelly, 2007). A non-
profit boord ensures thot o sport orgonisotion
conducts its mission without striving to moke o

profit ond thct the benefits it creotes ore deliv-
ered to its members or individuols it exists to
serve (Hoye & Cuskelly, 2007). A volunteer
boord ot the top of o hierorchy of outhority
is the most common governonce structure
present in sport orgonisotions (Kikulis, 2000).
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While there hos been no one ogreed defini-
tion of sport governonce, Hums ond Moclecn
(2004: 5) defined spod governonce os 'the
exercise of power ond outhority in sport or-
gonisotions, including policy mcking, to deter-
mine orgonisotionol mission, membership, eli-
gibiliry ond regulotory powel within the or-
gonisotion's cppropriote locol, notionol, or in-
ternotionol scope.' Hoye cnd Cuskelly
(2007:9) defined sport governonce os 'the
structure ond process used by on orgonisction
to develop its strotegic aools ond direction,
monitor its performcnce ogoinst these gools
cnd ensure thot its boord octs in the best inter-
ests of the members.'

These definitions encopsulote four con-
cepts: power; direction, control ond regulo-
tion. Governing sport orgcnisotions includes
gronting cerlcin people within sport orgoniso-
Iions power to do something they would not
hove otherwise done. Governcnce clso in-
cludes giving sport orgonisotions o direction or
o strotegy designed to ochieve their gools.
Controlling function is the third concept of
sporl governonce. Activities of sport orgoniso-
tions should be controlled to ensure thot the
octivities ore congruent with orgonisotions' in-
terests ond thot sporl orgonisctions work to-
word on ogreed direction. The lost concept ìs

regulotion. lt involves estoblishing rules,
guidelines ond policies for members to follow.
lf necessory, sport orgonisotions could impose
punishment if complionce requirements cre
not met (Ferkins et ol , 2005; Hoye & Cuskelly,

2007; Hums & Mocleon, 2004; Slock & Por-

ent, 200ó).
These concepts suggest thot sport govern-

once oims to ensure thot the boord seeks to
deliver outcomes for the benefits of sport or-
gonisotions ond their members ond thot the
meons used to ochieve these outcomes ore
monitored effectively (Hoye & Cuskelly, 2007).
ln o sport orgonisction, the boord is generclly
gronted power to estoblish or rotify strotegies,
monitor octivities corried out to ochieve strote-
gies ond impose punishment if members vio-
lote rules. While sport governonce does not
only concern the boord, the boord ploys c vitol
role in sport orgonisotions ond defining sport
governonce. Therefore it is relevont to under-
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stond the literoture on boord governonce ond
the findings of previous governonce reseorch
in sport monogement.

Governonce reseorch in sport
monogement

Extont governonce reseorch in sport mon-
ogement hos been moinly concerned with
governonce in globol spoft orgonisotions

Toble l. Governonce literoture in sport monogement

(Forster, 2006), corporote governonce in pro-
fessionol sport clubs (Michie, 2000; Michie &
Oughton, 2005), opplying ogency theory to
sport orgonisotions (Moson, 1997; Moson et
ol., 2006), ond boord ond stoff relotionships
(Hoye, 2004,2006). Toble I provides o sum-
mory of existing governonce literoture in sport
monogement.

ln reseorch on governonce problems in
globol spor.t orgonisotions (GSOs), Forster

Sub theme Author Reseorch focusÆindÍngs

Globol sport orgonisotions Fonter (200ó) Exomined governonce of globol
sport orgonisotions

Corporote governonce Michie (2000) Exomined ownership ond
governonce options for
professionol footboll clubs in UK

Michie & Oughton (2005) Exomined the corporote
governonce proctices ot football
clubs in UK

hos been no one ogreed defini-
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Agency theory Moson et ol. (200ó) The IOC should seporote
monogement ond control functions

Moson (1997) Used ogency theory to interpret
the increoses in revenues ond
exploin how to decreose
opportunistic behoviors by teom
owners in NFL

Leoder member exchonge Hoye (2004, 200ó) Higher-quo lity relotionships existed
between boord choirs ond
executives thon between these
two porties ond boord members;
boord performonce wos positively
reloted to the perception of
leoder-member exchonges

Sociol constructionist opprooch Hoye & Cuskelly (2003)

Hove & Auld (2001)

Boord-executive relotionships were
perceived positively by effective
boords

Self Assessment for Non-profit
Governing Boords scole wos found
to be o volid ond relioble scole.
Effective boords were better ot
conducting their responsibilities
thon ineffective boords

Boord roles lnslis (1997) Empiricolly exomined boord roles
in Conodion sport orgonisotions
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Toble 3. Boord roles in different types of orgonisotions

Type of orgonisotion Boord roles

Profit orgonisotion . Develop orgonisotion's missions ond policy

. Rotify strotegies

. Appoint, odvise, reploce, reword ond evoluote CEOs/Monogers

. Oversee monogeriol octivities

. Report to owners/shoreholders

. Monoge the relotionship with externol environment

. Advonce orgonisotionol imoge

. Assure reloted legislotions ore met

. Finonciol monogement

Non-profit orgonisotion . Determine orgonisotion's mission ond policy

. Strotegic plonning

. Monitor ond ossess progroms ond services

. Appoint, monitor, evoluote, reword, reploce ond work with the executive

. Assure thot the orgonisotion meets oll legol requirements

. Secure finonciol resources ond monoge finonciol motters

. Monoge the relotionship with externol environment

. Approise itself

Sport orgonisotion . Develop, formulote ond monitor strotegies

. Formulote policies

. Enhonce sports orgonisotions' public imoge

. Review ond monitor monogeriol oclivities ond performonce

. Report to members ond stokeholders

. Employ, evoluote, provide odvice ond reword executives

. Ensure orgonisotionol complionce with reloted legislotions

. Monoge finonciol resources

. Develop o risk mcnoging plon

. Self-ossess

. lnitiote boord development octivitìes

monitoring of the executive directors os well
os concern for fulfilling legol responsibilities;
ond Community Relotions - developing ond
delivering specific progroms ond services,
representing the interest of cerloin groups,
ro¡sing funds, ond promoting odvococy ond
communlty relotions. A significont difference
in the perception of importonce ond perform-
once for the boord roles between poid stoff
ond boord members ond mole ond femole
members wos found ond lnglis (1997:174)
suggested,'understonding odditionol explo-
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notions for vorying percept¡ons of the roles by
gender should be o focus for further re-

seo rch.'
Miller-Millesen (2003) osserted thot while

there ore different governonce theories re-
gording boord roles, there is no grond govern-
once theory covering oll boord roles becouse
eoch governonce theory focuses on different
roles of boord members. He posited thot theo-
reticol origins of the best proctice of boord
roles come from ogency theory, resource de-
pendence theory ond institutionol theory.
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Agency theory

Agency theory (Fomo & Jensen, 1 983;
Jensen & Meckling, 1976) con be used to
frome the relotionship between CEOs/mon-
ogers (ogents) ond owners (principols). From
this perspective the boord is q mechonism to
monitor monogeriol behovior ond to ossure
thot monogeriol octivities ore oligned with
the principols' interests (Fomo & Jensen,
'l983; Rhoodes, Rechner, & Sundoromurthy,
2000). The boord of directors should control
CEOs/monogers ond ensure thot their orgoni-
sotion engoges in octivities thot ore congru-
ent with community expectotions (Clorke,
2004; Fomo & Jensen, 'l983; 

Gibelmon,
Gelmon, & Pollock, \997; Miller-Millsesn,
2003; Rhoodes et ol., 2000). The boord
roles, therefore, include hiring, replocing,
monitoring, ossessing ond compensot¡ng
CEOs/monogers, developing missions, op-
proving ond evoluoting progroms/services, ol-
locoting resoLrrces, monoging finonce, os

well os rotifying mqior strotegies/decisions
mode by monogement (Fomo & Jensen,
1983; Fligstein & Freelond, 1995; Forbes &
Milliken, 1999; Miller-Millsesn, 2003). The
concept of owners is not directly relevont to
mony non-profit sport orgonisotions. Moson
et ol. (200ó) orgued thot "principols" in non-
profit sport orgonisotions ore the podies thot
receive the benefits of the ochievements. This
could be the orgonisotion itself ond multiple
stokeholders, such os members, clients, gov-
ernments, volunteers, society ond sponsors.
ln this schemo the ogents ore the poid stoff
responsible for the orgonisotion's operotion.
The boord of directors is the mechonism to
ensure thot poid stoff behove in o monner
thot befits the interests of multiple
stokeholders.

While ogency theory oddresses the moni-
toring ond controlling role of o boord it hos

limitotions. Firstly, ogency theory is o simplified
model. lt ossumes there ore only two moin
porticiponts - the principol ond the ogent - in

orgonisotions (Doily, Dolton, & Connello,
2003). ln reolity, orgonisotions ore comprised
of more thon two members. A boord interocts
with orgonisotionol members other thon iust
CEOs/monogers, such os providing consulto-

tion to other members. Secondly, it is likely
thot when CEOs/monogers serve on owners'
interests, their interests ore sotisfied ot the
some time (Lone, Connello, & Lubotkin,
1998). Therefore, the boord moy not only
monitor CEOs/monogers but olso ossist CEOs/
monogers to ochieve orgonisotionol gools.
Thirdly, to protect their coreers ond reputotion
in the monogeriol morket, CEOs/monogers
ore likely to behove In o monner oligned
with the owners' interests (Kosnik, 1987). ln
this situotion, the boord moy poy less ottention
to monitoring CEOs/monqgers. An odditionol
limitotion of ogency theory is thot orgoniso-
tions operote in on open system, ond they in-
fluence ond ore influenced by the externol en-
vironment in which they operote (Chelloduroi,
2005). However, ogency theory ossumes
thot boord effectiveness is only ossocioted
with good monitoring functions. Therefore, re-
seorchers hove used resource dependency
theory, institutionol theory ond stokeholder
theory to further exploin the relotionship
between orgonisotions ond the externol envi-
ronment.

Resou¡ce dependency theory

Resource dependency theory stotes thot or-
gonisotionol survivol is bosed on orgoniso-
tionol copobilities io ocquire ond mointoin
resources essentiol to the orgonisotion (Pfeffer
& Soloncik, 1978). ln resource dependence
theory the boord of directors serves os o

mechonism connecting the orgonisotions
with externol resources (Hillmon, Connello, &
Poelzold, 2000; Miller-Millsesn, 2003). The
duties of directors ore to reduce externol un-
certointy, occess needed informotion, bring
resources ond represent the orgonisotions
(Doily, Dolton, & Rojogopolon, 2003; Hillmon
et ol., 2000; Lynoll et ol., 2003; McNulty &
Pettigrew, ì999; Miller-Millsesn, 2003). Re-

source dependency theory is moinly used to
exploin the roles of non-profit boords (Miller-
Millesen, 2003). When orgonisotions ore in o
stoble environment, the boord is less likely to
engoge in helping orgonisotions to occess ex-
ternol resources. ln this cose, the boord moy
primorily engoge in odministrotive functions
(Miller-Millesen, 2003).
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lnstitutional theory

ln complement, institutionol theory em-
phcsizes the imporlonce of normotive struc-
ture ond rules in guiding cnd constroining or-
gonisotioncl behoviors (Lynoll et o1.,2003;
Miller-Millsesn, 2003). The moin concept be-
hind the institutionol theory is thct o porticu-
lor pottern of doing things evolves over time
ond becomes legitimoted. The orgonisotion
chonges structure, processes or behcviors to
meet normotive or morol requirements
(Luomo & Goodstein, 1999; Pfeffeç l9B2).
As such, if boords hove similor roles, it is the
result of these roles hcving become cccepted
woys or o result of coercion (Miller-Millsesn,
2003). Boord roles in institutionol theory in-
clude ottending meetings, cdhering to re-
lcted lows/regulctions, filing required docu-
ments, insisting on sound finonciol monoge-
ment tools ond ovoiding conflict-of-interests
situotions (lngrom, 2003; Miller-Millsesn,
2003). Through coercive, mimetic or normo-
tive processes, orgonisctions of the some
type will grcduolly become similor (DiMoggio
& Powell, 1983). Orgonisotionol proctices ore
qlso oble to be predicted by reviewing orgoni-
sotionol history or industry troditions
(Eisenhordt, l988).

lnstitutionol theory does not fully exploin
why ond how orgonisotions ore likely to resist
chonge. Resistonce come from the opposi-
tion of interest groups, high cost of chonge or
lock of understonding of chonge (Slock &
Porent, 2006). ln this situotion, the boord
moy hove to enter into negotiotion with
members in order to occept chonge or de-
velop olternotive strotegies to reploce the
chonge. For some types of orgonisotions,
such os non-profit notionol sport orgoniso-
tions, foilure to comply with institutionol ex-
pectotions moy result in, for exomple, the loss

of government subsidies. Therefore, the gov-
ernment moy force non-profit notionol sport
orgonlsotions to occept chonge even though
they moy be psychologicolly resistont. ln
this situotion, it is likely thot complionce is

just symbolic so thot the institutionol force
hos little impoct on the orgonisotion (Luomo
& Goodstein, 1999; Stone, Bigelow, &
Crittenden, 1999). The boord moy just
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complete required poperwork rother thon
strotegicolly engoge in chonge.

Sfokeho/der theory

Stokeholder theory con olso be used to bet-
ter understcnd the boord roles in sport orgoni-
sotions. Stokeholder theory contends thot the
orgonisction should govern the relctionship
with vorious stckeholders (Clorke, 2004). For
profit sport orgonisotions, stokeholders in-
clude shoreholders, employees, members, ond
suppliers For non-profit sport orgonisotions,
there ore mony stokeholders ond these con in-
clude sponsors, funding bodies, stoff, genercl
public, communities, ond government (Aus-

trolion Sports Commission, 2005), Orgoniso-
tions con serve o wide ronge of sociol pur-
poses ond creote volue for stokeholders (Bloiç

1995; Clorke, )998; Clorkson, 1995). Due to
these multiple stokeholders, orgonisctions
hove to bolonce the interests of vcrious
stokeholders ond the primory boord role is to
identify, understond ond sotisfy the needs of
stokeholders (Corveç 1997). However, shore-
holders/owners own equity, ond hove rights to
monoge ond control orgonisotions ond the
boord moy be osked by shoreholders/owners
to perform tosks thot do not necesscrily meet
stokeholders' interests. The boord moy spend
much of its time on communicoting, negotiot-
ing or develop multiple progroms for vorious
sto kehol ders.

Eoch theory outlined obove hos been
bosed on corporote governonce rother thon
on sport governonce. While reseorch on sport
governonce hos been increosing, there hove
been few empiricol studies thot focused on
boord roles in sport orgonisotions (lnglis,
1997; Shilbury,2001). Among the few stud-
ies, no theoreticol fromeworks were opplied.
The obove theories offer o foundotion for sport
governonce. Sport reseorchers ccn exomine
whether these theories con be tronsferred
from corporote governonce. Moreover/ re-

seorchers hove orgued thot no single theory
con fully exploin the ronge of boord roles ond
responsibilities. Thus it seems thot o multi-
theoretic opprooch will best help us to under-
stond boord roles (Clorke, 2004; Miller-
Millesen, 2003).
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Boord compos¡t¡on

Does size motter?

There ore o number of propositions obout
the optimum size of o boord. Agency theory
suggests thot boord members ore selected to
monoge relotionships between the boord ond
the monoger cnd boord size should be
enough to prevent monogeriol hegemony
(Miller-Millsesn, 2003). Resource dependence
theory odvocotes thot o lorge boord hos the
obility to link the orgonisotion to the externol
environment ond secure criticol resources os
well os being likely to provide the knowledge
ond skills needed (Goodstein, Goutom,
& Boeker, 1994). Pfeffer ond Soloncik
(1978: I 72) noted 'the greoter the need for ef-
fective externol linkoge, the lorger the boord
should be.' lf boords ore trying to reduce ex-
ternol uncertointy, boord members should
hove explicit obilities to reoch their gools ond
the boord size should be lorge enough to pro-
vide o wide diversity (Abzug, 199ó; Luomo &
Goodstein, 1999). Zohro ond Peorce (1989)
osserted o lorge boord size meons the com-
pony hos o better obility to understond ond re-
spond to diverse stokeholders. They olso or-
gued thot o lorge boord size could reduce the
possibility of the CEO's control of the boord
ond provide more tolent to leod the orgoniso-
tion (Chogonti, Mohojon, & Shormo, 1985).
Zohro & Peorce (1989) hove empiricolly dem-
onstroted thot firms with o good finonciol per-
formonce hove o lorger bocrd size ('l0-ì5
boord members) thon foiling firms.

Howeveri Hermon (l 98 I ) ond Goodstein et
ol. (1994) contend thot lorge boords ore weok
boords os in-depth discussion becomes un-
I ikely; d iversiÇ contention, f rog mentotion o nd
foctions moke it hcrder for the boord members
to work os o group ond reoch on ogreement.
Lorge boords moy olso be less porlicipotive,
less cohesive ond less likely to reoch on ogree-
ment. Difficulties in communicotion ond inhi-
bition of the strotegic oction might exist which
in turn limit the boord members' contributions
(Dolton, Doily, Johnson, & Ellstrond, 1999;
Forbes & Milliken, 1999; Goodstein et ol.,
ì994). Jensen (1993) suggested thot o smoll
boord con help orgonisotions improve per-

formonce. Empiricol studies hove olso shown
thot smoll boords con help firms goin better fi-
nonciol performonce (Doily, Certo, & Dolton,
1999; Yermock, ì99ó).

It is opporent thot empiricol studies on
boord size hove inconsistent findings. Most re-
seorchers hove found thot the boord sizes ore
lorger in non-profit orgonisotions (Collen,
Klein, & Tinkelmon, 2003; Cornforth &
Simpson, 2003; Provon, 1980; Untermon &
Dovis, 'l982) with sometimes os mony os 30
members (Notionol Center for Non-profit
Boords, 199ó; Oster:, 1995). With o lorge
boord, non-profit orgonisotions con hove bet-
ter obility to occess externol resources ond con
sotisfy the desire for the volunteers' involve-
ment. Some non-profit reseorchers hod olso
tried to determine if there is o linkoge between
boord size ond boord performonce. Olson
(2000) found thot there is o positive relotÌon-
ship between boord size ond donotions. How-
ever, in other reseorch Miller, Weiss, ond
Mocleod (1988) ond Brodshow, Murroy ond
Wolpin (1992) discovered thot the boord size
wos not reloted to boord performonce.

ln summory, the question of boord size re-
moins controversiol. However, there is o relotive
consensus thot non-profit orgonisotions hove
o lorger boord thon profit orgonisotions be-
couse the former's survivol is moinfy depend-
ent on externol resources, such os donotions
or government subsidies. When on orgoniso-
tion needs externol resources to survive, it tries
to recruit os mony boord members os possible
to secure externol resources ond to creote on
extensive networking (Brown & lverson, 2004;
Miller-Millsesn,2003; Rhoodes et ol., 2000).
Little reseorch hos been conducted to exomine
the issue of boord size in sport orgonisotions.
However, it is reosonoble to onticipote thot
profit sport orgonisotions will hove o lorger
boord size thon non-profit spod orgonisotions.

Boord independence

Boord independence hos been primorily ex-
plored using ogency theory. Agency theory or-
gues thot to effectively monitor the CEO/mon-
oger, orgonisotions should hove o monitor
mechonism in ploce thot con oversee ond
control CEOs/monogers ond protect the

4l
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stokeholders. ln turn, orgonisotions will hove o

better performonce (Fomo & Jensen, l9B3;
Finkelstein & Mooney, 2003; Rhoodes et ol.,

2000). An independent boord or boord with

outside members is widely considered on op-

propriote mechonism (Fomo & Jensen, ì983).
Agency theorists suggest thot o dependent
boord or o boord with insiders, such os current
or former monogers/employees of the orgoni-

sction, or those who ore dependents of the

orgonisotions, is less likely to monitor the CEO

ond the independent boord is more vigilont

to oversee CEOs/monogers (Dolton, Doily,

Ellstrond, & Johnson, ì998; Fomo & Jensen,

l9B3). Estoblishing o boord with mostly exter-

nol members is useful to connect with multiple

stokeholders ond con include voices ond un-

derstonding from vqrious stokeholders.
There is olmost uniform ogreement in the

literoture thot on effective boord is independ-
ent (Dolton et ol., l99B). Jensen (1993) noted

thot CEOs/monogers con be boord members

becouse they generolly hove intimote knowl-

edge of the orgonisotion ond their knowledge

con help the boord moke cppropriote deci-

sions. Links between boord independence cnd

finoncicl performonce hove been inconclu-
sive, finding the relotionship positive (Dolton

et ol., l99B; Rhoodes et cl., 2000; Zchro &
Peorce 1989), negotive (Agrowol & Knoeber,

ì99ó; Bectty & Zoioc, 1994; Kesner, 1987;

Peorce, I 983), ond not reloted (Bhcgot &
Block, 1999; Chogonti et cl., l985;
Flnkelstein & Mooney, 2003; Hermclin &
Weisboch, 199 l; Johnson, Ellstrond, & Doily,

199ó; Kesner, l9B7). ln summory, boord inde-

pendence is regorded os o mechonism for or-

gonisotions to monitor CEOs/monogers. When

this mechonism is effectively in ploce, CEOV

monogers would oct in the interests of

stokeholders ond in turn benefit orgoniso-
tionol performcnce. ln sporl governonce, we

know little obout the issue of how orgonizo-
tionol effectiveness ond success relote to
boord independence.

Conclusion

Governonce is o criticol component of
monoging sport orgonisotions; how to best
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monitor orgonisotionol octivities, deliver ben-

efits to orgcnisotions ond guide cn orgcniso-
tion is criticol to orgonisotionol sustoinobility.

The boord ploys o significont role in o govern-

once system becouse decisions mode by the

boord con offect the entire orgonisotion. The

literoture review presented here hos suggested

thot we con drow on existing theories to under-

stond how boords work ond use this informo-

tion to design oppropriote boord structures for

sport orgonisotions. Empiricol studies should

be conducted to excmine boord composition
in sport orgonisotions, such os boord size ond

bocrd independences.
Future reseorch is needed to explore the

differences in boord roles ond boord composi-

tion between profit ond non-profit sport oÊ

gonisotions, between notionol ond locol spott

orgonisotions, between professionol ond amo-

teur spoft orgonisotions, ond between Western

ond Non-Western sport orgonisotions. lt hos

been orgued here thot sport orgonisotions cre

in o dynomic ond competitive environment
(Amis, Slock, & Hinings, 2004o)' Comporing
the differences in boord governonce within the

spod sector con help sport orgonisotlons un-

derstond themselves ond their rivol orgoniso-
tions ond in turn stond out in o competitive
environment. According to on oncient Chinese

militory treotise, titled lhe Art of Wor written

during the óth century BC by Sun Tzu, if you

know both yourself ond your enemy, you will

come out of one hundred bottles with one

hundred victories (Ton, 200 1). ln oddition, ex-

omining differences in boord governonce be-

tween spod ond non-sport sectors con not only

help us clorify differences between the sporl

sector ond non-sport sectors but olso help re-

seorchers develop o fromework or o theory for

spod governonce.
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